7 May 2015

Planning Policy Team
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
Aberdeen
AB16 5GB

Sent by email to LDP@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

Catherine Thornhill
E: cthornhill@savills.com
DL: +44 (0) 1224 971130
F: +44 (0) 1224 971150
5 Queens Terrace
Aberdeen AB10 1XL
T: +44 (0) 1224 971111
savills.com

Dear Sirs
Representation to the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2015
On behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd and Fettercain Estate
Fettercairn OP1
We refer to the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (2015) (Proposed Plan) and write on
behalf of our clients Kirkwood Homes Ltd and Fettercairn Estate. This letter should be read in conjunction
with the attached proforma.

Introduction
Our clients support the allocation of site OP1 for 30 dwellings in the Proposed Plan, as a continuation of the
H1 allocation in the extant Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) (2012), however it is requested that
the northern boundary line of the site is extended some 60m to the north-west, to include a further 0.76ha,
increasing the overall size of the site to 2.475ha as shown on the plan in appendix 1. Concurrently, the
stated capacity of the site should be increased to 40 dwellings, which can be provided in the first phase of the
forthcoming LDP.

Summary
Requested amendments to the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan and its appendices are:
· Appendix 5, Table 6 New Housing Land – Kincardine and Mearns
Fettercairn, OP1: Existing to 2016 (20 dwellings); 2017 – 2026 (20 dwellings)
· Appendix 8 Settlement Statements, Kincardine & Mearns
Fettercairn, OP1: Allocation up to 40 homes, with up to 10 affordable houses.
Increase the northern boundary of OP1 as shown in appendix 1.
These amendments will allow the provision of vehicular access to the site from Gladstone Gardens, as set
out in the settlement statement, which is the only available access point; and allow the development of a
further 10 dwellings to the north of the access road, allowing the road to be double-fronted. Increasing the
capacity of the site to 40 dwellings will also result in the provision of a further 3 affordable dwellings on the
site and boost the roll of Fettercairn Primary School, which is under-capacity.
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Registered office: 33 Margaret Street, London, W1G 0JD

Background

a

Proposed Plan site OP1 is currently allocated H1 in the extant LDP for the development of 30 dwellings.
In April 2013, Savills submitted a development bid on behalf of the landowner, Fettercairn Estate for the
continued allocation of the above site for 30 residential dwellings, with the above-noted northwards extension
of the extant LDP allocation, which would allow access into Gladstone Gardens (Ref: 1167).
This was subsequently identified in the Main Issues Report (2013) (MIR) as site KM064, which concluded that
the northwards extension proposed in KM064 “would be a logical extension to site H1” (Kincardine & Mearns
Settlements, page 20). Savills responded to the MIR consultation on behalf of the landowner, supporting the
inclusion of the site and highlighted that there was significant housebuilder interest in developing the site,
which is a natural extension to the housing development at Gladstone Gardens. The response confirmed
that the necessary infrastructure for the development of this site is in place and recognised that a flood risk
assessment would be required as part of any planning application.
th

On 16 October 2014 proposals for development of site KM064 for 40 dwellings were discussed with
Aberdeenshire Council planning officers and consultees at a Major Application pre-application meeting. It
was noted that the additional land to the north and additional 10 houses were an outwith the H1 allocation in
the extant LDP, but were being addressed through the ongoing Local Development Plan process. Technical
consultees noted the following:
Scottish Water:

A Growth Project has been initiated at Fettercairn WWTW, triggered by the nearby
115 unit proposal at Fasque House, as there was insufficient capacity to serve the full
development. Growth will be provided for site H1 as well as for the other
developments in the area.
Education:
The level of housing on the site may provide a boost for pupil numbers at Fettercairn
Primary School and should therefore make the school more sustainable.
SEPA:
Flood risk assessment required due to the proximity of the Crichie Burn.
Transportation:
Welcomed the Designing Streets approach to the site layout.
Roads Development: Proposal demonstrates good connectivity.
Flood Prevention Unit: Require details of the DIA and proposed SUDS.

Discussion
Kirkwood Homes are in negotiation with Fettercairn Estate for the development of Proposed Plan site OP1,
which is a continuation of the H1 allocation in the extant LDP for 30 dwellings. The Proposed Plan
recognises that access to the site should be taken from Gladstone Gardens, the access to which lies outwith
the site boundary to the north. The necessary infrastructure for the development of this site is in place as a
continuation of the Gladstone Gardens development, which is required for the delivery of development of this
site.
As set out in appendices 1 and 2 a northwards extension of the current allocation to include vehicular access
to Gladstone Gardens and an additional 10 dwellings will bring significant benefits to the current allocation
and the wider settlement.
As shown in the proposed site layout (appendix 2), these 10 dwellings will line the northern side of the access
road, providing natural surveillance and traffic calming. An additional pedestrian and emergency access to
the development will be provided from Distillery Road. Following review of the proposed site layout through
Aberdeenshire Council’s Major Application pre-application process, the Council’s Transportation and Roads
Development services welcomed the Designing Streets layout and its good connectivity.
Fettercairn has an affordable housing requirement of 25% and the additional dwellings will increase the
onsite provision from 7 to 10 dwellings.
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Fettercairn Primary School currently operates at 60% of its functional working capacity, with capacity for 38
pupils. The 2015 school roll forecast makes provision for the allocated dwellings, at a rate of 0.4 pupils per
household; nevertheless, the predicted roll in 2019, taking account of the full H1 development still only
reaches 81% capacity, with availability for 18 pupils. The additional development would generate an
additional 4 pupils, which would support the primary school roll.
Scottish Water confirm that Growth Project is underway and will provide capacity for the proposed
development.

Conclusion
Amending the boundary of proposed site OP1 to include the proposed strip of land to the north will allow
connection to the existing vehicular access at Gladstone Gardens, which is not only a natural extension of the
existing development, but the access point proposed in the Proposed Plan settlement statement for
Fettercairn. The addition of 10 dwellings to the site’s capacity can comfortably accommodated within the
existing and proposed settlement infrastructure and will provide a boost to the local Primary School roll and
on site affordable housing provision within the settlement. Site OP1 should be amended to reflect the revised
boundary shown in appendix 1 of this representation.
This development can be delivered within phase 1 of the forthcoming LDP 2017 – 2021 and table 6 New
Housing Land – Kincardine and Mearns of Proposed Plan appendix 5 should reflect this.

Appendices
Appendix 1 – Proposed Site Plan
Appendix 2 – Proposed Site Layout Plan – Future Development, Date 25.11.2014, Ref: 1360/-/00/XX/004/Appendix 3 – Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2015 Response Profoma
We trust that this representation will be taken into consideration in the preparation of the Local Development
Plan Proposed Plan. Should you have any queries or require any additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely

Catherine Thornhill
Associate Director

Encl.
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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

Scott Hobbs Planning

First name Paul
Surname
Date

Scott

8/5/15

Postal Address 24A Stafford Street, Edinburgh
Postcode

EH3 7BD

Telephone Number
E-mail

0131 226 7225

ps@scotthobbsplanning.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

Ashfield Land

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 A2 - Retail Centres
Blackdog should be included within the Principal Town Centres designation within Appendix 2.

Reason for change
Appendix A2 - Retail Centres
In line with the definition of Blackdog as a sustainable new community with its own town centre, this should be properly
reflected in the LDP retail hierarchy. Appendix 2 of the Proposed Plan (Retail Centres) fails to recognise Blackdog as a
retail centre of any kind, and this is clearly inconsistent with the adopted LDP allocation which includes retail as part of
the mix. Blackdog should be included within the Principal Town Centres designation within Appendix 2, alongside
settlements such as Banff and Turriff. With a potential population in Blackdog of 2,500-3,000, the scale of the
settlement alone, even in the absence of the retail development anticipated for the town in the adopted LDP, justifies the
allocation of a Principal Town Centre for Blackdog.
The scale of retail development anticipated for Blackdog, and as included in the approved Masterplan and adopted LDP,
is consistent with the reference to the policy approach in Appendix 2 which states ‘Town Centres with a diverse mix of
uses, a high level of accessibility qualities which identify them as “places”, wider economic and social activity and
integration with residential areas.’
The closest town centres to Blackdog are located in Ellon (12 miles) and Inverurie (16 miles), both of which serve
localised catchment areas. Only two town centres are defined in Aberdeen, at Torry and Rosemount, both of which
serve entirely different catchment areas. Aberdeen City Centre serves a regional catchment area, and the proposed
Principal Town Centre at Blackdog would complement the role and function of the City Centre.
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Post: Planning Policy Team
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Woodhill House
Westburn Road
ABERDEEN
AB16 5GB
Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

YOUR DETAILS
Title

Scott Hobbs Planning

First name Paul
Surname
Date
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8/5/15

Postal Address 24A Stafford Street, Edinburgh
Postcode

EH9 3BX

Telephone Number
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Are you responding on behalf of another person? Yes
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✔
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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
Settlement Statements - Appendix A8 - Formartine - Blackdog
See Supplementary Submission No.1 & attachment

Reason for change
Settlement Statements - Appendix A8 - Formartine - Blackdog
See Supplementary Submission No.1 & attachment
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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 - Energetica
A more flexible approach to the wording of the Energetica SG would be beneficial in terms of deliverability of the vision.

Reason for change
Supplementary Guidance - Energetica
Whilst the overall objective of the Energetica Corridor, as referred to above, seeks to make a significant contribution to
quality of life, environmental performance and economic development targets, the emerging SG places more onerous
requirements on developers within the Energetica Corridor than elsewhere within Aberdeenshire and in particular, within
any other Strategic Growth Area. The targets relating, in particular, to energy performance and environmental
sustainability represent additional hurdles which must be overcome in delivering the Blackdog vision for a sustainable
mixed use community. A more flexible approach to the wording of the Energetica SG would be beneficial in terms of
deliverability of the vision.
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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.
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Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016
Proposed Plan
Scottish Enterprise Representations

Introduction
1.

Scottish Enterprise (SE) welcomes the opportunity to participate in the preparation of the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016 (ALDP).

2.

SE wishes to congratulate Aberdeenshire Council on producing a good document. For the most
part, the ALDP Proposed Plan (PP) is a comparatively high quality, clear and user-friendly plan,
particularly in relation to its visual presentation of information and the clear written text. SE
requests Aberdeenshire Council, however, to further consider whether using the same referencing
for each site in each settlement leads to confusion. The use of a different referencing structure
may provide greater clarity for users.

3.

In general, SE supports the approach taken towards development in the PP. In particular, it
supports employment and business allocations generally, including the growth suggested for
Peterhead, with particular reference to
importance to the energy sector and the
recognition of NPF3 status; and the role of the strategic growth corridors, in particular, Energetica
and Inverurie. SE supports the recognition of the need to implement infrastructure improvements
to enable Aberdeenshire to achieve its potential and welcomes mechanisms to secure delivery of
development projects.

4.

SE wishes to ensure that economic and energy-related development is fully supported and
encouraged in Aberdeenshire. In this respect, SE considers the ALDP should maintain a positive
and high-growth vision for all sectors in particular Energy, Food & Drink and Tourism which drive
the inter-related Aberdeen City and Shire economies. Like all our sectors, the oil and gas industry
is successfully working towards long term national and international growth targets despite the
recent short term situation of the fallen global oil price. To ensure favourable growth, SE considers
that the ALDP should not place any onerous or unnecessary obstacles to development.

5.

refer either to particular points of detail which may be construed as
more restrictive
, to our
internationally competitive sectors; or to areas of potential confusion for which alternative
presentation could provide clarity.

6.

For efficiency and ease of reference, one representation is submitted but is sub-divided into 6
s

Issue 1 - Strategic Plan - Connections beyond Aberdeenshire Council Boundaries
Modification
7.

SE requests Aberdeenshire Council gives further consideration to providing greater clarity in the
ALDP in relation to the strategic context to the plan area. Should it be considered appropriate, the
plans could be amended to provide a strategic context by, as a minimum, the inclusion of the
APWR, Aberdeen Airport, the proposed new AECC, Energetica, proximity to major employment
hubs and new business park developments on the City periphery and access (major road and
public transport routes) to the City Centre.

Reason

8.

Whilst SE recognises that planning policy may change within Aberdeen City Council area, over
which Aberdeenshire Council has limited control, the entire region
is
dependent on interactivity between both Council areas and the aforementioned hubs and areas

9.

Notwithstanding the Strategic Development Plan, SE requests that in order to provide a clear
context to the development proposals, consideration is given to expressing within the ADLP the
interdependency with the Aberdeen City area, by indicating the locations of important
infrastructure, policy zones and employment areas such as those mentioned above.

10.

Additionally, SE notes also that Aberdeen City Council allocates an additional area of land at
Where
possible, SE considers that such areas should also be shown on the proposals maps (and a
corresponding position for Aberdeen City LDP). Similar actions should also be taken with other

Issue 2 - B2 Office Development / Sequential Assessment
Modification
11.

SE support
requests that parts of
the policy text are reworded to ensure a supportive policy background for economic development,
including :
A - Policy B2 text should be changed

es which a lot of people will visit,



i.e. (SE suggested alteration in bold) lot of people will visit, including office and leisure



Define more clearly what
development will / are likely to be acceptable, and where,



C
centres



Clarify that sequential assessment is not required for development within B1 or BUS land

for development other than retail in the town

B - Reword Policy B1 text to clarify that sequential assessment is not required for development
within B1 or BUS land
C - Provide Supplementary Guidance to identify the sequential assessment approach to be
taken for all town centre uses, in addition to that which has been provided for retail
development.

Reason
12.

SE supports attempts to ensure that town centres are the location to be considered first for many
forms of development to which a lot of people may visit and wishes to encourage the inclusion of
all uses which are appropriate to town centres, e.g. leisure uses.

13.

SE also appreciates that the PP is breaking new ground in that it is seeking to implement the
requirements of the Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and SE recognises the challenges this
presents. SE, however, requests that consideration is given to the specific wording of the policy to

ensure that it will achieve the desired aim of town centre development without unnecessary
especially as such assessments may be unique to Aberdeenshire. Whilst SE appreciates the
attempts to seek to redirect the intentions of investors towards town centres, SE is concerned that
B2 is insufficiently clear in relation to its requirements for sequential assessment, and there is no
other similar policy elsewhere upon which reliance can be placed.
14.

SE acknowledges
stood and defined
mechanism for assessing retail development but considers that office development is not similar in
characteristic, form or requirement and the sequential assessment, normally applied to retail
development is not directly transferrable.

15.

If this approach is deemed necessary, therefore, SE requests that consideration be given to
rewording B2 and also to the preparation of Supplementary Guidance to provide more information
to support this policy to ensure that the assessment is robust, for example the type and size of
uses which are expected to locate in town centres, car parking and accessibility requirements,
and how other sites can or cannot be differentiated as
.

16.

SE also considers that
on allocated B1 (Employment and Business Land), and,
therefore, there should be no need to address the sequential assessment in B2, if such a
requirement is retained in the ALDP. Such clarification should be included in either Policy B1 or B2
(or both), for clarity and certainty as it may otherwise be difficult to implement B1, to the detriment
of economic development and employment growth. As these employment allocations have been
justified, in accordance with the Strategic Development Plan, it is considered unnecessary, and
indeed counterproductive to the employment land allocations, to introduce an additional level of
assessment, due to proximity to town centres where the B2 policy applies.

Issue 3 - Westhill - Business Land Allocations
Modification
17.

SE supports the business land allocations within the PP for Westhill provided that Aberdeenshire
Council is satisfied it has responded to the requirements of the global sub-sea cluster and is
content that sufficient land, to enable the growth of this sector, is allocated.

18.

SE requests that consideration is given towards the inclusion on all plans of all allocations of land
at Westhill, including OP3 / Aberdeen City Councils proposed OP34.

Reason
19.

SE recognises that there has been significant recent success at Westhill in attracting new
businesses, and creating a global sub-sea sector cluster. SE supports the PP allocation of land at
Westhill providing it is sufficient to accommodate the future growth of the sub-sea cluster to
ensure the needs of this important industry can be met, without constraint during and beyond the
plan period.

20.

SE requests that clarity be introduced to the ALDP (for Westhill and all other settlements) where
there may be overlap with Aberdeen City LDP. SE notes that Aberdeen City Council allocates an
additional area of land at Westhill (OP34, under LR1) as
allocation. SE considers that such areas should also be shown on the proposals maps (and a

corresponding position for Aberdeen City LDP). SE acknowledges that neither Council has control
over the eventual policy framework of the other Council area. However, as the LDP process for
each Council area is running in parallel, SE considers that such clarity can be provided in the final
LDPs.

Issue 4- Energetica - Supplementary Guidance (SG)
Modification
21.

SE requests that Aberdeenshire Council gives further consideration to the tests in the
Supplementary Guidance (SG) for the Energetica corridor to ensure that it is satisfied that it is
supportive of development proposals and does not introduce unnecessary assessment. SE
suggests that Aberdeenshire Council may wish to give consideration to a number of modifications
to the SG :
A - Revise all plans to show Energetica connections into Aberdeen City area.
B

In collaboration with key stakeholders, including SE, and Aberdeen City Council, consider:


addressing within the SG the risk that the SG may be perceived as creating more stringent
tests for Energetica compared with other locations, within and outwith the region.



emphasising that the purpose of the SG is to create a comparatively better quality living
and working environment so people are attracted to live and work there, and that planning
applications will be considered in this context.



giving greater clarity relating to the types or sizes of development against which the SG
criteria should be tested.

C It is encouraging to note that the Energetica SG is consistent with the Aberdeen City Council
PP. The revisions requested should apply to the Aberdeen City Energetica policy / SG also. SE will
make similar representations to Aberdeen City PP to this effect.

Reason
22.

SE welcomes the enhanced status of Energetica through the publication of specific
Supplementary Guidance to guide development within its boundaries.

23.

SE provides the following as reasoning for its suggested modifications :
Modification A
, all plans showing
SE suggests that as Energetica extends
Energetica should show that part within the neighbouring authority area too (this point applies
include land outwith Aberdeenshire Council, and would welcome such strategic vision for all plans
(for example, reference is made to the Settlement Allocation Plan for Formartine (PP, Volume 2
page 18), which does not include Energetica in its entirety.
Modification B


In relation to the Compliance
, whilst SE recognises and supports the overall
aspirations of Energetica, SE feels that there is a risk that the requirements for the
Compliance Statement may be perceived as an additional stringent test. Compliance
Statements are not required for development outside the corridor area, and may be

interpreted as a requirement to provide more detailed and costly levels of information
without clarity in place. The SG will carry significant weight in the determination of
development proposals and it will therefore be necessary to demonstrate material
circumstances to grant proposals if contrary to the tests of the SG, even when such
development would normally be deemed acceptable. The SG would therefore be improved
required contents
were outlined.

Modification C
a consistent SG for Energetica, and accordingly SE will make the same representations and
comments. . SE welcomes the consistent approach between Aberdeenshire Council and
Aberdeen City Council and, for the avoidance of doubt, suggests that any changes to the policy
are
istent policy is agreed and
adopted.

Issue 5 Peterhead
Modification
24.

SE welcomes the policies and land allocations at South Peterhead in particular R2 for
development related to Peterhead Power Station major energy developments, as set out in NPF3.

25.

With reference to Peterhead Map 9, SE would request that the land allocated to the immediate
East of BUS 3 and South of CCI sitting as a relatively narrow strip of land between Upperton
Estate and the A90 is allocated as BUS 3 land and not R2 major energy developments.

Reason
26.

SE considers that u
size, shape and proximity to the A90 and feels that its allocation should be as flexible as possible
to ensure that favourable conditions are in place to encourage the expansion of or future access
to the BUS 3 (employment) or CCI (commercial) use. This land is already difficult to market
commercially and anything which restricts future improved access or frontage will be further
detrimental to these employment or commercial schemes.

Issue 6 - Ellon
Modification
27.

SE welcomes the policies and land allocations at Ellon, in particular the retention of sites OP5 (E1)
and SR1. SE notes that no new additional employment allocations have introduced within the PP
and requests that Aberdeenshire Council gives consideration to whether sufficient employment
and/or strategic reserve land is allocated to meet employment and economic growth needs during
the plan period and beyond

28.

With reference to infrastructure, SE welcomes the identification of the infrastructure requirements,
in particular the identification of drainage and water supply infrastructure upgrades required. SE
also requests that consideration be given to the identification of electricity upgrade requirements
which SE has encountered on the Cassiegills OP5 (E1) employment site.

29.

In relation to the requirement for a Gypsy/Traveller site within SR1, SE requests that
Aberdeenshire Council gives further consideration to whether such a use is compatible with
employment business park development, particularly given its position within Energetica which

Reason
30.

Given Ellons role as a service centre and key settlement within the Aberdeen to Peterhead
strategic growth area and Energetica, SE wishes to ensure that that sufficient employment
allocations are made within Ellon to allow it to fulfil its key planning objective to deliver strategic
employment and economic growth. Although it is acknowledged that the rate of development on
allocated employment sites over the current plan period has not met expectations, this is as a
result of a lack of available infrastructure capacity (waste water, water supply and electricity) rather
than a lack of market demand.

31.

Given the above context for employment growth in Ellon, Aberdeenshire Council may wish to give
further consideration to whether a Gypsy/Traveller site on a strategic employment site would
positively contribute to the viability of the business park, being as it is already affected by
significant infrastructure constraints.
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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
Appendix 2 ‘Retail Centres’ should be changed to ‘Network of Centres’ to reflect Scottish Planning Policy (SPP).
Any references to the Appendix in the Proposed Plan should also be changed from 'Retail Centres' to the revised name
'Network of Centres'.

Reason for change
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) says at paragraph 61. “Plans should identify a network of centres and explain how they
can complement each other.”
It goes on to say, the network is likely to include city centres, town centres, local centres and commercial centres and
may be organised as a hierarchy.
Appendix 2 of the Proposed Plan sets out the ‘Retail Centres’ This would have been better termed the ‘Network of
Centres’ in recognition of the terminology used in SPP, and the wider role and functions that town centres have to play.
The Town Centre Action Plan and SPP recognise the importance of having a mix of uses in town centres to support
their vitality, vibrancy and viability, throughout the day and into the evening.
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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,
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
The Climate Change Diagram of the Proposed Plan should be amended to reflect page 29 of NPF3 to indicatively show
the National Developments for:
- Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and Thermal Generation at Peterhead and;
- The High Voltage Energy Transmission Network in Aberdeenshire.

Reason for change
Page 29 of the National Planning Framework (NPF3) indicatively shows the infrastructure that forms the spatial strategy
for 'A low carbon place'. Relevant to the Proposed Plan are the National Developments for Carbon Capture and
Storage (CCS) and Thermal Generation at Peterhead and the High Voltage Energy Transmission Network.
Paragraph 3.41 of NPF3 'A flexible strategy for diverse places - areas of co-ordinated action' highlights the significance
of Peterhead in delivering this stragegy. It states:
"Peterhead is a focus for a number of important projects, including the conversion of the existing power station to
provide CCS and proposals for further expansion of the harbour to support this and other opportunities for
diversification. Nearby St. Fergus has a potentially nationally important role in supporting an emerging CCS network.
The area may also be the landfall for an international North Sea interconnector and could be a focus for onshore
connections to support offshore renewable energy. These can support wider aspirations for growth, including the
Energetica corridor where energy-driven opportunities are being used to focus investment and promote a place-based
approach to development".
The Climate Change Diagram of the Proposed Plan should therfore be amended to reflect page 29 of NPF3.
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
The Climate Change Diagram of the Proposed Plan should be amended to be clearer in reflecting the approach to
onshore wind farms as set out in Paragraph 161 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and its Spatial Frameworks for
onshore wind (Table 1, pg 39 of SPP).
The wording in the key of the Climate Change Diagram should be amended from "Spatial Framework" to read:
"Spatial Framework Onshore Wind Farms - Group 2 Areas of Significant Protection".

Reason for change
Paragraph 161 of Scottish Planning Policy sets out that "Planning authorities should set out in the development plan a
spatial framework identifying those areas that are likely to be most appropriate for onshore wind farms as a guide for
developers and communities, following the approach set out below in Table 1" (Spatial Frameworks).
The key used in the Climate Change Diagram of the Proposed Plan is currently unclear to guide developers and
communities that the 'spatial framework' relates to onshore wind turbines and that the hatched dark grey area identifies
Group 2: Areas of significant protection (as set out in Table 1: Spatial Frameworks of SPP).
The key of the Climate Change Diagram should be amended to clarify this.
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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,
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
The proposed plan should be amended to take account of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) on supporting digital
connectivity. Policies should be included to ensure the Local Development Plan (LDP) reflects the requirements of SPP
for LDPs to include policies relating to:
- digital roll out plans
- mast siting
- the provision of digital infrastructure in new buildings.

Reason for change
The Scottish Government is committed to ensuring that the whole of Scotland is well placed to take full advantage of all
the economic, social and environmental opportunities offered by digital technologies. The “Supporting Digital
Connectivity” policy in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) sets out the role that the planning system should play to
strengthen digital communications capacity and coverage across Scotland. This includes requirements for local
development plans to include policies relating to digital roll-out plans, mast siting and provision of digital infrastructure in
new buildings. These requirements are set out in paragraphs 294 to 297 of SPP.
The proposed plan should be amended to take account of these paragraphs so that there is a consistent policy basis for
decision making throughout the LDP area on these issues. This includes policies that address the following
requirements:
- developers of new residential or business and industrial developments consider opportunities to install the necessary
infrastructure to enable all new premises to be connected to the existing fibre optic network, where available, and in
accordance with the relevant telecommunications provider’s standards.
- providers of communications equipment demonstrate that the options in paragraph 295 of Scottish planning Policy
have been considered when selecting sites and designing base stations:
- planning applications address the issues set out in paragraph 296 of Scottish Planning Policy.
The policy contained within the East Ayrshire Council Proposed LDP could be used as an example of how to take
account of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) on supporting digital connectivity.
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
It is recommended that the Local Development Plan refers to the National Marine Plan as being a relevant part of the
general planning and/or decision making framework.
The third paragraph of introductory text in the section headed ‘Influences on the Plan’ (pg5) should be amended to
include the National Marine Plan.

Reason for change
The National Marine Plan was adopted and published on 27 March 2015. The Plan applies from Mean High Water
Springs and covers both Scottish inshore waters (out to 12 nautical miles) and offshore waters (12 to 200 nautical
miles). The Plan has statutory effect for any public authority taking decisions which can affect the marine environment.
National Marine Plan - www.gov.scot/Topics/marine/seamanagement/national/nmp
Relevant marine legislation (Marine (Scotland) Act 2010 and UK Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009) requires that:
• public authorities taking authorisation or enforcement decisions that affect or might affect the marine area must do so
in accordance with the National Marine Plan and any subsequent regional marine plan once adopted, unless relevant
considerations indicate otherwise. This includes decisions on terrestrial planning applications and enforcement action
which affect the UK marine area.
• public authorities when making decisions which are capable of affecting the marine area which are not authorisation or
enforcement decisions, must have regard to National and regional marine plans. This applies to the preparation and
adoption of terrestrial development plans.
The National Marine Plan may contain policy of relevance to coastal planning in Aberdeenshire. Development plans
are required to have regard to the national marine plan in their preparation. It will be useful for the Council to consider
the Marine Planning Circular: www.gov.scot/Resource/0046/00465766.pdf
The above Circular outlines the new marine planning regime and the requirement and opportunities for alignment
between the marine and terrestrial planning systems. In particular it is important to appreciate the on shore
development requirements and impacts that can be associated with off shore development and to ensure that policy and
proposals are in place to account for such development. Policy alignment is likely to be particularly relevant in areas
such as renewable energy, coastal defences, ports and harbours, tourism and recreation, protected sites and species
and seascape and landscape. While Regional Marine Plans are yet to be developed the LDP may be able to anticipate
potential policy requirements based on the content of the national marine plan.
Marine Scotland is developing Draft Sectoral Marine Plans for Offshore Renewable Energy in Scottish Waters. It is
expected that these will be published in 2015. These are discussed in the National Marine Plan, chapter 11 and may be
of interest to the Council.
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Policy B2 'Town centres and office development' should be revised to reflect the town centres first policy set out in
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP). It should be amended to clearly set out:
• the full range of town centre uses the town centre first approach applies to ; and
• the town centres first sequential approach (by either explicitly replicating the order of preference set out in SPP, or by
confirming that the SPP’s order of preference will apply).

Reason for change
The Town Centre First Principle jointly developed by Scottish Government and COSLA encourages the public sector to
continue to invest in town centres and help communities thrive. The principle is about adopting an approach to decisions
that considers the vibrancy of town centres as a starting point. It asks that the health of town centres features in
decision making processes.
One of Scottish Planning Policy’s (SPP) Policy Principles (paragraph 60) is that “the planning system should apply a
town centre first policy when planning for uses which attract significant numbers of people, including retail and
commercial leisure, offices, community and cultural facilities”. Paragraph 68 of SPP sets out that Development plans
should adopt a sequential town centre first approach when planning for uses which generate significant footfall,
including retail and commercial leisure uses, offices, community and cultural facilities and, where appropriate, other
public buildings such as libraries, and education and healthcare facilities.
Policy B2 of the Proposed Plan uses the wording “retail and other uses which a lot of people will visit, including office
developments”. If the policy is going to cite examples of uses ‘which a lot of people will visit’ we would expect rather
than just saying “including office developments” that the policy would specify the full range of other town centre uses set
out in SPP .
The SPP sets out (at paragraph 68) the town centres first approach which requires that locations are considered in the
following order of preference:
• town centres (including city centres and local centres);
• edge of town centre;
• 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.
Policy B2 of the Proposed Plan refers to a sequential assessment, but does not clearly set out what that sequential
order of preference is, or indicate that it will be as set out in SPP.
To enshrine the town centres first sequential approach in the development plan and give it the weight and status that
brings, the Scottish Government recommends that the Proposed Plan clearly explains the sequential approach in Policy
B2.

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 Simon
Surname
Date

Pallant

06/05/15

Postal Address Scottish Government, Planning and Architecture Division, Area 2H South, Vicotria Quay, Edinburgh
Postcode

EH6 6QQ

Telephone Number
E-mail

0131 244 7761

simon.pallant@scotland.gsi.gov.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

Scottish Government

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
In policy P2 ‘Open space and access in new development’:
• In the first paragraph, change the last sentence to read:
“Allotments, community growing spaces and community woodlands are encouraged and will be protected.”

Reason for change
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) states in paragraph 227, that:
“Local development plans should safeguard existing and potential allotment sites to ensure that local authorities meet
their statutory duty to provide allotments where there is proven demand. Plans should also encourage opportunities for a
range of community growing spaces.”
Policy P2 of the Proposed Plan 'Open space and access in new development' encourages community woodlands, but it
does not provide encouragement for allotments or a full range of community growing, which can include community
gardens, community orchards, community market gardens and community farms.
The Scottish Government requests additional wording be inserted into the plan to encourage opportunities for allotments
and a range of community growing spaces.
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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
The first sentence of Paragraph 4 of policy R3 'Minerals and hill tracks" should be amended to reflect Scottish Planning
Policy (SPP) on the review of mineral permissions. It should be amended to read as follows:
"All conditions attached to mineral permissions will be reviewed every 15 years (subject to the flexibility provided in
Scottish Planning Policy to postpone reviews), to ensure the development is not adversely affecting the natural or
historical environment, landscape character or local amenity".

Reason for change
Paragraph 248 of SPP sets out that "The review of mineral permissions every 15 years should be used to apply
up-to-date operating and environmental standards although requests from operators to postpone reviews should be
considered favourably if existing conditions are already achieving acceptable standards.
Policy R3 of the Proposed Plan does not take account of the flexibility provided in Paragraph 248 of SPP with regards to
the review of mineral permissions. The Proposed Plan should therefore be amended to take account of this.
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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
The 7th bullet point of Policy R1 'Special rural areas' should be amended to specify the relevant policy (or policies)
identified under the policy for safeguarding of resources.

Reason for change
Policy R1 Special rural areas states: "Housing and business development opportunities will be significantly restricted in
the greenbelt and coastal zone to reflect the special nature of these areas. We will only allow development if it is
essential and cannot be located elsewhere. In the greenbelt the following development is permitted:"
The 7th bullet point of Policy R1 states: "development identified under the policy for safeguarding of resources as
required to meet an established need".
It is unclear to the reader of the plan whether the 'policy for safeguarding of resources' specifically covers all policies in
Section 17 of the LDP which are set out under the heading "Protecting Resources", or just Policy PR1 'Protecting
important resources'. The 7th bullet point should therefore be amended to refer to the specific policy (PR1) or policies
(PR1, PR2 and PR3).
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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 PR1, Paragraph 5 should be amended to reflect the economic importance of woodland to read:
"Development resulting in the loss of, or serious damage to, trees and woodlands of significant economic, ecological,
recreational, historical, landscape or shelter value will not normally be permitted. In order to determine whether there are
significant public benefits that would outweigh any loss or damage to trees and woodlands, the developer must submit
an evaluation of the biodiversity, amenity and economic value of the woodland and habitat, including both its current and
potential future benefits....."

Reason for change
The LDP should recognise the economic value of woodland. Nationally the forest industries, including forest based
tourism, contribute £670 million per year Gross Value Added (GVA) to the Scottish economy (2007-08 prices). The
mainstream forestry and timber processing sector alone supports over 13,000 mostly rural jobs and the forest tourism
sector provides significant additional employment. A study is currently being carried out to update these figures.
Policy PR1 'Protecting important resources' should therefore be amended to reflect the economic importance of
woodland. This amendment will ensure that the value of woodland to the rural economy and any impact on rural
employment is assessed through any development proposal and included in any mitigation plan.
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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
It is recommended that the Proposed Plan (Appendix 8 - Settlement Statement for Laurencekirk) and the Action
Programme should be amended to explicitly state that no development shall be permitted prior to a scheme of grade
separation being in place on the A90(T) at Laurencekirk.

Reason for change
The text included within the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) Laurencekirk Settlement Statement (p40
Appendix 8 Kincardine & Mearns) states “there are significant road infrastructure issues which need to be resolved
before further development can occur”. Furthermore, the text for Allocated Site OP1: North Laurencekirk (p41 Appendix
8 Kincardine & Mearns) states that “Before development can commence on site there are several assessments that
need to be carried out including; a ....transport assessment...”
The Plan and Action Programme do not satisfactorily detail the current Transport Scotland position on Laurencekirk that
no development shall be permitted prior to a scheme of grade separation being in place. The Access to Laurencekirk
study is currently considering the potential solutions for the A90(T) and any future design and/or construction works are
dependent upon agreement on funding and delivery options. The issues of future development at Laurencekirk and
potential improvements to the A90(T) are important issues which developers require to be aware of upfront, therefore
the Local Development Plan should be clear on this and the potential implications.
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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
In order to overcome this representation we suggest that the Proposed Plan either:
Reverts back to the current policy content, with some appropriate changes to reflect up-to-date national guidance and
an additional content on battlefields.;
Or:
Policies HE1, HE2 and HE3 are amended to cover individual types of historic environment assets separately. It should
be ensured that no relevant aspects of the existing Local Development Plan (LDP) policy are missed.

Reason for change
Historic Scotland were previously consulted on the Main Issues Report (MIR) for this LDP in 2014. We were informed at
the time that the Council intended to carry forward the existing (2012) LDP historic environment policy to the next plan.
We were content with this approach. We note, however, that significant changes have been made to the policy wording
in the Proposed Plan for the historic environment. We consider that these changes have not been successful.
Section 16 of the Proposed Plan 'The Historic Environment' combines historic buildings with scheduled monuments
under one policy (Policy HE1) and conservation areas, gardens and designed landscapes and battlefields under another
(Policy HE2). We do not consider that grouping heritage assets in this way is appropriate or effective, due to different
policy balances which apply to different types of heritage assets. Therefore, the wording of the policy does not fit all of
assets that have been combined under one heading.
Also, while some of the assessment criteria of the existing policy are repeated here, other relevant aspects of the policy
are missing (i.e. setting of gardens and designed landscapes is not covered at all). This has resulted in a more
ambiguous historic environment policy, which does not cover relevant aspects of the existing policy.
We consider that the previous policy emphasis and wording was much more effective than that within the Proposed
Plan.
The wording of the policy HE2 is also not strong enough to provide a sufficient level of protection for the historic
environment: ‘We will not generally allow development that would have a negative effect on…’. This wording differs
from the Natural Heritage and Landscape policy: ‘We will not allow new development where it may have an adverse
effect on…’.
We also note that ‘Enabling Development’ policy has been renamed ‘Helping to reuse listed buildings at risk’ (Policy
HE3). We consider that the title of 'enabling development policy' and its content is clearer.
We consider that the historic environment policy in its current format would no longer provide a robust and clear
framework for assessing developments that could have an impact on the historic environment. It misses the nuanced
approach to the treatment of various heritage assets which the current policy framework allows. In our view, the
proposed changes would weaken, rather than strengthen the policy for the historic environment and make it more
ambiguous. We therefore object to this part Proposed Plan.
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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
Under the heading 'Phased Payments' on page 3 of Supplementary Guidance 7 on Developer Obligations, we
recommend that the following wording is removed:
"The costs of preparation of the legal agreement and their own legal costs, must be met by the applicant."

Reason for change
Proposed Plan - Supplementary Guidance 7 on 'Developer Obligations' Paragraph requires that: "The costs of
preparation of the legal agreement and their own legal costs, must be met by the applicant." (page 3, third sentence,
contained under the heading 'Phased payments".
We would highlight that a charge cannot be made unless the power to charge is given by express words or by
necessary implication. The Fees Regulations provide for planning fees and charges but do not enable charges of this
nature to be made.

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 Simon
Surname
Date

Pallant

06/05/15

Postal Address Scottish Government, Planning and Architecture Division, Area 2H South, Vicotria Quay, Edinburgh
Postcode

EH6 6QQ

Telephone Number
E-mail

0131 244 7761

simon.pallant@scotland.gsi.gov.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

Scottish Government

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 first sentence of Policy C4 should be amended to reflect Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) on managing flood risk and
drainage. This is required to reflect the definition of medium to high risk areas, as set out in Paragraph 263 of SPP.
The first sentence should be amended to read as follows:
"We will not approve development on land that can be shown to be at medium to high (1 in 200 year) risk of flooding ...."

Reason for change
Policy C4 'Flooding' states that: "We will not approve development on land that can be shown to be at medium or high (1
in 400 year) risk of flooding...".
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) defines medium to high risk areas as having an annual probability of coastal or
watercourse flooding greater than 0.5% (1:200 years). Policy C4 does identifies medium or high risk areas as (1:400
years) and does not therefore reflect SPP.
By setting out not to approve development on land at a 1:400 year risk of flooding the policy goes beyond the
requirements of SPP and is considered to be overly restrictive. Application of the policy in its current form could result in
development being prevented in areas at lower risk of flooding than is set out within SPP.
SEPA flood risk maps provide information for three flooding likelihoods: High, medium and low.
- High likelihood: A flood event is likely to occur in the defined area on average once in every ten years (1:10). Or a 10%
chance of happening in any one year.
- Medium likelihood: A flood event is likely to occur in the defined on average once in every two hundred years (1:200).
Or a 0.5% chance of happening in any one year.
- Low likelihood: A flood event is likely to occur in the defined area on average once in every thousand years (1:1000).
Or a 0.1% chance of happening in any one year.
As can be seen above, there is no 1 in 400 year flood map. It would therefore be difficult for anyone to identify whether
development was within the 1 in 400 year flood envelope. Furthermore, this approach would not be consistent with
other areas and Development Plans in Scotland, which identify the 1:200 year flood envelope.
A final point is that SPP defines 'medium to high risk areas', not medium or high risk areas, as currently set out in Policy
C4. The policy should be amended to reflect SPP.
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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 C4 should be amended to accord with Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) on managing flood risk and drainage. This
is required to ensure the exceptions of Policy C4 reflect Paragraph 263 of SPP. We recommend that the wording "it
would be inappropriate to locate it elsewhere" is:
a) removed or;
b) replaced with "the location is essential for operational reasons e.g. for navigation and water-based recreation,
agriculture, transport or utilities infrastructure and an alternative lower risk location is not available".

Reason for change
Policy C4 'Flooding' sets out that development on land at medium or high risk of flooding will not be approved.
Exceptions to this general policy are then provided. We are concerned with the exception "it would be inappropriate to
locate it elsewhere".
Just because a development may be inappropriate to locate elsewhere does not mean that it will be appropriate to
locate on land at medium to high risk of flooding. This should not be reason in itself to allow for a departure from Policy
C4.
The exception to the policy should be amended to reflect Paragraph 264 of SPP. This paragraph sets out that Medium
to High Risk areas are generally not suitable for:
- "additional development in undeveloped and sparsely developed areas, unless a location is essential for operational
reasons, e.g. for navigation and water-based recreation, agriculture, transport or utilities infrastructure (which should be
designed and constructed to be operational during floods and not impede water flow), and an alternative, lower risk
location is not available"..;
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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
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
The third paragraph of Policy C4 'Flooding' should be amended to reflect paragraph 265 of Scottish Planning Policy
(SPP) on landraising.
The third paragraph of Policy C4 should be amended to read "Land raising will only be permitted in exceptional
circumstances, where it is linked to the provision and maintenance of direct or indirect compensatory flood water storage
to replace the lost capacity of the functional flood plain, and it will not create any inaccessible islands of development
during flood events or result in the need for flood prevention measures elsewhere".

Reason for change
The current wording of Policy C4 implies that land raising is a flood alleviation measure that can be applied in all
medium to high risk areas.
Paragraph 265 of SPP is clear that land raising should only be considered in exceptional circumstances. Policy C4
does not accord with the SPP on this matter. We recommend that the policy is amended to reflect this.
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1.0

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1

We believe that Schoolhill Phase 2 should be included in the next Local Development Plan
for immediate phased development.

The detailed design of the development will be

established through consultation and masterplanning processes.

In general terms the

release of the land sought through the Local Development Plan will be for a mixed use
development consisting of residential (indicatively 1550 units), open space, employment,
education, retail and associated infrastructure.

The community core will include the

provision of a health centre.

1.2

There is a significant shortfall in housing to serve the fast growing economy in the Aberdeen
and Aberdeenshire areas. If effective housing is not provided then there is a severe risk that
investors will seek to relocate their workforces elsewhere as existing housing provision is
hindering expansion of existing companies and potential new investment. If action is not
taken now, the Council will loose the opportunity to take advantage of the current economic
boom in the north east.

1.3

In terms of the Strategic Development Plan housing targets for the Aberdeen to
Laurencekirk strategic growth area (as per figure 4 of the SDP document), the primary site at
Elsick will, even if the land audit figures are accurate, only deliver 200 homes of the required
2200 units within the first SDP period up to 2016. This means that there will be a significant
shortfall carrying over onto the next period from 2017-2026.

1.4

In the previous LDP MIR, the Council preferred this site and were very supportive of its
inclusion Positive commentary in support of the release site included “due to its greater
deliverability in the short term, and the lesser impact it would be likely to have on the
transportation system” and this development “would accommodate the vast majority of
development in the area”. It was previously acknowledged by the Council that the principle
of development was acceptable in this area and that the Green Belt was not a crucial
element in need of special protection. The Council have completely taken a u-turn on this
position which seems untenable given the previous support given for the release site.

