Garioch

GARIOCH AREA COMMITTEE

TUESDAY 3rd & WEDNESDAY 4th SEPTEMBER 2019 at 9.30 AM.

Your attendance is requested at a special meeting of the Garioch Area Committee to
be held in the Council Chamber, Gordon House, Inverurie, AB51 3WA on Tuesday, 3
and Wednesday 4 September at 9.30am.

20 August 2019

To:

Margaret-Jane Cardno
Garioch Area Manager

Councillors F Hood (Chair), D Aitchison, N Baillie, L Berry, M Ewenson,
M Ford, V Harper, S Leslie, D Lonchay, R McKail, A McKelvie, G Reid,
H Smith, I Walker and J Whyte

Contact Person:-

ALISON CUMMING

Tel: 01467 530796

BUSINESS

Apologies
1.

Declaration of Members’ Interests

2.

Equalities
“In line with the Council’s legal duty under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010
the Committee, in making decisions on the attached reports, shall have due
regard to the need to:(i)
(ii)
(iii)

eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation;
advance equality of opportunity between those who share a protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it; and
foster good relations between those who share a protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.”

BUSINESS SERVICES
3.

Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982
Application for Grant of a Public Entertainment Licence

INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES
4.

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2021 – Analysis of responses to the
Main Issues Report 2019.
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PUBLIC SECTOR EQUALITY DUTY – GUIDANCE FOR MEMBERS
What is the duty?
In making decisions on the attached reports, Members are reminded of their legal
duty under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 to have due regard to the need to:(i)
(ii)
(iii)

eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation;
advance equality of opportunity between those who share a protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it; and
foster good relations between those who share a protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it.

The “protected characteristics” under the legislation are: age; disability; gender
reassignment; pregnancy and maternity; race; religion or belief; sex; sexual
orientation; and (in relation to point (i) above only) marriage and civil partnership.
How can Members discharge the duty?
To ‘have due regard’ means that in making decisions, Members must consciously
consider the need to do the three things set out above. This requires a conscious
approach and state of mind. The duty must influence the final decision.
However, it is not a duty to achieve a particular result (e.g. to eliminate unlawful racial
discrimination or to promote good relations between persons of different racial
groups). It is a duty to have due regard to the need to achieve these goals.
How much regard is ‘due’ will depend upon the circumstances and in particular on
the relevance of the needs to the decision in question. The greater the relevance
and potential impact that a decision may have on people with protected
characteristics, the higher the regard required by the duty.
What does this mean for Committee/Full Council decisions?
Members are directed to the section in reports headed ‘Equalities, Staffing and
Financial Implications’. This will indicate whether or not an Equality Impact
Assessment (EIA) has been carried out as part of the development of the proposals
and, if so, what the outcome of that assessment is.
An EIA will be appended to a report where it is likely that the action recommended in
the report could have a differential impact (either positive or negative) upon people
from different protected groups. The report author will have assessed whether or not
an EIA is required. If one is not required, the report author will explain why that is.
Where an EIA is provided, Members should consider its contents and take those into
account when reaching their decision. Members should also be satisfied that the
assessment is sufficiently robust and that they have enough of an understanding of
the issues to be able to discharge their legal duty satisfactorily.
For more detailed guidance please refer to the following link:https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/technical-guidancepublic-sector-equality-duty-scotland
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Business Services

REPORT TO GARIOCH AREA COMMITTEE – 3 SEPTEMBER 2019
CIVIC GOVERNMENT (SCOTLAND) ACT 1982
APPLICATION FOR GRANT OF A PUBLIC ENTERTAINMENT LICENCE
1

Recommendations

1.1

The Garioch Area Committee is asked to consider an application for the
grant of a Public Entertainment Licence and the recommendation to
refuse made by the Legal and Governance Service in respect thereof
and determine whether the application should be granted or refused.

1.2

If minded to grant the application, that such grant is conditional upon
receipt of the confirmation of display of the site notice advertising the
event to members of the public and to delegate the issue of appropriate
conditions to the Head of Legal and Governance following consultation
with the statutory consultees and the applicant.

2

Background/Discussion
Application

2.1

The Square Group of the Square Bar, the Square, Kintore, AB51 OUS, per
Stephen James MacDonald of Donview, the Square, Kintore, AB51 OUS,
submitted an application for the grant of a Public Entertainment licence for the
following event
•
•

•
•
•
2.2

Event Type: A family day including concert and live music; target
audience families and music enthusiasts
Location: originally the field adjacent to Kintore Golf Club, Balbithan,
Kintore, AB51 0UR, as shown on the application form. NOTE: the
location was changed to Castle Fraser, Sauchen, Inverurie, AB51
7LD on 6th June 2019 in the ancillary documentation but not on the
application form. The application has been processed on the basis
that the event is to take place at Castle Fraser.
Date of Event: 7th September 2019
Event times: Public: 2.30p.m – 8.00p.m.; VIPS: Pre-Event dining between
12.00 noon and 3.00p.m. (over 18s only)
Numbers attending: Public – 2,000; VIPS – 150

The application was lodged on 1st May 2019. An event safety plan, layout
plan and risk assessment were lodged with the application. Revised
documentation was lodged on 6th June 2019.
Members should note that all documentation relating to the application has
come from George Walker Event Management Limited and not the company
that has applied for the Public Entertainment Licence. Procedurally, an Event
Safety Plan should be submitted to, and approved by, the Aberdeenshire
Events Team prior to a public entertainment licence application being made.
This did not happen in respect of this application. While this is not a statutory
requirement, complying with this pre-application work would have greatly
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assisted the applicants and made the processing of the licence application
much more straightforward.
2.3

A copy of the application and related revised paperwork is attached as
Appendix 1 to this Report.
Consultations

2.4

The Chief Constable, the Firemaster, the Scottish Ambulance Service,
Environmental Health, The Roads Service, the Licensing Standards Officer,
The Aberdeenshire Events Team and Building Standards were consulted on
the application. The application was consulted on between 12th July and 9th
August 2019.

2.5

Following receipt of the application forms, a number of consultees expressed
great concern regarding the terms of the event safety plan and the nature of
the layout plan. Thereafter, the Aberdeenshire Events team called a multiagency meeting to discuss the application with the Applicant and Mr Walker.
This meeting was held on 17th July 2019 at which meeting, the applicant was
advised by all partners present that the information contained within the Event
Safety Plan was insufficient and needed to be addressed. Mr Walker was not
able to attend this meeting.

2.6

The Events Safety Team thereafter responded to the licence consultation, by
email dated 23rd July 2019, advising that the Event Safety Plan could not be
agreed in its current format and advising that the applicant had undertaken to
submit an updated event safety plan addressing the various issues raised.

2.7

Subsequently, the Ambulance Service asked questions of the Applicant by
email on 24th July 2019 and Police Scotland asked questions of the Applicant
by email on 30th July 2019. To date, the questions raised have not been
satisfactorily addressed by the Applicants.

2.8

Updated information was lodged by the applicant on 24th and 31st July 2019
respectively and forwarded to consultees for information.

2.9

The Licensing Standards Officer arranged a further multi-agency meeting with
the applicant on 13th August 2019. Police Scotland, the Ambulance Service,
National Trust representatives and the LSO met with the applicant and Mr
Walker. Mr Walker was of the view that no additional information required to
be provided in respect of the event safety plan.

2.10

Environmental Health advised by email dated 6th August 2019 that they have
no issues. However, there is information missing from the Event Safety Plan
that may require input from that Service, from the Roads Service and from
Building Standards.

2.11

The deadline for responses expired on 9th August 2019, but many of the
consultees have not been able to respond to the application because they are
not able to, given that their concerns have not been addressed in respect of
the Event Safety Plan.

2.12

Further revised documentation was submitted by the applicant on 13th August
2019. These documents have been received outwith the statutory
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consultation period. There is little time for consultees to provide a meaningful
response to this new information prior to the date of the event.
Members should not that there is provision within the legislation for late
objections/representations to be made which the Committee can, on good
cause shown, accept as part of the consideration of the application. The
Committee needs to consider whether justice can be done in considering the
application without sight of these documents. A verbal update will be given to
Members at the hearing should any late objections/representations be made.
The Committee will only get sight of the actual objections/representations if
Members determine that they are to be included as part of the consideration
of the application. Any late documents accepted will form Appendix 5 to this
report.
2.13

Copies of the undernoted documents are attached as Appendix 2 to this
report:






Email from Events Safety Team of 23rd July 2019
Email from Ambulance Service of 24th July 2019
Email from Police Scotland of 30th July 2019
Email from Environmental Health of 6th August 2019
Revised documentation submitted by Applicant on 13th August 2019 –
currently with the statutory consultees.

Public Notice
2.14

The applicant was required to display a site notice at the premises advising
members of the public that an application had been made.

2.15

No objections or representations have been lodged by Members of the Public
in response to the display of the site notice.
Conclusion of Legal Officers

2.16

In terms of the Scheme of Governance, a Public Entertainment Licence will
normally be granted by the Legal and Governance Service using delegated
powers, set out at Section 8.8 of the list of Officer Powers in Part 2B of the
Scheme of Governance, in the absence of objections or adverse
representations. This is done on the basis that the application meets all the
legal tests set out in terms of the Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982.

2.17

This application was reviewed by a Senior Solicitor (Democratic Services) and
the Principal Solicitor (Governance) on 15th August 2019. Legal Officers are
not satisfied that a licence can be issued in this instance.
The following information/concerns are outstanding:
Police

• Information on the general nature
of the event
• Information on specific safety
conditions
• Operation of licensed area
• Information about a firework
display being included as part of
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Fire
Ambulance

Events Team
Roads
Environmental Health

Building Standards

Licensing Standards Officer
General Issues

2.18

the event not included in the ESP
• Late representation lodged also
Not able to respond
• Size of the event arena
• Emergency exit gate size
• Times for evacuating all people in
the event of something major
happening.
• Size of the stage
• Location and type of safety barriers
around the stage
• The size of the bars
• Information on toilets
• Information on First Aid
• Information on the VIP shelter.
An ESP that can be formally signed
off
No response made
Information on number of toilet
facilities
Information regarding food business
attending who should all have a pass
certificate in terms of the food
Hygiene Information Scheme
Standard Conditions to be agreed by
the applicant and attached to any
licence granted by the Committee
Late Representation
Information relating to staging,
including an inflatable stage not
included in the ESP
Late Representation
Late representation
Certificate of Compliance in respect
of display of site notice at the
premises is still to be submitted by
the applicant.

In light of the above, Legal Officers are not satisfied on the following points:
•
•

Whether the applicant is a fit and proper person to hold a licence
Whether the Premises are suitable or convenient for holding such an
event having regard to:
The location, character and condition of the premises

That nature and extent of the proposed activity

The kind of persons likely to attend the event

The possibility of undue public nuisance and]

The possibility of adverse impacts on public order and public safety

2.19 Legal Officers are therefore declining to use their delegated powers and are
instead referring consideration of the application to the Committee, as
licensing authority, with a recommendation to refuse the application unless the
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applicant can satisfy the Committee that the application satisfies the legal
tests and the licence can safely be granted.
2.20

The Applicant, Mr Walker and the representatives of Police Scotland, The
Scottish Fire & Rescue Service, The Scottish Ambulance Service, The Roads
Service, the Environmental Health Service, the Aberdeenshire Events Team,
Building Standards and the Licensing Standards Officer have been requested
to attend the meeting by letter dated 19th August 2019. All parties have also
been given copies of this Report, and the procedures for the hearing.
Procedure

2.21

Each application should be considered on its own merits

2.22

The legal test to be applied is set out at Appendix 3 to this report.