1.5

The Council have acknowledged, in their overview of the development bid site KM065
(Schoolhill Phase 2) within the MIR, that part of the site “could be developed for 130 houses
to meet a shortfall in this Strategic Growth Area” for the Portlethen to Stonehaven corridor.
This not only acknowledges that the site is considered to be acceptable and suitable for
development (subject to a masterplan) but also that there is a shortfall in this Strategic
Growth Area.

1.6

The site has the opportunity to expand and complement the existing housing development at
Leathan Fields whilst providing much needed community facilities (including a health
centre).

1.7

There are no visual or physical links which would create any coalescence issues due to the
1

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016
Main Issues Report Representation
Schoolhill Phase 2, Portlethen

topography of the land and it is considered that the previous Reporter’s concerns should not
be given weight in terms of the assessment of the suitability of this site for future
development particularly as Aberdeenshire Council have previously ruled out coalescence
as an issue for the site.

1.8

The housing release could be spread over 3 audit periods which would enable the current
average output of approximately 120 units per annum to continue into the future and
deliver the appropriate community facilities for Portlethen

2
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2.0

RESPONSE TO MAIN ISSUES REPORT (MIR)

2.1

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes in response to
Aberdeenshire Council’s Main Issues Report process which has been published for public
consultation. The Council are seeking responses to the Main Issues raised in relation to the
Local Development Plan 2016.

2.2

In order to support the MIR response, this representation has been prepared and collated by
the project team and submitted as part of the representation to this stage of the Local
Development Plan 2016 process.

2.3

With regard to the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) 2016 Main Issues Report,
it is noted that “it is open to anyone to challenge” the Council’s assessment of the Main
Issues Report and this representation seeks to set out Stewart Milne Homes (SMH) views
on the suggested approach for the next LDP.

2.4

It is acknowledged in paragraph 2.4 of the MIR that in the period between 2008 – 2012
housing completions fell by 30%. Adding this to the targets set by the proposed Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) of 2,500 homes built per year up to 2020 and 3,000 homes per
year thereafter; and the ever growing market demand to live and work in Aberdeen and
Aberdeenshire, it is considered that this MIR should seek to allocate further housing than the
Council are currently suggesting. It should be noted in this context over that period that
Stewart Milne Homes sold on average 115 houses per annum on the Leathan Fields
development, demonstrating the marketability and suitability of this location at Portlethen.

2.5

Whilst responding primarily to the questions posed by the MIR (response to questions 8, 9,
10 and 14), we will also provide the Council with the three key arguments for the inclusion of
Schoolhill Phase 2 as a mixed use development allocation; provide specific commentary in
relation to housing allocations/targets, address the issue of coalescence which was
previously raised by the Reporter in relation to the development of this Phase 2 site and
recognising that Aberdeenshire Council have previously defined the site as a preferred
location for development through the last MIR and capacity study.

Response to Question 8

2.6

It is acknowledged that the Council has a deficit in the availability of funding to deliver
affordable housing and therefore it is of critical importance that private sector developers
provide affordable housing within their developments.

2.7

Stewart Milne Homes do not agree that the Council’s preferred approach would be most
suitable in order to achieve a mixture of house types, sizes and tenures amongst
developments. It would be more appropriate for the LDP to continue to follow the national
standard of 25% affordable housing as per national guidance set out in the Scottish Planning
Policy. This will allow developers to comply with both market and Council demands with
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regard to affordable housing provisions.

2.8

The reasonable alternative that should be adopted within the LDP would allow affordable
housing to be provided through a variety of delivery methods which would help to satisfy the
need for affordable housing provision with Aberdeenshire. It should be noted that Stewart
Milne Homes facilitated the early delivery of affordable housing in the Leathan Fields
development and the same would be provided here.

Response to Question 9

2.9

It is considered that the Council’s preferred approach is overly cautious and its reasonable
alternative approach should be advanced. The LDP policies in relation to flooding and
erosion should be based upon the national guidance as set out in the Scottish Planning
Policy.

Response to Question 13

2.10

SMH disagree with the Council’s assessment that the current LDP has allocated enough
housing to cover the planned period of the 2016 LDP in that there are sites which are not
currently delivering to schedule.

2.11

Elsick is one such site which is under-delivering, as highlighted by the comparison of the
2012 and 2013 Housing Land Audits. Elsick has a total capacity of 4045 homes; the 2012
audit annotated that by 2019 the site would have contributed 1200 homes to the housing
supply. Only one year later, the truth of the complexities of building a new town with no
existing infrastructure, begins to become more apparent. In the 2013 Housing Land Audit, it
has now been estimated that by 2019, the development will be able to contribute 800 new
homes to the Aberdeenshire supply. This is a shortfall of some 400 homes.

2.12

In the 2012 audit, the Elsick site was expected to deliver 200 homes in 2014, however it is
now anticipated that no homes will be built in 2014 and only 75 in 2015; illustrating that the
site is not able to deliver as promised by the developers/promoters, and accounted for in the
Council’s formal planning statistics and assessment of housing land requirements. In terms
of the Strategic Development Plan housing targets for the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk
strategic growth area (as per figure 4 of the SDP document), Elsick will, even if the land
audit figures are accurate, only deliver 200 homes within the first SDP period up to 2016.
This means that there will be a significant shortfall carrying over onto the next period from
2017-2026.

2.13

SMH do not dispute the allocation of the Elsick site nor seek to have it removed from the
Plan as that is not a matter for this current MIR. However it is submitted that this is the
primary site within the Portlethen to Stonehaven Growth Corridor and that it is failing to
deliver on time due to huge infrastructure requirements and as a result is failing to deliver
effective housing land supply which is constraining sustainable economic growth. In addition
4
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to the slow delivery of effective housing supply for the area, the Elsick site upon delivery will
only be providing 13% affordable housing to the supply. This level of supply is not compliant
with the provisions of national guidance and the Council should seek to release further sites
to assist with the provision of affordable housing at a 25% contribution level. SMH would
suggest that the further development in Portlethen at the Schoolhill Phase 2 site would help
to augment the loss of housing completions at the Elsick site.

It is submitted that the

Schoolhill Phase 2 site could be developed alongside the Elsick site to assist with the deficit
in housing completions in the short/medium term.

2.14

The reliance on a single solution strategy to deliver strategic land in the short and medium
term has been a common problem in Aberdeenshire and Scotland. Other Councils have
decided or been directed by Reporters at examination to release additional sites to augment
the supply due to the non delivery in the short/medium term of strategic land releases such
as Elsick. A complementary strategy is required in order to achieve the targets set out by
the Strategic Development Plan. The Reporter’s conclusions as published in the Aberdeen
City and Shire Strategic Development Plan Examination Report highlight that Councils need
“to ensure that their local development plans allocate appropriate and sufficient effective
land, or land capable of becoming effective and being developed during the plan period” and
that “infrastructure is more likely to be achieved through the development of larger sites”.
The Schoolhill Phase 2 site will be shown to be effective in chapter 4 of this statement and it
is submitted that much needed local facilities and infrastructure can be provided through the
phased release of this land for mixed use development.

2.15

The Schoolhill Phase 2 site already benefits from substantial infrastructure investment made
by SMH in the development of their Leathan Fields development and it is anticipated that the
existing infrastructure can be utilised for the Phase 2 development. Importantly, there would
not be unnecessarily long delays due to infrastructure requirements as capacity already
exists. This also meets the guidance of the SPP which requires the full and appropriate use
of land.

2.16

It is considered that the Council should provide additional housing over and above that
which is allocated in the MIR in the Portlethen area, for the reasons stated above.

Response to Question 14

2.17

It is noted that there are no settlement objectives for the Portlethen area and this is
considered to be inappropriate. The Council have elsewhere in the MIR (Kincardine and
Mearns Appendix) highlighted the need for Portlethen to have “a centre and focal point to be
established”, and this should be an objective for the area.

2.18

With the expansion of Portlethen to the west of the A90 (i.e. Leathan Fields) as approved by
the Council, there is a growing need to provide a new centre for the existing Portlethen
residents. The expansion of Schoolhill to the north to create the Phase 2 development
would create the critical mass required to establish a new community centre, which would
5
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allow the community to enjoy a range of facilities without having to rely on Aberdeen City.

2.19

It is considered, therefore, that Portlethen should have an objective which will both increase
the housing availability in the area and create a new “centre and focal point” for the area.
Throughout the public consultation events carried out by Stewart Milne Homes and the
design team, the public have always shown strong support for a new centre with local
amenities.

Portlethen Settlement Strategy

2.20

Further to the comments above, in addition to Portlethen having no specific settlement
objective, there are no sites identified for housing to contribute to the sustainable growth of
the town.

2.21

A number of sites were put forward through the Development Bids process by a variety of
developers for a mix of proposed uses from housing, commercial development to storage
and distribution uses and none of the proposed allocations were accepted by the Council as
being preferred.

Schoolhill Phase 2 (Council Ref: KM065) is one such site which was

rejected for inclusion by the officers.

2.22

The Schoolhill Phase 2 site is being promoted as a mixed use development consisting of
residential (indicatively 1550 units), open space, employment, education, retail and
associated infrastructure. The Council officers, in the MIR appendix, have stated that “there
is currently no need for this scale of development in the Portlethen to Stonehaven Strategic
Growth Area”. It is noted that the officers don’t appear to have given any consideration to
the possibility of phasing the development over a number of SDP periods (this will be
discussed further in our three main arguments to follow).

2.23

The Council have however acknowledged, in their overview of the development bid site
KM065 (Schoolhill Phase 2) within the MIR, that part of the site “could be developed for 130
houses to meet a shortfall in this Strategic Growth Area” for the Portlethen to Stonehaven
corridor.

This not only acknowledges that the site is considered to be acceptable and

suitable for development (subject to a masterplan) but also that there is a shortfall in this
Strategic Growth Area.

2.24

In addition, the officers also reference a quote from the previous Local Development Plan
Reporter in relation to the potential for the site to create “increased urban sprawl” and the
implication that the proposed development to the north would create an issue with
coalescence with Aberdeen City.

2.25

With specific regard to the Reporter’s previous comments in relation to the potential issue
with coalescence, it is firstly highlighted that the route for the AWPR runs to the north of the
site which would act as the strongest possible barrier to prevent coalescence if the Schoolhill
Phase 2 site was to be taken forward as a development opportunity site. The positioning of
6
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the AWPR would also allow for potential connection of the site into the wider transport
network (this could be further investigated at a later stage if desirable).

2.26

In further support of the development of Schoolhill Phase 2, SMH have instructed the
preparation of zone of theoretical visibility imagery and written justification material in terms
of landscape impact of the development in relation to the concern of coalescence. LDA
Design have assessed the site and the physical and visual links to and from Aberdeen City.

2.26

In the 2012 report to the council on the LDP examination the Reporters comment on the
potential coalescence of Portlethen and Aberdeen in relation to the Schoolhill Phase 2 site
under issue 40 and issue 11, stating that:

“So close to the city boundary the green belt in this area is crucial to preserve the separate
identity of towns and villages.”

2.27

And further that:

“Paragraph 3.15 of the greenbelt review states that there are few areas within the greenbelt
that do not contribute to the landscape setting of the City, and are not visible from the City or
the main gateway corridors into Aberdeen. The land is primarily used for agriculture, and the
field boundaries provide an attractive mosaic on one of the main gateway corridors into
Aberdeen, along the A90.

The site is not recommended for inclusion as a development proposal. The greenbelt is well
established in this area, and contributes to the landscape setting of Aberdeen. It provides an
important function in protecting the separate identity of Portlethen and enables growth to be
directed to the most appropriate locations. The land should remain as greenbelt.”

2.28

It can be seen from the indicative zone of theoretical visibility (ZTV) studies illustrated on
drawing 3677_SK_001 (appendix 3) that surrounding landform would largely restrict views of
development on the site from both within Aberdeen and from the settlement edges. When
principal woodlands and settlements are also included in the ZTV the potential visibility is
reduced further such that it is unlikely development at Schoolhill Phase 2 would be seen
from anywhere within Aberdeen or the countryside area immediately surrounding the city.
The ZTV studies also demonstrate that potential views from the A90 are unlikely more than
1km north of the site and in reality roadside vegetation and embankments along this section
of the road would reduce this further. Travelling either northbound or southbound along the
A90 there are no points where the site would be seen in isolation of other development
already present at Portlethen and there would remain a stretch of several kilometres
between the two settlements where the road passes through an area of more rural
character; thus the site would be seen as clearly associated with Portlethen and clearly
separate from Aberdeen.

2.29

There are no visual or physical links which would create any coalescence issues with the
site due to the topography of the land and it is considered that the previous Reporter’s
7
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concerns should not be given unnecessary weight in terms of the assessment of the
suitability of this site for future development.

2.30

It is considered important to remind the Council that they previously envisaged this site as
the main priority for the growth corridor, and that many positive comments were provided in
support of such a development during the preparation of the previous LDP (at MIR stage).
The Council were very complimentary of the proposed expansion at Schoolhill and
described their preferred solution as being the preferred site “due to its greater deliverability
in the short term, and the lesser impact it would be likely to have on the transportation
system”. The Council then went on to say that this development “would accommodate the
vast majority of development in the area”.

In order to create this new community, the

Council had suggested that “strategic landscaping and open space would be crucial to
ensuring coalescence does not occur, which would need very careful masterplanning”. SMH
have sought to promote this site in response to both the positive comments from the Council
(as noted in the MIR) and in response to the complete u-turn resulting in the negative
comments at the Proposed Plan stage of the previous LDP. It is considered that the current
masterplan and associated documents confirm once again that the site is fully acceptable for
the expansion of Portlethen and that through a phased development, the site can be brought
forward through this current LDP process to help fill the shortfall of homes to serve the
economy in the north east.

2.31

It is also considered important to point out that the Council’s initial fears regarding the
deliverability of Elsick (i.e. doubt remains as to whether this site (Elsick) can deliver the scale
of development required within the first period of the plan) have been found to be true, given
that the Elsick site has already fallen behind in terms of its original ambition to have 200
homes built by 2014 and now, according to the 2013 Housing Land Audit, there will be no
houses in 2014 and only 75 due for completion in 2015. The Council seem unable to
acknowledge that Elsick is not delivering as expected and are ignoring the shortfall caused
by the under deliverability of the site overall.

2.32

Despite the KM065 site not receiving officer support, they have conceded that “part of the
site, to the southern corner adjacent to existing development could be developed for 130
houses to meet a shortfall in this SGA, subject to the establishment of a neighbourhood
centre (as part of a masterplanning process)”. It is firstly taken from this that the Council
have conceded that there is a housing shortfall in the SGA (likely to be caused by the underdelivery of Elsick) and that the Schoolhill site is the most logical location for additional growth
in the Portlethen area. It is however disputed that only 130 units would be adequate to
make up the shortfall and that the Schoolhill Phase 2 site could further assist with housing
shortfalls and the creation of a new neighbourhood centre. We have undertaken an analysis
of the 2013 Housing Land Audit that demonstrates that the forecast completions for the SDP
area fail to deliver the target of 2500 completions in 2013 and only just hit the target in future
years (i.e. not providing flexibility) and misses the target by 1350 homes. In 2020 when the
aim for 3000 completions per annum kicks in the projections are not met by in excess of
1190 units per year due to lack of supply. To look at these figures on a more localised
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basis, in Aberdeenshire in the southern growth corridor between Portlethen and Stonehaven
the requirement for 2200 will be filled by only 925 homes.

2.33

In relation to the proposed location of these potential new houses on the southern corner of
the site, SMH have established through extensive community consultations and through the
preparation of technical studies on the site that the southern corner would not be the ideal
location for the housing and neighbourhood centre. The public have voiced their preference
for a neighbourhood centre to be located along Cookston Road as this would help to reduce
existing speed limits and allows access to and from the existing Leathan Fields site.

2.34

SMH have carried out numerous consultation events to date, each covering different topics
in relation to the masterplan process and seeking to fully engage with the local people in
order to find out what they would like to see incorporated into the Phase 2 masterplan. The
events have all been very well attended, with members of the public fully engaging in the
processes and supporting the general ambitions for the site. The consultation events sought
to start from a “blank canvas” and allow the local people to assist with the design process in
terms of layouts and content. Some of the main aspects identified through the consultation
events include the overwhelming need of the local people to have better and closer
community facilities and that facilities should be located near the existing Leathan Fields
development. Other notable aspects to come out of the community engagement process is
that the local people would like to have useable open space within the development and
safe environments for their children to play and commute to school.

2.35

It has also been established that the masterplan should be phased from east to west from
Cookston Road. The location of the town centre and SUDS have evolved through this
process and both would be in the initial Phase 1/A of the development to establish the
centre. Developing outwards from Cookston Road, rather than upwards from the southern
boundary of the site, allows for a centre to be created which links to the existing residential
development in the immediate surrounding area. The phases illustrated in figure 1.1 below
would naturally progress west across the site from this centre.
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Figure 1.1: Indicative Site Phasing Diagram

2.36

It is considered, therefore, that with the unfounded concerns relating to coalescence now
addressed and the confirmation of the best phasing for the site, that a larger phase of
housing and the inclusion of a neighbourhood centre could be included within the Portlethen
settlement strategy for allocation through the proposed LDP.

Inclusion of Schoolhill Phase 2 as a Mixed Use Development Allocation

2.37

As mentioned previously, SMH have three main arguments against the exclusion of the
Schoolhill Phase 2 site from the MIR allocations and these are detailed below.

1.

The land supply, as per the current LDP, will not deliver the SDP targets as sites like
Elsick are not delivering on time. This is clearly demonstrated by the comparison of the
2012 and 2013 Housing Land Audit figures.

As noted previously, the 2012 audit

annotated that by 2019 the Elsick site would have contributed 1200 homes to the
housing supply and only one year later the true complexities of building a new town with
no existing infrastructure came to the foreground.

In the 2013 audit, it has been

estimated that by 2019, the development will be able to contribute 800 new homes; a
shortfall of some 400 homes already. In the 2012 audit, the Elsick site was expected to
deliver 200 homes in 2014, however it is now anticipated that no homes will be built in
2014 and only 75 in 2015; illustrating that the site is not able to deliver as promised by
the developers.

It is also important to highlight that there is no proven market for

housing in Elsick, whereas there is a strong market for housing in Portlethen, as has
been established by SMH through the continued development and sale of the Leathan
Fields development. In terms of the Strategic Development Plan housing targets for the
Aberdeen to Laurencekirk strategic growth area (as per figure 4 of the SDP document),
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2.42

The further development in Portlethen at the Schoolhill Phase 2 site would help to augment
the loss of housing completions at the Elsick site. It is anticipated that the Schoolhill Phase
2 site could be developed alongside the Elsick site to assist with the deficit in housing
completions in the short/medium term.

2.43

Portlethen has no specific settlement objective and there are no sites identified for housing
to contribute to the sustainable growth of the town, this approach is considered to be
inappropriate in terms of producing housing to serve the fast growing economy which has
been established in the north east. Without further housing, investors will look to move their
workforce elsewhere, where housing provision isn’t being restricted.

2.44

The Council that they previously envisaged this site as the main priority for the growth
corridor, and that many positive comments were provided in support of such a development
during the preparation of the previous LDP (at MIR stage).

The Council were very

complimentary of the proposed expansion at Schoolhill.

2.45

The Council have acknowledged, in their overview of the development bid site KM065
(Schoolhill Phase 2) within the current MIR, that part of the site “could be developed for 130
houses to meet a shortfall in this Strategic Growth Area” for the Portlethen to Stonehaven
corridor.

This not only acknowledges that the site is considered to be acceptable and

suitable for development (subject to a masterplan) but also that there is a shortfall in this
Strategic Growth Area.

2.46

The site can be phased over the next couple of LDP’s in order to provide housing allocations
to the Aberdeenshire area. In addition to the housing provision, the proposed development
will also provide much needed community facilities to an area which currently lacks a focus
and a true “centre”.

The introduction of a community core in the Schoolhill Phase 2

development would allow it to provide facilities such as a health centre, retail units, usable
open space, etc, all of which have been identified by the local people as facilities which they
require in the area. The location of the community core will ensure that the existing Leathan
Fields development and the phase 2 development are well served by the new facilities.
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3.0

BACKGROUND

Site Description

3.1

The land subject of this representation is located to the north west of but abutting,
Portlethen, 6 miles south of Aberdeen city centre.

Appendix 1 of this representation

provides a location plan illustrating the extent of the development in this location. The
proposed development site extends to approximately 146 hectares and consists primarily of
agricultural land, with a few farm properties (Causeyport, Heathfield & Causeyport Cottages)
located within the central and western portions of the site.

3.2

The site is currently bounded to the north by Duff’s Hill woodland plantation, mature tree
belts, agricultural land and farm properties. To the east the site is bounded by the distributor
road (Cookston Road) and Leathan Fields.

The approved Leathan Fields development

comprises approximately 840 housing units, employment land (in the northern portion) and
local retail and community facilities. It is still under development, but nearly 600 homes have
been completed to date. To the south, the site is bounded by the eastern portion of the
Leathan Fields development and to the west the site is bounded by open agricultural land,
farming properties, a few employment uses and Badentoy Industrial estate beyond.

3.3

In the wider surrounding area the proposed Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route is located
in close proximity to the northern boundary of the site, Badentoy Park Industrial Estate is
located to the south/south west immediately beyond the boundary, Portlethen golf course is
located to the south and the main town of Portlethen to the south east.

Description of Development

3.4

The detailed design of the development has still to be established through consultation and
masterplanning processes however the Development Framework is at an almost finalised
stage. In general terms the release of the land sought through the Local Development Plan
will be for a mixed use development consisting of residential (indicatively. 1550 units), open
space, employment, education, retail and associated infrastructure. This proposed release
site would form a natural, sustainable extension to the Leathan Field’s site while creating
new and enhanced opportunities for the Portlethen area. The contribution of approximately
1550 housing units provided over a phased period throughout the life of this plan and
potentially the next 2 LDPs, will deliver both local and strategic housing demands within the
authority area.

3.5

The engagement and masterplanning process will be discussed further in a later section of
this representation.
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Planning History

Porthlethen Corridor Capacity Study 2008

3.6

The Portlethen Corridor Capacity Study 2008 also highlights that “a strong strategic belt of
landscaping would be required along the northern edge of the proposed expansion to protect
the character of the landscape. A strong linear belt of landscaping could help to connect
and enhance areas of biodiversity and green corridors would offer core links to the wider
countryside”. There is an understanding that the whole site could be developed without any
significant detriment to the landscape and green belt boundary.

LDP 2012: Main Issues Report

3.7

The proposed release site was considered through the previous Local Development Plan. In
the preparation of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan, the Council allocated the
Schoolhill Phase 2 (Ref: K125) site as a preferred option for community expansion within the
Main Issues Report (MIR) document. The MIR notes that:

“A mixed use proposal of 1550 houses on site K125 is preferred.

This would

effectively be a new community. Strategic landscaping and open space would be crucial to
ensuring coalescence does not occur in this area”.

It was also considered that the

development of the site would be deliverable.

3.8

The masterplanning process being undertaken on this site ensures that coalescence does
not occur through the development of the site for mixed uses.

3.9

However the site was removed from the designated housing allocations by the Local
Members and replaced by the new settlement at Elsick to “ensure Elsick’s vitality” rather
than any specific issues which related to Schoolhill. The Schoolhill Phase 2 site was not
taken forward to the Proposed Plan and therefore was not proposed for allocation within the
Local Development Plan when the Proposed Plan was submitted to the Scottish
Government Directorate of Planning and Appeals.

3.10

The Reporters chose not to include the Schoolhill Phase 2 site within the land allocations for
the now Adopted Local Development Plan 2012. The Reporters supported the Council’s
approach to the distribution of development within the Portlethen to Stonehaven Strategic
Growth Area where they supported the Elsick new settlement development. While the site
was not taken forward in the adopted Local Development Plan, the expansion proposals did
receive considerable support through the process and received positive comments from the
Reporters where it was highlighted that:

“It (Schoolhill) has a number of advantages, including its ready accessibility from the A90 via
an existing grade separated interchange at Findon and good public transport links. It would
be of a sufficient scale to provide a substantial area of employment land, and services such
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as a new primary school. The masterplan has been commended by the Council”.

3.11

The only negative comments which the Reporter had at that time related to preservation of
the green belt and potential coalescence issues. It is submitted that these concerns are
unfounded and that the evidence provided within this statement and associated appendices
demonstrates the suitability of this site for release. As previously noted, there are no visual
or physical links which would create any coalescence issues with the site due to the
topography of the land and it is considered that the previous Reporter’s concerns should not
be given unnecessary weight in terms of the assessment of the suitability of this site for
future development.

3.12

It is considered that through the development of the new masterplan that the connections to
the existing town will be enhanced and removes any unwanted development patterns or
possible sprawl effects. The Western Peripheral Route is proposed to the north of the
development site and this road will create a very strong defensible buffer to ensure that no
further green belt is encroached upon to the north and the separate identity of Portlethen is
safeguarded.

The Council’s own Portlethen Corridor Capacity Study 2008 prepared by

Rapleys also confirms that “this form of development (the proposed development of the land
at Schoolhill Phase 2, referred to as Option 4) would prevent coalescence within the
corridor” and “the development would be bounded by the proposed AWPR, the A90 and
business park to the south which would limit further expansion”.

3.13

The Council have previously provided full support for the release of this site at the 2012 LDP
Main Issues Report stage that the proposed release site is an acceptable expansion location
and was previously the preferred option for development in this Strategic Growth Area. The
Council were very complimentary of the proposed expansion at Schoolhill and described
their preferred solution as being the preferred site “due to its greater deliverability in the
short term, and the lesser impact it would be likely to have on the transportation system”.
The Council then went on to say that this development “would accommodate the vast
majority of development in the area”. In order to create this new community, the Council had
suggested that “strategic landscaping and open space would be crucial to ensuring
coalescence does not occur, which would need very careful masterplanning”. SMH have
sought to promote this site in response to both the positive comments from the Council (as
noted in the previous MIR) and in response to the complete u turn resulting in the negative
comments at the proposed plan stage of the previous LDP.

3.14

With regard to the phase 1 development at Leathan Fields, it should have been apparent to
the Council when approving the scheme that the distributor road that was approved was
clearly designed to accommodate further development in the area, something which seems
to have been accepted at that time.

3.15

It is considered that the current masterplan and associated documents confirm once again
that the site is fully acceptable for the expansion of Portlethen and that through a phased
development, the site can be brought forward through this current LDP process to help fill
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the shortfall of homes to serve the economy in the north east.

3.16

The site remains an acceptable development location and should be fully considered during
the preparation of the 2016 Local Development Plan.

The arguments supporting

development in this location have been provided in Chapter 1 of this representation.

LDP 2016: Bids Consultation

3.17

SMH submitted a detailed and thorough account of the proposed development /bid site to
the previous round of public consultation in relation to the LDP 2016 Development Bids
Consultation. The Council have chosen not to include the Schoolhill Phase 2 site within the
Main Issues Report which is now subject of the current consultation process.
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4.0

PUBLIC AND COUNCIL CONSULTATIONS

Stewart Milne Homes Approach

4.1

Following the removal of the Schoolhill Phase 2 site from the now adopted Local
Development Plan 2012 (LDP), Stewart Milne Homes have considered the points raised by
the Council, Reporter and the public during the previous Local Development Plan process
and have concluded that a new approach will be taken forward to support the allocation of
the proposed release site through the next LDP 2016.

Stewart Milne Homes wish to

continue to engage fully with both the Council, statutory bodies and the public in the
development of the Schoolhill Phase 2 site.

4.2

A starting point for this new approach is the formation of a new design team to develop the
project through all processes within both the Local Development Plan and Development
Management processes. The design team includes the following specialised consultants:
 Keppie Design – Architectural and Planning Consultants (Project Managers)
 Stone Opera – Community Engagement Consultant
 Dougall Baillie Associates – Transport Consultant
 Goodsons Associates– Civil and Structural Consulting Engineers
 A2 Environmental – Environmental Consultants
 LDA Design – Landscape Consultants
 KJ Tait – Engineering/Utilities Consultant
 Morrison Media Strategies– Public Relations Consultant

Public Consultation (to date)

4.3

Stewart Milne Homes submitted a Proposal of Application Notice (PoAN) to Aberdeenshire
th

rd

Council on 6 December 2011 and this was approved by the Council on 3 February 2012
with the additional request that all owners and occupiers within and bounding the site are
contacted directly with regards to public events.

4.4

One of the main aspects of this new approach has included the desire to “start with a blank
canvas”.

This allowed all involved - the design team, the Council, consultees and the

general public to fully engage in the process of developing the Phase 2 site, a term which
Stewart Milne Homes and the design team are using for this process is “helping to shape
Schoolhill, Portlethen”. A website has also been set up (www.shapingschoolhill.com) which
allows easy access to news updates and other relevant project information.

4.5

It is the design team’s intention to continue to fully engage with both the general public and
Aberdeenshire Council to ensure that the development of the masterplan for this site is
inclusive and well informed.

4.6

To date the team has carried out numerous different engagement exercises with future
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events to be planned. The first meeting that took place was with the planning sub committee
th

of the Community Council on 12 July 2012 in Portlethen Golf Club. This session was then
th

followed up with an open presentation at the Community Council meeting on 28 August
2012 in Portlethen Academy.

4.7

The first of the public consultation events included the facilitation of architecture workshops
for local young people on 12

th

and 13

th

November 2012 in the community centre in

Portlethen. Stone Opera developed a unique building block kit for the participants to build
their own streets. The young people who participated at this first event were aged between
6 – 12. It is considered important to gain interest from all age groups and create interest as
early as possible in the process. This event was considered to be successful and allowed
the team to gain insight into future engagement practices.

4.8

th

th

The second event took place on 5 and 6 December 2012, this time in the Porty Cabin in
Portlethen. This event was widely advertised and was open to all age groups. Interactive
masterplan and place making tools were used to initiate discussion and ideas. With the help
of a place making menu people could prioritise what kind of amenities and features they
would like to see in their local area and discussions involving town centre types and
locations were also progressed at the meeting. Again this event was considered to be very
useful in the design process and has allowed the design team to take ideas and suggestions
from the event to influence the ongoing masterplan process.

4.9

The next public consultation event took place on 23

rd

and 24

th

March 2013 in the Porty

Cabin, Portlethen and was very well attended. Again this event was widely advertised and
was open to all age groups. Specially designed invitations were created to encourage the
existing residents at Schoolhill Phase 1 to attend the event. This event allowed people to
express their views on the locations of the various land uses such as residential areas,
employment land, open space and community core. People were also invited to provide
ideas for the design of the streets using a unique toolkit prepared by Stone Opera.

4.10

th

th

The most recent public consultation took place on 7 and 8 September 2013 this time at
the Stewart Milne Homes sales and marketing office in Hillside. The weekend timing
attracted a lot of young families to engage with the event. The design team presented a
development framework that was inspired by the outcome of the previous community
consultations. A commenting board was developed especially to encourage people to
express their opinion about the proposed design.

4.11

At the start of this MIR public consultation process, the Council held settlement public events
which allowed the public to hear more about the process and allowed the developers to
display their proposals from the Bids representations. SMH attended this event in Portlethen
th

Academy on Wednesday 6 November.

4.12

Overall the approaches taken today have been successful in engaging, informing and
generating great ideas to incorporate into the masterplan.
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4.13

A Consultation report covering all events carried out to date can be found in Appendix 2 of
this representation document.

Aberdeenshire Council Consultation (to date)

4.14

In addition to carrying out public consultation, it is considered important to engage as early
as possible with the Planning Authority and the relevant Council departments to produce an
informed masterplan for the Schoolhill Phase 2 area.

4.15

Through the co-ordination of the Council’s Masterplan team, the project team have been
able to attend 3 meetings with the Council to discuss various aspects of the project and the
processes involved in the masterplanning and development framework preparation.

4.16

The first of these meetings took place in October 2012 and acted as an introductory meeting
with the Council’s masterplan team and members of the Council policy team to establish
goals, timescales, processes, etc.

4.17

The second meeting took place in December 2012 and included the Council’s masterplan
team and colleagues from policy and roads. The meeting included a round up of the public
consultation events which had taken place in December and the main issues raised by the
public during the event. Details of the timescales for the 2016 LDP were provided by the
Council and these form a major part of the masterplanning process. In terms of engagement
with the Council, our aim by presenting the Council with a “blank canvas” as per the
community consultations, was to be able to establish what the Council would like to see from
the development and assist with more detailed elements of the design.

4.18

The most recent meeting took place in March 2013 prior to the most recent round of public
rd

consultation events on 23 /24

th

March.

A wider range of Aberdeenshire Council

departments attended this meeting, with representatives from Development Management,
Planning Policy, Roads and Education in attendance. Sketch options were provided to open
discussion about the shape the project was taking and issues with roads and education were
discussed. It was established that the Education Department will have difficulty forecasting
educational need/capacity at this stage in the process, but acknowledged that there may be
merit in moving the school which is proposed as part of the Leathan Fields development to a
more suitable and central location for both phases. The Council also acknowledged that
they were pleased with the approach taken by Stewart Milne Homes and the design team
which has allowed them to engage in the evolution of the masterplan, rather than having to
merely comment on a fixed plan without any initial consultation. Further consultation with
the Council will be ongoing throughout the development of the masterplan and development
framework.

4.19

SMH and the design team have also attended the Aberdeenshire Masterplan meeting on
th

Thursday 9 January 2014 to seek further guidance in relation to the masterplan scheme to
date. SMH are still awaiting formal feedback from this process in order to feed this into the
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further development of the masterplan. It is hoped that following further development that
the team will be able to present at the masterplan meeting again in the near future and SMH
hope to set up attendance at the Aberdeen City and Shire Design Review Panel once the
scheme is at a more advanced stage.
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5.0

EFFECTIVENESS

5.1

It is considered that this proposed development site at Schoolhill Phase 2, Portlethen would
create a logical extension to the existing Leathan Fields site and can greatly assist with the
delivery of housing numbers within the southern growth corridor in the SDP. In terms of
completions, Stewart Milne anticipates that the site would be able to provide approximately
150 units per annum from receipt of all relevant approvals and consents. This would include
the provision of affordable housing in accordance with Council policy requirements. As
noted in Chapter 1 of this report, not all 1550 houses would be expected within the LDP
2016 plan period and the Council could expect the 1550 units to be split over 15 years, with
around 500 – 700 in this plan period.

5.2

One of the main elements which should be considered during the assessment is its
effectiveness and whether it can realistically be delivered within the SDP phasing strategy.
In this regard it is considered appropriate to assess the proposed development against the
guidance contained within PAN 2/2010: Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits.
Paragraphs 54 – 58 contain guidance relating to effective land supply and provide a set of
criteria which should be used to assess whether a site or part of a site is realistically
effective and can contribute to the housing requirements.

To assess whether a site is

effective it must be demonstrated that the site can be developed within a 5 year period
beyond the date of the audit and it must be free from constraints in terms of the following
criteria:

Ownership – The proposed development site (as illustrated on appendix 1) is controlled
by Stewart Milne Homes.

Physical – The site is generally free from physical constraints. Detailed investigations have
be carried out as part of the masterplan analysis.

Flooding will be addressed within

the development proposals by ensuring that as a minimum storage for floodwater is provided
within landscaping zones and it is not anticipated that flooding from groundwater will be
an issue. In terms of vehicular access, it is anticipated that a technical solution can be
achieved from the existing infrastructure surrounding the site and due to the size of
development, a minimum of two vehicular access points into the development will be
required, which can be achieved and this has been discussed with Aberdeenshire Council.

Contamination – There are no known previous uses which would result in the
contamination of the site.

Deficit Funding – No public funding would be required to make the residential development
economically viable.

Marketability – Stewart Milne are confident that the site can be developed within the
desired time period. The existing Leathan Fields site has proven the marketability of the
area in recent years and the sites housing unit output year on year demonstrates the
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performance of the market. The region’s economic growth forecasts in the next 10 years will
require certain delivery of sites with available infrastructure if employment demands are to
be met.

Infrastructure – There has been a substantial infrastructure investment made by Stewart
Milne Homes in the development of the Leathan Fields and it is anticipated that the existing
infrastructure can be utilised and further developed as required to suit the phase

2

development.
Land Use – Housing is the major preferred use for the site and Stewart Milne Homes
interest as a housebuilder and the success of Leathan fields establishes housing as a
realistic option for this location. Given its proximity to the existing Leathan Fields site, the
extension of housing in this location is entirely sustainable. SMH are fully committed to
providing 25% affordable housing on the site which would assist with the shortfall of
provision within the Aberdeenshire area. Other uses are being proposed on site, i.e. retail,
open space, employment, education; however housing would form the main element on
the site.

5.3

It is considered that in terms of effectiveness the proposed development site at Schoolhill
Phase 2, Portlethen satisfies the tests of national Planning Advice Note 2/2010 as detailed
above. Accordingly, Schoolhill Phase 2 should be included within the Council’s housing land
supply for the Local Development Plan from 2016. The site could be brought forward sooner
should housing land requirements in the southern growth corridor not be met.

5.4

As noted previously, the site was previously acknowledged by the Council in the processing
of the now adopted Local Development Plan as an acceptable site with few constraints. It is
important to recognise that Schoolhill Phase 2 was not removed from the previous LDP due
to site servicing issues.
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6.0

MASTERPLAN

6.1

Since June 2012, the design team have been engaged in a discussion with the local
community about the future of Schoolhill. The team wanted to know how local people felt
about the prospect of further development and, if favourable, how it might best serve the
interests of the community.

Vision for Schoolhill

6.2

Like most new settlements the existing Schoolhill area is designed around car use and
users. This not only impacts the layout of the housing area itself, it also resulted in a
discrete, isolated community, hemmed in by the A90 and the major trunk road which serves
it. Community facilities and shops to serve local people did not arrive as anticipated and as
a consequence residents resort to the car to visit the nearest supermarket in Portlethen,
which effectively constitutes the town centre.

6.3

Recognising the consequences that this auto-centric planning model has had for both
Portlethen and Schoolhill, a commitment was made by client and design team to establish
an alternative model which would put environmental quality and alternative modes of
transport at the heart of the planning and design process.

6.4

The design process which has been adopted, promotes a fresh approach to community
dialogue, one that relies on the absolute commitment of the client and the master planning
team to open engagement and collaboration with all of the stakeholders involved in the
project. Moreover, the process has been consciously open and undertaken on the basis of a
completely blank canvas.

6.5

In part this approach was adopted to assist the team understand the issues faced by the
community and develop solutions which would sensibly address them. Partly it was to help
the community itself to fully understand the problems that they faced and involve them in
generating appropriate solutions.

6.6

Three open workshops have now taken place which has led to a framework which will
form the basis for the final master plan which, in response to the voice of the community,
will:


provide a focal point for the town



in public spaces, encourage a diverse range of activities throughout the day



reduce speeds on the major arterial roads that separate schoolhill from the wider
context, effectively turning good roads into great streets



provide public open spaces that are actually useful rather than small or incidental
spaces scattered throughout the development.



encourage the growth of kinds of facilities that might benefit the wider community
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Proposed Land Uses

6.7

Phase II of the ongoing development at Schoolhill will comprise approximately 1550 houses
together with supporting infrastructure, services and facilities, on a site comprising 146
hectares, currently predominantly in agricultural use.

6.8

As a starting point for discussion it is currently anticipated that the development will
incorporate (net developable areas):
 Residential - 48.0 Hectares (1550 homes (including 388 affordable units))
 Employment - 19.5 Hectares
 Retail / community hub - 7.0 Hectares
 Primary School - 2.5 Hectares
 Separately Aberdeenshire Council propose a park & ride on land which has the benefit of
Class 4 consent and Stewart Milne Homes continue to discuss this with the Council.

6.9

The balance of the site area will consist of general infrastructure, structure planting and
public open space. The discussions held with the community to date have identified a
number of uses that they would like to see introduced to enrich the environment.

6.10

Rather than define set areas at this stage, it is the team’s intention to adopt a design based
approach to evolve a landscape strategy, in collaboration with the community that provides
appropriate and manageable solutions to specific community needs. Attractive civic space,
useful

play

space,

extended

and

improved

natural

habitats,

woodland

walks,

allotments and community orchards have all been considered. Landscape corridors form
the backbone of the masterplan connecting the different land uses and creating safe and
attractive movement routes across the site. Figure 3.1 below and appendix 4 provides an
illustrative view of one of the masterplan option studies which have been discussed with the
public.
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Figure 3.1: Indicative Masterplan

6.11

Based on the feedback received from the community and site analysis, three options were
developed which were presented to the community at the second Porty Cabin event. Each
option assumes a different location for the local centre. Feedback suggested widespread
acceptance and appreciation of the benefits of developing a mixed use heart rather than
separating the development into monocultural zones and that this would offer the best
chance of delivering a vibrant local centre with a sustainable retail offer.

6.12

The nominal centres could include the primary school, a mixed retail offer including a small
food store, a flexible civic space and community hub. Some members of the public felt that
there was no sense of community in Portlethen, and many wanted to create a space which
would allow for community integration.

The proposed community core within Schoolhill

Phase 2 will seek to create uses which will encourage greater integration with the existing
community.

6.13

The Development Options document can be found in Appendix 5 of this representation.
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7.0

TECHNICAL STUDIES

7.1

As noted previously in chapter 2 of this statement, Stewart Milne Homes have instructed a
team of consultants to assess and inform the preparation of the masterplan of the Schoolhill
Phase 2 site. As part of the process, A2 Environmental has begun the preparation of the
Environmental Impact Assessment in consultation with the Council departments and
statutory consultee’s.

7.2

7.3

The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) covers the following topics:


Development Proposals



Ecology



Historic Environment



Ground Conditions and Land Use



Water Resources and Flood Risk



Landscape and Visual Impacts



Transport and Access



Air Quality



Noise and Vibration



Socio-Economics



Pollution Prevention Control and Environmental Management; and



Utilities and Site Servicing

Whilst the studies and assessments of the EIA are well under way, there are some seasonal
studies which have still to be investigated. For the purposes of this Main Issues Report
representation in support of the allocation of the Schoolhill Phase 2 site within the upcoming
Local Development Plan, a supporting technical summary document has been prepared to
supplement this representation.

This additional technical information can be found in

appendix 6.

7.4

With specific reference to the Transport Assessment which will be prepared as a separate
supporting document to the EIA, an initial assessment document and supporting drawings
have been prepared in support of this MIR representation. The Initial Appraisal document
dated January 2014 can be found in appendix 7. This appendix provides commentary in
relation to the existing and committed transport infrastructure, transport accessibility,
vehicular access and internal road layouts and the impact assessment. In addition to this,
two drawings have been provided which relate to indicative transportation linkages (drawing
no. 12060-SK-25) and proposed roundabout modifications (drawing no. 12060-SK-24).
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8.8

The proposed development site was previously acknowledged by the Council as an
acceptable site during the preparation of the now adopted Local Development Plan, with no
material constraints.

8.9

The Council have acknowledged, in their overview of the development bid site KM065
(Schoolhill Phase 2) within the current MIR, that part of the site “could be developed for 130
houses to meet a shortfall in this Strategic Growth Area” for the Portlethen to Stonehaven
corridor.

This not only acknowledges that the site is considered to be acceptable and

suitable for development (subject to a masterplan) but also that there is a shortfall in this
Strategic Growth Area.

8.10

The site is considered effective in terms of Planning Advice Note 2/2010: Affordable Housing
and Housing Land Audits.

8.11

It has been established through the use of a ZTV (appendix 3) that it is unlikely development
at Schoolhill Phase 2 would be seen from anywhere within Aberdeen or the countryside
area immediately surrounding the city. There is therefore no issue with physical or visual
coalescence.

8.12

Stewart Milne Homes are keen to engage fully with the Council, statutory bodies and
the community in the development of the Schoolhill Phase 2 site and together with their
design team they are seeking to provide additional houses and community facilities to the
Portlethen area.
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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

Ms

First name Nina
Surname
Date

Turner

7 May 2015

Postal Address Scottish Natural Heritage, Great Glen House, Leachkin Road, Inverness
Postcode

IV3 8NW

Telephone Number
E-mail

01463 725000

nina.turner@snh.gov.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

Scottish Natural Heritage

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
See attached tables.

Reason for change
See attached tables.

SNH REPRESENTATION ON PROPOSED ABERDEENSHIRE LDP2 2016

Number Modification we wish to see

Reason

1

The Habitats Regulations use the term ‘adverse’ rather than
‘negative’, and do not use the phrase ‘satisfactory alternative
site or solution’.

Page 47, Policy E1 Natural Heritage: second paragraph under Nature
Conservation Sites should be amended to:
“We will not allow development which may have an adverse effect on the
integrity of an internationally designated nature conservation site, except
where there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest and if there is
no alternative solution.”

2

Page 47, Policy E1 Natural Heritage: 3rd para under Nature Conservation Sites
should be amended to –

To align with wording used in Scottish Planning Policy
(paragraph 212).

“For nationally designated sites a thorough assessment must demonstrate
that the objectives of designation and the overall integrity of the site will not
be compromised, or that any significant adverse effects on the qualities for
which the area has been designated are clearly outweighed by social,
economic or environmental benefits of national importance”
3

Page 48, Policy E1 Natural Heritage: 1st para
Add “For any proposals involving the removal of woodland, the Scottish
Government Control of Woodland Removal Policy will apply.”

Although the policy gives protection to woodland in the SNH
Ancient Woodland Inventory and the Native Woodland
Survey of Scotland, the Scottish Government Control of
Woodland Removal Policy applies to all woodland so it would
be useful to clarify this.
We welcome the introduction of the suite of Local Nature
Conservation Sites (LNCS). At ~6% by area, Aberdeenshire has
less than half the Scottish average of SSSIs in Scotland. The
suite of LNCS will be very important in delivering Council
policies on green networks and in fulfilling its biodiversity duty.

Page 1 of 7

4

Page 48, Policy E1 Natural Heritage: 2nd para under Wider Biodiversity and
Geodiversity should be amended to:
“If development may affect undesignated habitats listed in Annex I of the
Habitats Directive, species listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive,
habitats/species on the Scottish Biodiversity List, LBAP priority
habitats/species, species of importance to biodiversity, areas of importance to
geodiversity, or semi-natural habitats, we will only approve it when a baseline
ecological survey has been carried out, development has been designed to
avoid impacts where possible (for example through incorporating areas of
importance to biodiversity into open space provision, so that they are
conserved and enhanced where possible), or where impacts cannot be
reasonably be avoided, an ecological or geological management plan
demonstrate public benefits ………..”

The order would be more logical if it followed after the policy
section on protected species, which have statutory protection.
Note that Annex II species and Scottish Biodiversity List
habitats/species need adding here.

We also suggest this should follow after the para on protected species.
5

Policy E1 Natural Heritage: Protected Species para should be amended to –
“Development should seek to avoid any detrimental impact on protected
species through the carrying out of surveys and submission of protection
plans describing appropriate mitigation where necessary. Development
likely to have a detrimental impact on protected species will not be approved
unless; for European protected species, a thorough assessment of the site has
demonstrated that the development is required for imperative reasons of
overriding public interest and the population is maintained at a favourable
conservation status in its natural range; or, for non-bird species protected
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) or the Protection of
Badgers Act 1992, there will be significant social, economic or environmental
benefits. In either case there must also be no other satisfactory solution.”

6

Page 55 Policy PR 1. Paragraph 2. Include “Development
proposals must take account of the mitigation measures highlighted in the
SEA”

Page 2 of 7

The policy should seek first to avoid the need for species
licenses by requiring species protection plans to be submitted
with planning applications. The policy should comply with WCA
1981 (as amended by the WANE(S) Act 2011) by limiting
derogation to non-bird (ie Schedules 5 and 8) species.

To provide a clearer means of implementing the mitigation
suggested in the SEA.

7

Page 55 Policy PR1 Paragraph 1 Change to “We will not approve
developments that have a negative effect on important environmental
resources associated with the water environment, important mineral
deposits, prime agricultural land, peat and other carbon rich soils, identified
open space, and important trees and woodlands.”

To reflect SPP paragraph 205.

8

Page 60, Policy C1 Using resources in buildings. We welcome the Gold and
BREEAM level 5 standards required for water efficiency in new
development, as this should help reduce the impacts on the River Dee Special
Area of Conservation (SAC) while facilitating development in the longer term.
However, we consider that it would be useful for the plan to set the water
efficiency requirements in context, to help developers and the general
public understand why the water efficiency standards are required and their
importance. For example, the Aberdeen City proposed plan states “The
Strategic Development Plan has identified the level of water use in the region
as unsustainable. With the significant economic growth which the North East
is experiencing, and the projected population growth, pressure for this
resource will only increase. At present Aberdeen’s water is extracted from the
River Dee, which is a Special Area of Conservation (a European Protected Site).
The Strategic Development Plan notes that this combination of population and
economic growth, along with the effects of climate change, may have a long
term impact on extraction rates from the River Dee. To alleviate this pressure
it will be necessary to manage the use of this resource through increased
water efficiency. Supplementary Guidance Resources for New Developments
set outs the measures necessary to achieve this.”. Similar wording would be
useful in the Aberdeenshire plan.

To avoid an adverse effect on the integrity of the River Dee SAC.

9

Page 61 Policy C2 Renewable Energy paragraph 2. Include “effects on the
natural heritage, including birds” as one of the criteria by which renewables
energy proposals will be considered.

This is one of the criteria set out in SPP policy 169. Whilst we
understand this list is not prescriptive, bird populations are a
key element of the natural assets of Aberdeenshire, so it should
be included as a key area characteristic.

10

Page 62, Policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores: Reference should be made to SPP
paragraph 205

To comply with the Scottish Government Control of Woodland
Removal Policy and SPP in relation to carbon rich soils etc.

Page 3 of 7

“Where peat and other carbon rich soils are present, applicants should assess
the likely effects of development on carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. Where
peatland is drained or otherwise disturbed, there is liable to be a release of
CO2 to the atmosphere. Developments should aim to minimise this release.” .
In addition the reference to mapping for carbon-rich soils, deep peat and
priority peatland habitat should identify the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map,
once approved by Scottish Ministers.
And the last sentence of first para should be amended to:
“For any proposals involving the removal of woodland, the Scottish
Government Control of Woodland Removal Policy will apply. “
11

Climate Change Figure Page 63


Amend the map so that the 3 groups set out in Table 1 of Scottish
Policy can be clearly distinguished in and adjacent to the LDP area.



Identify the section of the Cairngorms Massif SPA outwith the
National Park as part of the ‘areas of significant protection’ ‘Group 2’
area



Amend Spatial mapping for carbon-rich soils, deep peat and priority
peatland habitat to correspond to the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map
(types 1 and 2), once approved by Scottish Ministers.

It is not clear what the ‘Spatial Framework’ areas represent. We
consider that amendments to this map to align with the SNH
Carbon and Peatland Map (types 1 and 2) would not constitute
an amendment that would need further consultation.

12

Crovie Settlement Statement: Text should be amended under Natural and
Historic Heritage to refer to designations being west rather than east of the
settlement.

For clarity.

13

Whitehills Settlement Statement: Text should be added under Natural and
Historic Heritage to refer to Cullen to Stake Ness Coast Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI).

As above.

Page 4 of 7

14

Aboyne Settlement Statement: Text should be amended under Natural and
Historic Environment to clarify the fact that Tarland Burn is a component of
the River Dee SAC, ie “The River Dee, including Tarland Burn, is also a Special
Area of Conservation”.

As above.

15

Banchory Settlement Statements: R3 and OP2 (West)
Inchmarlo Settlement Statement: OP1

These sites appear to be currently wooded and are included in
the ancient woodland inventory (Type 2b – long-established, of
plantation origin). In order to comply with the Scottish
Government Control of Woodland Removal Policy, substantial
compensatory planting is likely to be required.

The following text should be added “Woodland loss (ancient woodland)
should be minimised. A species survey and mitigation plan should
accompany the planning application. In accordance with the Scottish
Government Control of Woodland Removal Policy, compensatory tree
planting will be required”.
16

Finzean Settlement Statement:
Inchmarlo Settlement Statement
Kincardine O’Neil Settlement Statement
Logie Coldstone Settlement Statement:
Strachan Settlement Statement
Torphins Settlement Statement
Tarland Settlement Statement
Kirkton of Maryculter Settlement Statement:
Park Settlement Statement

To highlight potential need for developer and planners to
consider whether a proposal in these settlements may require
an appropriate assessment.

Text should be added under Natural and Historic Features of these
settlements to refer to the nearby River Dee SAC.
17

Logie Coldstone Settlement Statement: OP1
Strachan Settlement Statement: OP1
Tarland Settlement Statement: OP1
Torphins Settlement Statement: OP1
The following text should be added: “A construction method statement will
be required to take account of the potential impacts to the qualifying
interests of the River Dee SAC”.
Page 5 of 7

These sites have potential connectivity with River Dee SAC if
linked by drainage. The inclusion of the wording will
demonstrate an explicit demonstration of relevant site specific
mitigation that will allow us to conclude (in addition to other
information in the revised HRA) that there will be no adverse
effect on the integrity of the River Dee SAC.

18

Boddam Settlement Statement: Text should be added under Natural and
Historic Environment to refer to Buchan Ness to Collieston SAC and Bullers of
Buchan Coast SSSI to the south-east.

To properly identify the natural assets in/adjacent to each
settlement.

19

Cruden Bay Settlement Statement: Text should be added under Natural and
Historic Environment to refer to Buchan Ness to Collieston SAC and Bullers of
Buchan Coast SSSI to the south and east.

As above.

20

St Combs Settlement Statement: Text should be added under Natural and
Historic Environment to refer to Cairnbulg to St Combs Coast SSSI to the east.

As above.

21

St Cyrus Settlement Statement: Text should be added under Natural and
Historic Environment to refer to St Cyrus National Nature Reserve and St
Cyrus and Kinnaber Links SSSI, located to the east of the village.

As above.

22

Balmedie Settlement Statement: Text should be added under Natural and
Historic Environment to refer to Foveran Links SSSI, occupied by the northern
part of site OP3 (Menie).

As above.

23

Collieston Settlement Statement: Text should be added under Natural and
Historic Environment to refer to Sands of Forvie SAC (SAC), which is located to
the SW of the settlement, and to Buchan Ness to Collieston SAC, which is
located to the NE of the settlement.

As above.

24

Ellon Settlement Statement and Newburgh Settlement Statement

As above.

Text should be added under Natural and Historic Environment to refer to
Sands of Forvie and Ythan Estuary SSSI which lies near these settlements.
25

Energtica Supplementary Guidance: Reference should be made to the
requirement for water efficiency measures, not just energy performance, eg
add a new point “It is demonstrated that the water efficiency has been
carefully considered in the design process and has resulted in buildings which
have exemplary water efficiency performance or introduce innovation in this
regards;”.
Page 6 of 7

As above.

26

Coastal Zone Supplementary Guidance maps: Several of the maps appear to
exclude parts of the coast that would otherwise have been expected to be
included (eg as they may be used to support infrastructure connected to the
shore).

Page 7 of 7

As above.

Our ref:
SG ref:

Policy Team
Planning and Building Standards
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
Aberdeen
AB16 5GB

PCS/139413
SEA00840/ER

If telephoning ask for:

Alison Wilson
8 May 2015

By email only to: sea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk
Dear Mr Blaxter

Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005
Proposed Local Development Plan - Environmental Report
Thank you for your Environmental Report (ER) consultation submitted under the above Act in
respect of the Proposed Local Development Plan - Environmental Report. This was received by
SEPA via the Scottish Government SEA Gateway on 30 March 2015.
We have used our previous ER consultation responses to consider the adequacy of the ER and
this is used as the framework for detailed comments which can be found in Appendix 1. For
convenience, these comments have been structured to reflect that of the ER. Please note, this
response is in regard only to the adequacy and accuracy of the ER and our comments on the
Proposed Plan and Supplementary Guidance have been provided separately (SEPA reference:
PCS/139374).
As the Plan and Supplementary Guidance is finalised, Aberdeenshire Council as Responsible
Authority, will be required to take account of the findings of the Environmental Report and of views
expressed upon it during this consultation period. As soon as reasonably practical after the
adoption of the plan, the Responsible Authority should publish a statement setting out how this has
occurred. We normally expect this to be in the form of an "SEA Statement" similar to that
advocated in the Scottish Government SEA Guidance. A copy of the SEA statement should be
sent to the Consultation Authorities via the Scottish Government SEA Gateway on publication.
Should you wish to discuss this environmental report consultation, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 01224 266656 or via our SEA Gateway at sea.gateway@sepa.org.uk
Yours sincerely
Alison Wilson
Senior Planning Officer
Ecopy: hssea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk ; sea_gateway@snh.gov.uk

Appendix 1: Comments on the Environmental Report (ER)
General comments
As you know our response at the Main Issue Report (MIR) ER stage outlined a number of issues
which we suggested needed further consideration in the ER for the Proposed Plan. Most notable of
these in our opinion was the lack of assessment of all of the settlement sites or clarity within the
ER whether these sites had previously been assessed under SEA and there had been no change
in circumstances. As such we welcome that the site allocations in the Proposed Plan have now all
been SEA assessed.
In addition we welcome the inclusion of Table 5.7 ‘Analysis of Comments from Consultation
Authorities on the Scoping Report’ in Section 5.9 of the ER and in general are satisfied that our
previous advice at the MIR stage has been taken on board.
We welcomed your request for informal comments on the draft Environmental Report (ER).
However, it would appear the advice in our correspondence of 16 March 2015 (our reference
PCS/138431) has not been taken on board and therefore this is reiterated below.
We note the expected timeframe for finalising the revised ER following examination, publishing the
Revised Environmental Report and take post-adoption measures have still to be confirmed.
As raised at the National SEA Forum, on 22 April 2015, which a representative from
Aberdeenshire Council attended, we would reiterate the usefulness of the approach adopted by
The City of Edinburgh Council to highlight, in different coloured text, changes and additions that
have been made following earlier SEA consultations.
Our detailed comments below concentrate on the assessments presented and related mitigation,
but also make comment on the earlier scoping exercises now that the Proposed Plan ER has been
published providing further information.
Detailed comments

1.

Outline and Objectives of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016

1.1

We welcome that the implications of the National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 and
Scottish Planning Policy, published in June 2014, after the publication and consultation on
the Main Issues Report and Main Issues Report Addendum, have been considered.

1.2

We note, from the statements within the ER, that much of the information contained within
the supplementary guidance policy from the current LDP 2012 is now included within the
proposed plan and that this change has been implemented following advice received from
the Scottish Government. As such it is welcomed that changes to policy content have been
noted within table 3.3.

1.3

However, we note within Table 3.3, under Policy C2 Renewable Energy, the statement that
“This policy seeks to approve, subject to other policies, wind farms and medium to large
turbines following appropriate consideration of the Spatial Framework for wind turbines;…”.
As per our comments on the Proposed Plan (our reference PCS/139374) and the draft ER
(our reference PCS/138431) we would highlight that Table 1 Spatial Framework is now
included within the new Scottish Planning Policy (2014) and that in so far as our interests
are concerned, Table 1 affords carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat the

same level of protection as wild land. This does not appear to have been taken into
consideration in the ER.
1.4

As a minor point, we highlight that under Table 3.2 Alternative 2 makes reference to
“Alternative strategies may be promoted following a review of responses to consultation on
the Main issues” rather than consultation on the Proposed Plan Policies and
Supplementary Guidance.

2.

Plan, Programme or Strategy Context

2.1

We reiterate the comments from our draft ER response that, under National, Table 4.1
makes reference to National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3) (2014), National
Planning Framework for Scotland 2 (NPF2) (2009), Scottish Planning Policy 2014 and
Scottish Planning Policy 2010. Page 1 of Scottish Planning Policy 2014 states “This SPP
replaces SPP (2010) and Designing Places (2001)”. As such the ER should make it clear
that while the previous superseded SPP and NPF provided the framework for the previous
plan the current version of SPP and NPF3, only, informs the framework for the 2016 plan.
We note that only NPF3 and SPP 2014 are referenced in Appendix 2.

2.2

As per our previous advice, under the Water Section of the table we welcome the reference
to our new flood maps, published in 2014. However we note reference is still made to
SEPA Indicative Flood Map 2006. As site assessments of flood risk have been made
against the 2014 SEPA flood maps we would like to see the reference to the 2006 maps
removed. We note that both the 2006 and 2014 maps are referenced in Appendix 2.

2.3

For future reference and a point we did not pick up under the MIR ER, we highlight the
reference under the Overarching Planning Policy section of Table 4.1 to the omission of the
word etc under the Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006.

3.

Assessment, Mitigation and Monitoring

3.1

We reiterate the comments from our draft ER response that, under the Water section of
Table 5.2, the mitigation column states “Water abstraction level should be agreed with
SEPA, SNH and Scottish Water before development takes place.” The issue of water
abstraction has been discussed with Scottish Water, Aberdeenshire Council and SEPA at a
meeting at Woodhill House on 15 September 2014. It is our understanding that Scottish
Water have made an assessment of all the allocations within the local plan MIR and
advised Aberdeenshire Council of any water abstraction capacity constraints to
development.

3.2

While we agree with the Assessment of Effect in Table 1.1 that “the scale of development
envisaged is so large that the plan is likely to have long-term implication for water
abstraction” we do not consider it appropriate to include SEPA in this mitigation
/enhancement measure. It will be up to Scottish Water to advise Aberdeenshire Council if
they have available abstraction capacity, within their existing SEPA consented abstraction
limits, to meet the allocations in the proposed plan and agree abstractions levels with the
developer/Aberdeenshire Council for each development. As such we recommend this
section is amended to “Water abstraction level should be agreed with Scottish Water before
development takes place.”

3.3

In Section 5.1 of our response to the MIR ER we stated that “Under climatic factors it states
“Flood risk can be mitigated through the use of buffer strips/open space. In future work you

may wish to consider referencing other flood risk mitigation measures such as landraising
and compensatory storage.” The SEPA consultation response section of Table 5.7 states
“noted and revised in line with comment – see Table 4.3.”
3.4

In regard to this we note within Table 5.2, under the mitigation and enhancement column
for Climatic Factors, the statement that “Sites included in LDPs should serve to protect
areas likely to be at risk from flooding (i.e. through the use of buffer strips, open space,
landraising and compensatory storage)”. In this context we would highlight that this
reference is not appropriate. The cornerstone of sustainable flood management is the
avoidance of flood risk in the first instance. As such the use of buffer strips and open space
would meet this. However as per paragraph 265 of Scottish Planning Policy “Land raising
should only be considered in exceptional circumstances, where it is shown to
have a neutral or better impact on flood risk outside the raised area. Compensatory storage
may be required.” We therefore recommend this section is amended to remove the
references to landraising and compensatory storage in the finalised ER.

3.5

In regard to Soil and ‘where can the information be obtained’ column we would refer you to
the comments in Section 4.38 of our Proposed Plan response regarding the Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) mapping exercise to define areas of ‘carbon rich soils, deep peat
and priority peatland habitats’ which will update earlier work undertaken (currently
published on the Scotland’s soils website). We would recommend reference to the SNH
map being included here.

4.

APPENDIX 1: ASSESSMENTS

4.1

We note from Table 3.4 that “Existing LDP (2012) allocations will be carried forward into the
Proposed LDP. Where appropriate new sites have been identified and assessed (Detailed
assessments in Appendix 1.2- Appendix 1.7).” In line with our previous advice we welcome
that the site allocations in the Proposed Plan have now all been assessed.

4.2

We would however also advise that, based on the most recent review, we have now
requested that further information, or an FRA, be provided for the following sites: Sandend
OP1, OP8 Inverurie, Keithhall OP1. We note from the statement within Section 5.4 that
“The mitigation measures have taken into account all comments made following
consultation on the scoping report. If our position has changed by the time we are
preparing the proposed plan, these measures will be changed accordingly.” We welcome
this and request that the assessment of these sites be reviewed and updated, with regard
to flood risk and appropriate mitigation, in the finalised ER.

4.3

We note that the Proposed Plan includes Settlement features, including protected land, for
example P3 Memsie for the construction of a new primary school, reserved land, for
example R1 Gourdon reserved for future cemetery expansion, other designations, for
example BUS 1-5 Fraserburgh. We are of the understanding that the inclusion of the
‘Settlement Features’ in the Proposed Plan establishes the principle of these sites and their
proposed use in the LDP, although, the detail of these would need to be supported by a
planning application for those that include built development.

4.4

Some of the Settlement Features are included in the Assessment of Sites in the ER,
however not all of them are. For example for Westhill, R1 is assessed however R2 and
BUS are not. It is not clear why some of these settlement features, which may include
future built development, have been included and why others have not. This raises serious
concerns for us if the principle of future land use on these sites is established however the
environmental impact, for example from flood risk, is not assessed. For example we have

objected to the Proposed Plan unless wording is added highlighting the requirement for
assessment of flood risk for P3 Memsie, however P3 Memsie is not included in the ER
assessment tables.
4.5

PAN 1/2010 Strategic Environmental Assessment of Development Plans makes it clear that
the SEA should assess the significant environmental effects of all the sites in the Plan and
Paragraph 4.21 of the PAN highlights that "a comprehensive approach will help to avoid
further assessment and delay at a later stage". As such, while we are satisfied that the site
allocations have been assessed, we would recommend that within the finalised ER an
explanation is provided on why some of the Settlement Features, such as reserved land,
have not been SEA assessed and others have.

4.6

As a minor point we highlight under Appendix 1.1a ‘Assessment of sites APPENDIX 1:
ASSESSMENTS, Appendix 1.1 Policies and Supplementary Guidance’ the incorrect
reference on page 112 to Policy H1 Protection of historic buildings, sites, and monuments,
Policy H2 Protection of historic and cultural areas, Policy H3 Helping to reuse listed
buildings at risk which are referenced in the Proposed Plan as HE1, HE2 and HE3
respectively.

4.7

In addition we would highlight that we recently updated our website and therefore
unfortunately the SEPA web links in the ER, for example
http://www.sepa.org.uk/water/river_basin_planning/waterbody_data_sheets.aspx in
Appendix 1.10, no longer work.

Our ref:
Your ref:

Piers Blaxter
Planning Policy Team
Aberdeenshire Council
Woodhill House
Westburn Road
Aberdeen
AB16 5GB

PCS/139374
2015/0009547

If telephoning ask for:

Alison Wilson
8 May 2015

By email only to: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk
Dear Mr Blaxter

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016 – Proposed Local Development Plan
Thank you for your consultation letter which SEPA received on 27 March 2015 highlighting the
publication of your Proposed Plan (hereby referred to as the Plan).
Our representations are provided below. Appendix 1 provides our detailed representations on the
Plan, which includes a number of objections, some recommendations but also a large number of
expressions of support. Where we have objected we have tried to set out how we consider the
matter could be resolved to our satisfaction.
Appendix 2 provides an Excel spreadsheet detailing our assessment of the Proposed Plan
allocations. This includes details of the sites we would object to being included in the Plan unless
wording is also included in the settlement and/or allocation text highlighting that flooding is a
constraint and additional information should be submitted and that an FRA may be required.
Unfortunately, due to time constraints, we have been unable to meet with you prior to responding
to the Proposed Plan, however, we would very much welcome further discussions with you to try
and resolve any issues or answer any question you have in regard to our representations prior to
examination. Where we have supported policies/sections of policy wording we would very much
welcome being informed, if, following the end of the consultation period, there are any proposed
modifications to these.
We have made a separate response to the Environmental Report via the SEA gateway (our
reference PCS/139413), which should be considered alongside this response.
Should you wish to discuss this consultation, please do not hesitate to contact me by telephone on
01224 266656 or e-mail at planning.aberdeen@sepa.org.uk.
Yours sincerely
Alison Wilson
Senior Planning Officer
Planning Service

Appendix 1: SEPA's representations to the Proposed Plan
1.

Scope and format of the Proposed Plan

1.1

In line with the request in the Proposed Plan Response Form we have tried to keep our
representation on each element of the Proposed Plan (referenced as the Plan) short and
concise, although in some cases where we think it would be helpful to you or the reporter,
more explanation or reasoned justification for our position has been provided. Where we
think it would also be helpful to do so, we have made specific recommendations as to the
changes we wish to see in the Final Plan to address our representation.

1.2

Once you have considered this response, we would welcome meeting with you to discuss
in detail any of the representations we have made that you do not agree with.

2.

02 Influences on the plan

2.1

We would expect the policies and allocations in the Local Development Plan (LDP) to
protect and enhance the water environment by supporting the delivery of the relevant River
Basin Management Plan for the LDP area including the catchment specific objectives to
address identified pressures.

2.2

As such we object unless this section of the Plan is modified to also list the Scotland River
Basin Management Plan.

2.3

We request this modification to the Plan as Local and Park Authorities were designed
“responsible authorities” ” in respect of the Water Framework Directive under section 2(1)
of the Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003 and as such have a
duty to carry out their normal statutory functions in a way that ensures compliance with the
“protect” and “enhance” objectives of the Water Framework Directive (as stated in section
2(2) of the Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003).

2.4

In addition Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), published 2014, reflects these duties.
Paragraph 195 of SPP states that “Planning authorities, and all public bodies, ……have a
duty under the Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003 to protect and
improve Scotland’s water environment”.

2.5

In carrying out these duties, planning authorities are required to contribute to the underlying
river basin planning process, put in place to coordinate delivery of the Water Framework
Directive.

2.6

The Town and Country Planning (Development Planning) Regulations 2008, Development
Planning Circular 6/2013 and SPP all highlight the importance of ensuring effective
dovetailing between the land use planning and river basin planning processes, e.g. The
Town and Country Planning (Development Planning) Regulations 2008 state “10.—(1) In
preparing a local development plan the planning authority are to have regard to–
(f) any river basin management plan relating to the local development plan area;”

3.

03 Vision for the plan

3.1

It is encouraging to see recognition of the need to “protect” and “improve” our natural and
cultural heritage noted within the aim of the Vision and the importance of “sense of place”
highlighted.

3.2

We however recommend the following amendments (in italic and underlined) to the text on
page 7 of the Plan to reflect the need to consider the water environment associated with
Green Space:
“TO PROMOTE THE CREATION OF BLUE/GREEN NETWORKS WITHIN AND
BETWEEN SETTLEMENTS
Connecting areas of green and blue space and habitats such as parks, paths and
woodlands (green networks) within and on the edge of our villages and towns
can provide a range of social, ecological and economic benefits. Similar benefits can be
derived from maintaining and enhancing water features (for example rivers, lochs, burns,
ponds) and ensuring their connectivity is equally important. Putting open-space, design
and infrastructure policies into practice will create and improve these blue/green networks
across the area.

4.

Policies

4.1

12 SHAPING DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE - Policy R3 Minerals and hill
tacks: We welcome this policy and the reference within it to “only allow minerals
development if sufficient information is provided to enable the full likely effects of the
development to be assessed, together with proposals for appropriate control, mitigation and
monitoring” and “Hill tracks will only be permitted if they minimise environmental impacts,
such as soil erosion, on habitats and water bodies, and a satisfactory maintenance
programme has been agreed with the planning authority.”

4.2

In addition, in accordance with paragraph 248 of SPP, which states “The review of mineral
permissions every 15 years should be used to apply up-to-date operating and
environmental standards”, we welcome the policy wording “All conditions attached to
mineral permissions will be reviewed every 15 years to ensure the development is not
adversely affecting the natural or historic environment, landscape character or local
amenity.”

4.3

14 SHAPING PLACES - LAYOUT, SITING AND THE DESIGN OF NEW DEVELOPMENT
- Policy P1 Layout siting and design: we would expect the Plan to ensure that new
developments protect, and where possible deliver improvements to, water bodies (rivers,
streams, lochs, groundwater, estuaries, coastal waters (to 3 nautical miles) and wetlands).
Improvements can include the re-naturalisation of channels and removal of culverts and
barriers to fish passage, all of which must include consideration of potential flood risk
aspects.

4.4

In addition no mention is made within this Policy of obligations for sustainable surface water
management and pollution mitigation measures at the construction stage, nor the
requirement to comply with the Controlled Activities Regulations General Binding Rules.

4.5

In regard to this and our comments in Sections 2 and 3 above, we recommend adding the
following wording to this policy: “We will support major developments … … Measures
require to be identified to enhance biodiversity or geodiversity in proportion to the
opportunities available and the scale of the development opportunity and to accord with the
Zero Waste Plan, a Site Waste Management Plan will be submitted to demonstrate that
developers have minimised the generation of waste during the construction and operational

phases of new development. Developers will be required to consider the context of
development with surrounding blue/green networks – how connectivity of these networks
can be maintained and enhanced. Site design must take account of the natural flow paths
of any associated water features. Surface water should be controlled at source and
Sustainable Urban Drainage (SUD) systems employed across the site in accordance with
the Water Environment Controlled Activities (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (as amended)
(CAR). Retrofit SUD systems will require to be considered in respect of regeneration
projects. A Surface Water Management Plan will need to be submitted to demonstrate that
developers have adequately mitigated against the potential for pollution of water receptors,
and fulfil their obligations under the CAR General Binding Rules.” These obligations may be
controlled by conditions.
4.6

We welcome the reference within this policy to “We will only approve development designs
that demonstrate the six qualities of successful places, which are to be: …….efficient in
terms of resources used in terms of waste management, water use, … …” and in Policy C1
to water efficiency measures to achieve environmental protection. Potable water provision
should come from within Scottish Water’s existing SEPA consented abstraction limits and
as such Aberdeenshire Council should liaise with Scottish Water to ensure this is
achievable. If it emerges this isn’t achievable then we request a joint agency and council
meeting.

4.7

We fully support and are encouraged by the inclusion of measures requiring that new
development accords with the Zero Waste Plan. We also welcome requirements for the
provision of site waste management plans for new development and overarching objectives
advocating waste minimisation during construction and operation. We consider these
measures comply with the requirements in paragraphs 176 and 177 of SPP that “The
planning system should: promote developments that minimise the unnecessary use of
primary materials and promote efficient use of secondary materials” and “Planning
authorities and SEPA should work collaboratively to achieve zero waste objectives, having
regard to the Zero Waste Plan, through development plans and development
management”.

4.8

14 SHAPING PLACES - LAYOUT, SITING AND THE DESIGN OF NEW DEVELOPMENT
– Policy P2 Open space and access in new developments: we note the SEA
Environmental Report Air mitigation/enhancement measures section states that
“Allocations will be subject to:
o Policy PR3 Waste facilities on locating waste facilities at appropriate locations and
o Policy P2 Open Space and Access in new development on creation of open space”.

4.9

Whilst fortunately there are currently no air quality management areas (AQMAs) in
Aberdeenshire, it is important that this situation be maintained. Future development will
inevitably introduce new sources of pollution including emissions associated with increased
traffic. Therefore, we object unless the Plan is modified to include more policy coverage on
air to ensure that any proposed development which could have a detrimental impact on air
quality, through exacerbation of existing air quality issues or introduction of new sources of
pollution, provides appropriate mitigation measures which are agreed with the local
authority.

4.10

For example, some of the mitigation measures listed in Table 5.2 of the SEA could serve as
an example of the type of air-specific wording that could be adapted and incorporated into
the Plan:

• “Ensure that planning applications that have the potential to have a detrimental impact on
air quality will be delayed until the necessary infrastructure is in place. Where additional
infrastructure is not possible, the application should not be permitted unless measures to
mitigate the impact of air pollutants can be agreed.
• Developer contributions will be sought towards public transport and roads infrastructure
improvements to help mitigate the traffic impact.”
4.11

Such policy wording would help in ensuring a proposed development that could have a
detrimental impact on air quality will not be permitted unless appropriate mitigation
measures are agreed with the local authority.

4.12

Consideration for air quality impacts could also be incorporated into Policy C2, Renewable
Energy. New renewable energy developments should not negatively impact upon air
quality. Recognising and working with the links that exist between reducing Greenhouse
Gas emissions and improving local air quality can help deliver mutual benefits.

4.13

We refer you to SEPA’s Development Plan Guidance on Air Quality and Co-location for
further information on what to consider in terms of incorporating air quality into the Plan.
You may also wish to consider examples of LDP policies detailed here:
http://laqm.defra.gov.uk/policy-interactions/development-control/air-quality-procedures.html.

4.14

14 SHAPING PLACES - LAYOUT, SITING AND THE DESIGN OF NEW DEVELOPMENT
- Policy P4 Hazardous developments and contaminated land: it is noted that Policy SG
LSD10: Contaminated Land is no longer present in the plan and that reference to
Contaminated Land is now covered by Policy P4 only. The wording of the previous policy
included reference to the water environment as follows: “the necessary site investigations
and assessments are undertaken to identify any actual or possible significant risk to public
health or safety or to the environment, including possible pollution of the water
environment”. For clarity, we recommend that the wording from the previous policy
“including possible pollution of the water environment “be added to Policy P4.

4.15

While Policy P4 requires appropriate investigation and remediation of sites known or
suspected to be contaminated, the policy does not reference Annex 1 of Planning Advice
Note (PAN) 33 Development of contaminated land. As such there is no guidance to indicate
what will be considered to be “appropriate site investigations” or “effective remedial
actions”. We recommend that Annex 1 of PAN 33 is referenced within the paragraph
referring to “appropriate site investigations” to provide a suitable benchmark for these
works.

4.16

In addition the policy does not make reference to different types of contamination. As such
we recommend that the following text is included in the policy wording: “Where site
conditions are appropriate, consideration should be given to both radioactive and nonradioactive sources of contamination.”

4.17

We have concerns with the statement that “Both the site investigations and any remedial
actions should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposed development”. This
policy wording may prevent the local authority contaminated land officer from ensuring that
the risk of contamination being present, as a result of historical land uses on the site, has
been fully investigated. This may allow issues which SEPA is concerned with, relating to
protection of the water environment, to be argued as being disproportionately expensive to
investigate given the scale of a proposed development, leading to risks to people and the
environment. We would confirm that this is not considered appropriate.

4.18

As such we recommend that the policy is re-worded to enable the local authority
contaminated land officers to take account of the previous use(s) of the site and the level of
contamination which may or may not be present, as these factors may affect the level of
investigation and remediation which may be required.

4.19

15 NATURAL HERITAGE AND LANDSCAPE - Policy E1 Natural heritage: We welcome
this policy and the wording “Development will not be allowed if it fragments habitats or is
not designed to minimise any adverse impact on the site’s environmental quality, ecological
status or viability.”

4.20

17 PROTECTING RESOURCES - Policy PR1 Protecting important resources: As
detailed in our Development Plan Guidance on the Water Environment topic paper “the
driving force behind the legislation and guidance is to ensure that planning authorities are
responsible in helping to protect, improve and promote the sustainable use of our water
environment, which includes wetlands”. As such we welcome this policy which seeks to
protect the water environment. However, to promote enhancement and improvement, we
recommend the following modifications, or similar wording, to the Section title and policy
wording for PR1:
“PROTECTING and Enhancing RESOURCES - Policy PR1 Protecting and Enhancing
important resources
“We will not approve developments … … sites.
Details of the current state of individual water bodies and proposed actions to improve them
can be found here on Scotland’s Environment Web. All unnecessary engineering works
affecting the water environment will be refused. New development, including aquatic
engineering works which will generate discharges or other impacts on existing water
bodies, or which could affect the water quality, quantity, flow rate, ecological status, riparian
habitat, protected species or flood plains of water bodies (including their catchment area)
must not prejudice water quality or flow rates, or their ability to achieve or maintain good
ecological status. Any such developments must contribute to the objectives set against the
relevant water bodies through the River Basin Planning process as well as the relevant
freshwater objectives and targets within the North East Local Biodiversity Action Plan.
Opportunities for the creation, enhancement and management of habitats should be
embraced. Any aquatic engineering works must be capable of being consented under
Controlled Activities Regulations. Adequate buffer strips should be provided to allow for
maintenance all year round. Buffer strips will be at least 6m wide and may require to be
wider as a result of local factors such as local hydro-geomorphology, need for pollution
control, native species habitats, active travel or recreation provision.
Prime agricultural land, ……as areas of search for minerals development..”
In regard to opportunities for the creation, enhancement and management of habitats, we
would also welcome reference in this section of the Plan to opportunities to obtain Water
Environment funding from SEPA where improvements are proposed with the sole purpose
of improving the state of the water environment.
We object unless this section of the Plan is modified to also include the following wording:
Groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GWDTE), which are types of wetland, are
specifically protected under the Water Framework Directive. Phase 1 Habitat surveys
should be used to identify if wetlands are present. If present then the more detailed
National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey should be completed to identify if GWDTE

are present. If GWDTE are present the developer should avoid them (with a buffer), or
further assessment will be required and appropriate mitigation. Please refer to our
comments in Section 2 above for justification of this modification.
4.21

In addition we would also welcome reference to the control and prevention of spread of
invasive non-native species within this policy, and recommend it be amended to include
this.

4.22

17 PROTECTING RESOURCES - Policy PR2 Protecting important development sites:
We support the measures to safeguard waste management facilities within the Council
area as we consider this to be in accordance with paragraph 184 of SPP “Plans should
safeguard existing waste management installations and ensure that the allocation of land
on adjacent sites does not compromise waste handling operations, which may operate 24
hours a day and partly outside buildings.”

4.23

17 PROTECTING RESOURCES - Policy PR3 Waste facilities: We support the
identification of proposed locations for waste management facilities as we consider this to
be in accordance with paragraph 186 of SPP.

4.24

A policy approach that encourages new waste facilities within settlement boundaries,
within/abutting existing waste management sites and on land identified for business and/or
mixed use on the Plan is also encouraged. As such, we recommend that, in accordance
with the wording in paragraph 185 of SPP, the policy wording is amended as follows to
support waste facilities on land also designated for industrial, storage and distribution uses:
“Where possible and appropriate, we will approve waste-management facilities on land
currently used as a waste management or treatment facility, sites next to existing waste
management facilities, land allocated for employment (including industrial, storage and
distribution uses) or mixed use development in the plan, or sites reserved in the settlement
statements for this use. … … operations at an existing waste management site. “

4.25

Policy support for the identification of waste capacity requirements in accordance with the
Zero Waste Plan objectives is welcomed, however, it is recommended that reference is
made within the policy to highlight the importance of waste operational capacity need,
rather than solely focusing on proximity to waste source location. Accordingly, we
recommend that the supporting policy text is amended to require consideration of
anticipated waste operational capacity need, including the Scottish Government waste
capacity tables to deliver Zero Waste Plan targets, to ensure that Scotland-wide capacity
objectives are met. Importantly, these waste capacities should be considered as waste
targets and not maximum waste capacity limits.

4.26

Since the revocation of the Zero Waste Plan annex B and adoption of the new SPP this
position is strengthened as it identifies need as the critical factor in the ability to meet a
Scotland-wide waste capacity. In this regard, paragraph181 of SPP requires that planning
authorities be “mindful of the need to achieve the all-Scotland operational capacity”. This is
complimented by paragraph 182 of SPP, which indicates that the “achievement of a
sustainable strategy may involve waste crossing planning boundaries”. Our interpretation
on this issue is that it is acceptable for waste arising from any location within Scotland to be
treated in any waste management facility and we would not require information or comment
on the origin of the waste to be treated in a particular facility.

4.27

We welcome policy wording to support safeguarding waste management facilities from
inappropriate sensitive neighbouring uses that have the potential to compromise site

operations. This is supported by paragraph 184 of SPP preventing new allocation uses on
adjacent land from having a detrimental impact on efficient operation of waste management
sites.
4.28

18 CLIMATE CHANGE - Policy C1 Using resources in buildings: in regard to heat
networks and district heating we support the position requiring that renewable energy and
climate change policy requirements are considered for all new major development.
Additionally, we support policy wording that encourages the provision of heat networks.
This is supported by paragraph 159 off SPP which requires that “Local development plans
should support the development of heat networks in as many locations as possible”.

4.29

We also support the provision of indicative heat mapping overlays within the Climate
Change Settlement Map, on page 63 of the Plan, to show existing low carbon heat sources
within the Local Authority area.

4.30

We welcome requirements to assess the feasibility to connect to a district heating scheme
for all major developments and policy wording which supports the provision of heat
infrastructure. In this regard, this approach should seek to achieve both Zero Waste Plan
and SPP, paragraph 154, objectives to ensure overall increases in energy production from
renewable sources of 30% by 2020 and to meet strategic Scottish Government’s targets to
reduce CO2 emissions.

4.31

We consider that policy wording within Policy C1 is limited in relation to this issue.
Accordingly, we recommend that additional text is included within Policy C1 to encourage
co-location of heat sources to high demand ‘heat users’, in accordance with paragraph 158
of SPP, and to safeguard land for future heat network pipelines, infrastructure and energy
centres, in accordance with paragraph 159 of SPP. Whilst low carbon energy sources are
identified, and commended, the plan should specifically identify co-location opportunities
and investigate options to provide heat connections between potential heat users and
existing/proposed heat sources.

4.32

This issue could also potentially be addressed in greater detail within a dedicated
Renewable Energy Supplementary Guidance. This document could clarify specific
requirements relating to low carbon energy.

4.33

In accordance with the requirements in paragraphs 158 “Local development plans should
use heat mapping to identify the potential for co-locating developments with a high heat
demand with sources of heat supply” and 159 “Policies should support safeguarding of
piperuns within developments for later connection and pipework to the curtilage of
development” of SPP, and to ensure that Scottish-wide low carbon and heat energy
objectives can be met, we recommend that policy wording is introduced to confirm the
production of a localised Aberdeenshire Heat Map and subsequent consideration of this
map when determining the location for new heat networks within the local authority area.
We also recommend that the production of this Heat Map is identified as a specific
outcome within the LDP Action Programme.