2.23

Members should follow the procedures outlined at Appendix 4 to this report.

2.24

The Council’s Head of Finance and the Monitoring Officer within Business
Services have been consulted in the preparation of this report and their
comments have been incorporated.

3

Scheme of Governance

3.1

The Legal and Governance Service is declining to deal with this application in
terms of their delegated power set out in Section 8.8 of the list of Officer
Powers at Part 2B of the Scheme of Governance and are recommending
refusal of the application for the reasons set out at sections 2.17 – 2.19 of this
Report.

3.2

The Area Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in
terms of Section B7.1 and 7.2f of the List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of
the Scheme of Governance which enables the Committee to decide on an
application where material objections have been lodged or where there is an
officer recommendation that an application be refused.

Equalities, Staffing and Financial Implications
4.1

An Equality Impact Assessment is not needed in this case because the
granting or refusing of the application will not have a differential impact on the
protected characteristics of the applicant or any third parties.

4.2

There are no staffing and financial implications arising from this report.

4.3

There are no Risks identified in respect of this matter in terms of the
Corporate and Directorate Risk Registers as the Committee is considering the
application as the Licensing Authority in a quasi-judicial role and must
determine the application on its own merits in accordance with the legal tests
set out in the relevant legislation.

4.4

The Town Centre Principle does not apply in respect of this matter as the
Committee is considering the complaint as Licensing Authority in a quasijudicial role and must determine the application on its own merits in
accordance with the legal tests set out in the relevant legislation
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Ritchie Johnson
Director of Business Services
Report prepared by:- Fiona M. Stewart, Senior Solicitor (Democratic Services)
Date: 15th August 2019
References: J/la/licensing shared/licensing/meetings/Area Committees/Garioch/3rd
September 2019/Square in the Park/Committee Report.doc
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APPENDIX 1

COPY APPLICATION AND RELATED PAPERWORK
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APPENDIX 2







Email from Events Safety Team of 23rd July 2019
Email from Ambulance Service of 24th July 2019
Email from Police Scotland of 30th July 2019
Email from Environmental Health of 6th August 2019
Revised documentation submitted by Applicant on 13th August 2019.
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APPENDIX 3
Civic Government (Scotland) Act 1982
Section 41 and Schedule 1
Applications for Grant and Renewal of Public Entertainment Licences
LEGAL TEST
A Licensing authority SHALL refuse an application to grant or renew a licence if, in
their opinion:
a.

The applicant or, where the applicant is not a natural person, any director of it or
partner in it or any other person responsible for its management, is either –
i.
ii.

For the time being disqualified from holding a licence under Section 7(6) of
the Act; or
Not a fit and proper person to be the holder of the licence

b.

The activity to which it relates would be managed by or carried on for the benefit
of a person, other than the applicant, who would be refused the grant or renewal
of such a licence if they made the application themselves;

c.

Where the licence applied for relates to an activity consisting of or including the
use of premises or a vehicle or vessel, those premises are not or, as the case
may be, that vehicle or vessel is not suitable or convenient for the conduct of the
activity having regard toi.
ii.
iii.
iv.
v.

d.

The location, character or condition of the premises or the character or
condition of the vehicle or vessel
The nature and extent of the proposed activity
The kind of persons likely to be in the premises, vehicle or vessel
The possibility of undue public nuisance; or
Public order or public safety; or

There is other good reason for refusing the application;

And otherwise SHALL grant the application.
1.

2.

In terms of Section 41 (1) of the above Act, a licence known as a public
entertainment licence, SHALL be required for the use of premises as a place
of public entertainment.
Section 41 (2), states that “place of public entertainment” means any place
where members of the public are admitted or may use any facilities for the
purposes of entertainment or recreation but does not include:
a.
an athletic or sports ground while being used as such;
aa.
premises in respect of which a licence is required under section 41A of
the Act (Indoor Sports Entertainment Venues) while such premises are
being used for the purposes mentioned in that section;
b.
an educational establishment whilst being used as such (includes
universities and theological colleges)
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c.
d.
e.
f.

g.

h.

3.

Section 41 (3), states that, a licensing authority, MAY attach conditions to a
public entertainment licence –
a.
b.
c.

4.

premises belonging or occupied by any religious body while being used
wholly or mainly for purposes connected with that body;
premises licensed under the Theatres Act 1968 1or the Cinemas Act
1985;
premises in which there is a club gaming permit or a prize gaming
permit in terms of the Gambling Act 2005.
premises in respect of which a premises licence in terms of the
Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005 has effect in which the public
entertainment is being provided during their licensed hours;
premises in which machines for entertainment or amusement are being
provided incidentally to the main purpose or use of the premises where
that main purpose or uses is not as a place of public entertainment; or
such other premises as the Scottish Ministers, MAY by order or
statutory instrument specify.

restricting the use of premises to a specified kind or specified kinds of
entertainment or recreation;
limiting the number of persons to be admitted to the premises;
fixing the days and times when the premises may be open for the
purposes of the entertainment or recreation.

A licensing authority, SHALL NOT, in a case where a certificate falls to
submitted to them (in relation to the display of a site notice) reach a final
decision on an application to which the certificate relates until it has been so
submitted.

Activities Licensable in Aberdeenshire since 29th July 2013
(FIRST)
 Private and Public Halls
 Church Halls
 Schools and Other Educational Establishments (where 60 or more members
of the public are admitted)
 Community Centres
 Licensing Premises within the meaning of the Licensing (Scotland) Act 2005
in which public entertainment is being provided outwith the licensed hours
 Sports Centres
 Theatres
 Commercial, Industrial or Warehouse Premises
 Bungee Jumping (Including reverse bungee jumping)
 Discos, Ceilidhs, Raves and other indoor and outdoor amplified music events
 Public fairs (being events of a larger scale than those excluded under Clause
(Second) below)
 Agricultural shows, including Equestrian events, sheepdog trials and tractor
pulling
1

This exemption was removed by the Air Weapons and Licensing (Scotland) Act 2015
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Highland games
Parachute jumps and other aerial displays
Public bonfires, firework displays and fireball events
Motor stunt shows and motor vehicle events involving competitive racing
Open air concerns and festivals
Public events held in marquees (being events of a larger scale than those
excluded under Clause (Second) below)
Paintball
Circuses and exhibitions of performing animals
Ice skating and roller skating
Go karting and quad biking
Fairgrounds

(SECOND)
 For the avoidance of doubt a licence shall not be required for any local gala
day or fete unless the same involved any of the activities listed in clause
(FIRST) above.
(THIRD)
 A licence shall not be required for a church hall where used for religious
purposes, a school or other educational establishment used for the purposes
of education, not a sports centre where used for the purposes of the relevant
sport or sports.
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APPENDIX 4
PROCEDURE
Members should follow the procedure below:(a)

Identify whether the applicant and his/her advisors are present.

(b)

Identify whether the Objector(s) and his/her advisors are present.{In this case
each of the consultees: Police, Fire, Ambulance, Events Team, Roads,
Environmental Health, Building Standards, LSO} [in turn]

(c)

Invite the applicant to speak to his application (outline to the Committee why
the application has been made and make any comments in relation to any
observation/objection made in respect of the application)

(d)

Ask each consultee to speak {Police, Fire, Ambulance, Events Team, Roads,
Environmental Health, Building Standards, LSO} [in turn]

(e)

Give the applicant an opportunity to address any issues raised by the
Consultees.

(f)

Members MAY then question all parties present.

(g)

Members should invite concluding remarks (objector(s) then applicant), but no
new evidence, before considering the application.

(h)

Members can then deliberate on the application. Members may also seek legal
advice. Members may retire to discuss the application. However, no decisions
can be taken during any retiral.

(i)

Thereafter, the Chairman should:
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)
(v)

Call for a motion
Call for a seconder to the motion
Call for any amendment to the motion
Call for a seconder to any amendment proposed.
If there is no amendment, the Chairman should confirm with the Committee
that the decision is unanimous. (usually by a show of hands.)
(vi) If there is an amendment, then there MUST be a vote. The Chairman has
the casting vote.
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APPENDIX 5

LATE REPRESENTATIONS ACCEPTED BY THE COMMITTEE
(actual documents will be circulated at Committee if the Committee agrees to
take them into consideration)
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Infrastructure Services

REPORT TO GARIOCH AREA COMMITTEE – 3 & 4 SEPTEMBER 2019
ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2021 – ANALYSIS OF
RESPONSES TO THE MAIN ISSUES REPORT 2019
1

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
1.

consider and discuss the analysis undertaken by Officers of
representations received on the Main Issues Report 2019; and

2.

make comment upon and/or agree on the recommended actions
on the content of the policies and settlement statements for the
Garioch area of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan for further consideration by the Infrastructure Services
Committee.

2

Background / Discussion

2.1

The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan is a statutory document that is
prepared to guide and inform the granting of planning permission within the
area, excluding the Cairngorms National Park. Preparation of the Plan is
principally governed by Part 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland)
Act 1997, as amended by the Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 2006. The
minimum process of preparing a Local Development Plan is set out in the
Town and Country Planning (Development Planning) (Scotland) Regulations
2008.

2.2

In June of this year the Scottish Government approved the Planning
(Scotland) Bill and following Royal Assent, the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019
is now in force. This provides some radical reforms to the process of
preparing a development plan. These have included a significant increase in
the material weight of the National Planning Framework (NPF) and Scottish
Planning Policy (SPP), the removal of Strategic Development Plans, the
introduction of Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS) and a more “place” based
approach for Local Development Plans. This has been the subject of debate
at Infrastructure Services Committee, who provided the Aberdeenshire
Council view during the Planning Bill consultation processes. Secondary
legislation will be required for commencement and implementation of the
provisions of the 2019 Act however, there is no legal reason to await this as
we progress with the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. It is usual in
such circumstances, for transitionary processes to be put in place. The
process of effective and up-to-date planning cannot be delayed by waiting for
the full implementation of the new legislation.

2.3

A portfolio of papers are appended to this Report:
Appendix 1a
Appendix 1b

Issues and Actions – Policies
Issues and Actions – Garioch Settlements
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Appendix 2a
Appendix 2b
Appendix 3
Appendix 4

Draft Proposed Local Development Plan –
Policies
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan –
Garioch Settlements
Timelines for the Next Stages of the Local
Development Plan to Adoption
Town Centre Impact Assessment

It is important, however, to recognise that the stage of presenting a “Proposed
Local Development Plan” has not yet been reached. That is a matter which
is reserved for Aberdeenshire Council who will decide whether the Proposed
Plan will become the settled view of the Council when reported to them
towards the end of this year. Instead comprehensive analysis of all the
comments received in response to the Main Issues Report has been carried
out. This Report presents the conclusions as to what the Planning Service
consider to be appropriate content for that future Plan – Appendix 1a and
Appendix 1b. During this process assistance has been given in the form of
the very early publication of an informal Draft Proposed Local Development
Plan in parallel with the Main Issues Report. This sets out how Officers
foresee the Plan should read if all recommendations were adopted. While this
is a non-statutory document and has no weight in decision making this has
been a significant focus for the engagement process that is now concluding.
The Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 will make consultation on a Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan a statutory requirement at this stage in future and
part of the thought behind publishing a draft at this stage was to take
cognisance of the emerging legislation.
2.4

The “Issues and Actions” papers can be made significantly easier to
understand through reference to the existing Local Development Plan 2017,
the suite of Main Issues documents published in January 2019 and this Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan. The existing Local Development Plan
and the Main Issues Report were previously provided to all Members in 2017
and 2019. The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (although with no
status in the formal process and is now obsolete) has served a useful purpose
in illustrating to Members and the Public how the Proposed Plan may address
issues and how it may look once finalised – Appendix 2a and Appendix 2b.
This document is still available to view as a point of reference. All of these
documents are available on the website:
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/ldp-2021/.
Link to the Main Issues Report and Settlements:
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/ldp-2021/mainissues-report/.

2.5

During the MIR consultation, a Pilot Youth Engagement Project was
undertaken to engage Aberdeenshire schools in preparation on the LDP
2021. Kemnay Academy was a participant in this project. Pupils were given
the opportunity to give their views on the bids presented in the MIR.
Comments received have been incorporated into the Issues and Actions
paper for Kemnay. This work aligns with the emerging planning legislation
with regards to youth participation within the preparation of future Local
Development Plans.
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2.6

Each Area Committee is to be asked to make comments on the Issues and
Actions papers that consider the process of drawing up the Main Issues
Report, this being the introductory elements of a new Plan and the policies
that, it is believed, should be taken forward. These comments will be made
available to Infrastructure Services Committee (ISC) at their meeting on 3
October 2019. Clarity will be sought from that Committee on the final content
of these sections for the new Plan.

2.7

Comments relating to the forward planning of the settlements in the Garioch
area and all others will be presented to Members of the Infrastructure
Services Committee. Matters to be highlighted to that Committee will largely
be based on concerns regarding implementation, cross-area conflicts, issues
of legality and any specific issues requested by Members.

2.8

In addition, anticipating the influence of the forthcoming Planning (Scotland)
Act 2019, most of the Supplementary Guidance is to be incorporated within
the new Local Development Plan. Fifteen Appendices are proposed, in
addition to Appendix 10: Settlement Statements, to either repeat policy from
the current Supplementary Guidance in a new format or expand existing
advice. Where there is a repetition of existing Supplementary Guidance, the
obligations in Circular 6/2013 Development Planning will be met, for focused
engagement with stakeholders.

2.9

The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan is a document that contains
policy principles and actions required to deliver the overall vision and
outcomes stated by the Council in the Council Plan. As such a Policy
Development & Review Framework is normally used as a process for the
development, monitoring and promotion of the formal review of policies within
Aberdeenshire. This is part of the Council’s Scheme of Governance. We
have not used this Framework as there is a statutory requirement to deliver
the service and operate in a specific way, and the Council has no ability to
deviate from the statutory direction provided.

2.10 For the Local Development Plan we are obliged by statute to produce a
Development Plan Scheme that sets out annually the programme for the
development and review of the Local Development Plan. This was agreed by
Infrastructure Services Committee in January 2019 and sets out an indicative
timescale for the development of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2021. The Development Plan Scheme is subject to an Equalities Review and
ensures that appropriate actions are taken to meet issues that may result from
Data Protection impacts. It also contains a “Participation Statement” intended
to foster local stakeholder participation which is based on the national
Standards for Community Engagement (rather than the internal consultation
code of practice). A summary timeline for the next steps of the LDP is
attached at Appendix 3.
2.11

In preparing the Local Development Plan, consultation engagement takes
place with external consultees for two periods of at least 8 weeks each.
Internal consultations are undertaken through reference to a cross-Service
Development Plan Steering Group. Area Managers are represented on this
group. The Area Committees are consulted on issues such as those being
considered today before the Proposed Local Development Plan is promoted
to Aberdeenshire Council for approval. Feedback is provided to all
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stakeholders on the weight of the representations that they have made. The
Head of Planning and Environment ultimately sponsors the Local
Development Plan to Aberdeenshire Council for approval. A dedicated public
web-space is provided to access the Local Development Plan and its
associated supporting documentation.
2.12

Monitoring of the Local Development Plan occurs annually with the production
of a Monitoring Report. Three years before the end of the current Plan the
process of developing the next Plan is taken forward based on red, green and
amber notifications within this Report.

2.13 The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this Report, their comments incorporated
and are satisfied that the Report complies with the Scheme of Governance
and relevant legislation.
3

Scheme of Governance

3.1

The Committee is able to consider this item in terms of Section B.1.2 of the
List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of Governance to
consider, comment on, make recommendations to Services and any other
appropriate Committee on any matter or policy which impacts its Area.

4

Implications and Risk

4.1

An Equality Impact Assessment is not required because the Area
Committee is making no decisions on the Proposed Local Development
Plan at this meeting that may have a differential impact on any people with
protected characteristics. These decisions will be taken by Aberdeenshire
Council.

4.2

There are no staffing and financial implications arising from this Report.

4.3

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Corporate Level:
Risk ID ACORP006: Reputation management (including social media) in so
far as Aberdeenshire Council must be able to demonstrate that it has
considered all submissions made to the Main Issues Report prior to finalising
the Proposed Local Development Plan.
Please see page 2 of the Corporate Risk Register.
The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Strategic Level:
Risk ID ECSSR004 Support Inclusive, Vibrant & Healthy Communities
Risk ID ISSR001 Active Travel
Risk ID ISSR002 Regeneration
Risk ID ISSR004 Climate Change
Risk ID ISSR005 Affordable Housing.
Risk ID ISSR006 Flood Protection
Risk ID ISSR008 Economic Development
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In each of these cases the Local Development Plan makes a positive
contribution to the delivery of the impacts identified on all these topics, to a
greater or lesser extent.
Please see pages 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 of the Directorate Risk
Registers.
4.4

The Main Issues Report contains a range of actions designed to support
existing town centres and complies with Aberdeenshire Council’s Town
Centres First policy by promoting Town Centres as vibrant, multi-use locations
for leisure, retailing, office development and housing. A Town Centre Impact
Assessment has been undertaken and demonstrates that the Main Issues
Report contains a range of options designed to support existing town centres
and complies with Aberdeenshire Council’s Town Centres First policy by
promoting Town Centres as vibrant, multi-use locations for leisure, retailing,
office development and housing. Recommendations are made to support this
policy provision. The Town Centre Impact Assessment is attached at
Appendix 4.

Stephen Archer,
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Piers Blaxter, Policy Team Leader
Date: 8 August 2019
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Appendix 1a Policies
Issues and Actions
Issue
Policy
Number

PDF
Page

Agenda
Page

1

MIR Process and Other Issues

1

184

2

Regional Issues Affecting Aberdeenshire

6

189

3

8

191

4

Use and Influences on the Local
Development Plan
The Vision of the Local Development Plan

10

193

5

Spatial Strategy

19

202

6

Shaping Business Development

31

214

7

Shaping Development in the Countryside

42

225

8

Shaping Homes and Housing

65

248

9

Shaping Places

88

271

10

Natural Heritage and Landscape

106

289

11

The Historic Environment

114

297

12

Protecting Resources

119

302

13

Climate Change

132

315

14

Responsibilities of Developers

141

324

15

Issues Not Considered in the Main Issues
Report

149

332
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Issue 1 MIR Process and Other Issues
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
4
64
116
166
176
273
298
309
323
351
430
529
570
596
651
780
791
792
809
843
860
865
869
890
910
953
967
980
988
1019
1069
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Respondents
Mr Simon Peachey
Mr Charles Taylor
Mrs Janie Spencer
Ms Linda Taberner
Mrs Lesley Wilson
Mr & Mrs Collam
Mr Gavin Jones
Mr James Ian Wood
Mr Tom Cochrane
Mrs Kirstie Forbes-Sempill
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Ryden LLP on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Limited
Ms Aileen Salway
Clarendon Planning & Development Ltd on behalf of The Sluie Estate
Trust
Mr Andrew Richards
Mr Robert Farquharson
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
Sirius Planning on behalf of FCC Environment
Mr Robert Moore
Kintore and District Community Council
Mr Richard Bice on behalf of Ms Sandra Sim
Inverurie Community Council
JLL on behalf of Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc
Holder Planning on behalf of Hallam Land
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Corsindae Estate
North Kincardine Rural Community Council
Homes for Scotland
Mr Paul Davison
Mr Bill Cowie
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Mr Ian Ross
Strutt & Parker on behalf of CHAP Homes
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2. Issues
Engagement
The efforts made by the Policy Team to engage with the local community to support
their information gathering, to encourage active participation in the process to date and
the good level of communication so far, is to be commended (953). However, at the
public meetings insufficient time was given over to questions (323). Mediums such as
“Facebook” likes could have been used to measure the level of engagement (64).
Informing affected persons within 20 metres of a development zone does not offer other
affected residents a formal opportunity to comment. A 40 metre boundary should be
used (273).
Inclusion of detailed local plans is crucial (570).
Methods Used in Production of the MIR
A respondent has indicated that it is correct to classify bids as preferred, not preferred
and reserved (166). The term "reserved" indicates that planners accept development
ongoing in the area (323). Site visits and a proper investigation should have been
undertaken so that access issues and service provision are carried out in advance of
allocation (988).
It is to be hoped that the Council planning officials have received suitable facts,
evidence and analysis to support the community wishes (64). The Main Issues Report
(MIR) could have been made clearer through the use of basic graphs to assist
developers to realise that aspirations must meet need (809).
The MIR only looks at the building of houses and not at other services (651). The
process is designed to intimidate, confuse and discourage people from exercising the
right to comment and be heard (780). The LDP process is developer led and they
"prepare sites" for greater chance of success (309, 323, 351). Concern was raised that
electricity lines had not been considered consistently by bid proposers (869). The
public are expected to comment on a judgement by someone who has little knowledge
of the area (780). A 100% survey of settlement residents should be undertaken and
social media avoided (860). Written responses to previous consultations have not
been given due consideration (865). A simpler site coding system should have been
used (865). The Settlement Statement Appendices (Appendix 10) of the MIR are an
aggregated list of all the received planning bids with no analysis or assessment of need
applied (298).
The publication of a Draft Proposed Local Development Plan caused greater confusion
and appears to undermine the MIR consultation process. It makes preferred options
seem like fait accompli and sends a message of the LDP being further along than it
should at this stage (890, 967). It is inappropriate, premature and pre-empts the
outcome of this consultation (910).
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The Priorities in the Main Issues Report
Two respondents (843, 980) considered that the four priorities referenced are vague
and as such are meaningless. Support was given to the four main priorities, in
particular "to support a strong, sustainable diverse and successful economy" but the
respondent feels it is unclear why the other seven priorities of Aberdeenshire Council
are not addressed by the content of the LDP (792).
There was no prioritisation of transport in the MIR. Consultation should take place with
SUSTRANS on transport matters. Without consideration, transport issues will never
receive the improvements in provision it deserves (4, 176).
The MIR fails to provide clarity on the scale of housing land release to be
accommodated (529) and Aberdeenshire Council should demonstrate that all allocated
sites can be delivered within the required timescale and that there are no constraints to
the site that would prevent it from coming forward (596).
Other Issues
The delay to Stage 3 of the Planning (Scotland) Bill required the Council to plan
according to the current regulations and should not align itself with the Bill (1019, 1069).
It was noted that the Proposed Strategic Development Plan (SDP) and its examination
may result in change. It may require the LDP to allocate additional housing sites and
may introduce additional Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs). Publication of the MIR is
premature until the receipt of the Examination Report on the SDP (430, 791, 910, 1019,
1069).
Tree Preservation Orders should be in place on wooded areas before appearance in the
MIR to avoid unlicensed felling (116). Reference to the car parking standard and other
relevant documents in relation to Roads, including travel plans and travel surveys, are
given much greater visibility in the LDP itself would be beneficial (64).