4.34

18 CLIMATE CHANGE - Policy C2 Renewable energy
We have concerns that all biomass schemes being limited to ‘business land’ may preclude
the use of this renewable fuel over other carbon based fuels. It is recommended that this
reference is removed to provide sufficient flexibility that would enable the provision of such
facilities in alternative areas, subject to compliance with any other relevant requirements
that the local authority see fit to impose, for example emissions.

4.35

We consider that the policy wording on ‘other renewable energy developments’ is very
general and does not specifically address the issues that may emerge from renewable
energy technologies. Accordingly, we retain our original Main Issues Report
recommendation that the local authority considers the preparation of Supplementary
Guidance on Renewable Energy to allow for adequate consideration of the location, siting
and impact of low carbon energy facilities within the local authority area.

4.36

In addition, as advised in our comments to the draft proposed plan environmental
statement on 16 March 2015 (SEPA reference PCS/138431), areas of carbon rich soil
should be identified as a constraint for site areas of search for energy proposals and we
reiterate our previous advice in regard to this.

4.37

Table 1 Spatial Framework is now included within the new Scottish Planning Policy (2014).
In so far as our interests are concerned, Table 1 affords carbon rich soils, deep peat and
priority peatland habitat the same level of protection as wild land.

4.38

We are aware that Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) have undertaken a mapping exercise to
define areas of ‘carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitats’ which will
update earlier work undertaken (currently published on the Scotland’s soils website). We
understand that the intention behind the new map is “to give greater understanding to a
wide range of audiences about where Scotland’s peatlands are to be found” and “it is
envisaged that the data will assist in identifying peat and other carbon-rich soils for
development planning and development management purposes”. As you will be aware,
SNH have now finished their maps and we understand they have recently finished a period
of consultation on the maps.

4.39

Table 1 of SPP requires that carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat are
included within the spatial frameworks forming part of the LDP. We note the wording in the
policy that “In all cases applications for wind turbines will only be approved if they comply
with the layout, siting and design prescriptions set out in the Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Turbines (2014). Areas of strategic capacity for wind turbines of over
15m hub height have been identified by amalgamating this information with the spatial
framework. This is shown on the proposals map.”

4.40

We note that the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines does not
include carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland, although we appreciate that the
Capacity Assessment was published in 2014 prior to the finalised SPP. As such these
areas are not included on the Spatial Framework on page 63 of the Plan.

4.41

We therefore object unless the Spatial Framework is amended to include information on
carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat or, if this is not possible due to the
stage of the LDP, it should be clearly referenced either on the map itself or within the
supporting text that this information has not been included. This is so that developers are
aware that the absence of information does not mean that carbon rich soil/peat/priority
peatland habitat is not present. It should be clear to the reader that the information has not
been included on the maps and that there is still a need to investigate the issue further as
required by Policy C3. In this case, to aid future developers before the spatial framework
maps can be updated, you may also wish to include reference to where this information can
be accessed (although this should be discussed with SNH).

4.42

We strongly recommend that Aberdeenshire Council liaises with SNH regarding the maps.
We are aware that there will be caveats with their use, for example relating to the indicative
nature of such information, however we consider these are likely to be the current best

source of information and as such should be used to information the spatial framework
maps.
4.43

18 CLIMATE CHANGE - Policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores: We welcome this Policy
and the references to protecting peat and carbon rich soils from disturbance and
excavation. However, we object unless the following modification to the wording is made:
“We will protect carbon sinks and stores, such as woodland and high-carbon peat rich soils
(defined as James Hutton Institute classification 5 or 6, and greater than 0.5m depth), from
disturbance or destruction. Where this is not possible development should:
o be informed by an appropriate peat survey and management plan;
o demonstrate how any disturbance or excavation is minimised; and,
o provide suitable mitigation measures to be implemented to abate carbon emissions.
Major development proposals that … … so as to maintain the carbon balance.”
You also wish to consider referring to the SNH maps referenced in Section 4.38 above.

4.44

8 CLIMATE CHANGE - Policy C4 Flooding: The policy states that Aberdeenshire Council
“will not approve development on land that can be shown to have a risk of flooding of 1 in
400 years or greater, or is below the 5m contour above Ordnance Survey datum, or on any
functional flood plain.” While we welcome a precautionary approach in regard to flood risk
this approach goes beyond the requirements of any national policy at present and as such
we highlight below further considerations in implementing the proposed policy.

4.45

The wording of the policy may be confusing as the terms ‘medium’ and ‘high’ risk have
been used in the same section. The Risk Framework of SPP sets out definitions of medium
and high risk in which medium relates to a 0.5% annual probability (1 in 200 year) and high
to a 10% annual probability (1 in 10 year). This may cause confusion for developers and
consultants who work across local authority boundaries and as such we recommend for
clarity the inclusion of a table outlining Aberdeenshire Council’s new definition of medium
risk and high risk. We also note and welcome the use of the wording annual probabilities.
We consider that this is better practice than the use of return periods given in years, as this
has led to misunderstanding in the past that such an event would not be expected to
happen for at least 400 years for example. The 1 in 400 year design event would have a
probability of 0.25% of occurring in any one year.

4.46

Further consideration may have to be given internally at Aberdeenshire Council on how
the new policy will be implemented in practice. SEPA do not publish a 1 in 400 year flood
map and so for screening purposes it may be practical to use the 1 in 1000 year (low
probability) extent to identify development sites where further investigation of flood risk will
be required. We welcome the approach to use the 5m and 10m contours for coastal
flooding as this is very practical and the information is easy to identify.

4.47

Where SEPA is consulted for flood risk advice on a site where no additional information is
supplied, we will still have to take our reference from national policy. The requirement for
developers to assess flood risk to a higher standard than is national policy will therefore
have to be directed by the Local Authority and so internal procedures will be required to
ensure that the Planning, Roads and Flood departments of the Council have a joined up
approach to identifying applications where flood risk information is required and to ensuring
that the correct standards are assessed.

4.48

It will be important for the council to communicate to developers in the Aberdeenshire
Council area that flood risk assessment criteria will be changing.

4.49

Aberdeenshire Council have stated that “if development is to be permitted on land at risk
from flooding (annual probability more than 1 in 1000 year) or coastal areas below 10m
contour, the development must be designed to be flood resilient and use construction
methods to assist in the evacuation of people and minimise damage”. We welcome this
approach to ensure that future development is more resilient to risk for the long term.
Again, further consideration of how this will be implemented in practice may be required
including how it is going to be assessed and how the requirement will be applied to
developers. A mechanism will be required within Aberdeenshire Council to apply the policy.
Unless specifically requested as an FRA modelling requirement, the 1 in 1000 year flood
extent for a site would be unknown, though SEPA publish indicative low probability (1 in
1000 year) flood extents which could be used by Aberdeenshire Council to determine the
sites to which this will be applied.

4.50

In line with SEPA’s national remit and our Land Use Vulnerability Guidance we would
routinely request assessment of the 1 in 1000 year flood extent only for those land uses
designated as ‘Most Vulnerable’.

4.51

With regards to land raising and excavations, we recommend that this paragraph be
reworded slightly to make it clear what the exceptional circumstances (referred to in SPP)
are that would make land raising permissible. Flood alleviation measures are mentioned,
but it is not clear if the Council intend this to be the only circumstances in which land raising
would be permitted or if others could be permitted providing they meet the following two
requirements, i.e. to mitigate the lost capacity of the flood plain through compensatory
storage and to avoid creating an island of development. If those requirements were placed
in a separate sentence it may be clearer.

4.52

19 RESPONSIBILITIES OF DEVELOPERS - Policy RD1 Providing suitable services:
Support for waste minimisation of all waste is encouraged in line with objectives of the
Zero Waste Plan. It is however recommended that the waste hierarchy is specifically
advocated within this policy. We recommended the following amendment to the text under
the Waste management requirements section:
“We will support new development if the application has agreed a Site Waste Management
Plan with Aberdeenshire Council which contributes to the Zero Waste Plan through the
waste hierarchy and waste minimisation, re-use, recycling and composting of all wastes
during construction and operational phases of the development.”

4.53

We support the Water and waste water Section of this policy as it ensures that
development will comply with SEPA’s Policy and Supporting Guidance on the provision of
Waste Water Drainage in Settlements in promoting connection to the public sewerage
system where possible and that suitable private drainage systems for sewered areas will
only be considered as a temporary measure where there is no capacity in the existing
sewer system. However, we would welcome reference to SEPA’s Policy and Supporting
Guidance on the provision of Waste Water Drainage in Settlements within the policy
wording.

4.54

In addition, to promote the development of the public wastewater network, we would
welcome the following amendment to the wording “Development must connect to existing
public drainage infrastructure or plan to connect to a committed future public drainage
infrastructure, where there is sufficient capacity to allow that development to happen.
Where there is not currently sufficient capacity, developers should first explore the option of
triggering additional capacity provision before seeking permission for private drainage.”

4.55

We also support the wording in this section “Surface water drainage must be dealt with in
a sustainable manner and in ways that avoid pollution and flooding, through the use of an
integrated Sustainable Drainage System.” However we would welcome the addition of the
following wording at the end of the sentence “and conform to contemporary CIRIA guidance
and Sewers for Scotland guidelines in order to be adoptable.”

4.56

We would also welcome the following amendment “Groundwater abstractions must comply
with Scottish Environment Protection Agency policies and guidelines, and be consentable
under the Controlled Activities Regulations where required.”

4.57

19 RESPONSIBILITIES OF DEVELOPERS - Policy RD2 Developers’ obligations: We
recommend amendments to the Waste and recycling section of this policy to refer to the
Zero Waste Plan vision and objectives as follows:
“We will need contributions for facilities in line with waste-management thresholds for types
and sizes of development, as shown in appendix 7, and the settlement statements and the
Zero Waste Plan objectives. In some cases this will involve the developer fully
accommodating waste facilities on their site.”

5.

Supplementary Guidance

5.1

3 Supplementary Guidance – Energetica: Given its inclusion within the NPF3, the
strategic importance of this area is acknowledged. In terms of Zero Waste and energy, we
support any guidance that seeks to achieve exemplar energy performance in new
developments. It is noted and welcomed that policy wording within this Guidance has been
retained from previous versions.

5.2

We note that two remaining pieces of supplementary guidance, Special Landscape Areas
and the Forest and woodland strategy, are under preparation. We would welcome
consultation on the Forest and woodland strategy.

6.

Settlement statements

6.1

Although many sites were existing LDP allocations we view the new plan cycle as an
opportunity for any inappropriate sites to be de-allocated, especially where doing so could
reduce environmental impact, for example overall flood risk within an area. We have
therefore considered every site with regard to our remit on the basis of all the information
currently available to us.
Flood risk

6.2

We have provided detailed flood risk comments for all allocation sites. However we note
that not all the allocations which have been included in the proposed plan are site
allocations. As such, our comments on Settlement Features including Protected Land,
Reserved Land and Other Designations can be used as general advice regarding flood risk
at the site and we would reiterate that any site which may be at risk of flooding should be
adequately assessed prior to development taking place and additional information provided
where appropriate. We would also highlight that, in line with our Land Use Vulnerability
Guidance, any development which falls within the definition of a most vulnerable land use
may require to be located outwith the 1:1000 year extent.

6.3

Notwithstanding the above, we understand from a telephone conversation with a member
of the Local Development Plan team, on 10 April 2015, that the inclusion of these

‘Settlement Features’ establishes the principles of these sites and their proposed land use
in the Plan, although the detail for those that include built development would be included in
support of a planning application.
6.4

On review of the Settlement Statements we object to the wording in regard to flood risk
within the Flood Risk summary under the individual settlements and individual allocations
due to the inconsistency of the wording and approach between the six settlement areas.
We can provide examples of this if required but at present stress that the wording under the
Flood Risk settlement section is inconsistent. Sometimes flood risk for a particular site is
referenced in this section and also in the individual allocation text. In other cases it is
referenced in only one of these sections. We welcome the approach that has been taken
where the Flood risk settlement summary section highlights where a site or part of a site
may be at risk from flooding and as such further consideration will need to be given to flood
risk. The detail of this, including the requirement that an FRA may be required or buffer
strip, is provided under the individual allocation text.

6.5

To address our objection we request that the Plan wording is amended, in regard to the
need for assessment of flood risk, with a consistent approach taken across all six
settlement areas to the reference in the settlement summary and site allocations. To assist
we suggest the use of the following wording or similar:
Sites X,Y & X may be at medium to high risk of flooding when considered in
comparison with the medium likelihood (0.5% annual probability or 1 in 200 year) flood
extent of the SEPA Flood Map. Some of these sites may lie out with medium to high
risk flood extent however may still be at risk if there is a small water course running
through or adjacent to the site.
Further information is required to assess flood risk at sites X, Y & Z to determine which
parts of the site are suitable for development. If further information is insufficient to
provide a robust assessment of the risk of flooding to the site then a detailed Flood
Risk Assessment may need to be carried out by a suitably qualified professional.

6.6

We understand from a telephone conversation with Piers Blaxter on 14 April 2015 that
Aberdeenshire Council is likely to amend the wording of the Plan to state that an FRA may
be required rather than is required for all relevant sites. We consider this reasonable as
whether an FRA will be required or not for most sites will be dependent on the type and
location of development. We have commented on the allocation as a whole at this stage
and an FRA would be required only if other relevant information was insufficient to
demonstrate the site is not at risk.

6.7

In some cases we note an allocation may require an FRA and refers to the SEPA Flood
Maps, although we have not at any stage requested the requirement for flood risk to be
assessed. The reference to our Flood Maps in these cases is acceptable to us to request
additional information or an FRA, as this is a precautionary approach. However if the
consultee who requested this, such as Aberdeenshire Council’s Flood Prevention Unit,
holds additional information we recommend this is also referenced.
Review of Sites

6.8

We have reviewed all of the sites from the Proposed Plan in detail, using all of the
information available to us and this is summarised below. We would also refer you to
Appendix 1 where we have provided a spreadsheet detailing the information we hold
regarding flooding for all sites we have assessed, with more detailed comments for those

where we believe there may be a risk of flooding from any source. This spreadsheet also
details our advice to Aberdeenshire Council on the Plan.
6.9

We are committed to working with Aberdeenshire Council and welcome any opportunity to
provide further advice or review our advice as more information becomes available. We
would welcome consultation on any additional sites which are proposed as the Plan
progresses and any information which is, or becomes available, that could address our
concerns regarding the specific sites highlighted.

6.10

We did not identify site boundaries for the following sites on the GIS files provided. As such
we have not been able to fully assess the sites for flood risk and so taking a precautionary
approach, would object to those sites being taken forward to a Local Plan unless we
have an opportunity to assess the sites. If site boundaries can be provided, we would be
happy to review them and provide additional information.
Site
Strichen
OP4
Lumsden
BUS

Comments
No site boundary provided - unable to provide
comments. This does not mean the site is not at risk
of flooding.
No shapefile. Eastings and Northings same location
as H1

Remove from
plan?

Yes
Yes

6.11

Several sites have been reviewed at the Proposed Plan stage upon which we have not
previously provided comment. At some of these sites the information we hold suggests
that, although much of the site is certain to be developable, there is a likely risk of flooding
to part of the site and as such development may be constrained. Proposals for
development would have to be accompanied by satisfactory additional information or, if
additional information is not sufficient, a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). The outcome of a
FRA could reduce the area of the site that is developable, the capacity of the site or the
appropriate design or layout for the site. For these sites, we would object to their inclusion
in the Plan unless wording is included in the settlement text that highlights that flooding is a
constraint and additional information should be submitted and that a FRA may be required.
This ensures that developers are aware from the earliest stage of the possible implications
and of the additional costs that will be incurred in bringing development forward for the site.
Those sites that require such accompanying text are indicated in the spreadsheet of sites
attached in Appendix 2 by a Yes in the column entitled Assessment of Flood Risk Required
and are among those highlighted in orange.

6.12

There is one site we would specifically draw your attention to. We note that Reserved Land
site R4 Insch is “For the future expansion of the hospital”. All of the site lies within the
medium likelihood flood extent of the SEPA Flood Map.

6.13

The SPP definition of Civil infrastructure (in the context of flood risk) includes hospitals and
the SPP Flood Risk Framework states that low to medium risk areas are “Generally not
suitable for civil infrastructure. Where civil infrastructure must be located in these areas or
is being substantially extended, it should be designed to be capable of remaining
operational and accessible during extreme flood events.”

6.14

In addition, the information we hold indicates that the majority of the site may be at risk of
flooding. As such any planning application for development at this site would need to be
supported by information to demonstrate that the development of the site will not have a
detrimental impact on flood risk elsewhere.

Site
R4 – Insch

Comments
All of the site lies within the medium likelihood flood extent
of the SEPA Flood Map. We also note that this is in
relation to a hospital which is considered to be ‘Most
Vulnerable’ land use. We generally recommend that this
type of development should be located outwith the 1 in
1000 year flood extent.

Recommend
Remove from
the plan?

Yes

6.15

As such we object unless R4 is removed from the Plan or, as it is reserved land for
expansion of civil infrastructure, the requirements for it to be designed to be capable of
remaining operational and accessible during extreme flood events and will not have a
detrimental impact on flood risk elsewhere, in accordance with the requirements of the
Flood Risk Framework of SPP, are highlighted in the Plan.

6.16

As you are aware, SEPA published an update to the flood hazard maps in March 2015 as
part of our duties under the Flood Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009. We have
reviewed our previous comments at the MIR stage for each site to ensure we have taken
this update into account as well as ensuring that any recent records of flooding have been
noted.

6.17

The following table details the sites which we previously did not ask for further information
but based on the most recent review further information, or an FRA, should be provided.
We note that some of these allocations already have text in the Plan highlighting the
requirement for assessment of flood risk. For those that do not we object unless this
requirement is detailed in the Plan. Please refer to the spreadsheet in Appendix 2 below.
Site
Sandend
OP1

Peterhead
OP6
Stuartfield
OP2

Review Comments
The Scattery Burn is down gradient of the site and there is
a surface water drain to the north of the site. We hold a
record of flooding to the fish processing plant to the north
east of the site in 2004. Further information may be
required to demonstrate that development would not
exacerbate flood risk elsewhere.
There is a small watercourse on west boundary of the site,
flood risk should be assessed.
Watercourse runs through centre of the site. Records of
flooding in 1996 and 1999 due to surface water runoff
causing watercourse to come out of bank. FRA may be
required.

FRA
Required?

Yes
Yes

Yes

Rashierieve,
Foveran
OP1
Chapel of Garioch
OP2
Insch
OP1

Inverurie and Port
Elphinstone
OP8 (EH1
Inverurie

Keithhall
OP1
St Cyrus/Lochside
OP2

Banchory
OP2 & OP3

Small watercourse to the south of site. Additional
information may be required to demonstrate the site is not
at risk.
Small water course runs along site boundary. A FRA may
be required depending on the site layout
Site located within the 1 in 200 year indicative flood extent
for The Shevock therefore there is a significant risk of
flooding. Evidence of historic flooding nearby. 2015 FRA by
EnviroCentre demonstrated that site was outwith flood
extent of SEPA Flood Map - this should be taken into
account.
We note the site is already consented. Our surface water
flood map highlights that the site has a natural depression
running through it which would act as a flow path during wet
periods. We also have records of flooding from overland
flow affecting the road which runs along the bottom of the
site, i.e. water runs off this site onto the road. The drainage
arrangements for the site should take these factors into
consideration if they have not yet been finalised.
The presence of the small watercourse around the
perimeter of the site, along with the fairly flat topography of
the site, would indicate that a FRA would be required to
support development proposals.
We require an FRA which assesses the small watercourses
which flow through and on the boundary of the site. There
may also be culverted watercourses through the site.
Consideration should be given to PAN 69 which states that
"buildings must not be constructed over an existing drain
(including field drain) that is to remain active".
Small water course flows along down gradient boundary of
the site and is unlikely to cause a significant flood risk. Burn
of Bennie flows through other M2 site to the East. FRA for
Burn of Bennie already submitted as part of Planning
Permission in Principle

Yes
Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

6.18

In addition we note for example under the Buchan area, the Boddam settlement text states
”Boddam is in an area identified by Scottish Environment Protection Agency as being
potentially vulnerable to flooding.” Potentially Vulnerable Areas (PVAs) are areas of
potential significant flood risk which were identified under the NFRA and as such we
welcome reference to this. However we consider this could potentially be confusing as
there doesn’t appear to be any explanation of PVA in the plan.

6.19

As such we recommend that the Glossary of terminology section is amended to include a
definition of PVAs to clarify what these are and to assist we suggest the following wording:
Potentially Vulnerable Areas (PVAs) have been identified by SEPA as areas where the
potential impact from flooding is sufficient to justify further assessment and appraisal of
Flood Risk Management actions. It is important to note, not all properties within a PVA are
at risk of flooding. PVAs are based on catchment units and will allow Scottish Government,
SEPA, local authorities and Scottish Water to develop a planned response to manage flood
risk effectively.

6.20

The advice contained in this letter is supplied to you by SEPA in terms of Section 72 (1) of
the Flood Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009 on the basis of information held by SEPA
as at the date hereof. It is intended as advice solely to Aberdeenshire Council as Planning

Authority in terms of the said Section 72 (1). Our briefing note entitled: 'Flood Risk
Management (Scotland) Act 2009: Flood risk advice to planning authorities' outlines the
transitional changes to the basis of our advice inline with the phases of this legislation and
can be downloaded from http://www.sepa.org.uk/planning/flood_risk.aspx. Our briefing
note entitled: “Flood Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009: Flood risk advice to planning
authorities” outlines the transitional changes to the basis of our advice inline with the
phases of this legislation and can be downloaded from
www.sepa.org.uk/planning/flood_risk.aspx.
6.21

Protection of the water environment
As highlighted at the MIR stage we did not make an assessment of other sites, such as
those allocated under Protected Land, Reserved Land and Other Designations, as
information on them was not available at that stage. However, we note several of these
allocations are for cemetery allocations, for example R1 Gourdon reserved for future
cemetery expansion.

6.22

Cemeteries can have a detrimental impact on groundwater. Their acceptability, including
the potential location and scale of development at a site, can be assessed only following
intrusive ground investigation. In the absence of such information, we reserve our position
on the acceptability of these allocations. Should investigations be carried out prior to
adoption, in accordance with Guidance on assessing the impacts of cemeteries on
groundwater (LUPS GU32), then we would be pleased to review our position.

6.23

If no further information is provided prior to adoption a development requirement should be
attached to all such sites requiring intrusive ground investigation is undertaken in line with
our Guidance on assessing the impacts of cemeteries on groundwater (LUPS GU32)
before any development occurs at the site. It should be highlighted that the findings of the
investigation may indicate that the site is not suitable for a cemetery/extension due to an
unavoidable impact on groundwater.

6.24

The protection of groundwater accords with the objectives of the Water Framework
Directive and your associated duties as a responsible authority under the Water and
Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003. These duties are reflected in
paragraph 194 of Scottish Planning Policy which states that the planning system should
promote the protection and improvement of the water environment, including rivers, lochs,
estuaries, wetlands, coastal waters and groundwater, in a sustainable and co-ordinated
way.

6.25

Co-location of sites to regulated processes
For your information and further consideration there are three sites in Aberdeenshire which
are designated as Contaminated Land under Part IIA of the EPA 1990. Of these, 1 is
designated as a Special Site (Pelikan, Turriff) and as such is regulated by SEPA.


Turriff: The site of Pelikan Hardcopy Scotland Ltd, Markethill Road, Turriff, located
within the current BUS 1 land use area, is currently designated as Contaminated Land
and as a Special Site, thus is regulated by SEPA. There is potential for this site to have
environmental or human health impacts on the proposed development areas. Any
proposals on or adjacent to this site (Turriff land designated OP3, OP4 & OP5) should
take account of the Special Site designation when considering any change of land use
within these areas.




Blackdog: It is noted that the OP1 site at Blackdog is located adjacent to a designated
Contaminated Land site, the former Blackdog landfill and the Beach and Sand Dunes
adjacent to former Blackdog landfill.
Huntly: It is noted that there is a designated Contaminated Land site in Huntly, Former
Huntly Gasworks, Queens Gardens, Huntly, although it is not located in any areas
outlined for development.

Appendix 2: SEPA’s assessment of the Proposed Plan allocations
As per Section 6.10 above: the sites where we did not identify a site boundary from the GIS file
provided are highlighted on the excel spreadsheet in green.
Those sites we object to unless wording is added or amended in the Plan are highlighted on the
excel spreadsheet in orange.
There are also a number of sites in the Plan where we have made recommendations to add or
amend the wording, for example against the settlement summary text Flood Risk section or
individual allocation supporting text, as per our advice in Section 6.4 above. These sites are
highlighted on the excel spreadsheet in blue and for the avoidance of doubt should not be
considered as objections.
For those sites that include a requirement for assessment of flood risk that we have not
highlighted, subject to our comments in Section 6.4 above, we can confirm that we consider that
the Plan highlights the requirement for assessment of flood risk of these. We would very much
welcome being informed if, following the end of the consultation period, there are any proposed
changes to highlight in the Plan the requirement for assessment of flood risk for these sites.
Please refer to the column on the Excel spreadsheet entitled “Advice to Aberdeenshire Council –
Proposed Plan stage” for a summary of our advice. To assist you we have also made comments in
this column relating to example errors in referencing.
The sites have been assessed against the SEPA Flood Maps (published in January 2014). The
Flood Maps have 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
corridors and low-lying coastal land. The maps are indicative and designed to be used as a
strategic tool to assess, flood risk at the community level and to support planning policy and flood
risk management in Scotland. For further information please visit
http://www.sepa.org.uk/flooding/flood_maps.aspx. Contact should be made with your colleagues in
the Roads Department and Scottish Water with regards sites at surface water flood risk.
Please see separate excel spreadsheet – Appendix 2.

MIR comments

Technical Review of Flood Risk- Proposed Plan stage

Site Name

Easting

Northing

Flood risk detailed comments
Detailed comments including aspects for
consideration in site specific FRA e.g. Structures
complicate Flood Risk at site e.g. bridges,
culverts etc

Flood Risk: Mitigation required
Recommend
Assessment of
removal from flood risk
plan (detailed required
report
required)

Site within
Potentially
Vulnerable
Area

Allocation potentially
at medium to high
risk of flooding
(Within or adjacent to
indicative 1 in 200
flood outline) or at
flood risk from

Watercourse
catchment less
than 3km2 hence
not modelled in
Indicative Flood
Map

Potential
Additional Information SEPA holds e.g. historic record Formal flood defences present and
development of of flooding from any source / post flood survey /
current standard of protection
allocation could Approved Local Authority or SEPA Flood Studies
increase the
probability of
flooding
elsewhere

Flood risk detailed comments
Detailed comments including aspects for
consideration in site specific FRA e.g. Structures
complicate Flood Risk at site e.g. bridges,
culverts etc

Flood Risk: Mitigation required by SEPA to
MODIFICATION to
PLAN
plan: Recommend
REQUIREMENTS:
removal from plan
Assessment of flood
(report required)
risk required

OP1 (H1)
Aberchirder
OP2 (H2)
Aberchirder

362917

853027

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

362149

852605

Small watercourse on southern
perimeter. Gradient fairly steep and
running away from developed area
nearby, no impact expected so buffer
strip lilkely to be adequate.

No

No

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small watercourse on southern
perimeter. Gradient fairly steep and
running away from developed area
nearby, no impact expected so buffer
strip lilkely to be adequate.

No

No

368580

864560

Whole site above 6mAOD. Coastal
flood level is 2.91mAOD.

No

No

m06/03

No

No

No

No

No

Whole site above 6mAOD. Coastal
No
flood level is 2.91mAOD. See previous
comments at MIR stage

No

OP4 (EH2)
367633
Banff
OP1 (M1) Banff 367803

863255

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

864133

None

No

No

m06/03

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP2 (H1) Banff 367851

863075

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

R1 (OP4?)
Banff
R2 Banff

367647

863644

OP1 (H1)
Carinbulg and
Inverallochy

403715

865443

Consider flood risk from adjacent
fields when designing development.

No

OP2 (H2)
Cairnbulg and
Inverallochy

404327

864748

Consider flood risk from adjacent
fields when designing development.

OP3 (H3)
Cairnbulg and
Inverallochy

403877

864562

Consider flood risk from adjacent
fields when designing development.

R1 Cairnbulg

403828

865187

OP1 (H1)
Cornhill

358305

858207

OP3 (EH1)
Banff

OP1 (EH1)
Crudie
OP1 (EH1)
Fordyce
OP1 (M1)
Fraserburgh

?

Consider flood risk from adjacent
fields and surface water sources when
designing development.

Advice to Aberdeenshire Council Proposed Plan stage

Noted A Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

m06/03

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

m06/03

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Historical flooding records of field runoff
flooding nearby properties in Cairnbulg could also affect new properties here.

No

Consider flood risk from adjacent
fields when designing development.
See previous comments at MIR stage

No

Yes

Note settlement wording: "Part of
site OP1, OP2 and OP3 are is
located adjacent" (Highlight typo
are is located) We would welcome
reference to FRA against individual
allocation supporting text

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Historical flooding records of field runoff
flooding nearby properties in Cairnbulg could also affect new properties here.

No

Consider flood risk from adjacent
fields when designing development.
See previous comments at MIR stage

No

Yes

Note settlement wording: "Part of
site OP1, OP2 and OP3 are is
located adjacent" (Highlight typo
are is located) We would welcome
reference to FRA against individual
allocation supporting text

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Historical
flooding records of field runoff flooding
nearby properties in Cairnbulg - could also
affect new properties here.

No

Consider flood risk from adjacent
fields when designing development.
See previous comments at MIR stage

No

Yes

Note settlement wording: "Part of
site OP1, OP2 and OP3 are is
located adjacent" (Highlight typo
are is located) We would welcome
reference to FRA against individual
allocation supporting text

No

No

No

No

Historic flooding records of field runoff
flooding properties in Cairnbulg

No

Potential surface water run off from site No
affecting nearby developments should
be considered

No

No

No

on boundary

No

Historical flooding records from 2004 and
No
2007 - hillside runoff and ditches overtopping
resulting in flooding of roads and domestic
properties in Cornhill.

Consider flood risk from adjacent
fields and surface water sources when
designing development. FRA required

Yes

No

Yes

No

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

379685

857406

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

355526

863579

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

399306

865090

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

Some small areas of surface water flooding

No

None

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

OP2 (H1)
Fraserburgh

398080

866312

2006 Indicative Flood Map erroneous in No
the area. 2013 Hazard Maps more
accurate. Watercourse runs through
centre of the site, culverted in sections,
and areas alongside watercourse at risk
of flooding. FRA would be required for
any development proposals to ensure
flood plain development is avoided.

Yes

m06/05

Fluvial - part

going through Yes
site

Some previous consultations in the
No
surrounding area and for parts of the site.
2004 Record of flooding of domestic access
from surface water run off

2006 Indicative Flood Map erroneous in No
the area. 2013 Hazard Maps more
accurate. Watercourse runs through
centre of the site, culverted in sections,
and areas alongside watercourse at risk
of flooding. FRA would be required for
any development proposals to ensure
flood plain development is avoided.
FRA required

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP3 (E1)
Fraserburgh

397525

866583

Two small watercourses which
converge within site, plus a well is
present. Could present a flood risk to
the site, and exacerbate flooding to
nearby properties. FRA would be
required.

Yes

m06/05

No

multiple
Yes
watercourses
through site

No

Two small watercourses which
converge within site, plus a well is
present. Could present a flood risk to
the site, and exacerbate flooding to
nearby properties. FRA required.

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

No

No

No

CC1 (CC2)
Fraserburgh

399825

865816

R1 Fraserbrugh 397900

866102

BUS 1

398641

867209

BUS 2

398394

866928

BUS 3 -5

397864,
399887,
399676

866739,
865920,
865730

The text proposed meets our
requirements for the sites.

No

Yes

OP1 (EH1)
Gardenstown
OP2 (EH2)
Gardenstown

Any further development propsals would No
require FRA to support them. Site partly
within Flood Map and records of
flooding nearby.

Yes

No

Fluvial - part

No

Yes

Records of flooding from burn adjacent to
No
the site bursting its banks. No records of
having been consulted on any development.

Any further development propsals
No
would require FRA to support them. Site
partly within Flood Map and records of
flooding nearby. FRA required

Yes

m06/05

Fluvial - part

No

Yes

Pre-planning enquiries at site

FRA is required to determine extent of
functional floodplain
No Significant Flood Risk

No

Yes

No

No

Some areas of surface water flooding
No
which can be managed through
appropriate site drainage arrangements.

No

No

380383

864798

None

No

No

m06/04

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

380394

864565

None

No

No

M06/05

No

No

No

No

No

Site is outwith the extent of the SEPA
No
Flood Map however, site is situated on a
steep gradient, therefore the potential
impacts of surface water run off
affecting adjacent areas should be
taken into consideration. A DIA may be
required. See previous comments at
MIR stage

No

BUS
366497
INVERBOYNDI
E

864339

No

Surface water –
small part

No

No

Record of part of the site flooding in 2000.
Assume surface water.

n/a

Need to assess surface water flooding No
at detailed planning stage. Management
of the risk is likely to be feasible.

No

OP1 (EH1)
MacDuff
CC1 Macduff

370380

863948

m06/04

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

370763

863642

m06/04

Fluvial - small
part

No

Yes

No

No

Part of the site is within the medium
likelihood flood extent of the SEPA
Flood Map. FRA will be required

No

Yes

BUS Macduff

371541

864104

m06/04

No

going through Yes
site

No

No

Small watercourse running through site. No
Small parts of the site may be at risk of
surface water flooding. Risk of run off to
other areas should be considered. A
DIA may need to be submitted. A buffer
strip should be maintained around the
small watercourse

No

OP1 (H1)
Memsie
OP2 (H2)
Memsie
P3 Memsie

397038

862613

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

397018

862351

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

862273

Yes - south
boundary

No

No

No

Surface water risk to the site. Drainage
should be considered.
Small water course along the south
boundary of the site. Site is also
adjacent to the SEPA Flood Map for
the Water of Philorth. FRA may be
required.

No

397167

Surface water –
part
Fluvial adjacent to

No

Yes

OP1 (H1) New 388595
Aberdour
OP2 New Byth 382306

863173

No

on boundary

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP1 (H1) New
Byth
OP1 (H1)
Portsoy
OP2 (H2)
Portsoy
OP3 (H3)
Portsoy

382337

None

No

No

No

Any potential issues can be dealt with
through adequate site drainage.

No

No

No
No

No

No

No

Records of surface water flooding in New
Aberdour.
No

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

853949
853636

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

358297

866142

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

358429

866079

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

358475

865296

Any additional runoff to the Soy Burn
No
could exacerbate flood risk downstream
to sensitive areas. This area may be an
area where potential mitigation mesures
could be implemented and/or the burn
could be restored which may improve
the situation. FRA would be likely to be
required depending on the site layout
and proximity of development to the
burn.

Yes

m06/02

No

adjacent to
site

Yes

Multiple records of historical flooding to Soy
Avenue where same watercourse is
culverted at downstream end of this site.
Residents previously evacuated by boat.
Other areas are also at risk further
downstream.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP4 (EH1)
Portsoy

358677

865570

FRA likely to be required as part of site
may be at risk and development could
exacerbate existing risk.

Yes

m06/02

No

adjacent to
site

Yes

Multiple records of historical flooding to Soy
Avenue where same watercourse is
culverted adjacent to this site. Residents
previously evacuated by boat. Other areas
are also at risk further downstream.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP5 Portsoy

358247

865958

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

OP1 (H1)
Rathen

399891

860861

R1 Rathen

400001

860938

OP1 (M1)
Rosehearty

392819

OP2 (H1)
Rosehearty

May require a FRA to support
development proposals given proximity
to the indicative flood plain.

No

Yes

No

No

866653

Small watercourse with culverted
No
section running across development
site.

Yes

Yes

392847

867432

FRA may be required to assess surface No
water flooding depending on the
proposed layout for the site.

Yes

m06/05

OP3 (H2)

393169

867133

Careful consideration of drainage may
be required to ensure existing risk to
properties is not exacerbated.

No

No

OP4 (H3)

393065

866866

Careful consideration of drainage may
be required to ensure existing risk to
properties is not exacerbated.

No

OP1 (EH1)
Sandend

355352

866072

None

OP1 (H1)
396048
Sandhaven and
Pitullie

867254

OP1 (EH1)
Tyrie
OP1 (H1)
Whitehills
OP1 (M1)
Ardallie
OP2 (H1)
Auchnagatt

862600

392303

Surface water –
adjacent to

No

Yes

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Yes - going No
through site.

No

on boundary

Yes

Part of the site highlighted as at risk of
Surface Water flooding on 2013 Hazard
Maps. Incidents of surface water flooding to
nearby properties in the past. Drain running
along north boundary of site.

m06/05

No

No

No

m06/05

No

No

No

No

Possible smal water course culverted
through site. This should be confirmed
before development begins as may
need to be opened or rerouted.

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

Culverted section running across site

No

See previous comments at MIR
stage.

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

No

Incidents of surface water flooding nearby in No
the past.

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

No

Incidents of surface water flooding nearby in No
the past.

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

The Scattery Burn downgradient of the No
site. Surface water drain to the north of
the site. Record of flooding to the fish
processing plant to the north east of the
site in 2004. Drainage should be
carefully considered to no exacerbate
flood risk elsewhere.

Yes

06/05

No

culverted
through site

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

366031

865566

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

400966

839240

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

see comments at MIR stage

No

No

393266

841771

Site slopes up and away from Ebrie
Burn therefore unlikely to pose a
significant flood risk.

No

No

No

No

No

No

Historical flooding in the area (1891; 1905;
2000 and 2002) at lower elevations.

No

Site slopes up and away from Ebrie
Burn therefore unlikely to pose a
significant flood risk.See previous
comments from MIR stage

No

No

OP1 (M1)
Auchnagatt

392908

841930

No

Yes

Yes

Yes - Part

Yes - going
through site.

No

No

No

Small area of development site FRA Required
falls within the 200yr flood
outline (2013) and there is also
a small watercourse running
through the development site flood risk from both of these
sources should be assessed.

No

Yes

OP3 (EH1)
Boddam

412918

841886

Small water course adjacent to site
along the northern boundary. Site
slopes up and away from water course
therefore unlikely to pose a risk of
flooding.

No

No

06/08

No

on boundary

No

No

No

No

No

OP1 (H1)
Boddam
OP2 (H2)
Boddam
OP1 (EH1)
Crimond

Small water course adjacent to site
along the northern boundary. Site
slopes up and away from water course
therefore unlikely to pose a risk of
flooding. See previous comments at
MIR stage

413214

842282

None

No

No

06/08

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

413223

841929

None

No

No

06/08

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

405020

856456

Small water courses flows along the site No
boundary. Site slopes towards existing
development with a history of flooding
therefore may exacerbate flooding in
this area. FRA may be required.

Yes

No

No

on boundary

Yes

Flooding of properties and gardens. 72 The
Corse.

No

Small water courses flows along the site No
boundary. Site slopes towards existing
development with a history of flooding
therefore may exacerbate flooding in
this area. FRA required.

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP3 (EH1)
Cruden Bay

408739

837001

There is a pond within the site and a No
small water course adjacent to the
north west corner of the site
boundary. A FRA and DIA was
previsiously submitted for this site
by Fairhurst. The developer may wish
to refer to this and take on board
SEPA's comments that the final
drainage design must include a
sensitivity test to ensure that there is
no flooding to property or roads
during the 200-year return period
rainfall event. Or else conduct their
own flood risk assessment.

Yes

No

No

going
through site

No

No

No

There is a pond within the site and a No
small water course adjacent to the
north west corner of the site
boundary. A FRA and DIA was
previsiously submitted for this site
by Fairhurst. The developer may
wish to refer to this and take on
board SEPA's comments that the
final drainage design must include a
sensitivity test to ensure that there is
no flooding to property or roads
during the 200-year return period
rainfall event. Or else conduct their
own flood risk assessment.

Yes

OP2 (H1)
Cruden Bay

408018

835916

Small water course flows along
boundary of site. Site is relatively flat
therefore possible risk of flooding. FRA
may be required.

No

Yes

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small water course flows along
boundary of site. Site is relatively flat
therefore possible risk of flooding. FRA
may be required.

No

Yes

OP1 (M1)
Cruden Bay

408196

836281

No

Yes

Yes

Yes - Small No
Part

No

No

No

no

A small part of the northern boundary of No
the site lies within the 200yr flood outline
(2009), therefore we would request an
FRA to address the risk of flooding at
the site.

Yes

P4 Cruden Bay 409054

836521

No

No

No

No

No

No

Small parts of the site may be at risk of No
surface water flooding, a DIA may need
to be submitted

No

OP1 (H1)
Fetterangus
OP2 (H2)
Fetterangus

398465

850855

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

398350

850749

Small water course flows along
boundary of site. Site is relatively flat
therefore possible risk of flooding. FRA
may be required.

No

Yes

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small water course flows along
boundary of site. Site is relatively flat
therefore possible risk of flooding. FRA
required.

No

Yes

R1 Fetterangus 398270

850667

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small watercourse flows along
boundary of site. Site is relatively flat
therefore possible risk of flooding. FRA
required

No

Yes

OP2 (EH1)
Hatton

405274

837288

This site is adjcent to a confluence of
No
the Water of Cruden and a small
tributary. Part of the site is within1 in 200
year (0.5% annual probability) flood
envelope of the Indicative River &
Coastal Flood Map (Scotland) and
therefore has a significantly risk of fluvial
flooding. A FRA was previsiously
submitted for this site by Cameron &
Ross and accepted by SEPA. The
developer may wish to refer to this or
else conduct their own flood risk
assessment.

Yes

No

Fluvial - part

No

No

No

No

This site is adjcent to a confluence of
No
the Water of Cruden and a small
tributary. Part of the site is within1 in 200
year (0.5% annual probability) flood
envelope of the Indicative River &
Coastal Flood Map (Scotland) and
therefore has a significantly risk of
fluvial flooding. A FRA was previsiously
submitted for this site by Cameron &
Ross and accepted by SEPA. The
developer should refer to this or else
conduct their own flood risk
assessment.

Yes

OP3 (EH2)
Hatton

405145

836986

Part of the site is within1 in 200 year
No
(0.5% annual probability) flood envelope
of the Indicative River & Coastal Flood
Map (Scotland) and therefore has a
significantly risk of fluvial flooding from
the Water of Cruden. A FRA was
previsiously submitted for this site by
Cameron & Ross. The developer may
wish to refer to this and take on board
any comments made by SEPA or else
conduct their own flood risk
assessment.

Yes

No

Fluvial - part

No

No

No

No

Part of the site is within1 in 200 year
No
(0.5% annual probability) flood
envelope of the Indicative River &
Coastal Flood Map (Scotland) and
therefore has a significantly risk of
fluvial flooding from the Water of
Cruden. A FRA was previsiously
submitted for this site by Cameron &
Ross. The developer may wish to refer
to this and take on board any comments
made by SEPA or else they should
conduct their own flood risk
assessment.

Yes

OP1 (H1)
Hatton

404531

837318

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

405463

836803

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

405405

836829

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

OP4 (E1)
Hatton
BUS Hatton

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Site text - A flood risk assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

OP1 (H1)
Longhaven

410826

839687

P1 Longhaven

410815

839580

OP1 (M1)
Longside

403366

847396

Small water course adjacent to site
No
along site boundary however site has
a steep gradient up and away from
the water course therefore it is
unlikely to pose a significant flood
risk.

No

No

No

No

No

No

on boundary No

No

No

Small water course adjacent to site
No
along site boundary however site has
a steep gradient up and away from
the water course therefore it is
unlikely to pose a significant flood
risk.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required and site text
states as recommended by
SEPA. For avoidance of doubt
this is not a SEPA request and
the wording should be amended
accordingly.

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small water course adjacent to site
No
along site boundary however site has a
steep gradient up and away from the
water course therefore it is unlikely to
pose a significant flood risk.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

No

No

No

No

watercourse to the east of the development
site, watery depression towards the north
west of the development site.

No

No

No

No

Site text - A flood risk assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

A flood
risk assessment may be required.

No

Yes

Would welcome reference in
settlement summary text Flood Risk
section to requirement for FRAtext
Flood Risk section to requirement
for FRA

OP2 Longside

BUS Longside

403400

847032

No

pluvial - part

No

No

Well indicated on OS map may indicate a
shallow groundwater table and may be risk
of localised flooding

No

risk assessment may be required.

No

No

OP2 (EH1)
Maud
OP3 (EH2)
Maud

392316

848110

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

392603

847622

There is a steep gradient sloping
No
towards the site and as such there could
be an issue with surface water runoff
towards the site. A DIA may be required.

No

No

No

No

No

2003 and 2008 surface water flooding to
properties

No

There is a steep gradient sloping
No
towards the site and as such there could
be an issue with surface water runoff
towards the site. A DIA may be required.

No

OP1 (H1) Maud 392302

848259

Small watercourse along site
boundaries and through site. Potential
flood risk. FRA may be required.

No

Yes

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small watercourse along site
boundaries and through site. Potential
flood risk. FRA required.

No

Yes

OP4 (EH2)
Mintlaw
OP5 (EH3)
Mintlaw

399054

848019

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

399930

847758

Small water course along site boundary No
which may increase flood risk at the site.
OS map also shows wells nearby which
may indicate a shallow groundwater
table that could result in localised flood
risk. FRA may needed.

Yes

No

No

on boundary

No

Flooding of nearby private property - exact
location unknown. (2001 3rd Biennial
Report).

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

OP1 (M1 )
Mintlaw

399786

847653

Previous objection raised at this site by
SEPA on the grounds that not enough
information had been provided
regarding flood risk at the site from all
sources.

No

Yes

No

No

Yes - going
through site.

No

SEPA have previously been consulted on the
development site and objected.

Previous objection raised at this site by No
SEPA on the grounds that not enough
information had been provided
regarding flood risk at the site from all
sources.

Yes

OP2 (H1)
Mintlaw

399468

848739

Small watercourses running along both
the north and south boundaries of the
development site, this combined with a
large area of surface water flooding
suggests that a FRA is required to
assess flood risk at the site.

No

Yes

No

No

Yes -Adjacent No

Small watercourses running along south and No
north side of development site. Large area of
surface water flooding.

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP3 (H3)
Mintlaw

400520

848121

Area of pluvial flood risk within site
No
therefore a drainage assessment of the
site would be required.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

R1 Mintlaw

399458

848998

No

No

Yes - on
boundary

No

No

No

Previous application at site
No
(ENQ/2014/2880), Drain along south
boundary of the site. Further information
may be required.

Yes

R2 Mintlaw

399825

849158

No

No

No

No

No

No

Drain along south boundary of the site.
Further information may be required.

No

Yes

BUS1BUS2Mintlaw

399001,
399297

848316,
848427

No

No

Yes - through No
site

No

No

BUS1: No flood risk is immediately
No
apparent. BUS2: Small water courses
through the site may casue a risk of
flooding. Large areas of the east part of
the site is at risk of surface water
flooding. Additional information may be
required.

Yes

Recommend wording added to
plan FRA may be required

OP1 (H1) New
Deer

388560

847194

Possible that a small water course
culverted through site. This should be
confirmed before development begins
as may need to be opened or rerouted.

No

No

No

No

culverted
through site

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP2 (H2) New
Deer

388862

846769

Small water course adjacent to site
however this is located down gradient
and is unlikely to to exacerbate flood
risk.

No

No

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP3 (H3)

388663

846642

Area of pluvial flood risk within site
No
therefore a drainage assessment of the
site would be required.

No

No

No

No

No

Historical flooding 2004 and 2009 due to
overtoppinh of the Burn of Auchreddie.
Occurred downgradient of the site.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP1 (EH1 New 387990
Pitsligo

856283

Steep hillside slope, upslope from
existing development. Careful
consideration of site drainage advised.

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP2 (EH2 New 388189
Pitsligo

855708

Sloping site, upslope from existing
development which has previously
suffered flooding from overland flow.
Consider risk of surface water flooding
and site drainage.

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

Reports of flooding of properties nearby
from field runoff.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

OP3 (EH3 New 388571
Pitsligo
OP1 (EH1 Old 397528
Deer
OP2 Old Deer 397640

855267

None

No

No

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

847826

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

847686

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

R1 Old Deer

397615

846871

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

OP3 (EH1
Peterhead

410753

846524

We have no objection to the site being
allocated provided it is made clear that
all development must be carried out in
accordance with the mitigation
measures and FRA previously agreed,
unless further Assessment work is
carried out which demonstrates
otherwise. Flooding is a significant
constraignt on the site.

No

Yes

m06/08

Fluvial - majority multiple
Yes
watercourses
through site

FRA and mitigation measures previously
agreed. Also large areas at risk of pluvial
flooding. There is a long history of
consultation with SEPA on the site.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

Would welcome reference in
settlement summary text Flood Risk
section to requirement for FRA

OP4 (EH2
Peterhead

410734

845901

Flood risk from small watercourse and No
from surface water flooding needs to be
considered, and mitigation measures
implemented without increaseing risk ot
adjacent developed areas or
downstream.

Yes

m06/08

No

on boundary

Areas of the site are also highlighted to be at No
risk of pluvial flooding.

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP5 (EH3
Peterhead

410876

845451

Flood risk from small watercourse and No
from surface water flooding needs to be
considered, and mitigation measures
implemented without increaseing risk ot
adjacent developed areas or
downstream. Condition of the reservoir
and any associated risk also needs to
be considered.

Yes

m06/08

No

going through Yes
site

Site also contains a reservoir. Areas of the
site are also highlighted to be at risk of
pluvial flooding. Previous application:
B/ENQ/2010/0967

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP2 (H1
Peterhead

411060

845125

Risk from small watercourses and small No
areas of potential pluvial flooding can be
dealt with through site drainage
assessment.

No

m06/08

No

on boundary

Areas of the site are also highlighted to be at No
risk of pluvial flooding.

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Site text - A flood risk assessment
and buffer strip may be required.
We welcome the requirement for a
buffer strip but for avoidance of
doubt requirement for FRA is not a
SEPA request.

OP1 (M1
Peterhead

410562

847543

Small watercourses and small areas of No
potential pluvial flood risk, a full flood
risk assessment should be carried out
given the number of areas and sources
of flood risk at this site.

Yes

Yes - Part

Yes - Part

Yes - multiple Yes

Surface Water flooding in small areas.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

OP6 (E1
peterhead

410767

843442

None

No

m06/08

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small watercourse on west boundary of No
the site, flood risk should be assessed.

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

CC1 Peterhead 411774

843904

No shapefile for site boundary. No major Yes
issues expected - some very small
watercourses in the area, though also
some previous flooding from surface
water. Need site boundary to comment.

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

Shapefile provided. Some areas of site
are at risk of surface water flooding.
Application at site (APP/2015/0739) no
objection. Surface water drainage
should be considered.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

No

Yes

Yes

No

P7 Peterhead

411366

844522

Yes

Yes - Part

No

No

No

No

South of the site is at risk of flooding No
from watercourse on the southern
boundary. Appears to be
downgradient however as site
appears to be for a school is should
be demonstrated that the site is not
at risk of flooding or that the site
layout is appropriate for any flood
risk at the site.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

R2 Peterhead

411583

842578

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

several applications within site boundary No
have previously been assessed for flood
risk.

This is a very large site boundary.
No
More detailed site layout information
should be provided when
appropropriate to demonstrate
specific parts of the site aren't at
risk. If previous FRA has been
provided for a specific area then the
findings should be taken into
account.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

BUS 1 - BUS 3 411506,
411893,
411292

847044,
846705,
844079

The text proposed meets our
requirements for the sites.

No

Yes

OP1 (H1 Rora

405996

850520

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP1 (H1 St
Combs

405257

862720

Drainage issues need careful
consideration.

No

No

No

No

No

No

Properties downhill from site have had
pluvial problems in the past from hillside
runoff.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP2 (EH1 St
Combs

405324

863281

Risk likely to be low provided
development is set back from
watercourse. FRA required if land
very close to watercourse is to be
developed.

No

Yes

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

Properties at risk downstream from
combined coastal fluvial processes.

No

See previous comments at MIR
stage.

No

Yes

OP1 (H1 St
409471
Fergus
R1 ST
409823
FERGUS GAS
TERMINAL

851946

Small watercourse on boundary but
flowing away from the site.

No

No

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

Yes - Fluvial

No

No

Previous consultation at site APP/2009/0873.

No

Site at risk of fluvial flooding. Depending No
on the nature and location of the
development additional informaton may
be required.

Yes

No

Previous consultation at site APP/2009/2494.
See previous comments at MIR
stage.

No

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

OP3 (EH1
Strichen
OP1 (H1
Strichen

853649

394954

855454

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

395140

855095

No objection to eastern areas where
permission exists being developed,
in line with FRA. Wider site is not
suitable for development. Object to
site being included in Plan unless
site boundary is modified to reflect
FRA or text amended to indicate the
capacity of the site and flood risk
constraints.

Yes

Yes

No

No

going
through site

Yes

FRA carried out by Cameron & Ross
No
indicates that western half of site is
functional floodplain and not suitable for
development.

OP2 (BCN018) 394746

855637

Reservoir next to site.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

OP4 Strichen

394720

854968

OP2 (EH2
Stuartfield

397075

845964

None

OP1 (H1
Stuartfield

397700

846278

FRA may be required if existing doesn't No
cover whole site. No development within
functional floodplain. May need to be
extended is small watercourse on
eastern perimeter was not included
before.

R1

397538

846341

R2

397672

845909

P6

397407

845780

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No site boundary provided - unable to
Yes
provide comments. This does not mean
the site is not at risk of flooding.

Yes

No

No

Yes

on boundary

No

Yes

No

Watercourse runs through centre of the No
site. Records of flooding in 1996 and
1999 due to surface water runoff
causing watercourse to come out of
bank. FRA may be required.

Yes

Yes

No

Fluvial - part

on boundary

Yes

FRA carried out by Fairhurst in 2009. Not
sure whether FRA covers this whole site.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

The text proposed meets our
requirements for the site.
The text proposed meets our
requirements for the site.
The text proposed meets our
requirements for the site.

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Object to site being included in
Plan unless site boundary is
modified to reflect FRA or text
amended to indicate the capacity
of the site and flood risk
constraints.

OP2 (H1
Balmedie

396841

816964

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

OP1 (M1
Balmedie)

396442

816871

. Watercourse runs through site, though No
seems fairly steep and incised. FRA
required to assess flood risk from the
watercourse.

Yes

No

No

Yes - going
through site

No

No

No

. Watercourse runs through site, though No
seems fairly steep and incised. FRA
required to assess flood risk from the
watercourse.

Yes

OP3 Balmedie - 397983
Menie

819635

No

adjacent to
Yes- multiple Yes
coastal, parts of through site
site identified
as at risk of
fluvial, small
parts of site
identified as at
risk of surface
water flooding

Records of storm surge 1949

No

Large site adjacent to coastal flood
extent with small watercourses
running through site. FRA should
consider flood risk from all sources

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

R1 Balmedie

396387

817007

No

No

No

No

Potential bridges/culverts should be
assessed as part of an FRA

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

R2 Balmedie

396684

817341

OP1 (H1
Belhelvie
OP1 (M1
Blackdog

394961

817626

None

396142

814538

Multiple small watercourses running
No
through development site, as well as
areas of surface water flooding and a
small part of the development site being
located within the 200yr flood outline. An
FRA is required to address all sources
of flooding at this site.

395718

814386

EH1
380471
Cuminestown
BUS
380804
Cuminestown
OP1 (H1 Daviot 374827

850558
827983

None

OP1 (M1 Ellon

830010

BUS Blackdog

396500

850517

No

on site
boundary

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Yes

No

Yes - Small Part Yes - multiple No

Small areas of surface water flooding.

No

Multiple small watercourses running
No
through development site, as well as
areas of surface water flooding and a
small part of the development site being
located within the 200yr flood outline.
An FRA is required to address all
sources of flooding at this site.

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

Surface water –
small part
No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Multiple small watercourses and drains No
running through the development site as
well as some areas of surface flooding.
These should be addressed in a FRA
for the development site.

Yes

No

Fluvial - Part

Yes - multiple No

Areas of surface water flooding

No

Multiple small watercourses and drains No
running through the development site as
well as some areas of surface flooding.
These should be addressed in a FRA
for the development site. Flood Risk
from River Ythan should also be
assessed as part of a FRA

Yes

No

None

No

No

No

No

No

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP4 (E1 Ellon

397406

831080

None

No

06/12

No

No

No

No

No

None

OP3 (H1 Ellon

395389

829668

Site adjacent to culverted watercourse, No
downhill gradient of slope suggests that
site may be at flood risk from blocked
culvert. FRA required to establish this.

Yes

06/12

No

Yes - on
boundary

No

Areas of surface water flooding

No

Site adjacent to culverted watercourse, No
downhill gradient of slope suggests that
site may be at flood risk from blocked
culvert. FRA required to establish this.

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

SR1 Ellon

397788

831111

No shapefile to indicate site boundary.

Yes

part m06/12

No

No

No

Part of site may be at risk of pluvial flooding

None

Part of site identified as being at risk of
surface water flooding, a DIA may be
required

No

No

Noted in allocation text a Flood Risk
Assessment may be required. For
avoidance of doubt this is not a
SEPA request.

OP2 (FM0081

395693

830756

Area of pluvial flood risk within site
No
therefore a drainage assessment of the
site would be required.

No

06/12

No

No

No

No

No

Area of pluvial flood risk within site
No
therefore a drainage assessment of the
site would be required.

No

395593

830651

None

No

06/12

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

CC1 (FM030
Ellon)

397391

830533

The River Ythan and a smaller tributary No
(Broomies Burn) flow along the
boundary of the site posing a risk of
fluvial flooding in the south / south west
of the site. There is also a risk of coastal
flooding at this part of the River Ythan.
Steep gradient sloping towards the site
and as such there could be an issue
with surface water runoff through the
site. A FRA might be required
depending on the proposed layout of the
development.

Yes

06/12

Fluvial/Coastal
adjacent to

adjacent to
site

No

Two private bridge near to site were
damaged in 2009 due to flooding of
Broomies Burn.

No

The River Ythan and a smaller tributary No
(Broomies Burn) flow along the
boundary of the site posing a risk of
fluvial flooding in the south / south west
of the site. There is also a risk of coastal
flooding at this part of the River Ythan.
Steep gradient sloping towards the site
and as such there could be an issue
with surface water runoff through the
site. A FRA required

Yes

No

No

Noted in allocation text a Flood Risk
Assessment may be required. For
avoidance of doubt this is not a
SEPA request.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

R1 Ellon

397016

831179

R2 Ellon

395006

BUS Ellon

m06/12

No

going through No
site

Watercourse going through site, and
No
along site boundary. Buffer strip may be
appropriate

No

Refer comments in Flood risk
detailed comments column

830993

Large portion of the site thought to
be at risk of surface water flooding
and we have records of flooding on
the site previously. A FRA may be
required depending on the use
proposed.

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

397018

830886

Watercourse through the site and
No
areas at risk of flooding as a result.
FRA may be required for
development close to those areas
though large portion of the site is not
at risk.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP2 (EH2
Foveran

396939

823804

None

No

No

No

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.
Settlement summary text states
"Parts of sites OP1, OP2 and OP4
are located …". We highlight there
is no allocation OP4 so recommend
this reference is replaced with
reference to OP3 or removed from
the Plan.

OP1 (M1
Foveran

397109

824061

FRA required to assess flood risk on
southern boundary of development site
from fluvial flooding, Gradient of the
slope may push flood water in south
eastern corner of the site.

No

Yes

No

OP3 (E1
Foveran

397102

823573

Small water course along site boundary No
and may be a potential cause of flood
risk. FRA may be required depending on
proposed site layout.

Yes

R1 Fyvie

376325

837570

OP1 (H1
Garmond

380638

852397

No
OS map shows a well within close
proximity of the site which may indicate a
shallow groundwater table that could
result in localised flood risk.

OP1) H1
Methlick
OP2 (H2
Methlick

385693

836911

None

385792

837793

Steep gradient on the site and as such
there could be an issue with surface
water runoff.

OP1 ) M1
Newburgh

399393

825128

OP2) H1
Newburgh

399661

825545

None

BUS Newburgh 399079

825183

No

No

No

None

Yes - Small part Yes - on
boundary

No

Areas of surface water flooding

No

FRA required to assess flood risk on
No
southern boundary of development site
from fluvial flooding, Gradient of the
slope may push flood water in south
eastern corner of the site. FRA required

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small water course along site boundary No
and may be a potential cause of flood
risk. FRA required depending on
proposed site layout.

Yes

We recommend the settlement
summary text for flood risk is
amended to make reference to
OP3 in place of OP4.

No

Fluvial - part

No

No

No

No

The site is part within the fluvial
flood extent of the SEPA Flood Map,
a FRA will be required

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

OS map shows a well within close
No
proximity of the site which may indicate
a shallow groundwater table that could
result in localised flood risk.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

No

No

06/09

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

No

06/09

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Flood risk should be addressed at the
No
small watercourse at the south of
development site where it enters a
culverted section to the east of the site.

Yes

No

No

Yes - through No
site

small area of surface water flooding

No

Flood risk should be addressed at the
No
small watercourse which runs through
the centre of the development site
where it enters a culverted section to the
east of the site. APP/2013/2482 was
reviewed for this site, an FRA was
provided and we were able to remove
our objection. The FRA provided for the
site should be considered. Any changes
to the site boundary or layout should be
assessed for flood risk.

Yes

See comments in Flood risk
detailed comments column. We
would welcome reference to FRA
against individual allocation
supporting text

None

No

No

No

on boundary

No

2012: Report of flooding at 5 Curlew Avenue No
adjacent to site.

Water course situated on south
No
boundary of the site however is down
gradient and the site appears to have a
steep slope towards to the water
course. Application at site
APP/2014/1408 - FRA provided - no
objection as site layout avoided areas at
risk. Any new applications or changes to
the site layout should reflect the finding
of the FRA.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

No

No

on boundary

No

no

Water course situated on south and
west boundaries of the site. There is
also a possible culverted section
through the site. Flood Risk should be
considered.

Yes

We welcome requirement for FRA
but highlight BUS is referenced as
BUS 1 in settlement summary text

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

OP1 (M1
Oldmeldrum
OP2 (M2
Oldmeldrum

381024

827788

380445

827695

OP3 (H1
Oldmeldrum

380829

826795

P3
Oldmeldrum

380209

BUS
Oldmeldrum

OP1 (EH1
Pitmedden

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

Fluvial - part

827540

No

380163

826958

389347

827247

BUS 1 - BUS 2 388787,
Pitmedden
390067

828054,
826722

OP1 (E1
Rashierieve

397134

822343

Buffer to watercourse advisable.

SR1
Rashierieve

397079

822535

No shapefile for site boundary. Likely to Yes
be low risk but can't say without site
plan.

BUS
Rothienorman

372003

835566

OP1 (H1 St
378061
Katherines
OP2 (larger site 378060
that what was
FM020 which
we assessed

834339

OP1 (M1
Tarves
OP2 (H1
Tarves
OP3 Tarves

386321

Likely to be low risk - burn to the south
adjacent to the site.
Small watercourse may cause some
issues gradient away from the site and
no culverted sections adjacent to site.

Parts of site adjacent to the Meadow
No
Burn are thought to be at risk, including
long strip which seems like it might be
for an access route. No development
will be supported within the functional
floodplain and an FRA will be required.

FRA required if site layout indicates
No
development could encroach onto the
functional floodplain. Previous
application seemed sufficiently setback.

No

No

No

No

Small drain on the eastern boundary of the
site.

No

Yes

None

No

Yes - on
boundary

No

None

No

Yes

No

No

No

Fluvial - small
part

on boundary

Yes

No

Yes - part of
site

Yes - on
boundary

No

No

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

Yes- on
boundary
Yes - on
boundary

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

No

Small areas of site are at risk of
No
surface water flooding. Appear to be
drains on the west boundary of the
site, given the vulnerable nature of
the site further information may be
required depending on the type of
development. Drainage should be
carefully considered.

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA may be required

Previous FRA's undertaken for
F/APP/2008/2755 and F/APP/2009/2409

Meadow Burn flows through the centre
of the site and the adjacent land is at
risk of flooding. An FRA may be
required depending on where
development is to be located within the
site boundary.

No

Yes

We welcome requirement for FRA
but highlight BUS is referenced as
BUS 1 in settlement summary text

Topo survey of the site submitted in support No
of previous application APP/2011/1332

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against settlement summary

BUS1: Previous application at the
No
site, FRA undertaken which shows
parts of the site to be at from
overland flow and from the
watercourse to the east of the site.
Development should be conducted
inline with the FRA provided
(APP/2015/0049). BUS2: No flood risk
immediately apparent.

No -already
undertaken.

See comments in Flood risk
detailed comments column. We
would welcome reference to
complying with FRA that has
already been undertaken

No

Small watercourse to the south of site.
Additional information may be required
to demonstrate the site is not at risk.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against settlement summary

No

No

Site boundary now provided. No flood
risk apparent.

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

Yes - adjacent No
to site

Yes

No

Records of adjacent properties flooding No
from surface water ditch to the site and
existing development to the north and
south of the site in 2004, 2006 and
2009. Small watercourse flows along
east boundary of site. Flood risk should
be assessed

Yes

We welcome requirement for FRA
but highlight BUS is referenced as
BUS 1 in settlement summary text

No

I changed the NGR as previous easting No
didn't seem correct.
May need to consider flood risk from the No
small watercourse. Site appears flatter
and lower than the opposite bank and
may be more susceptible to flooding.

No

No

No

No

No

NO

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

Yes

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

Small area of pluvial flooding.

No

May need to consider flood risk from the No
small watercourse. Site appears flatter
and lower than the opposite bank and
may be more susceptible to flooding.

Yes

830789

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

None

No

No

834555

No

386130

831009

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

386203

831045

No

No

No

No

No

826826

No

Fluvial adjacent to

No

No

No

Some potential surface water risk in the No
south east of the site.
Small watercourse to the north of the No
site (up gradient) and Tarty Burn to
the south of the site.

No

BUS Tipperty 396937

Surface water –
small part
Yes - adjacent
to

OP2 (EH1
Turriff

850773

No

No

No

Burn of Knockiemill situated to the north No
of the site however appears to be steep
gradient and site is well elevated.

No

372087

No

No

No

No

Fluvial - adjacent No
to

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP2 as above
(H1 Turriff

372009

850943

Site set back from watercourse and
sloping site, so not likely to be at risk
from the Burn of Knockiemill.

No

No

No

Fluvial - adjacent No
to

No

No

No

Burn of Knockiemill situated to the north No
of the site however appears to be steep
gradient and site is well elevated.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

OP1 (M1 Turriff 373667

849553

None

No

No

Yes

Fluvial - adjacent Yes - Colly
to
Stripe

No

No

No

Colly Stripe situated to the south of the No
site. Appears to be down gradient and
depending on site layout is unlikely to be
a risk to the site.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

OP3 (E1 Turriff 372895

850680

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP4 (E2 Turriff 373049

850594

None

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

OP5 (E3 Turriff 373089

850407

None

No

No

m06/07

No

adjacent to
site

No

No

No

Small watercourse adjacent to the site
however appears to be down gradient
and is unlikely to be a risk to the site.

No

No

P6

850622

No significant flood risk issues.

No

No

BUS 1 - BUS 2 372700,
373486
BUS 3
373281

372229

850411,.
850566
850529

No significant flood risk issues.

No

No

No

Yes

OP1 (H1 Udny 388266
Green
OP1 (M1 Udny 390945
Station
BUS - West
397423
Pitmillan

826335

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

The text proposed meets our
requirements for the site.
See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

824538

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

824999

No

No

No

No

No

No

Possible that there is a culvert through No
the site along the north boundary.
Cuvlerts should be daylighted where
possible. If there is a culvert, any
blockage/exceedance of capacity could
cause increase overland flow at the site.
No development should take place on
top of culverts.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

No

No

No

No

No

No

Possible that there is a culvert through No
the site along the north boundary.
Cuvlerts should be daylighted where
possible. If there is a culvert, any
blockage/exceedance of capacity could
cause increase overland flow at the site.
No development should take place on
top of culverts.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance
of doubt this is not a SEPA
request. Query reference to
SR1?

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

No

No

going through Possibly
site

2009: Down gradient property flooded in
Blackburn due to run off from fields.

No

Small water course runs through site
No
which is a possible cause of flooding.
OS map shows wells in close vicinity of
the site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
may cause increased surface water
runoff which may impact down gradient
settlements. DIA would be required.
FRA may be required depending on site
layout.

Yes

OP1 - West
Pitmillan

397402

825216

OP1 (H1
Ythanbank

390527

833982

OS map also shows wells within close
vicinity of the site which may indicate a
shallow groundwater table that could
result in localised flood risk.

OP1 (M1
Blackburn

383169

812510

Small water course runs through site
No
which is a possible cause of flooding.
OS map shows wells in close vicinity of
the site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
may cause increased surface water
runoff which may impact down gradient
settlements. DIA would be required.
FRA may be required depending on site
layout.

P5 Blackburn

383045

812755

No

No

No

Yes

2009 run off from fields flooded property in
adjacent site

No

OS maps shows wells in vicinity of the No
site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
may cause increased surface water run
off which may impact on sites adjacent.
A DIA would be required.

No

R1 - Blackburn 382651

812731

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

Bus Blackburn

381929

812608

No

Surface water –
small part

No

Yes

2012 flooding to Leys Hotel caused by
blockage in pipes under main road
No

No

Site slopes down towards existing
development, the potential for surface
water run off should be considered

No

No

OP1 (H1
Chapel of
Garioch

371943

824374

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

OP2 (H2
Chapel of
Garioch

371683

823859

Small water course runs along site
boundary. A FRA may be required
depending on the site layout

No

No

No

No

OP2 (EH1
Cluny

369873

811918

Cluny Burn adjacent to site. Land
relatively flat between Cluny Burn and
site, may act as functional flood plain.
Majority of site at fluvial risk based on
2013 indicative map (Not at risk based
on 2006 map).

Yes

No

No

OP1 (GA049)

370163

811026

Although previous comments indicate a No
FRA has been undertaken we have no
record of reviewing the FRA. Part of the
site is at fluvial flood risk from the Cluny
Burn. A FRA would be needed and no
development should take place in those
areas shown to be at risk of flooding.

Yes

OP1 (EH1
Dunecht

374773

809355

SEPA were previously consulted on this No
site and did not object subject to
planning conditions. A FRA was
previously submitted (Environcentre
2011). The developer should take this
into account and no developer should
take place in the areas shown to be at
risk.

OP1 (H1 Echt

373992

805819

Small water course runs along site
boundary. A FRA may be required
depending on the site layout

OP1 (H1 Hatton 383845
of Fintray

816361

OP1 (H1 Insch 362811

OP2 (H2 Insch 363109

No

No

No

Small water course runs along site
boundary. A FRA may be required
depending on the site layout

No

Yes

Fluvial - majority No

No

No

No

Cluny Burn adjacent to site. Land
relatively flat between Cluny Burn and
site, may act as functional flood plain.
Majority of site at fluvial risk based on
2013 indicative map (Not at risk based
on 2006 map).

No

Yes

Complies with advice under our
correspondence of 20 May 2014
(our refence PCS/132657)

No

Fluvial - part

No

No

Reports of pluvial flooding in Sauchen in
2004 and 2008 due to surface water
drainage problems.

No

Although previous comments indicate a No
FRA has been undertaken we have no
record of reviewing the FRA. Part of the
site is at fluvial flood risk from the Cluny
Burn. A FRA would be needed and no
development should take place in those
areas shown to be at risk of flooding.

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

Yes

No

Fluvial - part

No

No

FRA - Envirocentre 2011

No

SEPA were previously consulted on this No
site and did not object subject to
planning conditions. A FRA was
previously submitted (Environcentre
2011). The developer should take this
into account and no development
should take place in the areas shown to
be at risk. FRA may be required

Yes

Yes

No

No

on boundary No

No

No

Small water course runs along site
boundary. A FRA required

Yes

Small water course runs along site
No
boundary however it is down gradient
and is unlikely to pose a significant flood
risk at the site. OS map also shows
wells within close vicinity of the site
which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flood risk.

No

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small water course runs along site
No
boundary however fkiws down gradient
and is unlikely to pose a significant flood
risk at the site. OS map also shows
wells within close vicinity of the site
which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flood risk. see previous
comments at MIR stage

No

827732

Site located within the 1 in 200 year
indicative flood extent for The Shevock
therefore there is a significant risk of
flooding. Evidence of historic flooding
nearby.

Yes

No

06/11

Fluvial - majority No

Yes

2002, 2004: Flooding of nursing home and
properties from the Shevock Burn.

No

Site located within the 1 in 200 year
No
indicative flood extent for The Shevock
therefore there is a significant risk of
flooding. Evidence of historic flooding
nearby. 2015 FRA by EnviroCentre
demonstrated that site was outwith flood
extent of SEPA Flood Map.

No -already
undertaken.

827578

Possible risk of pluvial flooding at site.
DIA should be undertaken.

No

No

06/11

No

No

2010: Flooding of 3 properties on Gordon
Terrace and damage to the road.

No

Possible risk of pluvial flooding at site.
DIA should be undertaken.

No

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Note Site Allocation text - SEPA has
indicated that a Flood Risk
Assessment will be required to
assess the risk of flooding from the
Shevock. Please refer Flood risk
detailed comments column request wording in Plan amended
accordingly

OP3 (H3 Insch 363281

827451

None

No

No

06/11

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

OP4 (EH1
Insch
OP5 (E1 Insch

363502

828738

None

No

No

06/11

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

363402

829261

Small water course flows along site
boundary and may be culverted
downstream of the site. This may
increase flood risk at the site in the
instance that the culvert becomes
blocked. A FRA may be needed
depending on the site layout.

No

Yes

06/11

No

on boundary

No

No

No

Small water course flows along site
boundary and may be culverted
downstream of the site. This may
increase flood risk at the site in the
instance that the culvert becomes
blocked. A FRA needed depending on
the site layout.

No

Yes

BUS Insch

363355

828969

No shapefile to indicate site
boundary.

Yes

Yes

06/11

No

on boundary No

No

No

No shapefile to indicate site
boundary. 2015 Shapefile identified,
Small watercourse flows along the
site boundary and may be culverted
downstream of the site. This may
increase flood risk at the site in the
instance that the culvert becomes
blocked. A FRA needed depending
on the site layout

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

P3 Insch

363217

828567

06/11

Fluvial - part

going
through site

2003 1 Market Sq, residential property
flooded

No

Part of the site is within the medium
likelihood flood extent of the SEPA
Flood Map and there is a small
watercourse running through the
site. A FRA is required

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Yes

R4 - Insch

363076

827902

06/11

Fluvial - all

No

Yes

No

No

All of the site lies within the medium Yes
likelihood flood extent of the SEPA
Flood Map. We also note that this is
in relation to a hospital which is
considered to be ‘Most Vulnerable’
land use. We generally recommend
that this type of development should
be located out with the 1 in 1000 year
flood extent.

Yes

OP4 (H1
Inverurie

377105

820008

Yes

m06/13

Fluvial - small
part

No

Yes

Photos of flooding in 2002 from the River
Don to the low lying land along the northern
edge of the site.

No

Most of site likely to be low risk, but
northern part of the site is at risk from
the River Don. FRA will be required if
that part of the site is to be developed.

Yes

OP7 (H4

3785579 822926

OS map shows spring within site
No
boundary which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
may cause increased surface water
runoff. Pluvial flood risk identified at site.
DIA would be required.

No

06/13

No

No

No

No

No

OS map shows spring within site
No
boundary which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
may cause increased surface water
runoff. Pluvial flood risk identified at site.
DIA would be required.

No

OP1 (M1

375551

822756

OS map shows well within close vicinity No
of the site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
may cause increased surface water
runoff. DIA would be required.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

OS map shows well within close vicinity No
of the site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
may cause increased surface water
runoff. DIA would be required.

No

OP2 (M2

377081

822390

Site is adjacent to the River Urie flood
No
plain, may be a potential cause of
flooding. Pluvial flood risk identified on
site. DIA should be undertaken. Possible
small water course culverted through
site. This should be confirmed before
development. FRA may be required
depending on site layout.

Yes

06/13

Fluvial - adjacent Culverted
through site.

No

No

No

Site is adjacent to the River Urie flood
plain, may be a potential cause of
flooding. Pluvial flood risk identified on
site. DIA should be undertaken.
Possible small water course culverted
through site. This should be confirmed
before development. FRA may be
required depending on site layout.

No

Yes

OP3 (M3

377147

823489

Lochter burn flows through the site and No
has historically caused flooding here. An
FRA has previously been undertaken at
this site (Halcrow 2009) which may of
interest to the applicant. A Small water
course flows along the site boundary
which may be a potential cause of
flooding. An FRA would be required and
no development should take place in
the areas at risk. .

Yes

No

Fluvial - Part

On boundary

No

April 2000: Flooding on site from River Don / No
Lochter Burn.

OK to say FRA may be required. FRAs No
have already been carried out for most
of the development areas and detailed
applications should reflect the findings
of those. I note that M3 is not listed in
the sites in that comment from the LA
though so are we sure this is applicable
to this site? The requirement should still
be applied to this site in case future
planning renewals are required.

Yes

Op5 (H2
Inverurie
OP6 (Inverurie
H3
OP11(E1
Inverurie

376280

821327

No

No

No

m06/13

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

375809

822926

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

None

No

No

377490

819520

Site steep so small watercourse not
likely to pose major risk if adequate
buffer strips are provided.

No

No

m06/13

No

going through No
site

None

No

Site steep so small watercourse not
likely to pose major risk if adequate
buffer strips are provided.

No

No

OP12 (E2
Inverurie
OP13 (E3
Inverurie
SR1

377439

818657

No

No

No

m06/13

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

376978

818272

No

No

No

m06/13

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

377522

819063

Small water course along site boundary No
which may be a cause of flooding. OS
map shows issues in close vicinity of the
site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
which may cause increased surface run
off. DIA and FRA would be required.

Yes

06/13

No

On boundary

No

No

No

Small water course along site boundary No
which may be a cause of flooding. OS
map shows issues in close vicinity of the
site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Steep gradient at site
which may cause increased surface run
off. DIA and FRA would be required.

Yes

SR2

376931

817996

None

No

06/13

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

Most of site likely to be low risk, but
northern part of the site is at risk from
the River Don. FRA will be required if
that part of the site is to be developed.

No

No

No

No

As per advice in Section 6.14 of
Appendix 1 object unless
removed from the Plan or text
added to the Plan highlighting
requirement to comply with the
flood risk paragraphs of Scottish
Planning Policy in regard to civil
infrastructure

OP8 (EH1
Inverurie

377851

823120

Large sloping site so careful surface
water management will be required as
part of usual drainage assessment for
site.

No

No

m06/13

No

adjacent to
site

No

Surface water flooding reported in 2009 on
road that runs the length of the site
boundary.

OP9 (EH2
Inverurie

377443

823235

Most land at low risk but any
development must be carried out in
accordance with previous FRA agreed
findings.

No

Yes

m06/13

Fluvial - part

adjacent to
site

Yes

OP10 (EH3
375636
Inverurie
OP15 (Ga046?) 376739

821359

No

No

No

m06/13

No

No

822085

None

No

No

m06/13

No

No

No

We note the site is already consented. No
Our surface water flood map highlights
that the site has a natural depression
running through it which would act as a
flow path during wet periods. We also
have records of flooding from overland
flow affecting the road which runs along
the bottom of the site, i.e. water runs off
this site onto the road. The drainage
arrangements for the site should take
these factors into consideration if they
have not yet been finalised.

Yes

FRA carried out by Halcrow in 2007 for wider No
Portstown Development Site.

Yes, carry out in accordance with FRA
already undertaken and agreed with
SEPA.

Yes

No

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

No

Refer comments in Flood risk
detailed comments column

OP14 Inverurie 377375

819899

06/13

No

None

No

None

N/A

No significant flood risk.

No

No

OP15 Inverurie 376758

822085

06/13

No

None

No

None

N/A

No significant flood risk.

No

No

BUS 1 - BUS
10

376747,
376181,
375796,
377839,
377820,
377925,
378015,
378160,
377528,
377787

822595,
821797,
821560,
821802,
819307,
818718,
818489,
819179,
818303,
821611

BUS1, BUS2 and BUS3 have no
No
significant flood risk issues, just some
small areas of surface water flood risk
which can be managed through
appropriate site drainage arrangements.
BUS4-10 is covered by the text
proposed suggesting FRA may be
required and this text meets our
requirements for all of those sites.

Yes

OP16 Inverurie 378204

819585

A FRA has been carried out for an
No
application for planning permission
at this site. Any development should
be in accordance with the FRA or any
further study which supercedes that.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
plan comply with previously
agreed FRA or FRA may be
required for future development
proposals

P14 Inverurie

823029

Refer comments in Flood risk
detailed comments column

377537

06/13

Fluvial - small
part

None

Yes

Record of flooding on lower portion of the
site in 1995, 2000 and 2002.

N/A

FRA has already been carried out for
No
detailed school proposals and agreed
with SEPA. Any development proposed
should be in accordance with that or any
subsequent detailed studies which are
agreed.

Yes

06/13

No

None

No

None

N/A

No significant flood risk.

No

P15 Inverurie

375320

821609

OP1 (H1
Keithhall

380376

820879

None

No

No

OP1 (H1
Kemnay

373803

815598

Hillside site, need to carefully consider No
drainage to avoid flooding issues as
have been experienced on a similar site
nearby.

No

No

No

OP2 (H2
Kemnay

372781

815478

Site is just outwith the floodplain. May
No
need some consideration of flood risk,
depending on proposals and site levels.

Yes

No

Fluvial - adjacent adjacent to
to
site

R1 Kemnay

372531

R2 Kemnay

373136

No

No

It is not clear why we did not previously No
highlight the need for a FRA but clearly
the presence of the small watercourse
around the perimeter of the site, along
with the fairly flat topography of the site,
would indicate that a FRA would be
required to support development
proposals.

Yes

No

small area of pluvial risk identified at the
No
bottom of the site. A similar sized
development on the other side of the hill has
had problems with undersized drainage.

Hillside site, need to carefully consider No
drainage to avoid flooding issues as
have been experienced on a similar site
nearby.

No

No

No

Site is just outwith the floodplain. May
No
need some consideration of flood risk,
depending on proposals and site levels.

Yes

815696

We would object to any built
development within the flood plain
(e.g. club houses, facilities) and any
proposals to reprofile the ground
(e.g. to level the surfaces) without a
detailed flood risk assessment.

No

Yes

815838

No significant risk is apparent so most
vulnerable use seems appropriate at
the site.

No

No

No

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

BUS1-BUS3

373449,
374034,
373421

817130,
816445,
816799

H1 Kinmuck

381941

819827

None

OP1 (M1
Kintore

379409

815740

All development to be carried out in
No
accordance with the findings of the FRA.
More detailed FRA's will be required as
phases come forward, as
recommended in the FRA. Site within
boundary of GA037 (same site
essentially so same comments apply).

Yes

The site is huge so some parts would be No
developable without a FRA and some
areas will be able to be developed in
accordance with the existing FRA
already carried out and agreed with
SEPA, so text referring to may be
required is probably acceptable.

Yes

Settlement summary makes
reference to "Parts of sites OP1,
OP3, OP4, R3 and BUS2"
although there does not appear
to be an R3 in the Plan

OP2 (EH1
Kintore

378947

814907

FRA may be required to assess risk
from the small watercourse and
pluvial flooding.

Yes

A small watercourse flows along the No
northern perimeter of the site, and
the site has a fairly flat topography.
Further, part of the site is highlighted
to be at risk from surface water
flooding (in the north east corner of
the site) on the SEPA Flood Maps. A
Flood Risk Assessment is likely to
be required to support any
development proposals. The text
should be amended to reflect this
and it should be noted that the
outcome of the FRA may affect the
developable area of the site and may
constrain the site layout.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP3 (EH2
Kintore

379070

814703

FRA submitted and any development
Yes
must be in line with findings. This site
was only for 15 houses (small site) so
there must be other sites making up this
allocation - not clear from GIS so
confirm site boundaries.

Yes

I found comments under PCS/135439
No
which suggest a FRA has been carried
out and agreed, and we have agreed a
condition. It may be that no further FRA
work is therefore required though
proposals should be in line with FRA
agreed.

No -already
undertaken.

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

OP4 (EH3
Kintore

378781

815183

May need some assessment of pluvial Yes
risk depending on proposals and site
layout. I can only see one small site on
GIS (not a site for 200 houses). Need to
clarify the sites which are part of this
allocation.

Yes

No further comments - our
requirements are covered by the text
proposed.

No

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Small areas of potential pluvial flood risk.

No

No

None

No

No

379405

814196
817838

Small watercourse and part of the
No
site is within the SEPA Flood Map. A
FRA may therefore be required to
support development in some parts
of the site.

Yes

BUS2 Kintore

378887

816892

Agree that a FRA may be required for
No
this site. Some FRA work has been
done previously but may be out of date.

Yes

BUS3 Kintore

379332

814922

Significant portion of the site is at
No
risk of flooding from the Tuach Burn.
Much of it is already developed but
additional development in these
areas will require the support of a
FRA.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP1 (M1
Millbank

365986

810806

No shapefile provided to indicate site
boundary.

We would welcome reference to
FRA against settlement summary

OP1 (M1
Newmachar

389000

819674

Small water course along site boundary. No
FRA may be required based on site
layout.

Yes

No

Consulted on application APP/2013/1164
(no objection).

378595

No

No

No

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required for
BUS1

BUS1 Kintore

Yes

No

No

Yes

OP5 Kintore

Yes

m06/13

No

BUS2 & BUS3 have no significant
No
flood issues. BUS1 is adjacent to the
fluvial flood map and a small
watercourse and so FRA may be
required depending on the nature
and location of any development
proposals for the site.