3. Actions
Engagement
Support for the effort put into engagement is welcomed. It is regrettable that it was
perceived that insufficient time was set aside for questions at the public meetings, but
staff were available through a phone call or via email to answer any queries at any time.
The LDP is largely a map-based document and we agree that detailed local plans for
each settlement are necessary. There is no restriction on whom can engage on a
Local Development Plan.
Methods Used in Production of the MIR
We are satisfied that the terminology used to describe sites was appropriate and note
that some of the detail that is looked for is contained in the “Monitoring Report”
published to coincide with the release of the MIR. Site visits were carried out for all bid

PDF Page 3

Item: 4
Page: 187

sites and previous consultation responses were accounted for. In some cases we did
not feel that the previous points made were sufficient to change our minds to a different
position within the Main Issues Report.
We accept that the MIR is developer led and would only seem to look at housing
numbers and not the need for other services, but this is accommodated through the
Vision Statement that is provided for each settlement and our interpretation, based on
Community Council discussions and a “Place Standard” exercise, as to what the land
use planning issues might be. The fact that Officers in the team have undertaken
significant early engagement with Community Councillors and local Elected Members
led us to believe that we have based our conclusions on the best possible information.
If this is not the case, then scrutiny of the Proposed LDP in late 2019 and early 2020
can be used to reiterate the specific points that need to be clarified.
The MIR was effectively made available to all residents in Aberdeenshire and beyond,
and was widely publicised. No doubt more could have been done on publicity. Very
limited use of social media was made on the understanding that this is not a ubiquitous
means of communication. Full assessment of all the sites has been undertaken
internally to come to the conclusions presented in the MIR, but only summaries have
been published as only the main reasons for preferring or not preferring a site are
relevant in the context of the LDP.
The coding system for the bid sites is very simple, consisting of an area code and a
number (e.g. “MR” to signify the Marr area and “123” to record the submission number).
Existing sites were referenced to their annotation in the current Local Development Plan
(e.g. “OP1”).
We do not agree that the publication of a Draft Proposed LDP is confusing or leads to
premature conclusions. Significant guidance notes were provided with that document.
We would agree with the Scottish Government that it provides clarity on what the final
form of the LDP might be if all the recommendations made in the MIR are accepted.
The Priorities in the Main Issues Report
The support for the use of four of the 11 Aberdeenshire Council priorities is welcome,
but we felt that, in the context of the MIR, there was no need to reiterate the remaining
seven priorities as these are unrelated to land use planning.
The 11 Priorities of Aberdeenshire Council however forms the central aspect of the
Council’s Plan which gives strategic direction to the wider Council and will be used to
inform decision making in the coming years.
Transportation remains of great interest to us and is given its own topic in the Draft
Proposed LDP vision.
When part of the debate promoted in the MIR relates to the housing supply target, it is
unsurprising that the scale of housing land release has not been addressed. Analysis
has shown that all allocated and preferred MIR sites can be delivered within the
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timescale of the Plan, but uncertainty always exists as we are not in control of when
development may come forward. To the best of our ability we are confident that all
sites are effective or are capable of becoming effective in the 10 year life of the LDP.
Other Issues
We agree that we cannot assume changes that may or may not result from the
consideration of Stage 3 of the Planning (Scotland) Bill. In any event secondary
legislation is likely to fall behind the publication of the Proposed LDP and undoubtedly
transitionary arrangements will be put in place to preserve the integrity of the process
that we have been going through.
We are well aware of the risks to the LDP should the SDP falter or change through its
examination. We have adopted Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire’s views on planning
matters and have developed the local plan on this basis. Clearly change may be
required to the Local Development Plan should there be a change in the circumstances
around the position of the SDP.
We cannot predict when tree felling may occur on a proposed development site, and
pre-emptive action with regards to Tree Preservation Orders may not always be
appropriate.
Standards in the Plan are likely to change and the Plan would have a very limited life if
documents such as travel plans were referenced.

4. Recommendations
1. No Actions required.
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Issue 2 Regional Issues Affecting Aberdeenshire
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
64
205
564
792
843
845
855

Respondents
Mr Charles Taylor
Mr Giancarlo Pia
Savills on behalf of Airvolution Clean Energy (ACE)
Sirius Planning on behalf of FCC Environment
Kintore and District Community Council
Ms Alison Orren
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council

2. Issues
Brexit
There are no positives for Aberdeenshire regarding Brexit. If Brexit goes ahead, it can
only mean a slowing in the economy and therefore a reduction in the number of
developments (843).
Oil and Gas
The use of the term "petrochemicals" is inappropriate (64). The oil and gas downturn
has continued with only minor evidence of a small improvement (845). OPITO UKCS
Workforce Dynamics review (2018) predicts net loss of employees in the UKCS,
perhaps by as much as 10% per annum (205) and oil related development is likely to be
minimal over the Plan period (205,843) and this translates to a reduced demand for
housing and no justification for the large scale planning developments in Aberdeenshire
(205).
Climate Change
Climate change is a critical globe issue. Aberdeenshire must address its contribution
to its management and to respond to any local impacts caused by its consequences.
Regional air pollution is a significant concern (64). Renewable energy should be
considered as part of the climate change issue (564).
Other Issues
Shortage of Council funding should be included in this section (855).
Infrastructure investment must continue to encourage development within the transport
corridors of the Strategic Growth Area to encourage inward economic investment (792).
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3. Actions
The outcomes of Brexit are currently unknown and the Council will be in a better
position to judge its impacts, and plan for Brexit as it is implemented. This is currently
an unknown quantity.
The decline in the oil and gas industry is noted and the respondents’ views on the need
for large scale planning developments is noted. However, this is an argument made in
the Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2018, to which the
Local Development Plan must comply.
We agree that climate change is a critical global issue and believe that the Local
Development Plan should present a pragmatic approach to land use planning issues
surrounding climate change without having an adverse impact on other issues such as
rural development and air quality, both topics which have undergone significant review.
Standards applied to properties is a matter that is best resolved through the Building
Regulations. The need for the Plan to consider renewable energy generation is noted.
The general issue of Council funding is a Government responsibility and not a material
issue to be included as part of a Local Development Plan. It is noted that availability of
funding from Aberdeenshire Council may have a significant impact on what we, as an
Authority, can assist in delivering, but a whole range of industries and agencies support
development. Developer obligations policies and the Capital expenditure plans of other
agencies such as Transport Scotland and Scottish Water will assist in funding major
infrastructure investment in key locations.

4. Recommendations
1. No Actions required.

PDF Page 7

Item: 4
Page: 191

Issue 3 Use and Influences on the Local Development Plan
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
19
64
570
805
898

Respondents
Nestrans
Mr Charles Taylor
Ms Aileen Salway
SEPA
Marine Scotland

2. Issues
Use of the Plan
The Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) should be clear that only in exceptional
circumstances and with overriding material considerations will the Council make
decisions that do not follow the policies and local allocations in this Plan (64).
Cross references are required in the Proposed LDP to make reading easier (805).
Decisions relating to the removal of Supplementary Guidance from the Plan remains
dependent on the outcomes from the Planning (Scotland) Bill (64).
Inclusion of detailed LDPs is crucial to forward planning (570).
Influences on the Local Development Plan
The consideration of the Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) in the Main Issues Report
(MIR) is welcomed (19) but it is not clear if the National Marine Plan was considered
(898). SEPA note that phrases associated with the Flood Risk Management Plan need
to be replaced by the "North East Flood Risk Management Plan" and the "Tay Estuary
and Montrose Flood Risk Management Plan" (805).

3. Actions
Use of the Plan
We are very pleased that the value of having detailed LDPs in forward planning is
recognised. This is a fundamental part of the process of plan making.
Circular 6/2013 Development planning is clear that “development plans are the basis for
planning decision making as decisions are to be made in accordance with the plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise” (Circular 6/2013, paragraph 1). It
would not be appropriate for the development plan to repeat national legislation by
having a statement within it that is a clear repetition of this basic fact.
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We agree that a measure of cross referencing should be undertaken although it must be
made clear that the whole Plan requires consideration in any development management
recommendation and ultimately in any decision making. We agree that limited cross
referencing should be provided to demonstrate clear links between policies and assist in
the process of giving weight to one policy at the expense of another to assist decision
making.
Influences on the Local Development Plan
We are pleased that our reflection of the Regional Transport Study has been recognised
by NESTRANS and apologise for not referring to the correct version of the Flood Risk
Management Plan. These documents have been reviewed and do not result in
changes to the Local Development Plan.
With regards to the National Marine Plan we are happy that the Plan endorses the
Marine Plans vision of “Clean, healthy, safe, productive and diverse seas; managed to
meet the long-term needs of nature and people”. Cross linkages are evident both in
the settlement allocations around St Fergus, Peterhead and Boddam where significant
linkages to offshore activities take place and the general policies that respect common
goals of sustainability, climate change and landscape protection. Coastal flooding and
natural heritage each have parts of the Plan devoted to them. We align to support
marine and land-based components required by development and seek to facilitate
appropriate access to the shore and sea. Shore-side activities in Fraserburgh and
Peterhead are protected as are our major harbour areas. Carbon Capture and Storage
in the Peterhead / St. Fergus area is promoted and protected as are offshore landfalls
for wind turbine developments

4. Recommendations
1. Selective cross referencing should be added to the text of the Local Development
Plan.
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Issue 4 The Vision of the Local Development Plan
1. List of Respondent
MIR Ref
49
64
128
136
210
236
352
392
421
430
506
550
551
564
566
589
656
711
758
782
791
792
805
843
855
865
869
878
889
891
910
927
929
953
967
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Respondents
Mr Ron McGraw
Mr Charles Taylor
Dr Douglas Gooday
Mr Greg Michalski
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Mr Lucy Thomson
Protect Banchory Devenick
Echt & Skene Community Council
Professor Bill Slee
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Scottish Natural Heritage
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
NHS Grampian
Savills on behalf of Airvolution Clean Energy (ACE)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Innogy Renewables UK Ltd
Ms Jacqueline Turner
Mr Ian Smith
Dee District Salmon Fishery Board
RSPB Scotland
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
Sirius Planning on behalf of FCC Environment
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
JLL on behalf of Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc
J. W. Souttar
Holder Planning on behalf of Hallam Land
Barratt North Scotland
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Corsindae Estate
Gladman Scotland
Farningham Planning Ltd on behalf of Barratt North Scotland and
Dunecht Estates
North Kincardine Rural Community Council
Homes for Scotland
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971
972
980
1019
1020
1066
1082