Fluvial - adjacent No
to

No

No

No

We previously objected to development No
on this site due to flood risk. The south
of the site is adjacent to the SEPA Flood
Map. Depending on the site layout,
additional information may be required
to demonstrate the site is not at risk.

Yes

No

Possibly

No

No

Small water course along site boundary. No
FRA may be required based on site
layout. Previous application
(APP/2012/3943)

Yes

On boundary

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP2 (H1
Newmachar
OP3 (E1
Newmachar

388225

819658

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

389103

818848

Watercourse running through site more information on how this will
included in development proposal

No

Yes

No

No

going through No
site

No

No

Watercourse running through site more information on how this will
included in development proposal

No

Yes

R1 Newmachar 388287

819830

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

BUS Oyne

366944

825588

No

No

No

No

No

No

Previous application in adjacent site Rhyhill Farm (G/APP/2008/0673)
including an FRA. There are no
watercourses at the site however the
land to the south has a steep gradient
which my result in higher than average
surface water runoff rates. Drainage
should be carefully considered to
ensure runoff rate and volumes at the
site and elsewhere are not increased.

No

No

OP1 (EH1 Old
Rayne

367579

828506

No

No

No

No

No

Yes

No

No

Record of flooding down gradient at
north east of site due to surface runoff.
Development at the site should not
result in increased runoff rates or
volumes. Drainage should be carefully
considered.

No

No

OP3 (E1
Westhill

383860

806342

The east of the site lies within the 200yr No
flood extent for the Brodiach Burn. It is
stated within the planning response that
all development will be outwith the
functional floodplain and therefore will
not be at risk of flooding. The site is also
affected by surface water flooding.

Yes

Yes

Fluvial - part

No

No

Surface Water flooding affects areas of the
site. Information provided stating that all
development will be outwith the functional
flood plain.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

OP1 (H1
Westhill
OP2 (H2
Westhill
R1 Westhill
(small part of
GA034?)

381215

807641

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

381261

806922

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

383285

805852

Site Ga034. Brodiach Burn flows
No
adjacent to site and is a potential cause
of flooding. Small water course runs
through site which may be a cause of
flood risk. Pluvial flood risk identified at
site. DIA should be undertaken.

Yes

06/17

Fluvial - adjacent Through site. No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

R2 Westhill

383339

806391

Yes

No

No

Yes

No

No

None

No

No

BUS Westhill

382899

806291

Yes

No

Yes - Small Yes
watercourse
through site.

No

No

Small water course flows from south No
to north in the west of the site.
Development already in the area,
should be ensured the flood risk
would not increased by creating
more development.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP3 (EH1
Auchenblae

372880

778795

Review of the topography reveals that
No
the development site is located
approximately 6 metres above the
watercourse and as such it is unlikely
that the development is at risk of
flooding. We recommend that the Flood
Prevention Authority are contacted in
regards to appropriate levels of
freeboard.

No

07/01

Fluvial - small
part

None

Yes

No

None Known

Based on the topographic survey
No
provided as part of the 2008 application
(APP/2008/0319) there is 6 metres
height difference between the bank of
the watercourse and the finished ground
level of the nearest house. Erosion of
the nearby banks should be considered
and should the site layout differ we may
require an FRA.

No

Refer comments in Flood risk
detailed comments column

Op2 (H1
Auchenblae

372884

778731

We would require a FRA for this site to No
assess the flood risk from the Burnie
Shag and the Hodden Burn in order to
determine developable areas (if any) of
the site.

Yes

07/01

Fluvial - small
part

None

Yes

No

None Known

We require an FRA which assesses the No
risk from the Burnie Shag Burn and
Hodden Burn which converge adjacent
to the site and flow along the eastern
and southern boundary of the site. Part
of the site will likely be developable.

Yes

OP1 (M1
Auchenblae

372885

779051

We would require a FRA for this site to No
assess the flood risk from the Burnie
Shag . The majority of the site should be
developable.

Yes

07/01

Fluvial - adjacent None
to

No

No

None Known

Based on the OS map there is sufficient No
elevation between the watercourse and
the allocation. We would recommend a
buffer strip along the site boundary as
erosion of the bank may be an issue
that requires further investigation.

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request,
although recommend buffer strips

OP1 Chapelton 389425

794471

OP1 M1
Drumlithie

378963

780850

Drumlithie Burn flows along boundary of No
site and may be a potential cause of
flooding. FRA may be required
depending on the site layout.

OP1 (H1
Drumoak

379073

799379

Steep gradient at site which may cause No
increased surface water run off. DIA
may be required.

No

Fluvial - part

going through Yes
site

No

No

Large development, Burn of Elsick runs No
through site and other small
watercourses run through site. Steep
gradient in some areas of the site
therefore there is the potential for
surface water run off to affect adjacent
areas.FRA required

Yes

Yes

No

No

On Boundary No

No

No

Drumlithie Burn flows along boundary of No
site and may be a potential cause of
flooding. FRA required

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

Steep gradient at site which may cause No
increased surface water run off. DIA
may be required.

No

Unable to provide any comments due to No
no settlement information or grid
reference. It is likely that given the
proposed use there would not be
significant flood risk issues but we are
not able to verify this without further
information.

Unlikely

Site allocation may have decreased in No
size. Suspected as this allocation is
only just touching the historic flood map
and outwith the latest flood map (so
never fluvial - part). Previous allocation
reference is KM017. We would require
an FRA which assesses the small
watercourses which flow adjacent/
through the site. An FRA has be
provided for a larger development site
of which this one sits within. We did not
object to the planning permission in
principle but noted that the SE area
could be constrained and that a more
refined FRA (not using NEXTMap data)
at the detailed stage would be required.
Large areas are likely developable.

Yes

No

R1

OP1 (M1 Edzell 363059
Woods

768898

We require a FRA to assess flood risk
No
from the Black Burn and the small
watercourse located within the site. The
majority of the site should be
developable.

Yes

No

Fluvial - adjacent multiple
Yes
to
watercourses
through site

No

None Known

OP1 (H1
Fettercairn

773789

We require a FRA to assess flood risk
from the Crichie Burn. The majority of
the site should be developable.

No

Yes

07/02

Fluvial - adjacent adjacent to
to
site

No

The Cauldcots Burn caused flooding in
Fettercairn in 1985, 2008 and 2009. The
Arachie Burn flooded the village square in
2002. No known flooding to site or
immediately adjacent to site

Fettercairn FPS not relevant to Comparison of previous site allocations No
site
suggests this is now smaller. The OS
Map indicates at least 5 metres
elevation between site and the Crichie
Burn. Hence no FRA required,

No

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

OP1 (H1
Fourdon
BUS

364816

374898

775727

374837

776005

No

OP1 (H1
Gourdon

382605

771273

Steep gradient on land upgradient of
No
site which may cause increased surface
water run off. DIA may be required.

No

No

No

No

No

2008 Property flooded in Gourdon

OP2 (E1
Gourdon

383077

771412

Co-Ordinates relate to shapefile on GIS No
called E1 Inverbervie. Should be
confirmed if the co-ordinates provided
are correct.

No

No

No

No

No

R1 Gourdon

?
?771127?
382773?

No

No

No

BUS

382843

771479

OP1 (H1
Inverbervie
OP2 (H2
Inverbervie

383124

771925

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

382473

771885

Steep gradient on land upgradient of
No
site which may cause increased surface
water run off. DIA may be required.

No

No

No

No

No

Op1 (EH1
Johnshaven

379903

767431

Steep gradient at site which may cause No
increased surface water run off at site.
DIA may be required.

No

No

No

No

Op1 (H1
Maryculter

385835

799142

Steep gradient at site which may cause No
increased surface water run off at site.
DIA may be required.

No

No

No

No

We would welcome reference to
FRA against settlement summary

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

None

No

No

No significant flood risk issues.

No

No

No

Steep gradient on land upgradient of
No
site which may cause increased surface
water run off. DIA may be required.

No

2008 property flooded in Gourdon

No

Steep gradient on land upgradient of
No
site which may cause increased surface
water run off. DIA may be required

No

2008 Property flooded in Gourdon

No

Steep gradient on land upgradient of
No
site which may cause increased surface
water run off. DIA may be required.

No

Appears P1, P2, P3 and R1 not
been added to settlement map?

Record of flooding close to the site
from a blocked culvert. FRA may be
required to investigate potential risk
to the site.

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

No

None

No

No

No

No

Steep gradient on land upgradient of
No
site which may cause increased surface
water run off. DIA may be required.

No

No

No

No

Steep gradient at site which may cause No
increased surface water run off at site.
DIA may be required.

No

No

No

No

Steep gradient at site which may cause No
increased surface water run off at site.
DIA may be required. See previous
comments at MIR stage

No

OP2 (EH1
Laurencekirk

370855

771255

The small drainage ditch on the
No
northern boundary is unlikely to have a
significant impact on flood risk as a
result of the site layout. Surface water
management has been agreed with the
Flood Prevention Authority.

No

No

No

on boundary

No

Surface water flooding to Blackiemuir
Avenue in 2008

None Known

The allocation is set back from the
No
Gaugers Burn. There is a small drain
adjacent to the allocation. No evidence
can be found on historic maps that there
is a small watercourse flowing through
the site. Consideration should be given
to this drain at the design stage.

No

OP3 (EH2
Laurencekirk
OP1 (M1
Laurencekirk

371685

771111

NA

No

07/01

No

None

No

No

None Known

N/A

No

371841

772252

We would require a FRA for the site in No
order to assess the risk of flooding from
the Kirk Burn and other small
watercourses within the site.
Consideration should be given to PAN
69 which states that "buildings must not
be constructed over an existing drain
(including field drain) that is to remain
active". Consideration should be given to
any culverts and structures which may
exacerbate flood risk. Parts of the site
should be developable.

Yes

07/01

Fluvial - adjacent multiple
Yes
to
watercourses
through site

No

None Known

We would require a FRA for the site in No
order to assess the risk of flooding from
the Kirk Burn and other small
watercourses within the site.
Consideration should be given to PAN
69 which states that "buildings must not
be constructed over an existing drain
(including field drain) that is to remain
active". Consideration should be given
to any culverts and structures which
may exacerbate flood risk. Parts of the
site should be developable. We
commented on part of this site in 2014
(PCS137497, APP/2014/4094) and
objected due to a lack of information.

Yes

R1
Laurencekirk

371934

770913

07/01

No

adjacent to
site

No

No

None Known

No allocation in GIS provided so
No
comments should be treated as
general. Small drain identified on OS
map on other side of the A90 from the
cemetery hence not thought to be a risk
to the existing cemetery. Due to
sensitive nature of use and pollution
issues should flooding occur on site, an
FRA should be considered should any
small watercourses be found on site
(including if they are culverted) or
immediately adjacent to the site.

No

OP1 (M1
Luthermuir

365529

768533

We would require a FRA for the site in No
order to assess the flood risk from the
small watercourses on the southern and
eastern boundary of the site.
Consideration should be given to any
upstream/downstream culverts and
structures which may exacerbate flood
risk. Consideration should be given to
PAN 69 which states that "buildings
much not be constructed over an
existing drain (including field drain) that
is to remain active".

Yes

No

No

on boundary

Yes

Heavy rain caused flooding on School Road None Known
in 2008. Drainage ditch caused flooding to 2
properties in 2009.

We require an FRA which assesses the No
risk from the small watercourses which
are shown to run along the boundary of
the site. We commented on this site in
August 2014 (PCS134912) and stated
that an FRA was required to confirm the
sources, outlet, and discharges to these
small drains.

Yes

We recommended that this is
reworded to clarify that FRA may
be required rather than wording
used - SEPA state FRA is required

OP2 (M2
Luthermuir

365517

768314

It is noted that a watercourse may be
No
culverted through the site and as such
we recommend that this is investigated
as part of any development proposals.
Consideration should be given to PAN
69 which states that "buildings must not
be constructed over an existing drain
(including field drain) that is to remain
active".

No

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

Heavy rain caused flooding on School Road None Known
in 2008. Drainage ditch caused flooding to 2
properties in 2009.

We previously commented on this site in No
August 2014 (PCS134912) and
reiterated what was previously
highlighted during the previous LDP
consultation. Although no evidence can
be found of a culverted watercourse
flowing through the site on historic
maps, this source of flood risk should
be considered during ground
investigation and construction. We
would highlight PAN 69 which states
that “Buildings must not be constructed
over an existing drain (including a field
drain) that is to remain active.” Should a
culverted watercourse be found we
would recommend an FRA is
undertaken.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

No

No

OP1 (M1
Marykirk

368518

765934

The site is on a relatively steep slope No
therefore there may be a risk of
flooding from surface water runoff.
We recommend that appropriate
mitigation measures are implemented
to reduce the risk of flooding from
this source and the Flood Prevention
Authority satisfies itself with any
surface water management
proposals.

BUS Marywell 393585

799128

OP1 (H1
Newtonhill

390751

792973

Flood Risk commented on the Site
H1on 22 August 2013 (PCS/128337)
and had no objection to this site as the
site is some distance from the Pheppie
Burn and 20m higher

No

OP2 (part of
390501
SR1 Newtonhill

793739

None

OP2(E1
Newtonhill
BUS
Newtonhill

390259

793528

No

390036

793134

OP1 (H1 Park

378462

798488

No

No

OP1 (E1
Portlethen

390066

797935

No

No

OP2 (E2
Portlethen

392493

799690

One watercourse and tributary
No
watercourse run through the site, and is
joined by another watercourse which
runs along the northern boundary of the
site. These watercourses will need
consideration to fully assess flood risk.

R2

392766

798916

No

07/03

No

No

No

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

Marymill Farm buildings flooded and also
A937 in 2002 and 2012 from the
Balmaleedy Burn. Noted that flooding
occurs here on a regular basis. Surface
runoff from nearby fields caused flooding
problems in 2006 to Marykirk.

A flood storage scheme was
completed in 2006. When
water exceeds the capacity
of the road culvert a side
weir takes the excess water
to a field storage area.

As surface runoff is a problem in
No
Marykirk we would recommend that
appropriate mitigation measures are
investigated to reduce the risk of
flooding from this source and the
Flood Prevention Authority satisfies
itself with any surface water
management proposals.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance
of doubt this is not a SEPA
request. Request removing
wording SEPA requirement

Surface water – going
small part
through site

Yes

No

No

Large site, the potential for run off to No
adjacent areas should be considered.
DIA should be submitted. Flood risk
from small watercourses should be
assessed

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

No

No

No

No

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No shapefile has been provided so
No
unsure of the site boundary. We
previously assessed this site and no
flood risk was immediately apparent, if
the site boundary remains the same we
have no additional comments to make.
If the site boundary has changed

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Yes - On
Boundary

No

No

None

No

The southern boundary of the site
No
may be at risk of flooding from the
Pheppie Burn. Depending on the site
layout, a FRA may be required.

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Yes

No

No

multiple
No
watercourses
through site

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

No

No

Yes boundary

No

None

No

Diney Burn flows through site and there No
are several small water courses within
the site. FRA may be required. Mentions
this is to be a park-and-ride facility, if
ground levels aren't raised as a result of
development an FRA may not be
needed.

Yes

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.

R4

392786

799164

No

No

No

No

None

No

None

BUS1

390555

797650

No

No

Yes through site

No

None

No

Small watercourse within site
No
boundary. May be a source of flood
risk. Depending on the nature of the
development a FRA may be required.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

BUS2

392566

798387

No

Fluvial majority

No

Yes

Records of flooding downstream of site. No

We were previously consulted on
this site in Feb 2015 and had no
objection based on a FRA
undertaken for the site in 2007. An
proposed development should be
assessed for flood risk however
previous FRAs at the site may be
sufficient depending on if any more
recent data for the site is available.

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Op1 (M1
Roadside of
Kinneff

384367

776747

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

None

No

No

No

No

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP2 (EH1 St
Cyrus

374459

765183

It is noted that a watercourse may be No
culverted through the site and as
such we recommend that this is
investigated as part of any
development proposals.
Consideration should be given to
PAN 69 which states that "buildings
must not be constructed over an
existing drain (including field drain)
that is to remain active".

No

No

No

culverted
through site

Yes

Flooding to the A92 in 2005 and 2009.
Flooding to nearby property from field
drain in 2009.

None Known

We require an FRA which assesses
the small watercourses which flow
through and on the boundary of the
site. There may also be culverted
watercourses through the site.
Consideration should be given to
PAN 69 which states that "buildings
must not be constructed over an
existing drain (including field drain)
that is to remain active".

OP1 (M1 St
374340
Cyrus/Lochside

764471

It has previously been highlighted that a No
small watercourse is located on the
opposite site of the road from the site.
Based on the topography it is unlikely
that the site will be at risk of flooding
from this source however development
may be constrained on the north-west of
the site should flooding occur as a result
of the small watercourse or culvert
blockage. The site is on a relatively
steep slope and therefore there may be
a risk of flooding from surface water
runoff. We recommend that appropriate
mitigation measures are implemented to
reduce the risk of flooding from this
source to ensure that flood risk is not
increased elsewhere. We recommend
that the Flood Prevention Authority
satisfy themselves with any surface
water management proposals.

No

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

Flooding to the A92 in 2005 and 2009.
Flooding to nearby property from field drain
in 2009.

None Known

We previously commented on this site No
(PCS135081, ENQ/2014/2025) and
stated that based on the Masterplan
report (July 2014) the dwelling houses
are set back from the road edge which
we support as it reduces the likelihood
of flooding impacts should flooding of
the A92 road occur. In addition, the
mixed use area in the northern corner of
the site is also set back hence we do not
object to the application. The report
shows existing watercourses which flow
towards the A92 on the opposite side of
the road and then flow towards St
Cyrus. In addition, it shows the sewer
which flows along the northern
boundary of the site. Therefore,
restricting the area closest to the A92 to
gardens, green space, and car parking
is advisable. Should the layout differ
from what has previously been
commented on we may require an FRA
to assess the risk from the small
watercourse which flows on the
opposite side of the A92 to the site.

No

OP1 )H1
Stonehaven

385967

785243

Site is set back from edge of
No
watercourse and steep sloping so not
likely to be at high risk. However, site
drainage needs careful consideration as
potential to affect runoff to the
watercourses.

No

m06/23

Fluvial - adjacent adjacent to
to
site

No

History of serious flooding downstream in
Stonehaven. Previous consultation
APP/2014/2470 incl FRA.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.
Recommend remove wording
"SEPA has also stated that"

OP2 (H2
Stonehaven

386738

787340

Cowie Water runs through the site
No
though the channel is in a fairly deep
valley so not likely to have an extensive
flood plain. Careful consideration of
drainage required to prevent adverse
impact on runoff rates. FRA required if
development in the vicinity of the river.

Yes

m06/23

Fluvial - part

going through Yes
site

History of serious flooding downstream in
Stonehaven

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

As previously commented above
recommend rewording site text so
consistent

OP3 (H3
Stonehaven

385491

787430

None

No

No

m06/23

No

adjacent to
site

No

Have been consulted on planning
applications for the site and had no
objection.

No

Have been consulted on planning
applications for the site and had no
objection. APP/2012/1616

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.
As above recommend amend
wording accordingly

Op4 (H4
Stonehaven
CC1 (CC1
Stonehaven
OP5( E2
Stonehaven

385394

785897

None

No

No

m06/23

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

786070

Yes

Yes

m06/23

No

No

No

No

No

784342

No

No

m06/23

Fluvial - adjacent No
to

No

No

No

Site boundary now provided. No flood
immediately apparent.
Adjacent to Burn of Glaslaw which is
west of the site. Site slopes towards
water course and likely to be well
elevated.

No

386558

No site boundary given on GIS but
seems likely that it would be ok.
None

Planning consultation at site APP/2014/2178
No

No

386172

No

No

385496

787045

No

Yes

m06/23

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

BUS3 (E1
Stonehaven

Site at the bottom of a steep slope with
small watercourses/drains along two
sides. FRA may need to consider flood
risk from overland flow/hillside runoff
and from watercourses.

on boundary

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

P9

386866

784841

Yes

No

Yes adjacent

Yes

No

No

Site is steep and slopes towards
No
existing properties - surface runoff
should not increase as a result of the
development. Previous FRA
undertaken for planning application
KM/ENQ/2013/2253 may be of use.

Yes

R2

385383

786096

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

BUS1
Stonehaven
BUS2
Stonehaven
Op1 (EH1
Woodlands of
Durris

385803

785905

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

386885

784167

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

795841

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Previous planning consultation at the
site APP/2014/3671
See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

378784

No

No

OP1 Mill of
Uras

386686

780197

Seems likely to be low risk but
neighbouring properties have been
affected by issue with Mill Lade in the
past and this may need consideration.

No

No

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

Record of flooding at Mill of Uras next door
from mill lade/problem with structure or
culvert

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.
As above recommend amending
wording accordingly

OP2 (EH1
Aboyne

351416

798913

SEPA have been previously
consulted on this development and
have raised no objections to the
development. Planning Ref:
M/APP/2008/3443. Our current
approach would be to ensure that
flood risk from all sources has been
considered, including the small
watercourses.

No

Yes

m06/20

No

multiple
Yes
watercourse
s through
site

No

No

SEPA have been previously
consulted on this development and
have raised no objections to the
development. Planning Ref:
M/APP/2008/3443. Our current
approach would be to ensure that
flood risk from all sources has been
considered, including the small
watercourses. FRA required

No

Yes

Object unless wording amended
in plan to reference FRA may be
required

OP1 (M1
Aboyne

351076

798893

OS map shows Issue within site
boundary which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
local flooding. DIA would be required.

No

No

06/20

No

No

No

No

OS map shows Issue within site
No
boundary which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
local flooding. DIA would be required.

No

Noted a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. For avoidance of
doubt this is not a SEPA request.
As above recommend amending
wording accordingly

OP3 (EH1
Alford

356950

816159

SEPA have been previously consulted No
on this development and have raised no
objections to the development. Planning
Ref: M/APP/2008/1895

No

SEPA have been previously consulted No
on this development and have raised no
objections to the development. Planning
Ref: M/APP/2008/1895

No

OP4 ( EH2
Alford

357235

815464

Location of a culvert passing under No
the road looks to be included within
the site boundary - more information
needed regarding flood risk from this
culvert.

Yes

No

No

on boundary No

Possible culvert infall could be located on No
site.

Location of a culvert passing under No
the road looks to be included within
the site boundary - more information
needed regarding flood risk from this
culvert. FRA Required

Yes

OP1 (M1 Alford 357443

815701

FRA maybe required to demonstrate
that the flood risk would not be
increased in adjacent sites.

No

Yes

No

No

No

Possibly

Properties flooded due to run off from school No
playing field.

FRA maybe required to demonstrate
that the flood risk would not be
increased in adjacent sites. See
comments from MIR Stage

No

Yes

None

No

No

No

No

No

OP2 (M2 Alford 358030

815684

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

R1 Alford

357051

816110

No

No

Within
boundary

Yes

Records of flooding in adjacent
residential area from run off

No

FRA would be required to
No
demonstrate that the flood risk would
not be increased in adjacent areas.
FRA should consider small
watercourse on site.

Yes

R2 Alford

357215

816342

No

Small area
No
identified at risk
of surface water
flooding

No

No

No

None

No

No

R4 Alford

357754

815806

No

No

on boundary

No

Knowehead Burn overtopped behind Frazer No
Place and flooded Mart Road Heritage
Centre

No

No

No

OP4 (H1
Banchory

370077

796959

Yes

No

going through No
site

Large amount of surface water flooding
across development site. Further
information is required to address the
problem of pluvial flooding at the site.

No

Yes

Large area of surface water flooding across
development site.

No

Large amount of surface water flooding No
across development site. Further
information is required to address the
problem of pluvial flooding at the site.
FRA by EnviroCentre already seen

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Object unless wording amended
in plan to reference FRA may be
required

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Refer comments in Flood risk
detailed comments column recommend amending wording

OP1 (M1
Banchory

372124

796860

Pluvial risk identified, DIA may be
required. OS maps shows well within
site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Small water course
along upgradient site boundary which
may result in flood risk. FRA may be
required.

OP2 & OP3
370083
(M2 Banchory?

797156

OP2 & OP3 H2 369804
Banchory

797164

R2

369558

R4

Yes

06/21

No

On Boundary No

No

No

Pluvial risk identified, DIA may be
required. OS maps shows well within
site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding. Small water course
along upgradient site boundary which
may result in flood risk. FRA may be
required.

No

Yes

Recommend rewording site text for
consistency

Small water course flows along down
No
gradient boundary of the site and is
unlikely to cause a significant flood risk.

No

06/21

Fluvial and
surface water

On boundary

Yes

No

No

Small water course flows along down
No
gradient boundary of the site and is
unlikely to cause a significant flood risk.
Burn of Bennie flows through other M2
site to the East. FRA for Burn of Bennie
already submitted as part of Planning
Permission in Principle

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

No

No

Yes

No

No

No

Small area of surface water flooding

No

No

No

No

Noted reference to SEPA flood risk
area. For avoidance of doubt this is
not a SEPA request and not clear
from wording what if any
requirement?

797127

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

None. There is a well near by which
may be a risk, WRU should be
consulted.

No

No

370937

796053

Yes

Surface Water Majority

No

No

No

No

Site is at risk of surface water flooding,
potential culvert in close vicinity to the
site? Flood risk should be considered.

No

No

BUS1

371263

796964

Yes

Fluvial adjacent to

No

No

No

No

Site adjacent to the Burn of Bennie
No
which is on the east boundary.
Should be demonstrated that the site
is not at risk of flooding. Part of the
site is also at risk of surface water
flooding

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

BUS2

371815

796804

Yes

Fluvial adjacent to

No

No

No

No

Site adjacent to the Burn of Bennie
No
which is on the west boundary.
Should be demonstrated that the site
is not at risk of flooding. Part of the
sit e is also at risk of surface water
flooding

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Op1 (H1
Cairnie
Op1 (H1 Clatt

348560

844687

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

353901

826094

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

355839

799834

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

374991

796192

SEPA previously consulted on
No
application site, currently waiting on FRA
to review.

Yes

No

Fluvial - small
part

No

No

1923 Heavy rain in Aberdeenshire, 5.04
inches of rain at Crathes.

No

SEPA previously consulted on
application site, currently waiting on
FRA to review.

No

Yes

Refer comments in Flood risk
detailed comments column

OP1 (H1
Drumblade

358089

839319

Small watercourse running adjacent
to the development site - possible
culvert under the road above
development site - flood risk should
be assessed from this source as to
risk at the site.

No

Yes

No

No

on boundary No

Watercourse running to east of
development site.

No

Small watercourse running adjacent
to the development site - possible
culvert under the road above
development site - flood risk should
be assessed from this source as to
risk at the site. FRA required

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP1 (M1
Drumdelgie

348801

842148

Pluvial risk identified, DIA may be
No
required. Fluvial flood risk from River
Deveron. FRA may be required
depending on site layout.

Yes

No

Fluvial - Small
Part

No

No

No

No

Pluvial risk identified, DIA may be
No
required. Fluvial flood risk from River
Deveron. FRA may be required
depending on site layout. FRA
required

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP2 (EH1
Finzean

364102

792442

Western corner of the site is adjacent to No
the fluvial flood map, but it seems likely
that most of the site is not at risk. Some
additional information will be needed to
ensure that the flood risk is not more
extensive than expected.

Yes

No

Fluvial - adjacent No
to

No

2001 Flooding of fish farm

No

Western corner of the site is adjacent to No
the fluvial flood map, but it seems likely
that most of the site is not at risk. Some
additional information will be needed to
ensure that the flood risk is not more
extensive than expected.

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA

R1 Craigwell,
Aboyne
OP1 (EH1
Crathes

OP1 (H1
Finzean
OP1 (H1
Forgue
Op2 (EH1
Forgue

No

No

362193

792455

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

361237

844541

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

361201

844387

Small drain/watercourse is very steep so No
likely to have a limited extent.

No

No

No

adjacent to
site

No

None

No

Small drain/watercourse is very steep
No
so likely to have a limited extent. Buffer
strip may be appropriate. See previous
comments at MIR stage

No

OP1 (H1 Gartly 352352

832563

The site has been limited to land which
is likely to be outwith the flood plain.
Given its proximity to the likely flood
plain, a FRA may still be required.

No

Yes

No

Fluvial - adjacent No
to

Yes

Records of past flooding nearby.

No

The site has been limited to land which
is likely to be outwith the flood plain.
Given its proximity to the likely flood
plain, a FRA may still be required.

No

Yes

OP1 (H1 Glass 342601

839829

None

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

Op2 (EH1
Huntly

353815

839832

Steep sloping site. Consider drainage
No
carefully to ensure no increase in risk to
developed areas downhill.

No

m06/10

No

adjacent to
site

No

No

No

Steep sloping site. Consider drainage
No
carefully to ensure no increase in risk to
developed areas downhill.

No

OP3 ( EH2
Huntly

353688

840030

FRA would be required in support of any No
planning application to assess flood risk
from the River Bogie

Yes

m06/10

Fluvial - adjacent going through Yes
to
site

Record of flooding in 1829 at Pirriesmill from No
the River Bogie.

FRA required in support of any
No
planning application to assess flood risk
from the River Bogie

Yes

OP4 (EH3
Huntly
OP5 (EH4
Huntly

As previously commented above
recommend rewording site text so
consistent

As previously commented above
recommend rewording site text so
consistent

353836

839409

None

No

No

m06/10

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

353746

839304

None

No

No

m06/10

Fluvial adjacent to

No

No

No

No

Site is adjacent to the medium
likelihood flood extent of the SEPA
Flood Map. A FRA should be
submitted in support of this
application. FRA should take into
account the A96 road bridge

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
plan FRA may be required

OP1 (H1
Huntly

354256

840390

Upper part of site is steep sloping
No
hillside (east of the railway line) with
the presence of a number of drainage
channels and springs. These will
need to be considered as part of the
site drainage. The lower part of the
site (west of the railway line) has a
significant area within the indicative
flood plain and a detailed flood risk
assessment will be required to
support any planning application to
establish the parts of the site suitable
for development.

Yes

m06/10

Fluvial - part

multiple
Yes
watercourse
s through
site

Historic information indicates lower part
of the site may have been flooded in
September 1995. Similar area to that
shown at risk on 2014 Hazard Maps.

No

Upper part of site is steep sloping
No
hillside (east of the railway line) with
the presence of a number of drainage
channels and springs. These will
need to be considered as part of the
site drainage. The lower part of the
site (west of the railway line) has a
significant area within the indicative
flood plain and a detailed flood risk
assessment will be required to
support any planning application to
establish the parts of the site
suitable for development.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP1 Huntly ?

354707

840139

The site is steep sloping hillside with the No
presence of a few of drainage channels
and several springs. These will need to
be considered as part of the site
drainage.

No

m06/10

No

going through No
site

No

No

The site is steep sloping hillside with the No
presence of a few of drainage channels
and several springs. These will need to
be considered as part of the site
drainage. 2015 No shapefile based on
Easting and Northing supplied

No

OP6 (E1 Huntly 352016

839062

None

No

m06/10

No

adjacent to
site

No

No

No

Steep sloping site. Consider drainage
No
carefully to ensure no increase in risk to
developed areas downhill.

No

BUS1

351915

840117

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

BUS2

352148

839635

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

BUS3

351841

839271

Yes

No

Yes through site

Yes

No

No

Small watercourses pass through the No
site, some areas of the site are at risk
of surface water flooding. An FRA
required.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

BUS4

353464

839375

Yes

Fluvial Majority

No

No

No

No

Site is at risk from the Thains Burn
No
and the River Bogie. We note that
this is an existing site however
would not support new development
without an FRA to demonstrate that
there is no risk to the site and that
the risk elsewhere won't be
increased.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP1 (H1
Inchmarlo

367141

796749

The lowest part of the site along the
south west boundary may be at risk of
flooding. There are also a number of
small watercourses. Most of the site is
likely to be low risk but FRA required if
the most low-lying areas are to be
developed.

No

Yes

m06/21

Fluvial - part

multiple
Yes
watercourses
through site

No

No

The lowest part of the site along the
south west boundary may be at risk of
flooding. There are also a number of
small watercourses. Most of the site is
likely to be low risk but FRA required if
the most low-lying areas are to be
developed. FRA should take into
account impacts from small
watercourses

No

Yes

As previously commented above
recommend rewording site text so
consistent

OP1 (H1 Keig

361321

819114

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

OP2 (ch1 in
360822
2006 plan Keig

818788

No

No

No

No

Noted reference to SEPA flood
maps. For avoidance of doubt this
is not a SEPA request and not clear
what requirement if any on
developer? .

Op1 (H1
kennethmont
OP2 (H2
Kennethmont

354173

828920

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

354272

829001

Small area of surface water flooding
No
adjacent to site, could be resolved by
appropriate site drainage being installed
during development.

No

No

No

No

No

Small area of surface water flooding

No

Small area of surface water flooding
No
adjacent to site, could be resolved by
appropriate site drainage being installed
during development.

No

OP3 (E1
Kennthmont
R1
Kennethmont
OP2 (EH1
Kincardine
O'Neil

354355

828872

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

354409

828880

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

358819

799500

Due to the various sources of potential No
flood risk from both pluvial and fluvial
sources, an FRA may be appropriate to
assess flood risk at this site. The SEPA
flood outline 2009 suggests a much
larger extent than the updated SEPA
2013 flood maps.

Yes

No

Fluvial - small
part

No

No

Area of surface water to the northern
No
boundary of the site. Historical records of
flooding nearby from the River Dee in 1874.

OP3 (EH2
Kincardine
O'Neil

359297

799741

Much of the development site is within
the 200yr flood outline and therefore is
at medium to high risk of flooding. An
FRA should be carried out to asses the
risk of flooding from both fluvial and
pluvial sources at the site location.

No

Yes

OP1 (M1
Kincardine
O'Neil

359099

799570

Due to the various sources of potential No
flood risk from both pluvial and fluvial
sources, an FRA may be appropriate to
assess flood risk at this site. The SEPA
flood outline 2009 suggests a much
larger extent than the updated SEPA
2013 flood maps.

Yes

No

Fluvial - small
part

No

No

Small area of surface water flooding

Op4 (E1
Kincardine
O'Neil

358620

799682

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

OP1 (M1 Logie 343475
Coldstone

804527

Pluvial risk identified, DIA may be
required. OS maps shows well within
site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding.

No

No

06/20

Pluvial - part

No

R1
Lumphanan

358628

804414

No

fluvial and
pluvial - part

No

OP2 (EH1
347515
Lumsden
Op1 (H1
347507
Lumsden
BUS Lumsden 347531

822143

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

821816

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Very small area of surface water flooding

No

No

No

No

SEPA previously consulted on this and
no objection raised to proposals

No

No

No

Yes - south
boundary

No

No

No

No

No

Due to the various sources of potential No
flood risk from both pluvial and fluvial
sources, an FRA may be appropriate to
assess flood risk at this site. The SEPA
flood outline 2009 suggests a much
larger extent than the updated SEPA
2013 flood maps.

Yes

Agree text can say that FRA may be
required, so
long as text includes FRA.

No

Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against settlement summary

No

Due to the various sources of potential No
flood risk from both pluvial and fluvial
sources, an FRA may be appropriate to
assess flood risk at this site. The SEPA
flood outline 2009 suggests a much
larger extent than the updated SEPA
2013 flood maps.

Yes

As previously commented above
recommend rewording site text so
consistent

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Pluvial risk identified, DIA may be
required. OS maps shows well within
site which may indicate a shallow
groundwater table that could result in
localised flooding.

No

No

Yes

No

No

FRA required to take into account
fluvial and pluvial flood risk

No

Yes

822256

No shapefile. Eastings and Northings
Yes
same location as H1
SEPA previously consulted on this and No
no objection raised to proposals. Any
change to the development of site
layout towards the south of the site near
to the Todlachie Burn should be
reassessed for flood risk.

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

OP1 (EH1
Monymusk

368274

815265

OP1 Muir of
Fowlis

356393

812116

No

Fluvial adjacent to

No

No

No

No

Site is adjacent to the indicative flood No
extent for the Leochel Burn. Flood
risk at the site should be considered.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

BUS Muir of
Fowlis

356168

812249

No

Fluvial adjacent to

No

No

No

No

Site is adjacent to the indicative flood No
extent for the Leochel Burn. Flod risk
at the site should be considered.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Op1 (M1
Rhynie
OP2 Rhynie

349867

827455

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

349698

827417

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

BUS Rhynie

349843

827382

No

No

No

No

No

N

None

No

No

OP1 (EH1
Ruthven

350659

846859

No

No

No

No

No

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

No

None

No

No

NO

No

No

No

OP1 (H1
Strachan

367749

792472

Proposed development site is located
No
adjacent to the 200yr flood outline,
however the site has a steep slope
gradient so Is unlikely to be at risk of
flooding from this source. The small
watercourse to the east of site has road
culverts to the south and north of site
and flood risk from this source should
be investigated further.

Yes

No

Fluvial - adjacent on boundary
to

OP3 (EH1
Tarland

347871

804703

SEPA previously consulted on this
No
and no objection raised to proposals

No

Yes

Fluvial - small
part

on boundary No

OP1 (M1
Tarland

347846

804243

Historic flood events have affected
this site. FRA would be required.

Yes

06/20

Fluvial adjacent

No

OP2 (H1
Tarland

349052

804862

Some small areas of surface water and No
a small watercourse within the site
boundary, due to location and gradient
of slope at the site location these would
not be expected to cause significant
flood risk at the site.

No

Yes

No

going through No
site

No

Yes

No

Location of development site is on a steep
sided slope which may increase flood risk
downstream. Small watercourse running to
the west of the site.

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

No

Yes

As previously commented above
recommend rewording site text so
consistent

Small watercourse running to east of site No
boundary

SEPA previously consulted on this
No
and no objection raised to proposals.
However, new flood map indicates
site adjacent to 1 in 200 year flood
extent from the Burn of Glaaick,
There is also a record of flooding in
the south west of the site. Areas at
risk of flooding appear to down
gradient of the majority of the site site layout should be considered.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

2000, 2002, 2005 , 2006 ,2009: Flooding of
properties and road at dwellings north of
site. Historic aerial photographs indicate
the south east corner of the site was
flooded in 2002.

See previous comments at MIR
stage.

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required. (typo
Park instead of Part in settlement
summary)

Some small areas of surface water flooding. No
Small watercourse emanating from within
the site boundary

Some small areas of surface water and No
a small watercourse within the site
boundary, due to location and gradient
of slope at the site location these would
not be expected to cause significant
flood risk at the site. Further information
and site layout should be provided to
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the functional flood plain.

Yes

BUS

348318

805001

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

R1 Tarland

348499

804647

No

No

No

No

No

No

None

No

No

OP1 (Ma039?
Torphins

362907

801110

Large section of this site is in both the
No
old and New Indicative Flood Maps and
is at risk of flooding from the Beltie Burn.
A FRA has previously been carried out
in 2012 and was accepted by SEPA with
conditions. Any development should
carry out a FRA or be carried out in line
with the findings of this FRA, as detailed
in our planning response for
APP/2011/0410.

Yes

Yes m06/21 Fluvial - adjacent No
to

Yes

Previous FRA for this site (PCS/121187
APP/2011/0410). Removed Objection with
conditions

No

Site boundary appears to have
No
changed. Site outwith the SEPA flood
map however areas to the north and
south of the site are shown to be at risk
from the Beltie Burn. A FRA has
previously been carried out in 2012 and
was accepted by SEPA with conditions.
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previous FRAs at the site (detailed in
our planning response for
APP/2011/0410). Record of flooding to
a private dwelling north of the site in
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Yes

We would welcome reference to
FRA against individual allocation
supporting text

R1
362081
Torphins(smal
l part of site
Ma056?)

801835

On the edge of the Beltie Burn flood No
plain. Must be no development within
floodplain which may constrain site.
Any development will need to be
supported by a FRA.

Yes

Yes m06/21 Fluvial - part

No

Yes

None

No

On the edge of the Beltie Burn flood No
plain. Must be no development within
floodplain which may constrain site.
Any development will need to be
supported by a FRA.

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Yes

Fluvial - part

No

No

None

No

South of site at risk from Beltie Burn. As No
this is flagged as an extension to an
existing cemetery we would be unlikely
to object on flood risk ground as long as
ground levels are reinstated to preburial levels.

No

No

No

on boundary

Possibly

None

No

See previous comments at MIR stage.

Yes

R2 Torphins

OP1 (H1 Towie 344033

812837

The Back Burn of Towie runs along the No
eastern boundary of the site. The Flood
Map only includes watercourses with
catchment areas equal or greater than
3km2. Therefore the area adjacent to
the Burn may be at medium to high risk
of flooding and a FRA would be needed.

Yes

No

As previously commented above
recommend rewording site text so
consistent

BUS
Whitehouse

361783

815151

No

Drain/Small
Watercourse

No

No

No

No

drains or small watercourse to the
east of the site. Additional
information maybe required such as
site photographs and topographic
levels.

No

Yes

Object unless wording added to
Plan FRA may be required

Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

08 May 2015 23:50
LDP
Re: Local Development Plan

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

On 8 May 2015, at 16:44,

wrote:

>
>
>
>> Dear Sirs,
>>
>> In addition to my recent e‐mail concerning the LDP as the Chair of the Kemsley Green Residents’ Association I
wish to raise the same issues and make the same objection in a personal capacity concerning 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
1

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.
>>
>> I wish the above comments and objection to be formally considered concerning this LDP.
>>
>> Yours Faithfully,
>>
>>

>>
>
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Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

07 May 2015 20:19
LDP
Local Development OP1

Reference the notification of the above sent to some local residents I am disappointed to note only the households
who back onto the development were passed this information directly. Given the road we reside on is earmarked as
one of the main access points for the proposed development extension I would have thought it would have been
prudent to advise all residents of Balnagowan Drive.
Whilst I am not against the expansion of the development I am disappointed that the plan only includes for the
possible extension of the local school/s. Given that they are at near bursting point and service a very wide area I
would have thought this would have been a prime opportunity to include a mandatory contribution towards the the
schools expansion given the increase in population and the commercial benefits the developer will gain through
house sales?
I am also disappointed that due planning was not given to the street width of Balnagowan Drive and the provision of
off street parking during the initial phases. Currently residents who do not have sufficient drive space have no
alternative but to park half on pavement and half on the road. Not ideal for either pedestrians or passing cars.
I therefore wish to voice my disappointment with your proposals and wish you to reconsider both the immediate
requirement for an extension to the schools. I would also appreciate a further review to access points avoiding the
requirement for the use of Balnagowan Drive.
Regards

Sent from my iPhone
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Stonehaven & District Community Council
Representation to the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016
As part of the production of the local development plan a ‘Main Issues Report’ was published in
October 2013. A further Main Issues Report Addendum was published in August 2014 after the
approval of new Scottish Planning Policy. The responses from these consultations have helped to
inform the content of the Proposed Plan. The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan will direct
decision-making on land-use planning issues and planning applications in Aberdeenshire for the 5
year period from 2017 to 2021.
The proposed plan was agreed by Aberdeenshire Council in March 2015 as the settled view of the
council. However, the proposed Local Development Plan will be subjected to an independent review
and is now open for public comment. This is your opportunity to tell us what should be changed in
the plan, and why. When writing a response to the proposed plan it is important to specifically state
the modification(s) that you would wish to see to the plan as this is the only remaining opportunity
to comment on the proposed plan.
The reasons for any changes that we received will be analysed and reported to Scottish Ministers.
They will then appoint a person to conduct a public examination of the plan, focusing particularly on
the issues raised and the changes sought. Supplementary guidance is not examined in this way and is
for Aberdeenshire Council to amend and approve after consideration of representations. Ministers
expect representations to be concise (no more than 2000 words) and accompanied by limited
supporting productions. It is important to ensure that all of the information that you wish to be
considered is submitted during this time as there is no further opportunity to provide information,
unless specifically asked.