Dr Linsey Hunter
Turnberry on behalf of Elsick Development Company (EDC)
Mr Paul Davison
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Mr Ian Ross
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Mr Ian Ross
Strutt & Parker on behalf of CHAP Homes
Mr Alan Pumfrey

2. Issues
General Comments
Community Councils need to be actively involved in developing strategies and plans for
their area (843). The Vision should reflect Aberdeenshire Council’s obligations to
existing residents (953).
Water abstraction may have an impact on future development patterns (758).
One respondent welcomed the Vision, and in particular its emphasis on sustainable
development (564), while another thought the Vison was long and confusing with
inconsistencies between what was promised in the Main Issues Report and what is
proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP), where significant
change is being promoted (64). A Vision needs to be short, clear, consistent and
compelling (64, 891). This section is currently a simple Vision and transformed into
confusion by adding the National and Regional visions and what appears to be
duplication. Expectation of the Vision to be presented in bold and straight forward and
National and Regional visions added as background somewhere (64).
Main Issue 1 – Keep the Existing Vision?
Nine respondents suggested that the Vision should be kept in the Proposed LDP (392,
430, 792, 855, 889, 891, 927, 967, 972) and five suggested that a closer link was
required between the Vision and the policies (210, 392, 791, 865, 967). Only one
suggestion was made on the alternative option, to reduce the weight given to the Vision,
should be adopted (236) while another suggested a much broader vision to promote
development in high quality places where people enjoy living and working (430).
Respondents suggested that emphasis within the Vison should be changed.
Suggestions were made to promote focus on the need to provide for a resilient postcarbon economy (421) and to clarify those areas where protection of the environment
from development was required and where encouragement of development was
necessary (392). The importance of promoting development in fragile rural areas was
also noted (392).
Main Issue 2 – Remove the Reference to the Six Administrative Areas
Main issue 2 relates to whether statements on the character of the six administrative
areas should be removed or retained. Views on this issue were evenly balanced with
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seven respondents agreeing that the area details should be removed (64, 506, 551,
792, 855, 865, 927) and seven suggesting they should stay (210, 236, 791, 889, 929,
967, 1020).
Those wishing to see the administrative areas removed identified the need to provide a
wider context (792) and encourage development across the whole of the area (927),
with Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) promoting the use of other functional geographies
(506). It was noted that the administrative areas are arbitrary divisions and so do not
relate to planning issues (64).
Those wishing to see them retained highlighted that the administrative areas are quite
different and should remain so (210, 236, 929). Two respondents suggested that doing
away with the administrative areas would dilute the needs of each area only to the
transport corridors of the Strategic Growth Areas set by the proposed Strategic
Development Plan (791, 889). Providing guidance for each administrative area would
assist communities and area committees in using the LDP (1020).
A small number of respondents thought that this element of the Vision was not the key
issue and did not provide clarity, particularly on housing land supply, that was required
(792, 1020, 1066). Healthcare provision was also raised as a significant issue (551).
Supplementary Guidance
Concern was voiced regarding the potential for the loss of Supplementary Guidance
(SG) from the LDP, suggesting this information should not be lost (865, 980, 1019).
One respondent suggested that SG should be incorporated into the policies or
otherwise in the body of the Plan (64, 782, 865, 910). One respondent complained that
the SG as published was not entirely consistent with the Plan (392) while one further
respondent suggested it should be retained as it formed a strong material consideration
and was integral to the Plan (656).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – National Vision
It was noted that this section of the Draft Proposed LDP required a precursor to provide
context. Even so there were questions regarding whether this section was useful and
would be better set out as an influence on the Regional Vision, or as a footnote (64).
Inconsistencies in the language used were identified (64).
SNH wished to see additional text added to the end of the section to reinforce Outcome
3 of Scottish Planning Policy (page 7, Outcome 3: a natural, resilient place) (506).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Regional Vision
Two respondents noted what they felt were omissions from the Regional Vision. The
importance of the electricity transmission network (869) and, from SNH, recognition of
the regions unique built and natural heritage as a key asset in underpinning a high
quality of life and place (506). Specific support was given for the recognition of tourism
in the Regional Vision (792).
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Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Local Vision
A number of respondents support the Local Vision, particularly the acknowledgement of
the importance of Aberdeen City to the area (566), business development (792) and
long term risks associated with flooding (805). Additional references are sought for
public safety (64), redevelopment of brownfield land (352), the cultural and amenity
importance of rivers (758), and reduction of energy use and sustainable energy
generation (805).
SNH suggested that the Vision could be reduced to just three bullet points to make it
consistent with the National and Regional Visions (506). Making the text “snappier”
was also supported (64).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Purpose of the LDP and its Outcomes
A respondent considered that the first paragraph was unnecessary and introduces
undefined terms such as “outcomes” and “goals”. It does not follow with the bullet
points that follow subsequently and is confusing in its style and location. Greater clarity
could be introduced (64). One respondent objected to the whole of the Draft Proposed
LDP (1082).
Development of renewable energy resources should be reinstated to this section of the
Proposed LDP (589).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Sustainable Mixed Communities
One respondent specifically agreed that development needs to be proportionate and
sympathetic to the needs of the community (136).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Sustainable Development
Two respondents agreed with this objective, expressing specific concerns regarding the
possible extinction of insects by urbanism (711) and the need for integrated walks and
cycleways (971).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Protect and improve assets
SEPA suggested that improvements to the natural and built environment should only be
sought when they are reasonable (805).
A further respondent raised a number of points on this subject regarding the weight that
should be made to protecting biodiversity, observing that actions at the present time are
too piecemeal and reactive, and have led to the UK being a “nature poor” nation.
Priority should be to conserve the environment before meeting the needs of the
development industry (128).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Diversity of the Economy
A respondent believed that the importance of railways as potential sources of economic
survival for our communities in the future needed to be stressed (971). Economic
Development may be being given too much weight within the LDP (49).
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Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Green Networks
SNH welcomed this statement but believed that a greater commitment to a “strategic”
green network as identified in the proposed Strategic Development Plan was required,
with particular reference to the areas between settlements (506). SEPA believed that
this section could be reworded to provide more commitment to placemaking (805).
One respondent noted that the vague approach taken to green networks in the current
LDP will prove a challenge for developers, especially as much of the land is under third
party ownership (550).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Efficient Use of Transport
Efficient use of transport is misleading due to the anticipated changes in working
practices and assumptions on how people intend to travel in the future. Electrification
of transport will result in a vast reduction in emissions (878).
The road improvements programmed over the Plan period needs to be published, with
specific attention payed to the AWPR and traffic patterns emerging from this (64).

3. Actions
General Comments
We agree that both communities and existing residents need to be actively involved in
developing strategies for their areas, but this should not be at the expense of wider
community objectives. Water abstraction is an issue that is considered in the context
of the Strategic Development Plan. The support for the Vison and the objectives
relating to sustainable development are welcome.
What is presented in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan was a first attempt to
articulate the form and content of the Vision and we are sure that subsequent editing
will resolve the readability of the Vision statement.
Main Issue 1 – Keep the Existing Vision?
The recognition of the value of the Vision in the forthcoming Local Development Plan
2021 is encouraging, but we also accept that a clear link between the Vision and the
policies is required. We will give consideration to the use of graphic elements to link
policy statements in the Proposed LDP to specific Vision objectives.
Suggestions that the Vision needs rewritten to reflect a tighter geographical basis (in
high quality places where people enjoy living and working) is misguided and does not
recognise that development also has to be enabled in places where demand is relatively
low. This is reflected in request for emphasis to be placed on development in areas
where development to provide social objectives was required.
Ideas that the Vision should be repurposed to concentrate on a resilient post-carbon
future, whilst laudable, fail to recognise the huge distance that the development plan
has travelled since the start of this century, and the need for a LDP that continues to
promote an incremental change rather than a revolutionary one. Likewise, an LDP that
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is based on the conservation of areas where environmental protection was required
would fail to be an appropriate plan and would not promote sustainable economic
growth.
Main Issue 2 – Remove the Reference to the Six Administrative Areas
The even balance on the responses to this question reflect much of our own thinking on
this issue. We remain convinced that there are as many differences within
administrative areas as there are between them, acknowledging the “place” basis on
which we now conduct land use planning rather than an artificial administrative
boundary. We do not believe that it would result in an LDP solely focused on the
transport corridors or assist users of the LDP, who are much more likely to refer to the
relevant Settlement Statement rather than the character of the wider administrative
area.
We do not doubt that housing land supply and healthcare provision are important topics
but feel that they are best resolved through consideration of the Spatial Strategy.
Supplementary Guidance
We agree that SG, were relevant, should not be lost and propose to republish most of it
to appendices in the Proposed LDP. We do not believe the general statement that the
SG is inconsistent with the Plan but that in our review we will ensure that such errors
are not made.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – National Vision
We agree that this section of the Proposed LDP will require a precursor to set a wider
context. We would hope that this precursor would address the usefulness of this
sections, and those that follow. The addition of a reference to “natural places” in the
final sentence of the Vision is appropriate.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Regional Vision
We agree that it would be appropriate to refer to our unique built and natural heritage as
a specific element to be taken from the Regional Vision. This was perhaps omitted in
error. We do not agree specifically that energy infrastructure deserves to be given the
same weight.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Local Vision
We do not agree that public safety, the importance of rivers and reductions in energy
use and sustainable energy generation deserve a position within the Local Vison.
Each of these contributes to a number of significantly higher objectives and have their
own policies within the Plan. Brownfield opportunities within Aberdeenshire are
relatively limited in our towns and villages, and suffer from huge issues involving land
assembly and servicing. Again, while we have policies that promote both the
development of rural brownfield sites and infill development, we do not believe this
should be a matter for the Vision.
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We agree that the language used in this section could be better and, with SNH, that the
Vision could be substantially reduced to three bullet points to make it consistent with the
National and Regional Visions.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Purpose of the Plan and its Outcomes
Disregarding the opinion voiced that the respondent does not agree with any part of the
Plan, we accept that further work needs to be undertaken on the language used in this
section. Development of renewable energy resources is not a specific objective of the
LDP.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Sustainable Mixed Communities
The comments are welcomed.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Sustainable Development
The comments are noted and welcomed.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Protect and Improve Assets
We do not agree with SEPA that a test of reasonableness needs to be placed into this
section of the Vision. To do so would devalue its weight in the context of all the other
themed objectives that we have identified. The question as to the weight to be given to
the needs of the development industry over conserving the environment is an
interesting debate. It is true that one of the purposes of planning articulated in Scottish
Planning Policy (SPP) is sustainable economic growth, but we still believe that putting a
qualitative clause in the statement for this topic would also devalue it in comparison to
other topics.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Diversity of the Economy
The importance of railways to a future economy is noted and existing rail routes are
protected by policy. We have tried hard to maintain an equality between all six of the
local purposes of the Plan and cannot agree that it is given either too much or too little
weight.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Green Networks
Strategic Green Networks are undefined in the Proposed Strategic Development Plan
2018 (PSDP). Green network opportunities are identified linking Ellon, Newburgh and
Balmedie; Huntly, Insch, Inverurie, Oldmeldrum, Blackburn, and Portlethen, Stonehaven
and Inverbervie. No routes are shown in Aberdeen City with ephemeral “Improved
Cross Boundary Connections for Active Travel / Green Networks”. The PSDP commits
Aberdeenshire LDP to playing a key role in identifying and proposing new green
networks, and where appropriate considering enhancement and implementation
opportunities.
This goes considerably farther than either National Planning Framework (NPF) or SPP.
NPF3 aims to significantly enhance green infrastructure networks, particularly in and
around our cities and towns. SPP identifies that green networks are “Connected areas
of green infrastructure and open space that together form an integrated and multi-

PDF Page 16

Item: 4
Page: 200

functional network”, with green infrastructure being defined as including the ‘green’ and
‘blue’ (water environment) features of the natural and built environments that can
provide benefits without being connected. Green features include parks, woodlands,
trees, play spaces, allotments, community growing spaces, outdoor sports facilities,
churchyards and cemeteries, swales, hedges, verges and gardens. Blue features are
also defined.
While green infrastructure can be protected in built up areas, the extreme difficulty in
respect of providing such routes over private land means that such routes will have to
remain aspirational at this time. Significant manpower and financial resources would
be required to deliver and safeguard such networks with no guarantee of success.
In this context we agree with respondents who identify the issues and recommend that
a focus on placemaking should be applied. Green networks should be identified and
safeguarded within towns in Aberdeenshire, but no greater commitment to planning for
“strategic” green networks can be made at this time.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Efficient Use of Transport
We are of the view that electrification of transport has huge benefits to urban areas,
reducing emissions but will do nothing to accommodate demand for road space and
congestion that may result. Reducing the commitment to having sustainable locations
for development and promoting efficient use of transport, particularly public transport
and active travel routes remains necessary
Looking forward to the whole period of the LDP we do not have the information or
confidence to map out probable road improvements. Various staged assessment is
required before commitment to a proposal can be made and publishing this information
could cause significant planning “blight”.

4. Recommendations
1. Review the Vision for readability and consistency.
2. Develop a series of icons to reflect the influence that policies have on achieving
the Vision.
3. Amend the Vision for the Plan section of the Draft Proposed LDP with an
introductory paragraph.
4. Add a reference to “natural spaces” in the last paragraph of the National Vision
text.
5. Add a reference to our unique built and natural heritage as a specific element to
be taken from the Regional Vision.
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6. Reduce the bullet points on page 7 of the Draft Proposed LDP to the three
provided by SNH:
•
•
•

Aberdeenshire is an area with a high quality of life and distinctive places, and
where new developments are designed as effectively as possible to improve
this and help deliver sustainable, low carbon places.
An area that promotes sustainable development that reduces the need to
travel, reduces reliance on private cars and promotes safe and convenient
active travel opportunities.
An area where natural and cultural heritage are protected and enhanced, and
where we recognise the multiple benefits of local green spaces and networks
as an integral component of successful placemaking.

7. Redraft the introductory paragraph of the “outcomes” section of the Vision.
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Issue 5 Spatial Strategy
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
64
89
97
99
100
103
114
115
121
129
136
137
203
216
227
298
302
303
304
305
363
385
400
408
430
431
506
515
516
566
572
575
576
580
587
588
590
591
592

Respondents
Mr Charles Taylor
Mr Frederick Parkinson
Ms Margaret Donaldson
Mr Phil Cropper
Ms Janina Kutscha
Mr Marty Haynes
Ms Marjon van der Pol
Mr Matthew Brettle
Ryden LLP on behalf of Mr Graham Brown
Cluny, Midmar, and Monymusk Community Council
Mr Greg Michalski
Professor William Long
Norr on behalf of Mr & Mrs Mackenzie
Mr Alan Chesterman
Ryden LLP on behalf of Westhill Developments (Brodiach) Ltd
Mr Gavin Jones
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Mr George Bruce
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of Various landowners
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of ANM Group Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of W&W Mackie
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Scottish Natural Heritage
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Bancon Homes Ltd
Bancon Homes Ltd
Bancon Homes Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr John McIntosh
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
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594
600
601
657
658
668
711
732
785
791
792
796
797
805
865
890
891
917
923
924
931
939
947
953
954
966
971
972
1020
1066
1080

Norr on behalf of Fotheringham Homes
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Mr & Mrs Michael & Kay Melville
Ms Irene Ferguson
Emac Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Mr Ian Smith
Ms Sue Paterson
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Drum Property Group
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
Sirius Planning on behalf of FCC Environment
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
SEPA
Inverurie Community Council
Holder Planning on behalf of Hallam Land
Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Luther Farm Services
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Drum Property Group
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of W. Maitland & Sons
Norr on behalf of CALA Homes
Savills (UK) Ltd on behalf of Fettercairn Estate
Scottish Land & Estates
North Kincardine Rural Community Council
Mr Alexander Hunter
Bennachie Community Council
Dr Linsey Hunter
Turnberry on behalf of Elsick Development Company (EDC)
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Mr Ian Ross
Strutt & Parker on behalf of CHAP Homes
Mr A Simmers

2. Issues
Introduction
Language used in the Spatial Strategy section of the Draft Proposed Local
Development Plan (LDP) should be modified to make it factually correct and deflect
criticism (64).
The strategy is overly focused on the Strategic Growth Areas (SGA) and does not give
regard to other accessible and sustainable locations, such as along the A93 corridor
(430). They represent a strategy of centralisation (408, 917). One respondent agrees
that development should remain focused on the SGAs, augmented with new allocations.
The respondent suggested these areas should be seen as potential investment and
development corridors (792). The Strategy has an over reliance on existing sites
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(400). The “do-minimum” strategy promoted limits the range and scale of housing that
can be delivered, and credible development options are needed if the Council is serious
about meeting housing delivery shortfalls (302, 303, 304, 305). Nothing stands in the
way of economic development (97).
Smaller scale self-contained developments of self-build homes should be promoted that
incorporate environmental features, cultural references and a mix of uses (865). The
needs of individual settlements to sustain existing services and amenities should be met
(385).
Infrastructure constraints should be seen as a means of identifying where future
strategic infrastructure may be required through deliverable development allocations
(668). Benefits to a school roll from development are almost always overstated (363).
Impact of development on schools should be known years in advance and a land
allocation should made on that basis (64).
References to regeneration, green-blue infrastructure linkages and temporary use of
vacant land require to be proactively promoted by the Council with other partners (805).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) see the note to highlight the need to invest in
conservation and enhancement of our built and natural heritage (506).
Housing and Employment Land Totals
Figures given in this section are too precise given the vagaries of the forecast
methodologies. The Housing Needs and Demands Assessment (HNDA) is only an
estimate and the National Audit Office have identified similar methods issued in England
as flawed. The allowances shown in the table are too precise and should be rounded
up to an approximation. “Robust and credible” is a weak phrase, which cannot be
applied to any estimate. The first paragraph of page 11 should be rewritten to improve
understanding (64).
The housing strategy, it doesn’t include enough choice of location for new homes and is
inconsistent in approach (785, 923, 924). It does not reflect historical trends in housing
delivery (923). A “do-minimum” housing strategy limits the range and scale of housing
that can be delivered. Other credible development options are needed if the Council is
to deliver shortfalls and meet housing requirements in the area. Housing strategy
needs to consider sites in suitable locations where there is market demand (594). A
deficit of 800 homes is required to be made up to meet a shortfall that can be identified
in the HNDA 2018 (302, 303, 304, 305). There is no clarity on how the Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) allowances have been met by proposed allocations (588, 791,
890).
Support was given to re-evaluate and increase the allocations within the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area (AHMA) due to the Rural Housing Market Area (RHMA) having
stalled. More housing should be allocated in the AHMA to promote the delivery of
homes in places where people wish to live (588, 590, 591, 592). The split between the
AHMA and RHMA should be increased (588, 590, 592) and redefined to 85%/ 15%
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(891) and not split in such a way as to deliver a 60%/ 40% split within Aberdeenshire
(590). It was believed that Aberdeenshire Council has not considered how it would
respond to unresolved objections to the Proposed SDP to seek to increase this split
(588). Demand for development is higher in the AHMA (797). A significant increase
in annual completions would be required to achieve the targets set in the Proposed SDP
(203).
The majority of SGAs are failing to perform as expected and delivery is much slower
than anticipated (1020). It is incumbent on the Council to apply the same rigour to the
assessment of the effectiveness and delivery of identified sites (1020). If baseline
forecasts are not met then there will be significantly less demand for development (64).
It was suggested that the Main Issues Report (MIR) failed to provide clarity on the scale
of housing land release required to be accommodated in settlements in order to meet
the SDP allowances (227). The Proposed Local Development Plan should take steps
to ensure that the SDP Housing Land Requirement can be satisfied in an appropriate
manner across all of the settlements in the SGAs (1020).
Depending on existing allocated sites will not provide the range and scale of housing
needed to address national strategy to deliver more housing on effective sites (400).
Supply needs to be focused on existing allocations to ensure they will be delivered
effectively, not by allocating more sites. Chapelton will continue to deliver housing for
the AHMA. Excessive allocation of land will not aid delivery (972). Eight hundred
more houses are required to make up the shortfall identified in the Housing Land Audit
(HLA) 2018 (302, 303, 304, 305). There can be no confidence in the delivery of
existing constrained sites, and new sites should be introduced (939).
Alternatively, it was suggested that too much housing is proposed in the light of the
decline of the oil and gas industry (64, 89, 99, 100, 103, 114, 115, 129, 136, 657 1080)
and a general decline in the workforce (657). It was noted that large sites previously
allocated, such as those at Chapelton and Ellon, were not coming forward (796). The
area has the highest level of empty properties in Scotland (658). Housing sites should
be reassessed to determine if they are likely to be developed before the end of the Plan
period and deallocated if this is not the case (792). There appears to be insufficient
demand for housing in the surrounding areas of Aberdeen, and allocation of more land
is not required (711). Completions of houses by housebuilders would have to increase
by 61% to achieve the targets set by the Proposed SDP (203). There is not sufficient
demand for housing in the areas surrounding Aberdeen (711).
There is no reference in the Draft Proposed LDP to the Proposed SDP housing land
requirements or the additional allowances. Without this information the Plan is not
transparent and it is impossible to provide any useful comment on the Spatial Strategy
for the Proposed LDP (588, 791, 890). A table should be introduced to show the
housing land requirement and the housing supply target (890, 891). The MIR failed to
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provide clarity on the scale of housing land release to be accommodated in rural
settlements to satisfy the housing allowances of the Proposed SDP (227).
Undeveloped employment sites should be removed from the Plan due to their lack of
progress (792).
Deliverable brownfield sites should be promoted by relaxing restrictions placed upon
them, particularly in rural areas (792).
Greater clarity is required on the reserved and protected land designations (865).
Identification of reserved sites for future development should be undertaken to provide
certainty for stakeholders as to where future residential development may take place
next (1020).
Consistency with the Proposed Strategic Development Plan
The Proposed Strategic Development Plan is incorrect to assume that increasing
generosity in allocating additional house sites will resolve issues associated with
regional delivery (972).
Development in Muchalls and Newtonhill will not be consistent with the aims of the SDP
(137).
Comments relating to the cost of developing brownfield land in peripheral areas are
misplaced (64).
There is no guarantee that developer obligations have been successful in delivering
Infrastructure (64)
Aberdeen to Huntly Strategic Growth Area
There is oversupply of housing land in the Aberdeen to Inverurie SGA (658). An
embargo on greenfield housing in the Blackburn to Inverurie SGA based on the
unknown route of the A96 dualling project leads to the LDP stifling the delivery of the
strategic vision for the area (572, 575, 576). The constraint of the choice of the A96
preferred route is stifling the Council’s ability to maintain an effective 5 year housing
supply in this SGA (1066).
Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Strategic Growth Area
There are issues with a significant lack of identity in this area. It is difficult to
comprehend where Aberdeen City stops and what the individual settlements are.
design framework should be prioritised to mitigate this.