Please use this form to make comments on the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
2016. Please email or send the form to reach us by 8th May 2015 at the following address:
Planning Policy Team Infrastructure Services Aberdeenshire Council Woodhill House
Westburn Road Aberdenn AB16 5GB. Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.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…Stonehaven & District Community Council (now including
Braehead).
An acknowledgement will be sent after the close of consultation.

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.

SDCC LDP2016 Rep Final
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Commments
Modification(S) that you wish to see………
1) Inclusion of alternative deliverable site(s) to incorporate a major supermarket (4000sq ft approx).
2) Inclusion of land to the North of Stonehaven for a Technology, Scientific & Marine Park.
3) Removal of further Wind Farm and Fracking developments South of Stonehaven.
4) Inclusion of affordable housing to-up 50% of developments & creation of more Council housing.
5) Inclusion of a stunning Civic Town Square regeneration programme.
6) Commitment within the 15yr Capital Budget along with alternative land sites for a new build
Dunnottar Primary and refurbishment/extension to Mackie Academy.
7) Protection for Stonehaven Harbour as a working & educational Harbour.

Reasons For Changes
1) Major Supermarket Approx 4000sq ft
Stonehaven is a major provincial town within Aberdeenshire yet it does not have a large national
supermarket that its population base would suggest as evidenced by other towns within
Aberdeenshire where per head of residents, much less than Stonehaven, at least one or more
major supermarkets are located.
For over 10yrs the residents of Stonehaven and the Stonehaven Community Council (now
including Braehead) have lobbied for a major supermarket in or around Stonehaven to remove
reliance on smaller sized Coop food outlets who admit that their store sizes limit choice/range
and that prices are high due to lack of competition.
There is also genuine concern within the Community that Sprurryhillock/CC1 in the draft Local
Development Plan which is land owned by Aberdeenshire Council (currently tenanted by service
depots of Aberdeenshire Council who are committed to vacate and coalesce on a site South of
Stonehaven) does not represent the aspiration nor the needs of a growing Stonehaven.
Moreover, the Stonehaven Community Council does not support the Scottish Government’s
"Sequential Test" in its current form as it prejudices the development of a major supermarket on
the fringe of Towns nor that such a development would decimate the vitality or viability of a
Town Centre. There is evidence from Towns within Aberdeenshire which refute this assertion
e.g., Inverurie and Ellon. The Stonehaven Community Council believe that a sound integrated
approach between an edge of town supermarket development and town centre can feed off
each other to mutual benefit and create new business and Civic opportunities.
Stonehaven residents and those from outlying districts who currently do their bulk shopping in
Montrose or Portlethen have indicated to the Stonehaven Community Council, on many
occasions, that they would support an edge of Stonehaven development and still patronize the
businesses, activities/attractions within Stonehaven Town Centre.
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2) Technology, Science And Marine Park
The history, geology and topography on the North of Stonehaven lends itself to the creation of a
Technology, Science and Marine Park. The slope and aerial vison gives unique observational
opportunities to track satellites and the nearby Great Fault Line has produced some of
Scotland’s oldest rocks and fossils. Moreover, in 1874 Aberdeen University built the first Marine
and Zoological Research Station in the World on Cowie foreshore and where renowned Scottish
Victorian town planner, zoologist and scientist Sir Patrick Geddes was the first research student.
3) Wind And Fracking Developments
Lobbying by Stonehaven residents to the Community Council show there is little support and
now no economic arguments (given the structural shift in the price of Oil) for further alternative
energy source exploration by WindFarm and Fracking developments South of Stonehaven.
4) Affordable And Council Housing
Due to the economic need to attract key workers greater flexibility to increase affordable
housing up-to 50% of developments is needed along with an additional commitment to build
more Council housing.
5) Stonehaven Town Square Regeneration Programme
Stonehaven Community Council supports regeneration of Stonehaven’s Market Square with
reduction/elimination of business rates to small businesses surrounding the Square.
Additionally, encouraging new innovative businesses with the creation of a green "Meet &
Greet" Civic area under a CCTV-WiFi Mesh by reducing (possibly eliminating) car parking in the
Square and introducing drop-down areas with visual stimulating street furniture: tables,
benches along with mosaic tiling of the Square’s surface to depict the Town’s history. Despite
the loss of car parking this type of approach is likely to increase not decrease footfall to the
benefit of all.

6) Capital Commiment New Build Dunnottar Primary And Mackie Academy Refubishment
The Stonehaven Community Council supports inclusion in draft LDP of a commitment from
Aberdeenshire Council in their 15yr Captial Budget along with the designation of alternative
sites (other than that allocated within the draft LDP of Braehead) for a new build Dunnottar
Primary e.g., colocation with the Stonehaven Leisure Centre on the Beach Recreation Park area.
With increasing roll numbers caused by rezoning by Aberdeen City and housing approvals e.g.,
Ury Estate, Carron Den etc and others along with the possibility of yet further approvals within
the life time of the new Local Development Plan; the Stonehaven Community Council is
concerned that commitment is given to refurbish and extend Mackie Academy.
7) Stonehaven Harbour as a Working And Educational Harbour
Representations made to the Stonehaven Community Council indicate that the majority of
residents wish Stonehaven Harbour to remain as a working and educational Harbour and not be
overtly commercialised.
The Harbour is over 400yrs old and is an integral part of the character and life of the Stonehaven
Community…while its vigour and activity has changed over the years its essential character still
forms everyday life in the Community and needs to remain for each succeeding generation to
relish and enjoy. In addition, this enjoyment is shared by the thousands of visitors.
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As part of the production of the local development plan a ‘Main Issues Report’ was published in
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inform the content of the Proposed Plan. The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan will direct
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Braehead).
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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.
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2) Inclusion of land to the North of Stonehaven for a Technology, Scientific & Marine Park.
3) Removal of further Wind Farm and Fracking developments South of Stonehaven.
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major supermarkets are located.
For over 10yrs the residents of Stonehaven and the Stonehaven Community Council (now
including Braehead) have lobbied for a major supermarket in or around Stonehaven to remove
reliance on smaller sized Coop food outlets who admit that their store sizes limit choice/range
and that prices are high due to lack of competition.
There is also genuine concern within the Community that Sprurryhillock/CC1 in the draft Local
Development Plan which is land owned by Aberdeenshire Council (currently tenanted by service
depots of Aberdeenshire Council who are committed to vacate and coalesce on a site South of
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7) Stonehaven Harbour as a Working And Educational Harbour
Representations made to the Stonehaven Community Council indicate that the majority of
residents wish Stonehaven Harbour to remain as a working and educational Harbour and not be
overtly commercialised.
The Harbour is over 400yrs old and is an integral part of the character and life of the Stonehaven
Community…while its vigour and activity has changed over the years its essential character still
forms everyday life in the Community and needs to remain for each succeeding generation to
relish and enjoy. In addition, this enjoyment is shared by the thousands of visitors.
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Modification that you wish to see
Objection - seeking amendment to Land West of Dales Park School, Peterhead

Reason for change
See separate Statement

Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016
Objection – seeking amendment to Land West of Dales Park School, Peterhead
Suller & Clark Planning Consultants, acting on behalf of Peterhead Projects wish to lodge a formal
objection to OP2 allocation to the West of Dales Park School, Peterhead. The allocation includes
land within the use of Peterhead Projects and wish this area to remain as a community use.
Background
The land subject of this objection is located to the extreme north east corner of the proposed
OP2 allocation, as highlighted below, with the suggested boundary shown as a dashed line.

The parcel of ground lies to the west of Dales Park School and north of allotments, with Dales
View road to the north providing access to this site and the allotments. The site is currently used
for a storage facility.
The business comprises a storage shed, which provides vital storage space for 2ReUse.
Peterhead Projects have a vested interest in this ‘small block’ of OP2 to safeguard the existing
storage building which their hugely-important social enterprise business 2ReUse Recycling uses
as a store courtesy of Aberdeenshire Council (we understand it was a former landscape services
depository).
2ReUse is all about recycling while diverting unwanted items from landfill. They recycle all
household items including furniture and electrical items, together with bric-a-brac, clothing, linen,
bikes and other goods. The business was founded in 2010, and has been based in these premises
for the past three years. 2ReUse is a wholly-owned subsidiary business of Peterhead Projects
Limited and is the holder of two Green Apple Awards in bronze and gold which are given for
innovative work in the community and the environment. The business works diligently to assure
good quality items from a recycle and reuse aspect and to ensure excellent customer care. They
received a volunteer-friendly award for supporting over 149 volunteers and helping them get back
into training and some back into employment.
The 2ReUse manager is assisted by a small staff and a dedicated group of volunteers to operate
from two shops at Peterhead’s Berryden Road and on Marischal Street in the heart of the town. All
proceeds raised from the sale of goods go back into the community through various local
initiatives operated by Peterhead Projects.

It is considered that the use is an important community function within Peterhead, a use which is
supported by the community and Aberdeenshire Council as the scheme has benefitted from a
jointly amicable rental agreement at a level that reflects the company's social enterprise standing,
for the past three years. Previous attempts to relocate the use have proven unsuccessful due to
the nature of the use and lack of alternative accommodation.
The site is proposed as part of OP 2 Wester Clerkhill, which is allocated for around 250 new
homes. The site was allocated previously within the Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2012 as H1.
Further, a Master Plan has been approved in 2013 for the site.
Our clients have no issue with the principle of a housing allocation in this location however they
seek the removal of the area of land from which they operate, from the allocation in order that the
long term future of this established community function can be assured. It is submitted that the
proposed housing use can function in association with the Peterhead Project without detriment to
either use. The existing Dales View road provides access to OP2 and there is clear evidence that
this route could be widened even with the retention of the buildings in question to adequately meet
the access requirements of any future development in the wider OP2 zone be it housing or a
future care home.
Within the current Local Development Plan, the site forms part of the H1 allocation, Site H1 is
allocated for up to 250 houses in two phases, with a first phase for up to 180 houses. See extract
from the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan below:

As part of the review of the current Local Development Plan, the Main Issues Report in 2013
noted:

The Master Plan referred to above was approved by Aberdeenshire Council in February 2013.
Master Plans are indicative only, an extract for the area in question (see below:) suggests the
land being available for housing, with vehicle access from Dales View.

Within the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016, the site in question is included
in the larger OP2: Wester Clerkhill allocation, for up to 250 houses. See pink shading on Plan
below.

We contend that the Master Plan can be delivered with this slight alteration to retain the shed in its
current location and for its current use.

The current business use provides a valuable community asset in terms of employment
opportunities and the recycling sector. It has no other premises available to it for a storage facility.
Further, altering the OP2 boundary to include a community business such as this will ensure the
future of this enterprise and we are confident that the remainder of the Master Plan for housing
and a care home can be successfully delivered with this minor amendment.
We ask that you give careful consideration to amending the boundary of the OP2 allocation to
ensure the future of this valuable community enterprise.
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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 4 - Coastal Zones
We request that the coast area be identified as required by the SPP, either as part of this Plan process or subsequently,
and that this takes into account sports interests, unless it is clarified that all of the coastal area is considered to be
‘largely developed coast’ (SPP para 89).

Reason for change
The SPP requires that plans identify areas of largely developed coast and those areas that are largely unspoiled. The
policy approach to be taken to both is different. This has an impact for sport both in relation to sports proposals and also
protecting sports interests. The SG does not seem to distinguish between the two nor is it clear that all coastal area is
designated as one or other of the two coast areas outlined in the SPP.
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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 7 – Developer Obligations
Make reference to need for a specific sports pitch and facilities strategy to be undertaken to determine what sports
facilities requirements are in relation to new development.

Reason for change
We welcome the recognition that new developments will have requirements in relation to sports facilities. However the
SG could be clearer in relation to evidence base. For example, it states that where there is under provision, this will
normally be identified in settlement statements. In these, some deficiencies are identified but it is general, eg says new
pitches are required but doesn’t say what respective sites are expected to deliver (see Fraserburgh settlement
statement for example of this) or in the settlement statements states that these may be identified in the Community Plan
or Community Action Plan.
Considering existing sports facilities, their condition and capacity, the impact of new development on these, and what
new build requirements there may be, could be considered as part of a wider community plan but we are concerned that
this should be done to an agreed methodology. For example, in relation to pitch strategies we have established
guidance, see link:
http://www.sportscotland.org.uk/Documents/Resources/guidetopreparationofsportspitchstrategies.pdf
In addition, sportscotland’s Facilities Planning Model (FPM) can be used to assist in developing this evidence base. The
FPM is a computer model which considers the supply of and demand for certain sports facilities (sports halls, swimming
pools and synthetic pitches) in a spatial way.
We consider that there should be a strong evidence base developed which identities existing provision, development
proposed, considers what the impact will be and where new facilities are required and/or where additional users can be
accommodated by upgrade to existing facilities. This should be done at a Council wide basis in order that the delivery of
sports facilities can be considered in a strategic way. While engaging with community planning makes sense in
developing this evidence base, there should be an agreed methodology for doing this and there should be a strategic –
ie council level - approach taken which looks at, eg, where more regional level facilities should be located.
We would suggest consideration be given to whether new sports facilities requirements could be delivered in
conjunction with any new schools and the policy could make reference to this.
Different facility types have different costs associated with them and applying a standard figure may not deliver the
sports facilities required where substantial development is proposed.
The SPP (paragraph 226) states that the LDP should identify new sites and should provide for good quality, accessible
facilities in sufficient quantity to satisfy current and future demand. It is not clear that a robust strategic assessment of
pitches and sports facilities has been undertaken that will enable this to be done as part of the LDP process.
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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 R1’Special rural areas’
As per our comments in relation to SG4 ‘Coastal Zones’ we request that the coast area be identified as required by the
SPP, either as part of this Plan process or subsequently, and that this takes into account sports interests, unless it is
clarified that all of the coastal area is considered to be ‘largely developed coast’ (SPP para 89).

Reason for change
As per our comments in relation to SG4 ‘Coastal Zones’ the SPP requires that plans identify areas of largely developed
coast and those areas that are largely unspoiled. The policy approach to be taken to both is different. This has an
impact for sport both in relation to sports proposals and also protecting sports interests. The SG does not seem to
distinguish between the two nor is it clear that all coastal area is designated as one or other of the two coast areas
outlined in the SPP.
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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 R2 ‘Housing and business development elsewhere in the countryside’
Change –
1 clarification of bullet 1 – does this mean the categories of development acceptable in the greenbelt (as outlined in
Policy R1) applies to these areas also? If that is the case would suggest this is clarified by wording along the lines of
‘would be within the development types outlined in policy R1 in relation to the greenbelt’
2. Clarify what is meant by ‘business’ development in the title of the policy.
3. Remove reference to ‘small-scale’ development re employment proposals.

Reason for change
1 It is not clear what categories of development are intended to be considered acceptable, we assume it includes those
in policy R1 but the use of the works ‘be appropriate to the greenbelt’ isn’t clear.
2. It is not clear if this is intended to apply to sports uses, there is no definition of ‘business’ use in the glossary. If the
categories applying to uses in the greenbelt also apply in these areas this appropriately provides for sports uses.
However, if it doesn’t the policy position applying to sports uses would be more restrictive in these areas than in
greenbelts, which we don’t think is the purpose of this policy.
3. We consider this could be prejudicial to certain sports uses, which may not be small scale but nevertheless may be
acceptable and appropriately located in a countryside location. The other policies of the plan could provide control in
relation to what an acceptable scale may be.
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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 R3 Minerals and hill tracks
Change
Include reference to the factors that SPP (para 237) states should be set out in the Plan, specifically in relation to
impacts on local communities (which we interpret to have the ‘community’ meaning as defined in the glossary to the
SPP), economic sectors important to the local economy, effects on natural heritage and landscape and visual impacts.

Reason for change
The SPP (para 237) requires that Plans set out the factors that proposals will need to address. While the policy sets out
a number of these, in relation to factors that may affect sporting interests we do not consider that these have been
addressed in the policy.
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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 P2 – Open Space and access in new development
Change requested
In last paragraph, make specific reference to the general need to encourage new and enhanced opportunities for access
(as outlined in SPP para 228), ie not just in relation to new development.

Reason for change
The LDP is making reference to this in relation to new development but we can’t see that this requirement to generally
identify opportunities has been done. We note existing SPG (Planning advice 10/2015 ‘Outdoor Access and
Development’) but this also refers to new development and access. We consider that the LDP, as outlined in SPP,
should be used to encourage these access opportunities generally. We do appreciate that this policy may not be the
most logical place to put this but we consider this matter should be covered, and perhaps could be done by a
subsequent SPG?
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Policy P3 'Infill and householder development within settlements'
Change requested
Include wording that clarifies that the other provisions of national policy will still apply.

Reason for change
We are concerned that taking this approach will mean that unless sports facilities have a specific land use designation
that the protection afforded them by national policy will not apply. We have done our best to identify these (please see
response in relation to Policy PR1) but there may be ones which are not allocated in the map, in addition it does not
address the policy approach to new sports facilities built between this and subsequent plans.
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Policy P5 – Community Facilities
Change requested
1. Clarification of what community facilities are, specifically in relation to indoor and outdoor infrastructure.
2. Clarification around the circumstances under which legal agreements will be required.
3. Clarification around the last paragraph of this policy, in relation to how it will be applied as regards outdoor sports
facilities.

Reason for change
1. We welcome the support given to the provision of new community facilities, we assume it would include sports
facilities, it would be helpful to define what is meant by these.
2. We can understand why there is a desire to ensure that facilities are available to all members of the community and
we obviously welcome the intention. However, for some sports facilities we can see that this would be onerous to have
and also if, for example a sports club is open to anyone to join then this alone would ensure that anyone could access it.
Also, the wording is ‘reasonable’ amount of time on a ‘regular’ basis, all of which is open to interpretation. We would be
concerned if an unintended consequence of this is an added burden on sports facility providers. As such some context
around the circumstances in which this would apply would be helpful.
3. If this is intended to apply to outdoor sports facilities, this does not follow the approach required by the SPP (para
226) in relation to these facilities, particularly with regard to ‘updated’ facilities mentioned in the policy.
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Natural Heritage and Landscape
Change requested – 4th paragraph of page 47 – Request in relation to the precautionary principle that reference to SPP
(para 204) is made or the approach required by the SPP is outlined in the text.

Reason for change
To provide clarity around the approach to be taken to the application of the precautionary principle.
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Policy PR1 - Protecting important resources
Please see attached sheet

Reason for change
Policy PR1 - Protecting important resources
Please see attached sheet

Policy PR1 – Protecting Important Resources
Modification you wish to see
1. Include the following sites with a specific land use designation ‘P – Protected Land’
designation.








Fraserburgh Proposals Map –synthetic surfaced pitch (between P1 and
BUS4).
Hatton proposals map - playing field east of OP3.
Ellon Proposals Map - bowling green to west of OP2 (see Map 5)
Fyvie Proposals Map – bowling green to west of P1
Oldmeldrum Proposals Map – pitches at Meldrum Academy
Millbank Proposals Map – bowling green to south of P1
Westhill Proposals Map –playing field south of Carnie Crescent

2. Include text which refers to the specific policy protection applying to outdoor sports
facilities. We request that either of the 2 approaches is followed by inserting:
Outdoor sports facilities (see SPP glossary for definition) will be safeguarded from
development unless the criteria set out in Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 226)
are met; or
Outdoor sports facilities will be safeguarded from development except where:






the proposed development is ancillary to the principal use of the site as an
outdoor sports facility;
the proposed development involves only a minor part of the outdoor sports
facility and would not affect its use and potential for sport and training;
the outdoor sports facility which would be lost would be replaced either by a
new facility of comparable or greater benefit for sport in a location that is
convenient for users, or by the upgrading of an existing outdoor sports facility
to provide a facility of better quality on the same site or at another location
that is convenient for users and maintains or improves the overall playing
capacity in the area; or
the relevant strategy (see paragraph 224) and consultation with
sportscotland show that there is a clear excess of provision to meet current
and anticipated demand in the area, and that the site would be developed
without detriment to the overall quality of provision.

Also that wording should be inserted that this applies regardless of the site being
specifically allocated in the proposals map.
3. Fourth paragraph of the policy, second sentence – this should be clarified that this does
not apply to outdoor sports facilities.
4. Clarify approach to golf courses, either by including all of them in a specific designation
which protects them, with appropriate reference in the policy, by removing reference to
‘within settlement statements’ in para 4 of the policy, or ideally by inserting the requirements
of the SPP as noted under change 2 above.

1

Reason for change
1. Re Proposals Map – These are outdoor sports facilities and the proposals maps should
reflect this and apply the appropriate policy protection.
2. Other important resources are specifically protected in this policy. Outdoor sports facilities
are likewise important and contribute to community life. We welcome that these are largely
identified in the proposals maps. Some are not and we have highlighted to the best for our
ability where this is the case. We consider that they should be protected regardless of
whether identified in the proposals map. The national policy which is required to be applied
to these is different to general greenspace and this should be recognised in the LDP.
3. Fourth paragraph of the policy, second sentence – This is not the national policy approach
that is to be taken to outdoor sports facilities and as such this should be amended, by
making specific reference to outdoor sports facilities and the policy approach required by the
SPP. The policy as worded does not apply the level of protection to outdoor sports facilities
required by the SPP. In addition we also highlight that the Open Space Audit, while
containing very useful settlement information, does not in our view form a detailed
assessment of the outdoor sports facility needs of the area and would not be an appropriate
basis for deciding on whether an outdoor sports facility could be lost.
4. Aberdeenshire has a large number of golf courses, in many cases next to settlements.
There is an inconsistent policy approach taken to them. In some cases they, or part of them,
are protected, it seems mainly to in relation to ‘P – Protected Land’ in terms of: conserving
the setting of a settlement and the golf course (see for example Banff P6, Longside P1, Ellon
P1); or general open space and setting (see for example Huntly P1). In some cases only part
of the course has an allocation (see for example Huntly P1) or in many cases there is no
specific allocation (eg Insch, Peterhead, Inchmarlo, Lumphanan, Tarland) or a green
coloured allocation (see Aboyne).
Golf courses are outdoor sports facilities as defined in SPP (see glossary and para 226) and
this mix of approach to them in the LDP means that different policy approaches could be
taken to development proposals affecting them. We understand that where these are not
part of settlements policy PR1 would not be relevant as currently worded, due to outdoor
sports facilities being contained within this policy which applies only to settlements, as
opposed to generally.
We suggest an answer needs to be found which reflects the policy requirements of the SPP
and have suggested a few potential solutions to this.
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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

Ms

First name Lorraine
Surname
Date

Jones

8/5/15

Postal Address sportscotland, 62 Templeton Street, Glasgow
Postcode

G40 1DA

Telephone Number
E-mail

0141 534 6530

lorraine.jones@sportscotland.org.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

sportscotland

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
Policy E2 – Landscape
Change requested – Give consideration to whether there should be landscape designations relative to important local
settings for outdoor recreation in the development of this policy area.

Reason for change
Policy E2 provides for designations relative to special landscape areas and refers to criteria for these areas in the
supplementary guidance ‘Special Landscape Areas’ however, we cannot see that this has been prepared as yet. The
SPP (para 197) sets out that the purpose of areas of local landscape value can include: ‘safeguard and promote
important local settings for outdoor recreation and tourism’. The countryside of Aberdeenshire is a significant resource
for outdoor sport and activity and as such we suggest that in developing this policy area consideration is given to
whether there are areas which should have a landscape character designation due to their importance for outdoor
recreation and tourism.

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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Postal Address sportscotland, 62 Templeton Street, Glasgow
Postcode

G40 1DA

Telephone Number
E-mail

0141 534 6530

lorraine.jones@sportscotland.org.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

sportscotland

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
Policy RD2 ‘Developer Contributions’
Make reference to the sports facilities in this.

Reason for change
It appears from the relevant supplementary guidance (SG7 ‘Developer Obligations’) that sports facilities are considered
separate from community facilities, but no reference is made to sports facilities in the policy. We would highlight our
comments in relation to that SG, new development is likely to result in the requirement for new facilities or upgrade to
existing facilities in order to enable them to accommodate additional users, and the LDP should make provision for this.
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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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0141 534 6530
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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
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sportscotland

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
Banchory Proposals
OP1 – East Banchory/Eco village
Reference to the SPP requirements (para 226) in relation to pitch loss

Reason for change
There are a number of pitches on the site at present and we do not consider that the proposed replacement
arrangements as outlined in OP1 are sufficiently clear or robust. It should be made clear in the text that the
requirements of the SPP will need to be met as part of any development proposal.
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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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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
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sportscotland

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
Inchmarlo Proposals
OP1 Inchmarlo Continuing Care Community
Make reference to the proximity of the site to two existing golf courses adjacent to the site and the need for any
masterplan to identify how the site will be developed in relation to the constraints this may pose, as well as identifying
any mitigation required.

Reason for change
The site is adjacent to two golf courses and as such development on the site should take cognisance of this and be
developed such that the use of the golf courses isn’t adversely impacted.
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sportscotland

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
Proposals Map
Change Requested – Insert a key in the proposals map

Reason for change
Useful for LDP to have key for proposals map – nowhere obvious at present, apologies if missing this.

The following submission has had its supporting documents removed due to file size. If you require a copy
of the original digital submission please contact Poliy Planning at ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk
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Postcode

AB32 6JQ

Telephone Number
E-mail
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shelley.thomson@stewartmilne.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

STEWART MILNE HOMES

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

PAPER APART ON BEHALF OF STEWART MILNE HOMES
OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN: LAND AT PITMEDDEN,
ABERDEENSHIRE.

On behalf of Stewart Milne Homes, objection is made to the designation of part of the site ref: FM063,
Land at Pitmedden as identified in the Main Issues Report (MIR), as green network.

Modification that you wish to see:
It is requested that the proposal map for Pitmedden is amended to remove the partial zoning of the
site as green network.
Reason for change:
The site is an agricultural field, in agricultural use, planted with arable crops and plouged on an
annual basis. The Council have therefore no reasoned justification for identifying or incorporating this
field as part of the adjacent green network. It is suggested that this has been an error in the plan
making process, and the area designation should dully be removed.

Justification:
The site, as identified above, is an agricultural field on the edge of the settlement of Pitmedden. The
site sits between the village boundary on the northern edge and the allocated BUS 1 site. An area of
trees that bounds this site to the immediate west has been highlighted as green network, and it is
contended that the Council have made an error on the settlement plan by incorporating this
agricultural field into the same designation. The field cannot be identified as green network, as it is
neither publicly accessible, nor are there any landscape features on the site would lead to such a
designation.

It is therefore respectfully suggested that this has been an error in the settlement plan, and the green
network allocation be removed from this agricultural field.

PAPER APART ON BEHALF OF STEWART MILNE HOMES
OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN: LAND AT PITMEDDEN,
ABERDEENSHIRE.

On behalf of Stewart Milne Homes, objection is made to the designation of site P1 and the failure of
the Proposed Local Development Plan to identify land at Pitmedden, Aberdeenshire, site ref: FM063,
as identified in the Main Issues Report (MIR), for residential development.

Modification that you wish to see:
It is requested that the proposal map for Pitmedden is amended to remove the P1 zoning and include
the full extent of the promoted land for upto 80 residential units. Table 4 in Appendix 5: New Housing
Land Allocations should also be amended to reflect this.
Reason for change:
Background
Stewart Milne Homes submitted a development bid, which was referenced FM063 for consideration
and inclusion within the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. This representation is appended as
Appendix 1.
The Council’s Main Issue Report (MIR) settlement statement set out that Pitmedden is a service
centre and commuter village with the main planning objectives set out to preserve amenity, provide
opportunities for local employment and provide opportunities for housing to meet local need. The
individual site assessments for Pitmedden concluded that there were no preferred sites within the
settlement for development, yet the Council sought to augment employment land despite land which
was previously allocated failing to come forward. At a public meeting hosted by Aberdeenshire
Council during the consultation on the MIR, the residents of Pitmedden clearly spoke out in favour of
new, appropriately sited development including the site proposed by Stewart Milne Homes, the
subject of this representation. Those community members who attended that meeting recognised the
correlation between new development and improved public facilities gained through planning gain
contributions, or simply natural growth through economic investment due to increases in population.
Stewart Milne Homes objected to the assessment of the site through the Main Issues Report
consultation. This objection is appended as Appendix 2.
Justification
The Proposed Local Development Plan sets out that there is some development pressure within the
settlement for homes and employment opportunities within Pitmedden, yet Aberdeenshire Council
have carried forward extant sites within the settlement that have not been delivered within the initial
period of the adopted local development plan. The previously named H1 site, has been re-named
OP1, and allocates 14 housing units and provision for community facilities. Site OP1 has been the

subject of historical planning applications yet has not been delivered due the developer associated
with the site indicating that 14 housing units cannot deliver a community facility to the village. Instead
seeking to increase the unit numbers to cross fund the community facility and ensuring a viable
development proposal. The site no longer has any developer interest and has been constrained in
successive housing land audits since it was allocated in 1998.

The allocated site OP1 is

undeliverable and will not deliver the much needed homes for the local needs of Pitmedden. SPP
published in June 2014 firmly focuses on the delivery of sustainable development and in particular,
the delivery of housing in specified Plan periods. Paragraph 115 requires Plans to set out the housing
supply target for each functional housing market area based on evidence from the Housing Needs &
Demand Assessment. It advises that the housing supply target is a policy view of the number of
homes the authority has agreed will be delivered in each Housing Market Area over the periods of
the Development Plan and Local Housing Strategy. The subsequent paragraph 116 requires that
within the overall housing supply target, Plans should indicate the number of new homes to be built
over the Plan period. In allocating sites paragraph 119 advises that Planning Authorities should be
confident that land can be brought forward for development within the Plan period and that the range
of sites allocated will enable the Housing Supply Target to be met.

Planning Authorities cannot simply allocate sites to meet the requirements and sit back. They must
ensure that those sites can be delivered and houses built within the Plan period. If that cannot be
achieved, as is clearly the case in Aberdeenshire, additional sites must be allocated. It is incumbent
on Plans to deliver units on the ground. This is essential to ensure there are no difficulties with
delivering housing later in the Plan period. SMH, through Ryden, have set out an objection to the
overall housing land supply. A copy of this is appended for ease of reference (Appendix 4).

The Stewart Milne Homes (SMH) option site at Pitmedden and the subject of this objection, can be
delivered within the first five years of the next local development plan. The scale of the site is such
that it can deliver a sensitive, medium density development, well related to the existing village, as
recognised by the MIR site assessment. It can deliver much needed housing, including affordable
homes within the first 5 years of the plan, and also provide related planning contributions to secure
the community facilities much needed by the village of Pitmedden. Site OP1 is clearly constrained
and identified as such within the 2014 Housing Land Audit for City and Shire and has not been
developed despite its allocation dating back to 2006. The community of Pitmedden are firmly behind
further development to ensure greater choice of more affordable homes within the settlement as well
as augmented community facilities. This was publicly discussed during the MIR Pitmedden
presentation that the Council delivered in November 2013.

Landscape Setting

The proposed development site is situated to the north east corner of the existing settlement, a
location which Aberdeenshire Council consider being “well related” in planning terms. Both fields
associated with the site are actively farmed, with both fields cropped on a rotational annual basis. The
sites are therefore ploughed annually and have no trees within the body of the sites, other than
around the peripheral hedge row boundaries which are punctuated by a handful of trees. The sites
therefore should firstly not be identified as having protected woodland on them as they are clearly
cultivated land and not woodland, and secondly should not be identified as falling within any
conservation area. The farmed field to the north lies adjacent and directly south of the allocated BUS
1 site, which has the same relationship to the Designed and Listed Pitmedden Garden as the
proposed development site. (see Appendix 3). The development of sensitively designed medium
density housing, will therefore have less of an impact of the adjacent designed garden than the
existing BUS1 site. On this basis, the Council can have no justification for identifying the interlying
field between the allocated business site and the village boundary as a protected zone P1.The
proposed site is set away from the designed landscape, cannot be viewed in context with the garden
and is well related to the existing settlement, as agreed by Aberdeenshire Council. The site can
therefore be sensitively developed to provide much needed housing for the local needs without any
detrimental impact on the adjacent Pitmedden House and Gardens.

In addition to the above, National Planning Policy SPP does not preclude or sterilise development
adjacent to historic environments, it states “In most cases, the historic environment (excluding
archaeology) can accommodate change which is informed and sensitively managed”. A balance has
to be struck between environmental factors and the need for future growth in settlements. The
Pitmedden House was historically subdivided into flatted accommodation as its single use as a house
has ceased to be economically viable. The listed gardens are of course an important element to the
setting of the now converted house however, SMH would reiterate once more that the site cannot be
viewed in context with either the setting of the house or the designed landscape which is contained
within the confines of the mature tree belt and is therefore acceptable for development of an
appropriate scale and density.

Not only is the site well related to the existing village with the capability of providing a constraint free
development option for the village but is also within walking distance of the Pitmedden Primary School
which has capacity until 2016. Aberdeenshire school roles in rural locations are declining due to lack
of development and are therefore at increasing risk of decay and closure. Appropriately scaled
development is required to ensure the viability of such facilities is not lost, and that settlements like
Pitmedden can become further sustained through new residential development.

It is therefore respectfully suggested that the Council remove allocation P1 from land at Pitmedden
and allocate the site for upto 80 residential units.
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STEWART MILNE 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
SEE PAPER APART

Reason for change
SEE PAPER APART

PAPER APART ON BEHALF OF STEWART MILNE HOMES
OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN: KIRKTON OF
MARYCULTER

On behalf of Stewart Milne Homes, objection is made to the failure of the Proposed Local
Development Plan to identify land at Kirkton of Maryculter, as identified (KM070) in the Main Issues
Report (MIR) for residential development and further object to the small area of infill land being
designated as greenbelt.
Modification that you wish to see
The proposals map for Kirkton of Maryculter should be amended to include this site within the
settlement boundary and identified as OP2. Subsequent changes should be made to the Green Belt
Boundary. The site should be identified for up to 4 homes. Table 4 in Appendix 5: New Housing
Land Allocations should also be amended to reflect this.
Reason for change
Background
Aberdeenshire Council assessed the above site through the Main Issues Report (MIR) indicating that
although the proposal is a modest addition to the village, the site is located within the Greenbelt and
there is no identified need for additional housing within the settlement. The development bid is
attached as Appendix 1. On that basis, they concluded that the site was therefore not officer’s
preference and no allocation was made. Stewart Milne Homes objection to the MIR is appended as
Appendix 2.

Justification

The site sits adjacent to the existing housing allocation OP1 and is a small infill extension to the
village boundary. The settlement boundary line has unnaturally drawn along one side of the existing
Polston Road, leaving a single sided development, one which does not maximise the use of available
land within the village.

The unit numbers arising from this development of this site would be

considered wind fall under the definition of the Housing Land Audit being less than 5 units and would
provide a well considered and modest addition to the village whilst contributing to the planning
objective of sustainable development.

The Council state within their vision for the village that there is limited development pressure but there
is a local need identified through allocation of OP1. The objection site will also address local need
requirements. The site is well located and has a road frontage onto Polson Road. There are no
constraints from bringing this small site forward within the first 5 years of the local development plan.

Due to the minor scale of the proposal there would be limited impact on the education facilities as well
as the waste water treatment works. There is therefore no reasoned justification for not including this
site within the settlement boundary of the village.

It is therefore respectfully suggested that the site be allocated as OP2, providing for additional small
scale development to meet the identified local need within Kirkton of Maryculter.

Justification for removal of greenbelt designation

SPP sets out that Green belt designation should be used to direct development to suitable locations,
not to prevent development from happening. Green belt boundaries identified in local development
plans should reflect the long term settlement strategy and ensure that settlements are able to
accommodate planned growth. Inner boundaries should not be drawn too tightly around the urban
edge, but where appropriate should create an area suitable for planned development between the
existing settlement edge and green belt boundary. Boundaries should also take into account the need
for development in smaller settlements within the green belt, and where appropriate leave room for
expansion. The Council have not in this case followed the intention of the policy and are restricting
new “planned” development within settlements using the Green Belt designation as a reason not to
support this bid. Clearly the national policy intention sets out the need for smaller settlements to also
plan for growth, which would fit the Kirkton of Maryculter model. The purpose of the Green Belt
designation is to direct growth to appropriate locations, protect and enhance the quality and character
of landscape setting and the identity of towns and cities and to protect and give access to open
space. The allocation of the small site does not affect any of these key principles and would be a
sensitive, carefully planned infill development to the settlement, adjoining an already allocated site.

It is therefore respectfully suggested that the greenbelt designation be removed from this site and the
site brought into the settlement boundary to allow the site to be allocated as OP2, for 4 dwelling
houses. .

Aberdeenshire Main Issues Report Representation:
On behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
December 2013
Maryculter

Stewart Milne Homes submitted a development bid, which has been referenced KM070 for
consideration and inclusion within the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. This
representation should be read in conjunction with that bid. The development bid proposed a
residential development of up to 4 dwellings.

Aberdeenshire Council have assessed the above site indicating that although the proposal is
a modest addition to the village, the site is located within the Greenbelt and there is no
identified need for additional housing within the settlement. On that basis, they have
concluded that the site is not officer’s preference.

SPP sets out that Green belt designation should be used to direct development to suitable
locations, not to prevent development from happening. Green belt boundaries identified in
local development plans should reflect the long term settlement strategy and ensure that
settlements are able to accommodate planned growth. Inner boundaries should not be
drawn too tightly around the urban edge, but where appropriate should create an area
suitable for planned development between the existing settlement edge and green belt
boundary. Boundaries should also take into account the need for development in smaller
settlements within the green belt, and where appropriate leave room for expansion. The
Council have not in this case followed the intention of the policy and are restricting new
“planned” development within settlements using the Green Belt designation as a reason not to
support this bid. Clearly the national policy intention sets out the need for smaller settlements
to also plan for growth, which would fit the Maryculter model. The purpose of the Green Belt
designation is direct growth to appropriate locations, protect and enhance the quality and
character of landscape setting and the identity of towns and cities and to protect and give
access to open space. The allocation of the small bid site does not affect any of these key
principles and would be a small, carefully planned extension to the settlement.

The modest site proposed as part of this bid sits adjacent to the existing housing allocation
H1 and is a small natural extension to the village boundary. The unit numbers arising from
this development bid site would be considered wind fall under the definition of the Housing
Land Audit being less than 5 units and would provide a well considered and modest addition
to the village. The Council have set out within their settlement statement that the planning
objectives are to meet local housing needs. This site would provide much needed additional
housing for the village and surrounding area as it falls within the Aberdeen housing market
area. This position is backed within SPP which clearly states the delivery of housing through
the development plan is to support the creation of sustainable mixed communities depends
on a generous supply of appropriate and effective sites being made available to meet need
and demand, and on the timely release of allocated sites .

Due to the minor scale of the proposal there would be limited impact on the education
facilities as well as the waste water treatment works. There is therefore no reasoned
justification for not including this small site within the settlement boundary of the village.

It is therefore respectfully suggested that there are no justifiable policy grounds to leave this
site out of the Proposed LDP and it should therefore be included within the settlement
boundary of Kirkton of Maryculter to allow further provision of a modest number of homes to
provide for local need and to create a choice of sites in line with SPP.
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PAPER APART ON BEHALF OF STEWART MILNE HOMES
OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN:
PORTLETHEN

LAND AT CLASHFARQUHAR,

On behalf of Stewart Milne Homes, objection is made to the failure of the Proposed Local
Development Plan to identify land at Clashfarquhar, Portlethen, as identified (KM088) in the Main
Issues Report (MIR) for residential development and further object to the land being designated as
greenbelt.

Modification that you wish to see
The proposals map for Portlethen should be amended to incorporate land at Clashfarquhar within the
settlement boundary to include this site identified for residential development of upto 150 units and
remove the designation of greenbelt. Table 4 in Appendix 5: New Housing Land Allocations should
also be amended to reflect this.

Reason for change
Background
Aberdeenshire Council’s assessment of the site at Main Issues stage of the plan stated that there
were issues to developing in the south of the settlement given the distance to existing services, and
issues of coalescence with Newtonhill. Stewart Milne Homes submitted a proposed development bid
to Aberdeenshire Council for land at Clashfarquhar, including a preliminary landscape assessment
which is appended to this representation as Appendix 1. The development bid for the site clearly sets
out a reasoned justification for the allocation of this site as part of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan (LDP), providing a sustainable extension, as well as a natural extension in
geographic and topographical terms to the immediate south of the existing settlement. Stewart Milne
Homes submitted a statement of objection to the Main Issues Report (Appendix 2), on grounds that
the site had not been included for development within the LDP, nor had an appropriate assessment of
the site been undertaken by Aberdeenshire Council at the MIR stage in the process.