A

Development proposals in the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk SGA are falling behind and not
meeting the strategic projections due to lack of allocations, resulting in rationalisation of
some sites and a new 300 home development at Portlethen (600, 601, 1020, 1066).
The additional 700 homes promoted in Stonehaven, Portlethen and Newtonhill provides
excessive land for housing which will not support delivery at existing allocations (972,
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590, 591, 592). Chapelton has under-performed in terms of housing supply and
additional allocations are required to meet market demand (591, 600, 601).
Chapelton however would continue to deliver housing over the Plan period (972) and
this needs to be recognised: allocations should be focused here where there is space
and plans for communities which will benefit other settlements in the area (971).
Development in Portlethen and Stonehaven undermines the agreed Spatial Strategy
and will not favour the development of Chapelton (954).
More development is required in Stonehaven as it has the potential to support
development of the scale required (931). Development that depends solely on Ury
Estate will fail to meet the needs of the SDP (591, 592).
Laurencekirk cannot support the scale of development that is required (931).
Development along the A90 fastlink and AWPR could lead to avoidable ribbon
development (953).
Aberdeen to Peterhead Strategic Growth Area
The Spatial Strategy for this SGA was not supported. A range of locations should be
considered to ensure a choice and improve deliverability (515). The strategy for
housing in the Formartine corridor in particular is not supported (516). A range of
locations should be considered to ensure a choice and improve deliverability. A
strategy of promoting development in the Energetica Corridor goes against housing
need and does not take account of Scottish Planning Policy’s requirement to have a
focus on delivering development (431). It is not sufficient to compensate for the
prolonged failure to provide infrastructure in the other two SGAs. If the Council
continues to promote sites for development in the Aberdeen to Peterhead SGA that
cannot be demonstrated to be capable of such development, it is inevitable that failures
in the housing and employment land supply will emerge (1020).
There is significant potential within the Aberdeen to Peterhead SGA to result in a real
improvement to the quality of place and support the Energetica strategy. Balmedie as
an excellent location to capitalise on future growth is clearly anticipated to play a crucial
role in the development of the area (796). Energetica support should be extended to
include numerous other development types within the corridor (792).
Rural Locations
The LDP should strengthen its commitment to boost rural economic growth (792).
Development should not be located next to settlements in rural areas (966) but be
directed to the settlements in the SGAs or where the scale is appropriate (924, 966).
Counter points are made that development should not be limited just to around
settlements due to the imminent rise of electric vehicles and that the rural housing
policies are too restrictive (923), or that such a pattern does not contribute to
sustainable development (732). A flexible approach should be taken so as not to
disadvantage sparsely populated rural communities (923, 947). Small-scale
extensions to small rural settlements should be allowed as they help to maintain the
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region’s rural population as it ages and mix of age groups, which is important for the
future of the region (785, 924). A proportional approach should be adopted for smaller
rural settlements as locational need is now less important than it was and there is less
need to travel to services (580).
The A90 / Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route
Reference to resisting new development adjacent to the AWPR should be removed
(121, 891). The AWPR should be a focus for the future development for employment
purposes (216, 792). Mitigation of impacts on AWPR junctions should be identified to
allow further development to take place (668).
Westhill
Westhill remains an anomaly as it lies outwith an SGA. It is not referred to in the draft
Spatial Strategy and is only allocated for local growth and diversification despite being
the fifth largest settlement in Aberdeenshire (587, 668). As the largest town outwith
the SGA Westhill should have been identified as an appropriate sustainable location for
development (566, 588). Changes should be made to extend the boundary of the
Aberdeen SGA to include Westhill, or to create a new SGA west (891). This should be
done to increase the number of affordable homes in the town and deliver the proposed
SDP allowances (400). Reference to resisting new development adjacent to the
AWPR should be removed.
Conclusions
In the conclusions of this section it needs to be noted that proposals that contribute to
national and international interests apply to all areas and not just the “other areas”
(506).

3. Actions
Introduction and Conclusion
Language used in the Draft Proposed LDP is based on recognised planning terms,
which can lead to confusion. Every effort will be made to ensure it is written in plain
language to ease the understanding of users not familiar with planning terms. “Robust
and credible” is a key term from Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (see paragraph 113 of
SPP) and its inclusion in quotation marks would be an appropriate solution.
Housing land allocations must follow the lead of the SDP and are unable to reinvent the
regional Spatial Strategy for its own purposes. We agree that the SGAs should be
seen as investment and development corridors where development opportunities are
focused, even if there is no obligation in the SDP to follow this pattern. As a Plan that
is as much based on development sites that are deliverable and effective but have not
yet been built out our Spatial Strategy has to include existing sites in its portfolio to
prevent gross over development. We do not agree that this limits delivery as the
model for housing delivery employed by most house builders is demand led; sites are
not developed until a purchaser has been, or is likely to be, identified. Speculation is
not a characteristic of the house building industry and shortfalls in housing delivery
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cannot be ascribed to a Planning System which has significant “marketability”
constrained sites in desirable locations.
We agree emphatically that the development plan should provide smaller self-contained
mixed developments, and that self-build is a valid option in many places. Major
allocations are however still required to overcome basic infrastructure constraints that
may operate, resulting in a variety of sites being promoted, all within the context of the
capacity of the settlement to withstand the social and physical changes that may result.
We also agree that development could be a way of overcoming constraints that operate
in any settlement but must remember that public investment will likely to be necessary
to achieve changes. In an era of tight budgets where investment is not currently
available, particularly in advance of development taking place, or in the light of many
competing priorities, public investment must be targeted to specific locations. This is
despite the assertion made that we are unable to predict with any certainty the School
roll much more than 5 years into the future and we cannot use these predictions as the
basis for long term planning.
We do not believe that reference to blue-green infrastructure linkages and temporary
use of vacant land have a place in any discussion of settlement strategy. Likewise, we
recognise the loose text used in the conclusion to this section and promote further text
to clarify that proposals that contribute to national and international interests do apply to
all areas. We reject the idea that planning is dominated by economic development
principles.
Housing and Employment Land Totals
The MIR and the Draft Proposed LDP are not intended to provide a complete
comparison with the housing and employment land numbers in the Proposed LDP as
sites being considered are in a state of flux. Two Appendices should be added to the
Proposed LDP to provide that information.
It is correct that the HNDA is an estimate of housing need, and are dependent on the
baseline forecasts that are used to develop them, but the figure used in the Draft
Proposed LDP text reflects figures taken from Table 3 “Local Development Plan
Housing Allowances” from the Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire SDP. It is an
estimate derived from splitting a regional figure between the two Local Planning
Authorities. We are aware that the HNDA has significant flexibility built into the raw
estimates to derive these actual figures, and it is an imperfect means of estimating
housing needs. “Rounding” numbers to a new total without any logical basis would
lead to questions about why one number has been chosen and not another, and
engagement with the housebuilding industry advises us that a set of absolute numbers
is a preferred way of working, particularly when taken from an approved document.
Re-evaluation of the allocations in the two Housing Markets Areas has been undertaken
in the light of the allocations identified by the SDP. We do not agree that the strategy
represents a “do-minimum” approach or that more credible options are required in