Justification
Aberdeenshire Council, in their Vision Statement for Portlethen within the proposed LDP states that
Portlethen is subject to strong development pressure due to it being located within the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area, as well as being a strategic growth area within the A90 corridor. It further
indicates that Portlethen is important for providing services to the surrounding smaller villages.
Portlethen is a major employer with the growth of employment in and around the settlement significant
in recent years, mainly due to its proximity to the A90 Trunk Road. The Council identify that there will
be a need to provide for more employment opportunities over the course of the Plan period, bringing
forward 2 employment sites as well as a need for local infrastructure upgrades. There are no housing
allocations proposed within Portlethen in the next LDP period, despite the Council identifying
development pressure and the fact the settlement falls within a strategic growth corridor. Stewart

Milne Homes have made separate representations relating to Housing Land Supply (Appendix 3)), for
which we have identified an overall shortfall within the wider Aberdeenshire area due to the Plan not
bringing forward generous supply in line with SPP (10%-20%). The Council therefore fail to deliver
sites within an area that is both sustainable, is identified as a growth corridor and where there are
growing employment developments without identifying land to balance new homes with employment
growth within the settlement. This will ultimately encourage more unsustainable transport movements
throughout the corridor instead of appropriate planning for the growth identified, and needed.
Landscape
The site itself, as set out within Appendix 2, is located to the south of the existing settlement, neatly
bounded by 2 very defensible features, namely the railway line to the east and the Burn of Daff to the
west. The site therefore, with the defensible boundaries makes an obvious definitive extension to the
south of Portlethen in geographical terms which would not in any way coalesce with neighbouring
settlement of Newtonhill. There would remain a considerable distance from the southern point of the
site to the Elsick Burn of 1.2 km. There is therefore no possible way that the development of land at
Clashfarquhar would create an issue of coalescence between settlements.
The Council have identified that the site would not be within acceptable recognised distances from
services. The very nature of Portlethen and the way it has developed without a town centre means
that the majority of the settlement is already not within the Council’s preferred walking distance of
retail or other community facilities. The large unplanned nature of Portlethen means there is a disjoint
between homes and services however, the settlement, like most new and growing towns, has a
wealth of services which serve the local community as well as serving many of the surrounding
smaller villages. There are many facilities and services within the 1600 m walking catchment and the
site is within close proximity of the local primary school, indeed within 400m walking distance. Other
local facilities include childrens’ play provision immediately to the north of the site, local shopping and
restaurant facilities also within 400m walk. The site is therefore reasonable well provided for by way of
local service provision, ensuring that development at Clashfarquhar meets Council’s sustainability
criteria.
It is therefore respectfully requested that land at Clashfarquhar, Portlethen be identified for residential
development of upto 150 units to provide much needed sustainable new homes within the southern
strategic growth corridor.
Justification for removal of greenbelt designation

SPP sets out that Green belt designation should be used to direct development to suitable locations,
not to prevent development from happening. Green belt boundaries identified in local development
plans should reflect the long term settlement strategy and ensure that settlements are able to
accommodate planned growth. Inner boundaries should not be drawn too tightly around the urban
edge, but where appropriate should create an area suitable for planned development between the
existing settlement edge and green belt boundary. The Council have not in this case followed the

intention of the policy and are restricting new “planned” development around settlements using the
Green Belt designation as a reason not to support new development. Clearly the national policy
intention sets out the need for settlements to plan for growth. Particularly, as Portlethen is within the
strategic growth area. The purpose of the Green Belt designation is to direct growth to appropriate
locations, protect and enhance the quality and character of landscape setting and the identity of towns
and cities and to protect and give access to open space. It is noted that land to the west of the railway
line has not been identified for inclusion within the greenbelt. One would have expected this to be far
more vulnerable a landscape moving towards the undeveloped coastal area on the north-east
coastline.

It is therefore respectfully requested, that the greenbelt designation be removed from the land at
Clashfarquhar, to allow sensitive new development set within clearly defensible boundaries.

Local Development Plan Bid,
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Aberdeenshire Main Issues Report Representation:
On behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
December 2013
Clashfarquhar, Portlethen

Stewart Milne Homes submitted a development bid, which has been referenced KM088 for
consideration and inclusion within the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. This representation
should be read in conjunction with that bid and the representation on housing land supply.

The Council have identified the settlement of Portlethen as suburban in nature although one which
lacks cohesion with scattered services and little central focus in the way of services such as retail.
The Councils’ planning objectives for Portlethen are to provide opportunity for employment and to
build flood resilience.

Aberdeenshire Council within their site assessment of the proposed bid site have identified 2 issues.
The first of these being the distance of the site to services and secondly, the proximity of the site to
Newtonhill. The site is located on the south of the existing settlement, neatly bounded by 2 very
defensible features, namely the railway line to the east and the Burn of Daff to the west. The site
therefore, with the defensible boundaries makes an obvious definitive extension to the south of
Portlethen in geographical terms which would not in any way coalesce with Newtonhill. There would
remain a considerable distance from the southern point of the site to the Elsick Burn of 1.2 km. The
site would therefore not create coalescence of the settlements. In addition, the Council have identified
that the site would not be within acceptable recognised distances from services. The very nature of
Portlethen and the way it has developed without a town centre means that the majority of the
settlement is already not within the Council’s preferred walking distance of retail or other community
facilities. The site Council however are mistaken and we would suggest that the site is within walking
distance of Fishermoss Primary School which has ample capacity to absorb the children generated
through the proposed development and it is also within walking distance of local shops. The Council
recognise that the settlement is suburban in nature and has developed in a piecemeal fashion over
time with much of the development suffering lack of immediate facilities. This in itself is not a sufficient
reason to overlook this site for inclusion within the Proposed Local Development Plan.

The settlement of Portlethen falls within the southern strategic growth corridor, has direct access to
the A90 trunk road and on a settlement wide basis has adequate facilities to serve both the existing
and future development. The Clashfarquhar site has the potential to deliver a mix of house types
including affordable within close proximity to both primary and secondary school, can deliver homes
adjacent to a public transport service and with excellent access to the A90 trunk road. The Council
seek to introduce additional employment land to an area to augment an existing commercial hub.
Stewart Milne Homes would respectfully suggest that by failing to identify any further land for housing,
the Council will create an unequal balance between housing and employment land, instigating greater
volume of vehicle movements from outwith the settlement, with no new homes for the employees to
live in.

In addition to the above, Chapelton of Elsick, the main provider of the housing land in the southern
strategic growth corridor is considerably behind schedule. The projected output of 200 units per year

from 2013 is now projected to fall significantly short, with just 75 units projected from 2015, 125 in
2016 and then 200 per year up to 2020. It is likely that the site will struggle to achieve these figures
and as a result, Aberdeenshire will require to draw down housing land from elsewhere to offset the
shortfall. Later phases of the same development cannot be drawn down which then relies on
Aberdeenshire allocating additional sites within the southern corridor to deliver the housing land
supply in the shorter term.

The site at Clashfarquhar can help create the correct sustainable balance and provide land that can
be delivered within the next LDP period. It is respectfully suggested that on this basis, the Council
allocate this land for housing, open space and possible community facility.

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Bid Prepared on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes North
Scotland
Call for Sites – April 2013
Land at Clashfarquhar, Portlethen South

1

Contents
1.0 Introduction
2.0 Description of Site

3.0 Proposals
4.0 Scottish Planning Policy
5.0 Development Plan
6.0 Services
7.0 Justification
8.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

2

1.0 Introduction
1.1 This local development plan bid is submitted on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes North
Scotland. It concerns the residential development of an area of land to the south of Portlethen,
which is suitable for inclusion within the next Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. The
development bid site is identified as Figure 1 below. The land is identified within the current
Local Development Plan as countryside and sits outwith the recognised settlement envelop of
Portlethen. This written statement and supporting analytical background assessment with
proposed high level masterplan, sets out a reasoned justification as to why this site should be
zoned for residential development within the next Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan.

Figure 1

1.2 The Stewart Milne Group was founded in Aberdeen in 1975. Since then it has grown to
become one of the UK’s leading privately owned house builders. They have a commitment to
enterprise and innovation matched with traditional value for quality services. We are currently
building in a number of locations through the UK but are proud to be headquartered in the North
East of Scotland.

1.3 The town of Portlethen lies immediately to the south of Aberdeen, situated on the A90 trunk
route. It has a population of 7,130 (2010 statistics). The town is one of the largest within
Aberdeenshire and as such contains a range of shops and services.
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These include:
Large retail outlets including Homebase, Matalan, Argos and Asda
Small parade of shops and takeaways
Pub/Restaurant – Mains of Balquharn
Golf Course
Secondary School
Primary Schools
Health Centre
Library
Public Park
Railway Station
1.4 Portlethen is set out within the southern strategic development corridor between Aberdeen
and Laurencekirk and has a significant roll to play in the delivery of housing to meet Structure
Plan and emerging Strategic Development Plan housing target numbers.
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2.0 Description of Site
2.1 The proposed site lies on the southern edge of the settlement; bound to the east and west
by The East Coast Rail Line and the Burn of Daff respectively. It measures 6.3 hectares in
area. The quality of the land is defined by the Macaulay Classification for agricultural capability

which identifies it as Class 4(1) which means that it is not prime agricultural land and only
suitable for the cultivation of a narrow range of crops. The adjoining land uses include
residential and agricultural.

2.2 A desk top study for archaeological features on the site has been carried out and none have
been identified.

3.0 Proposals
3.1 The bid proposal comprises a residential development which would include a range of
house types and densities. Site analysis and proposed high level land use layout are appended
to this bid statement. Vehicular access would be taken from Bramble Road to the north creating
a primary loop road. An area for provision of public open space would be formed towards the
north and centre of the site. There is also scope to accommodate identified community
facilities, potentially including local retail, recreation or sports facilities. This will be dependant
on identified local need and will be discussed with Aberdeenshire Council and the local
community moving forward into the Local Development Plan process.
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4.0 Scottish Planning Policy
4.1 Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) sets out the Scottish Government’s commitment to the
delivery of land for housing and for that housing land to be released in sustainable locations
through the Local Development Plan process. SPP states that the Government is committed to

increasing the supply of new homes and the planning system should contribute to raising the
rate of new housebuilding by identifying a generous supply of land for the provision of a range
of housing in the right places. The planning system should enable the development of well
designed, energy efficient, good quality housing in sustainable locations and allocate a
generous supply of land to meet identified housing requirements across all tenures. Scottish
Government policy requires Local Authorities to allocate a sufficient amount of land to enable
maintaining at least a 5 year housing land supply at all times which will mean allocating land
within the LDP sufficient for a 10 year period to include and up to the year the LDP is adopted.
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5.0 Development Plan
5.1 Aberdeen City and Shire Structure Plan
5.1 The Aberdeen City and Shire Structure Plan was approved by Scottish Ministers in
August 2009. The Structure Plan allocated 36,000 houses to Aberdeenshire, with 5600
houses allocated for local growth within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area for
Aberdeenshire, for which Westhill is located for the period running up to 2016. The
Structure Plan advocates that new development needs to focus on communities and
should relate to local needs.

Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2013

5.2 The Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (which will
replace the structure plan) was published for public consultation ending in April 2013. It is
not proposed to change the current Structure Plan Vision and Spatial Strategy with the
emphasis remaining on a high growth strategy across the region for the new Strategic
Development Plan. Moving this strategy forward for Portlethen will require housing
numbers to be delivered and to enable the Council to maintain a 5 year effective land
supply at all times. Providing development within a settlement that has the existing
infrastructure capacity to absorb large scale allocations without significant additional

investment in line with SPP.

5.3 Stewart Milne Homes do not agree with the conclusions of the proposed Strategic
Development Plan and have submitted representations to the SDP consultation stating
that further housing allocations are required as the number proposed do not and will not
meet future population projections.

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan and Supplementary Guidance
5.3 The current LDP has adopted the Structure Plan policy to make the area an attractive
place to live, visit and do business in. It recognises the need for fundamental change in
order to meet the plan’s vision. The structure plan aims to promote economic growth
while leading the way in tackling the urgent challenges of sustainable development and
climate change. The current Local Development Plan seeks to only provide opportunity
for employment allocating no land for housing within the current LDP for Portlethen rather
focussing development at the proposed new settlement of Elsick.
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Portlethen Corridor Capacity Study
5.4 A capacity study undertaken in 2008 explored the potential for growth in the Portlethen
corridor over the long term and addressed the key issues affecting the settlement. The study
proposed doubling the size of the housing stock in Portlethen over a twenty year period. This
equated to 5,000 dwellings covering 162.5ha of land between 2007 – 2030.

The Executive

Summary confirms that the document whilst not intended to become part of the development
plan would become part of a body of background information in the preparation of future
development plans, and ultimately the determination of planning applications.
5.5 The study identified four possible options for the extension of Portlethen. These included
Western Expansion, Limited Eastern Expansion, Substantial Eastern Expansion, and
Schoolhill Expansion. The suitability of the sites were considered taking into account absolute
and relative constraints such as infrastructure, flooding, environmental, sustainability and
landscaping. A number of housing areas were identified taking the constraints into account,
although no preferred option was identified. The land at Clashfarqhuar, Portlthen South was
included as a preferred site in 3 of the 4 development options considered as part of the

Portlethen expansion proposals.
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6.0 Services
Transport
6.1 The proposed development bid site has been designed to ensure that these criteria are
compiled with. Examination of the existing bus services indicates that the 107 Service has
a stop on Drumthwacket Drive, which lies within 400 metres of the site. This half hourly
service provides connections with the centre of Portlethen and Aberdeen to the north and
Stonehaven and Montrose to the south.

6.2 Aberdeen Crossrail with support from NESTRANS have proposals aimed at increasing
the frequency and improving the service at Portlethen railway station. The development
site lies within close proximity to the railway station (1.5 kilometres) thereby encouraging
use. Rail services have recently increased in frequency to this station and is further
justification for allocating significant land for new housing given the level of existing
infrastructure and sustainable modes of travel available to the settlement.

Education
6.3 Fishermoss Primary School is located 400 metres to the north of the site and is
currently under capacity. Portlethen Academy is within 600 metres. The nearest retail and
employment land is located in the centre of the town, which lies approximately 1.5

kilometres to the north.

Water and Drainage
6.4 The proposed development can be serviced by an appropriate means of drainage and
water supply is also available.
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7.0 Justification
7.1 The Structure Plan proposes a minimum of 5600 houses in the Portlethen to Stonehaven
corridor and will require the allocation of a variety of housing sites to achieve it. The proposal
will therefore support the spatial strategy which has been identified in the structure plan. The
Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan carries this forward and
seeks an additional 1000 units within the corridor between 2027-2035. The allocation at
Elsick will not be delivered within the timescales set out within the adopted LDP. Indeed at
the examination into the current LDP Elsick Development Company advised that

development would have started by now with a production of 400 units per annum. They
have yet to achieve consents for development and indeed the draft 2013 Housing Land Audit
shows that development will not start until 2014 with a completion of revised completion of
200 units per annum.

This remains somewhat ambitious given that even established

marketable locations have not achieved this with a number of developers on site at once.

7.2 In order to maintain the required housing land supply Aberdeenshire Council will have to
allocate additional land in the Portlethen to Stonehaven corridor to meet the requirements for
this strategic growth area. Portlethen South is perfectly placed to deliver part of that

allocation. SPP is clear in that it states that existing facilities, services and existing
infrastructure should be make use of and taken into account when allocating sites for
development. Portlethen has significant infrastructure capacity including a railways station
that has recently had services increased making it one of the most sustainable locations
within the southern growth corridor.

7.3 The site at Clashfarqhar was included as a preferred option for development in 3 of the 4
options for growth which were included in the Portlethen Capacity Study. This study took into
account a range of characteristics including potential landscape impact, and given its

inclusion in 3 of the 4 options, it is clear that the site can be developed without causing
adverse effects.

The site is a natural extension to the settlement and can be easily

developed in the next Local Development Plan period.
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8.0 Conclusion and Recommendations
8.1 As part of this development bid, justification has been provided as to why the site should
be considered as part of the next Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. This bid identifies
how the proposal conforms to both the regional strategy, the individual objectives of the
structure plan and the strategy set out under the Proposed Strategic Development Plan. In
summary the reasons why the site is suitable for inclusion in the next LDP are as follows:

-

The regional strategy which identifies strategic growth areas within Aberdeenshire
identifies the Portlethen to Stonehaven corridor as one of the primary areas for
residential development.

-

The site was identified in 3 of the 4 options in the Draft Portlethen Corridor Capacity
Study and Aberdeenshire therefore recognised the development potential of the site.

-

Development of the proposed site will allow for the creation of a high quality sustainable
residential development. Development of the site will include a variety of house types
and a mix of tenures.

-

The site enjoys close proximity to a range of services and facilities within the town
including a local bus service, primary school, secondary school, town centre and railway
station.

-

The proposal will help to support the diminishing role of Fishermoss Primary School,

thereby protecting its future and allowing it to operate at full capacity.
-

For the foregoing reasons, the site accords with the requirements of national and
regional policy and represents an ideal opportunity for development which should be
included in the next Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan.
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Aberdeenshire Council must also ensure that those sites identified in the Plan for
development are deliverable and assist, where possible, in their delivery.
It is accepted, as indicated in paragraph 5.11, that “….predicting the land
supply situation 10 years into the future is a very difficult task”. However,
this is a requirement of Scottish Planning Policy and it is for that very reason that
a precautionary approach should be taken and additional sites identified to
ensure that there is an adequate supply. It is not accepted that there are
mechanisms within the Plan to address a deficit in the effective supply. In any
event, such an approach is reactionary and is not necessarily a satisfactory
approach to planned settlement expansion or, indeed, for providing a long term
context for major investment decisions.
In light of the above, objection is taken to the preferred approach and it is not
accepted that there is “….no reasonable alternative”. Every effort should be
made to predict the under-supply of effective land at 2023 and identify additional
sites to ensure that there is at least a 5 year supply of effective land at the end of
the Plan period.
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PAPER APART
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016: Main Issues Report Addendum 2014
Representations on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes relative to Land Supply &
Distribution

Introduction
Stewart Milne Homes do not agree with the assessment of land supply in light of the updated
information. In responding to the Main Issues Report, Stewart Milne Homes contended that
the Local Development Plan review should be allocating more sites for residential
development to ensure that there is sufficient land to provide for at least a 5 year effective
supply of housing land at the end of the Plan period in 2021. The addendum makes no
additional allocations, but simply draws on more recent household projections and the 2014
Housing Land Audit to justify making no further land allocations.
The MIR noted that completion rates for new housing were anticipated to double by 2016 and,
if as expected, that trend continues Stewart Milne Homes argued that it would be prudent to
make adequate provision in an effort to provide an adequate supply of housing land and avoid
planning by appeal. Although the MIR noted that “predicting the land supply situation 10
years into the future is a very difficult task”, Stewart Milne Homes highlighted that this
was a requirement of Scottish Planning Policy and for that very reason a precautionary
approach should be taken and additional sites identified to ensure that there is an adequate
supply. It remains Stewart Milne Homes’ position that every effort should be made to predict
the under-supply of effective land at 2021 and identify additional sites to ensure that there is
at least a 5 year supply of effective land at the end of the Plan period.
Setting aside the revised household projections a robust analysis should be undertaken, in
light of the changes introduced by Scottish Planning Policy relative to the effective land
supply, to ensure that there are sufficient allocations that are effective or expected to become
effective in the Plan period to maintain at least a 5 year land supply at all times. This is
reinforced by Scottish Planning Policy’s requirement to identify a “generous” supply of land for
each housing market area and the fact that it advises that the housing supply target should be
increased by a margin of 10% to 20% (Paragraph 116).
Revised Household Projections
The revised household projections, which are lower than the 2010 based projections
published in June 2012, are cited in the addendum as justification for not increasing the
housing allocations. However, an analysis of the 2012 based projections published in July
2014 indicate that, notwithstanding the fact that a lower number of new households are
projected than in the 2010 based projections, the principle projection still demonstrates a
higher requirement for the period 2017 to 2026 than is set out in Figure 10 of the Strategic
Development Plan. Overall in the City and Shire the shortfall is approximately 2,000 units.
1

Whilst not a significant number when split between the housing market areas in the City and
Shire it nevertheless demonstrates that if a “generous” land supply is to be provided
additional allocations should be made.
Indeed, to ensure at the very least an adequate supply of land, the high migration variant of
the household projections should be used. This would suggest a shortfall in the City and
Shire over the period 2017 to 2026 of around 6,700 units.
On the basis of the above it is contended that notwithstanding the lower household
projections, there is justification for increasing the housing allocations to ensure a generous
supply of land capable of maintaining a 5 year effective supply at all times and in particular at
the end of the Plan period.
Housing Land Supply
The Addendum majors on the fact that the 2014 Land Audit identified a 6.2 years supply of
effective land in the Aberdeen Housing Market Area. This, however, falls short of the 20%
flexibility suggested by SPP. It further highlights the post-5 year supply of 20,283 units in the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area as justification for maintaining the status quo in terms of
housing land allocations. Overall in the City and Shire the post-5 year effective supply is
highlighted as 24,400 dwellings.
To put this in context the Strategic Development Plan, approved by Scottish Ministers earlier
this year, sets a target of 2,500 homes per annum by 2016 increasing to 3,000 per annum by
2020. This would suggest, at a conservative estimate, a requirement for an effective land
supply of 28,000 houses, some 4,000 houses more than the current post-5 year supply.
In failing to increase the housing land allocations, Aberdeenshire Council are relying on
Aberdeen City to maintain a 5 year supply of effective housing sites at all times, particularly
towards the end of the Plan period. A detailed analysis by the Grampian Housebuilders
Committee of Homes for Scotland clearly demonstrates that there will be a shortfall in the
Aberdeenshire part of the Aberdeen Housing Market Area towards the end of the Plan period.
This shortfall is also evident from a broad overview. The Addendum highlights a post-5 year’s
effective supply in the Aberdeen Housing Market Area of 20,283 units, of this 12,482 lie within
the City with the remaining 7,801 units within the Shire part of the Aberdeen Housing Market
Area. This equates to 62% and 38% respectively. By comparison the housing allowances
set out in Schedule 1 of the Strategic Development Plan allocate 54% to the City and 46% to
the Shire. There is, therefore, a significant imbalance which requires to be addressed. To
achieve the same proportions the post-5 year effective supply in the Shire part of the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area should be 10,632 units, an increase of over 2,800 units.
The problem is further highlighted when the makeup of the post-5 year supply is considered.
It currently comprises 16 sites in the City compared to 32 in the Shire. The Shire part of the
Aberdeen Housing Market area covers a much greater geographic area and as such, the
2

higher number of sites is not surprising. That said, nearly 70% of the post-5 year effective
supply lying within the Shire comprises only 4 sites with Elsick new settlement accounting for
over 44% of the supply. This suggests an over-reliance on a small number of sites which ,
should any difficulties arise in terms of servicing, could create serious problems in terms of
maintaining a 5 year supply of effective housing land at all times.
In his conclusions following the Examination in Public into the Aberdeen City and Shire
Strategic Development Plan, the Reporter advised that he was in no doubt that “…..a mix of
site sizes would be best placed to achieve the growth rates required in the proposed
plan.” He further emphasised the responsibility placed on the two Councils to ensure that
their local development plans allocate “appropriate and sufficient” effective land.
It is accepted that additional sites will become effective as the Plan rolls forward. However, a
robust assessment is required of all the allocated sites to determine their contribution to the
effective land supply over the Plan period. Presently neither the Housing Land Audit nor the
Action Programme Update published in May 2014 provide that level of information nor the
confidence that an effective 5 year supply at all times can be maintained throughout the Plan
period.
Summary
It is evident from the above overview that a generous supply of land, sufficient to maintain at
least a 5 year supply of effective housing land at all times throughout the Plan period cannot
be achieved on the basis of the currently allocated sites.

The Main Issues Report and

subsequent Addendum indicates a degree of complacency on the part of Aberdeenshire
Council in terms of failing to allocate additional land.
The most recent 2012 based household projections, albeit lower than the 2010 based
projections, continue to demonstrate a higher requirement than identified in the approved
Strategic Development Plan.
Significant reliance is placed on the fact that a post-5 year effective housing land supply of
20,283 units has been identified in the Aberdeen Housing Market Area. However, to put this
in context, if the proportions of effective land are to be the same between the City and Shire
as the housing allowances in the Strategic Development Plan, there is currently a shortfall of
over 2,800 units in the Shire part of the Aberdeen Housing Market Area.
This shortfall is compounded by the fact that there is an over-reliance on a small number of
large sites within the Shire to satisfy the housing land supply. To remedy this additional sites
require to be identified for development in the Aberdeen Housing Market Area.
In order to assist with this it is suggested that a robust analysis should be undertaken with the
housebuilders to consider the contribution the existing allocated sites will make to the
effective housing land supply over the Plan period. Once agreed, the shortfall should be
addressed by the allocation of additional sites.
3

Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

07 May 2015 11:29
LDP
LDP - Rhynie Playing Field Moss Road Rhynie

Tap O Noth Community Council have been approached by residents of the Muirs Rhynie raising their concerns
regarding the re-classification of the Playing Field Moss Road Rhynie from P3 (which is protected to conserve the
playing field) to R1 (reserved for community facilities) which would enable any future community development
while at the same time protecting the playing field from commercial development.
The community council feel that the playing/football field is going to waste and when consulting with the local
children they thought that a basketball pitch and /or tennis court would be better use of the park
Aberdeenshire Council have earmarked £4000 for drainage of the land and work is to be carried out in the near
future
We understand that the residents have raised their objections and we would ask the committee to consider the
residents views when making their decision

Secretary
Tap O Noth Community Council
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Tarves Community Council
Community Council Postbox
Tarves Post Office
The Square
Tarves
AB41 7GX
th
7 May 2015
Planning Policy Team
Aberdeenshire Council
By e mail
Dear Sir/Madam
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Settlement statements A8
Barthol Chapel is closer to Tarves than Oldmeldrum.
Barthol Chapel, as the name suggests, has an active Kirk which is an
important community facility that should be considered for receiving any
contributions from development.
Barthol Chapel School should also be supported by the nearby small
settlement of St Katherines which is 2.1 miles distant.
St Katherines
Barthol Chapel is the nearest settlement (2.1 miles) to St Katherines and
planning objectives should support the Primary school at Barthol Chapel.
Tarves
The small play park on the corner of Mackie Avenue and Duthie Webster
Road should be included as Protected land.
Planning objectives should include provision of GP Healthcare facilities in
Tarves.
The settlement boundary at the North end of Bain’s Park should reflect
accurately what currently exists in terms of development. The boundary
shown does not, as Planners allowed the Dandara application to overlap the
settlement boundary.
Likewise the OP1 boundary does not reflect the enlarged Bancon site
granted by Planners and currently nearing completion.

The Glebe field to the East of the Old Manse (and North of the Cemetery)
should be protected from development to protect the setting of the Old
Manse and the village itself. This is the area on page 66 (A8) where the
word Tarves is on the map.
OP1
Clarification is needed on what is referred to in sentence 7 “Links to the
existing adopted core path to the north and west of the site should be
included as part of the site design “
The B999 lies to the North of the site and there are no adopted core paths to
the West of Tarves to link to.
Affordable housing. Text should include “25 affordable homes or 25%
must be provided” “whichever is the greater”.
OP1 cont.
The location of the 3ha Employment land should be identified and
delineated on the location map to make it clear to all where this will be. The
Employment land should be at the edge of the site and accessed via an
improved junction or roundabout at the existing crossroads. Reserved “R”
designation land should be identified for the improved junction. The
Employment land should not be included within the settlement boundary
thus avoiding it simply becoming housing land as has happened elsewhere
due to sites being surrounded by housing and as a consequence rendered no
use for employment land. A BUS designation “safeguarded for Employment
uses” would be appropriate here.
OP2
The spelling is Braiklay.
Clarification is required as to the meaning of the sentence “Links to the
existing adopted core path to the south of the site should be included as part
of the site design”. It would appear that the locations of OP1 and OP2 have
been confused in this respect. The B999 lies to the South of the site.
OP3
The spelling is Braiklay
Community Council disagree with the Employment land allocation as the
site is constrained by housing on both sides. If this allocation progresses it
will jeopardise access from Duthie Road to OP2 and make development of
OP2 unworkable.

Proposed Plan Section 7 Shaping Formartine
The Key should use the same colour codes as the other areas in
Aberdeenshire. The coastal zone colour should be greenish not blue, both in
the zoned areas on the map, and the key, to avoid any confusion with areas
for wind turbines.
The area around Haddo House needs to made more clear which designation
(if any) has been proposed for it.
Thank you for the consultation,
Yours on behalf of the Community Council

Chairman.

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.
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I write in support of the site known as Souterhill Farm (MIR Ref: Ga054) and request that the Proposed Local
Development Plan is modified to allow for the allocation of the land for a development which will deliver 70 homes, of
which 40% are to be affordable, a community parkland and a golf practice area.

s

e

fully supportive of the CALA Homes (North) proposal and believe the site at Souterhill provides a
tremendous opportunity to deliver a high quality successful development incorporating much needed private and 40%
affordable housing (higher than the proposed plans requirement of 25% for new developments) for the popular town of
Westhill.
The proposal is well related to the adjacent housing and also the town centre, this being located only 1km away. CALA
have an established reputation of successfully delivering high quality homes throughout the local area and indeed in the
past at the immediately surrounding lands adjacent.
In addition this proposal will deliver key facilities to allow Westhill to continue to thrive with a community park and golf
club practice area – of which the club no longer have available. This will enhance the existing golf course and improve
this community facility.
We would therefore respectfully request that the land at Souterhill Farm is allocated for residential development (70
units of which 40% are affordable) and the community facilities noted above.

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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Miss
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Date

Hunt

08/05/2015

Postal Address 6 Castle Street, Edinburgh,
Postcode

EH2 3AT

Telephone Number
E-mail

0131 514 4443

sarah@greenspanenergy.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 Greenspan Agency (Renewable Energy Consultants and Developers)

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
Policy C2 Renewable Energy, Biomass Schemes (p. 61)
Add the sentence "In some cases it may be demonstrated that biomass schemes are more suitable on other land
types." after the sentence "We treat biomass schemes as industrial processes suitable for business land."
OR
Delete the statement: We treat biomass as industrial processes suitable for business land.

Reason for change
“We treat biomass schemes as industrial processes suitable for business land”.
We disagree with the sentence above because we do not think biomass schemes should be limited to business land.
Instead, the location of the biomass development should be justified on a case-by-case basis with reference to relevant
planning considerations.
For example, a biomass scheme may need to be situated near the source of its biomass fuel, for example a rural area
for agricultural waste. Alternatively, if the biomass scheme is used as a heat source in a residential area, then a
residential area would be more appropriate.
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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 C2 Renewable Energy, Wind Energy Developments (p. 61)
After the sentence:
“In all cases applications for wind turbines will only be approved if they comply with the layout, siting and design
prescriptions set out in the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines (2014)"
Add the words:
"or it can be demonstrated they are located, sited and designed appropriately”

Reason for change
The Greenspan Agency supports the approval of wind energy developments if they are sited located and designed
appropriately. However we do not support the following statement:
“In all cases applications for wind turbines will only be approved if they comply with the layout, siting and design
prescriptions set out in the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines (2014).”
As the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines (2014) says:
"This is a strategic level landscape and visual study providing a context for consideration of capacity for, and the
cumulative effects of, existing and potential future wind turbine developments in Aberdeenshire. No site specific
conclusions should be drawn from it in relation to current proposed or future wind turbines and windfarms…. All wind
energy proposals should be considered on their own unique locational and design characteristics as well as their
strategic context."
If wind turbine development is only limited to the siting prescriptions set out in the Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment there would be two negative consequences.
Firstly, it would be near impossible for any wind development to be feasible because the limited siting prescriptions are
only based on landscape and visual values. In combination with the many other planning considerations and constraints
such as protection of wildlife, proximity to dwellings, aviation restrictions or lack of grid connection, the number of
potential sites for wind turbines significantly diminishes. This is contrary to Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 155 which
states ‘Development plans should seek to ensure an area’s full potential for electricity and heat from renewable sources
is achieved, in line with national climate change targets, giving due regard to relevant environmental, community and
cumulative impact considerations’.
Secondly, because the landscape capacity study identifies very limited capacity for larger turbines (6/35 landscape
character areas have been identified as having capacity for larger turbines) it does in fact provide a recipe for greater
cumulative landscape effects because many more smaller wind turbines will be required for any significant generation of
clean electricity. By favouring smaller wind turbines the capacity study is likely to hamper progress toward the target for
renewable energy generation in the strategic development plan, or enable this target to be met only by the installation of
many more wind turbines, something that is likely to increase cumulative landscape effects.
The landscape capacity study identifies capacity based upon a snapshot in time for development activity in Spring 2013.
It is illogical to apply such a development picture to all future applications from 2017 onwards, the application should
always be supported by a comprehensive cumulative LVIA that considers the development activity at the time of the
application, not Spring 2013.
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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 C2 Renewable Energy, Wind Energy Developments (p. 61)
Delete the words "not", and "unless", and add the word "if" so the sentence reads:
‘‘Turbines greater than 15m hub height will be allowed in an area of “significant protection” as shown on the proposals
map if it can be demonstrated that any significant effects on the qualities for which the area is identified can be
substantially overcome by siting, design or mitigation.’

Reason for change
We do not support the following statement:
‘Turbines greater than 15 m hub height will not be allowed in an area of “significant protection” as shown on the
proposals map unless it can be demonstrated that any significant effects on the qualities for which the area is identified
can be substantially overcome by siting, design or mitigation.’
This statement is phrased negatively towards wind energy development. This does not demonstrate Aberdeenshire
Council’s support for the development of wind generation in the right place and of the right design.
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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
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Supplementary Guidance – Coastal Zones
We propose that the coastal zones should be consistent with SNH’s Landscape Character Assessment boundaries.

Reason for change
As per the Main Issues Report 2013 – Rural Development Position Paper the coastal zones need further revising "to
more accurately represent the sensitive coastal areas that require greater protection". In some places the coastal zones
allocated by Aberdeenshire Council extend at least 2 km inland and do not represent sensitive coastal characteristics. It
appears that in some cases the proposed boundaries have been drawn using roads as boundaries rather than
landscape character.
SNH’s Landscape Character Assessments already indicate 'coastal' landscape character types adjacent to the sea and
could be used to provide a basis for new coastal boundaries based on landscape.

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 Statements P1 and P2 on page
51
Change these policy statement to read:P1 To preserve as a playing field unless/until such time as a better alternative is identified and provided.
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
Regarding P1 I have sympathy with the substantive point made to you by Mr Bradford of Kincardine Estate viz that the
proposed wording of P2 is unnecessarily restrictive. The suggested change in wording would allow for greater flexibility
IF a better alternative site was identified. I am aware that the alternative site Kincardine Estate mention is on the flood
plain of the Dee and therefore may not be a "better" alternative but the substantive point made by the Estate is one I
support.
Regarding P2 again I am strongly of the view that the proposed wording is much too restrictive. The Village Hall
Committee have undertaken very wide consultation in the village on new hall proposals which made it very clear that the
likely site for a new hall would be in the area now occupied by the public toilets and the tennis court. The overwhelming
concensus of responses was in favour of proceeding with the new hall proposals. As secretary of both the Community
Association and the Hall Committee I also know that the community has been given a very good opportunity to make
their opinions of P2 known to the Hall Committee and the lack of responses in favour of P2 again has shown that
retention of the tennis court is not something that people regard as a priority.
The tennis court is now in a very poor state of repair both to the playing surface and to the perimeter fence and a joint
decision was taken on behalf of the CA and Bowling Club not to put up the net last year (and the same will apply this
year) because of concerns that the holes in the perimeter fence would mean that balls were likely to end up on the road
and be a safety hazard to both the players and the road users. No representations have been made to the CA
Committee about this. My observation over the past six years is that the tennis court has been very little used for that
purpose even when the perimeter fence was in slightly better condition and the net was put up.
I think it should be left up to the community to decide in due course whether a tennis court in a different location
(somewhere on this site or elsewhere) is a priority or not. For the purposes of the LDP it is sufficient for the area
covered by the Bowling Club, the Tennis Court, The Village Hall and the Car Park to be retained for recreational use
(including a new Village Hall) and leave it to the community to decide what the priorities for recreational use in this
space are.

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,
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
Although I am generally in favour of the Proposed LDP for the Banchory area, I would like to see the area to the south
side of the Dee being allocated Protected Land status.

Reason for change
The area to the south side of the Dee in Banchory has been recognized in the 'Vision' section (page 12) of the
Proposed LDP as being of importance to the community. The area between the Feugh Bridge and Scolty Hill has a
distinctive landscape character that is highly popular with the Banchory community and also people from outwith the
area for recreational purposes. It is characterized by a mix of outstanding scenery,woodland, farmland and historic
features such as the Feugh Bridge. This environment provides excellent habitats for diverse wildlife which are also
appreciated by both the Banchory community and tourists.
On these grounds it would seem reasonable that this area is allocated protected land status as it meets the majority of
the criteria laid down in the 'Policy E2 landscape'
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Modiﬁcation that you wish to see
SEE SEPARATE SHEET

Reason for change
SEE SEPARATE SHEET

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016
Claire Semple, Turley
Additional sheet
Modification That You Wish To See
Climate Change
Policy C2- Renewable Energy
Policy C2 should be reworded, insofar as it relates to renewable energy, as follows:
“There will be a presumption in favour of onshore wind energy developments, which are outwith
areas for significant protection, where there is no unacceptable, significant impact upon the
following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

net economic impact, including local and community socio-economic benefits such as
employment, associated business and supply chain opportunities;
the scale of contribution to renewable energy generation targets;
effect on greenhouse gas emissions;
cumulative impacts;
impacts on communities and individual dwellings, including visual impact, residential
amenity, noise and shadow flicker;
landscape and visual impacts, including effects on wild land;
effects on natural heritage, including birds;
impacts on carbon rich soils, using the carbon calculator;
impacts upon public access, tourism or recreation;
impacts on the historic environment, including scheduled monuments, listed buildings and
their settings;
impacts on aviation and defence interests, telecommunications and broadcasting
installations, particularly ensuring that transmission links are not compromised;
impacts on road traffic;
impacts on adjacent trunk roads; and
Effects on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk.

This policy underpins the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained within SPP.
Once a site has been decommissioned, restoration should be achieved via planning condition.”
Reason For Change
Policy compliance with SPP
Our client endorses the policy support provided for mitigating the effects of climate change, the
deployment of renewable energy can make a significant contribution to climate change and this
policy support is noted. Climate change is a serious issue which planning policy can help to facilitate
a reversal in, the support for this serious matter is acknowledged.

Our client supports the presumption in favour which policy C2 has in respect of wind energy. It is
suggested; however, that the policy is amended to a criteria based policy as outlined in the foregoing
section of this representation in order to fully represent those criteria specified in SPP.
The scale of proposals maps provided within the local plan are very difficult to read and it is
requested that in the final adopted document a more user friendly scale is adopted. We would
suggest that a criteria based approach provides a robust policy framework against which to assess
proposals.
It is considered that this criteria based policy approach is one that complies with SPP.
Project Matters
Our client is promoting a large scale wind farm on land in Aberdeenshire (the location of which is
commercially sensitive). The site is considered to be able to accommodate sufficient turbine
numbers to generate is excess of 50 Megawatts (MW), and as such will be promoted via a Section 36
application to the Scottish Ministers. It is vital that a competent local development plan policy is in
place in order to ensure planning decisions and consultation responses to section 36 applications
encourage onshore wind energy development which is appropriately located and which has minimal
environmental effects.
The scale of proposals maps provided within the local plan are very difficult to read and it is
requested that in the final adopted document a more user friendly scale is adopted. Presently it is
difficult to see whether the proposed development site sits within a spatial framework area or not,
in any event we would suggest that a criteria based approach provides a robust policy framework
against which to assess proposals.
In terms of the proposed development, it is considered that:
•

•
•

•

•

There is a net economic benefit and as such the proposed development will conform with
the presumption in favour of sustainable development within SPP. There will be
opportunities provided through the local supply chain and the presence of the wind farm
will allow diversification of rural, farming and estate businesses;
Given the generating capacity is expected to be in excess of 50MW, the development will
make a significant contribution to renewable energy targets and greenhouse gas emissions;
The closest property to the proposed development is 2.6 km and as such it is unlikely that
there will be any impacts upon residential properties, particularly in terms of noise and
shadow flicker. There may be some visibility of turbines from properties, but this in itself
does not constitute a significant effect ;
There are no landscape designations within 10km of the site. Furthermore the Cairngorms
National Park is 11 km away from the site and there is little visibility of the proposed
development from the NP. The development is unlikely to compromise the integrity of any
landscape designations;
There are some ecological designations within 10 km of the proposed development site,
however, from baseline studies undertaken to date, there are not expected to be any
significant effects upon these designations as a result of the proposed development. The

•
•

•

•

•

•

site is not sensitive in respect of ornithology and as such no predicted effects would be
predicted upon avian ecology as a result of the baseline studies undertaken to date;
There is peat underlying the site and as such a robust assessment will be undertaken in
respect of this resource to minimise any potential effects;
The site is currently readily accessible to the public and the proposals will not result in a
reduction in the level of access currently enjoyed, this having no effect upon tourism or
recreation;
There are a number of cultural heritage resources circa 5km for the proposed development
site, the topography of the site generally precluded any intervisibility of these with the
proposed development and as such there is not predicted to be any significant effect upon
this resource;
Preliminary work has been undertaken in respect of the aviation and defence interests and
it is considered that there is technical mitigation in place should this be required, the
implementation of any mitigation would result in no effect upon defence or aviation
interests. There are no predicted effects upon any other telecommunications equipment ;
A preliminary route to site has been identified which involves the delivery of turbines to a
port close to the site and then delivery by road, this route will seek to minimise local
transport and traffic issues and delivery will be undertaken outwith peak traffic hours to
minimise congestion;
There are no predicted effects upon the hydrological environmental as a result of the
proposed development.

As outlined by the revised criteria based policy the proposed wind farm is considered to have
minimal environmental effects whilst making a significant contribution to the proposed renewable
energy generation targets.

Udny Community Council (date 08/05/15)

houses in the village and the opportunity to develop and build much needed community
facilities.
Modification that we wish to see (2):Udny Green
1. Allocation of houses should be reduced to a maximum of 20.
2. The map shown in proposed plan needs to be corrected as it is inaccurate.
Reason for change (2):It has already been acknowledged by Aberdeenshire Council that there have been errors in
identifying the number of houses on this site and the adjoining site to the north. The original
figure of 30 got distorted to 45 in previous documentation and if you do not amend the figure
in the proposed 2016 plan the actual number will be 48 as you allowed an increase of 3 to
the original plan. Our proposed figure of 20 will give a site total 0f 38 which is still more than
originally planned but is a figure that we feel is more pragmatic.
Your map of Udny Green is not consistent with a recent planning application APP/2014/1180
and leaves in doubt the actual boundaries of the site especially the eastern boundary of
OP1.
It should be noted that the road network surrounding the site is basically a single track
network and cannot accommodate this large percentage increase in traffic.
End

On behalf of Udny Community Council
Yours faithfully

(Secretary, Udny Community Council)
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Fiona Thompson
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

07 May 2015 17:51
LDP
RE

has sent you a document

Modification that you wish to see:
Removal of site OP3 Balmedie Menie from the Local Plan and the deletion of all houses including holiday
homes from this site.
Reasons for change:
The inclusion of this site within the Local Plan is unnecessary. Development should only take place as set
out within the original planning permission, which was granted following careful examination at a Public
Local Inquiry.
Scottish Government Ministers granted this very exceptional permission on the grounds of alleged
economic benefit which was stated to be of National importance. The Reporters set out a carefully staged
phasing of the development through a very detailed Masterplan to ensure that these economic gains were
delivered. A series of conditions were put in place which were intended to ensure that the commercial
development of the Menie resort was under way before any of the housing could be built. For example
the 450 bedroom hotel and a number of the holiday homes were to be built before any of the 500 private
houses could be constructed.
The inclusion of Balmedie Menie Site OP3 within the Local Plan cuts through the original rationale as set
out by both the Reporter and the Scottish Government and by the Masterplanning process undertaken
between the Trump organisation and Aberdeenshire Council.
I request that the allocation of all houses including holiday homes in Balmedie Menie OP3 be
deleted. Trump International has not moved on the original permission and the promised economic gains
have not been derived.
As an alternative location these dwellings could be allocated to existing settlements such as Ellon where
local services and infrastructure are already in place.
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