PDF Page 26

Item: 4
Page: 210

locations “where people wish to live”: The decision on the quantum of housing has
been taken by the SDP and we see no reason to revisit the issue. We do not
anticipate the re-adjusted split in the allocations between the AHMA and RHMA to be a
topic that will be given attention in the SDP Examination currently underway, and
consequently do not believe that any precautionary action is necessary. It is a selfevident fact that demand is higher in the AHMA than in the RHMA but further bias
beyond a 20% / 80% split cannot be justified. It would be inappropriate to consider the
balance between the AHMA and the RHMA independent of the contribution being made
by Aberdeen City. Reference to a 60% / 40% split only in Aberdeenshire is misguided.
We agree that allocations should be based on existing allocations to ensure they will be
effectively delivered, and this is a primary reason for continuing with the allocation of
current effective sites, allocated in the Aberdeenshire LDP 2017. We do not agree that
800 additional homes require to be allocated to make up a shortfall in the Housing Land
Audit 2018, as the audit is conducted annually as a record of the effective land supply
and is not a target in itself. The SDP is set on the Housing Land Audit 2016 and all
calculations are taken from that base date.
We note the comments from a range of stakeholders that too much housing is being
proposed in the LDP to meet demands, and that the requirements should be reduced.
We do not feel that this is an issue, as housing land allocated in this Plan will either
persist or be removed at the time of the next LDP. In the context of delivery, we are
content that over-allocation of housing land because of current forecasts can be
resolved much more easily than under-allocation. Reference is made to the figure of
the need for a 61% increase in housebuilding rates by the development industry to
achieve the targets set by the Proposed SDP and that some SGAs are falling behind
projections. In some ways this reflects the recession that the housebuilding industry
has been suffering from for the past 3 years, the flexibility built into the Plan, and the
under-delivery of approximately 24% of all development sites that are needed for
affordable housing. One respondent identified that a very significant increase in the
level of completions would be required to achieve the targets set in the SDP. This
confirms our position that increasing the scale of allocations is not an issue, when the
market cannot sustain the necessary build rates.
The SDP & LDP comprise the Development Plan and so would always be considered in
tandem. We see no need to repeat the content of the SDP within the Proposed LDP,
but an Appendix “Housing Land Allocations” (currently Appendix 5 and referred to in the
index of the Draft Proposed LDP) should be included in the Proposed LDP. This will
provide clarity on the scale of housing land allocations to be provided to meet the
housing allowances of the SDP.
Undeveloped employment sites have a different character from constrained housing
sites and represent a range of locations where land could be serviced for employment
uses should demand arise. Often they are unlikely to meet the overall high level of
quality required for residential living. Employment land has a delivery model that is
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either led by large capital investments by institutional developers to make land available
on a speculative basis, or self-investment by established and growing firms.
We see no reason to incentivise deliverable brownfield sites in rural areas. They can
deliver significant value for their owners if any contamination can be resolved. Most
brownfield sites in rural Aberdeenshire constitute old farm buildings for which a
supportive rural development policy exists.
While Issues and Actions Paper 11 Housing makes it clear that it is likely that future
opportunity (FOP) land will not feature in the Proposed LDP, other reserved land is
defined by the policy PR2 “Reserving important development sites”
Consistency with the Strategic Development Plan
No comments have been raised which highlight issues associated with the consistency
of the Draft Proposed LDP with the submitted SDP. The generosity in housing land
introduced by the SDP is a matter for the examination into that Plan. We do not agree
that development within the SGA is inconsistent with the aims of the SDP. The
settlements referred to already have a major role as residences for commuters to
Aberdeen City. A study leading to the publication of the Proposed LDP for the LDP
2017 unequivocally demonstrated that land value was insufficient to deal with even
modest brownfield development sites in Banff, Macduff, Fraserburgh and Peterhead.
The LDP does not permit development that has an unacceptable impact on
infrastructure to proceed.
Aberdeen to Huntly Strategic Growth Area
The comment that there is an oversupply of housing land in the Aberdeen to Inverurie
SGA is noted, and reference is made to the benefits of oversupply of land to an
undersupplied demand made above. We do not agree that taking account of the
unfunded and unspecified road delivery project that is going through a design process
represents poor planning. Even if we did know the route to be followed, we still have
uncertainty about when this project would be delivered, and we believe that any land
allocations that may result from this should be a debate for the next LDP review.
Sufficient undelivered allocations exist in this corridor to sustain growth and without
impacting on the SDP’s regional Spatial Strategy. There is no obligation within the
SDP to make land allocations according to whether or not a settlement is within an
SGA. In any event the Housing Market Area is much wider than just one SGA and
housing development can be made in other SGAs to compensate for any potential
deficit in this area. The Strategic Development Plan does not specify a specific
allowance for each Strategic Growth Area.
Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Strategic Growth Area
We agree that the juxtaposition of Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire settlements is
unclear in the Portlethen area. Every effort is being made to maintain separation and
green belt protection for all individual settlements where relevant. Much of the erosion
of character is because of previous development and we see no real issues with the
new allocations for development at North East Portlethen (Bid KN027) when the
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opposite side of the A92 is already built out. We fail to see how a design framework
would influence the allocation of new sites in this area. We agree that development on
the fastlink and AWPR would be poor planning, using a trunk road facility for local trips.
Issues raised regarding the delivery of development proposals in the Aberdeen to
Laurencekirk SGA, and in particular the area from Aberdeen to Stonehaven, are not a
reflection of insufficient allocations to meet demand. To the contrary significant and
sustained development has taken place in these settlements which reflect the scale of
new allocations being made. Issues of delivery in the RHMA, where demand is lower,
are reflected within the SDP revision to the RHMA allocations. Rates of housing
delivery in Chapelton are disappointing but it remains a consented development
proposal of some size. The scale of development anticipated in the LDP reflects that
current allocations are capable of becoming effective allocations to a period to beyond
the life of this Plan. Delivery will not be helped through additional competing sites.
Aberdeen to Peterhead Strategic Growth Area
A wide range of locations are supported for development in this SGA at the request of
developers or carried forward as effective sites. Allocations are made in 12 of the 14
settlements in the SGA, with exceptions made in locations that are constrained by trunk
road access and the small scale of the proposals. Within the Ellon to Formartine part
of the SGA, only one village (Tipperty) has housing growth constrained. It cannot be
argued that this is insufficient choice, or that further allocations would improve
deliverability. We do not believe that these allocations go against either housing need
or SPP, but instead reflect a proportionate response to need in the area between Ellon
and Aberdeen and to reflect the high house building rates seen recently in Peterhead.
We think that the response promoted represents a valid strategy for the proportionate
growth of the Energetica Corridor. Balmedie is constrained by road, coast, and
landscape issues and as such is not the “excellent location” as suggested.
Rural Locations
The aspirations to boost rural economic growth remain unconstrained by the emerging
policy, with evidence that the development of business land in rural areas is proving
very difficult to achieve (except for the growth of existing business locations), within
settlements. A policy of allowing economic development in a wide range of rural
locations remains in place but has not been successful to date.
Nevertheless, complete abandonment of remoter rural areas in favour of the SGAs
cannot be considered: even rural settlements must have the potential to grow, and
existing “housing in the countryside’’ policies have been very successful in supporting
very local needs by allowing the right development in the right place. In this context we
do not agree that the policies are insufficiently flexible, as with many policy issues we
agree that the crux of the issue is a balance between settlement growth and limited
development in less sustainable locations. The identification of a revised “remote
rural” area, and associated policy (see Issue 10 Shaping Development in the
Countryside – Main Issue 7) allows a proportionate approach to be taken for our
sparsely populated and inaccessible locations.
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A90 / Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route
It remains a position of principal that the AWPR provides a long term solution to acute
accessibility issues around Aberdeen City and we would repeat the view expressed by
the SDP and NESTRANS that this is a strategic route and is not a development corridor
which seeks short term gain at the costs of additional congestion from local trips. We
agree that additional works to AWPR junctions may allow further development, off-line,
to take place. We have identified no locations where this would be necessary at this
time.
Westhill
Decisions regarding the status of Westhill are a matter for the SDP. While it remains a
sustainable location for development and has undoubtedly been a popular location for
the development industry to provide both homes and jobs, significant constraints
operate on the town, such as service capacity, landscape and transport limitations that
suggest that it should not be promoted to support the Aberdeen City Region. Honest
attempts were made to increase affordable housing within the Plan area by allocation of
high-proportion affordable home sites, but as these sites have “stalled” in the
expectation of greater profits from an expectation that at a future date more lucrative
market housing could be delivered. Allocation of more private house sites will
generate 25% affordable housing, and not the minimum 48% need that has been
identified in the HNDA but will compete with other effective sites both in Aberdeen City
and its surrounding settlements for development sites. We do not think this is an
effective strategy.

4. Recommendations
There are no arguments presented here that suggest that the strategy being promoted
is inappropriate. Reference can be made to the paper for Issue 11 Housing Land, for
arguments regarding the ability of the Plan to meet anticipated housing need in the
future. It is maintained that in accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire SDP
sufficient additional housing land allocations have been identified in and across the area
to augment the existing effective land supply, and that the Spatial Strategy represents a
sound approach for the distribution of that development within Aberdeenshire.
The following changes are proposed to the Spatial Strategy text of the Draft Proposed
LDP:
1. Amend text to improve understanding to lay-persons.
2. Complete an Appendix for “Housing Land Allocations” for inclusion in the
Proposed LDP.
3. Modify the conclusion of this section to ensure that proposals that contribute to
national and international interests apply to all areas.
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Issue 6 Shaping Business Development
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
23
59
64
210
236
392
401
506
550
568
603
610
702
758
792
805
843
855
865
917
922
944
980
1009
1012

Respondents
J & J Design on behalf of Jesmond Gospel Trust
Mrs Victoria MacLeod
Mr Charles Taylor
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Mr Lucy Thomson
Echt & Skene Community Council
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of ANM Group Ltd
Scottish Natural Heritage
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Montagu Evans on behalf of St James’s Place Property Unit Trust c/o
Orchard Street Investment Management LLP
Scott Hobbs Planning on behalf of Ashfield Land (Aberdeen) Limited
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Cruden Community Council
Dee District Salmon Fishery Board
Sirius Planning on behalf of FCC Environment
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Luther Farm Services
Clarendon Planning & Development Ltd on behalf of The Sluie Estate
Trust
Tarves Community Council
Mr Paul Davison
Historic Environment Scotland
Savills on behalf of Elgin Energy

2. Issues
Rivers have high economic value because they support approximately 500 full time jobs
(758). The employment strategy is blunt, and an over simplistic approach has been
taken for future employment land allocations. Additional allocations, in particular, in
Strategic Growth Areas (SGA) are required to deliver the Strategic Development Plan’s
employment land requirement (401). In addition, the Employment Land Audit should
be updated to determine future land requirements for employment policies (792).
Successful, accessible locations such as Thainstone and bid site GR131 present a
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deliverable opportunity (401), and this is the kind of example that should be followed
when allocating employment land.
The strategy to increase opportunity sites or allocate employment land within the
Energetica Corridor is supported but only a minimal number of new sites are released
(550). In order to achieve a successful and sustainable place, Aberdeenshire must be
'open for business' and greater consideration of the economic benefits of proposed
developments should be made (792).
There is a lack of protection proposed for employment land, particularly within mixeduse sites (944). Developers should be encouraged to deliver more employment sites.
The Planning Service should not permit change to existing allocated sites, in particular,
to residential (944).
Policy B1 Employment and Business Land and B2 Town Centres and Office
Development (Main Issue 3)
One respondent does not support the inclusion of Use Classes 10 and 11 on
established business parks and employment land (980). The respondent stated that if
the intention is to allow development other than employment on land designated for
employment, then the suggestion would be to change the order of Policies B1 and B2
and retitle the first policy to "Town Centre Development" as per the Main Issues Report
(64, 236). The Plan should make specific provision for Use Classes 10 and 11 to be
located within employment areas only if there are no suitable sites available within town
centres. This type of proposal should not be encouraged to pass under the ‘departure’
route (392). Furthermore, additional policies are required to address specific
developments that fall within Use classes 10 and 11, to ensure that suitable uses are
allowed. For example, schools should not be allowed to be developed within a
business park (64).
Use Classes 10 and 11 should only be considered in established business parks if the
obligations of the Town Centres First principles are applied. Policy B1 Employment
and Business Land should be expanded to provide greater support for new
development in rural areas, and the viability and economy of rural areas should be
considered (792).
The conditions set within the proposed policy so that the ‘change of use’ policy can be
permitted, are considered to be impractical and it would be highly unlikely that any
developer or business could fulfil all criteria (550).
Use Class 9 developments [houses] should also be permitted on allocated business
land where these sites are not suitable for employment development (including BUS
sites), or have not come forward within a defined time period (610). Exception should
be applied if an allocated site is unlikely to be developed, and in that case, permission
should be granted for some on unallocated land, if sought. It would be preferable to
have a supportive policy approach for this type of development, rather than consider
such applications as departures to the plan as and when they arise (610).
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A total of 6 respondents have supported the preferred option (to provide clarity in Policy
B1 that Use Classes 10 and 11 could be considered for business land and employment
land allocations) (23, 236, 702, 792, 855, 865). One respondent does not support
building new schools and crèches in either town centres or industrial estates/business
parks due to health and safety reasons (air quality, traffic, etc.) as well as congestion
issues (64). State schools are usually located within housing estates which is a logical
location for such facilities. Additional policies are required to address developments for
Use Class 10 and 11 [non-residential institutions, assembly and leisure uses]. Also,
Use Class 10 would benefit from further division or another policy, for example, policies
for schools and crèches should be different from other public buildings. A number of
Class 10 non-residential uses such as day nurseries would not be suitable in terms of
flood risk on BUS allocations (805).
Alternative uses on brownfield sites that were previously used for business should be
allowed if the site will remain vacant in the long run (2-5 years). However, any change
should be relevant and suitable for the area. It is not stated in the policy that a site can
be “reserved”, and more detail is required in this respect (64).
It is wrong for the LDP 2021 to safeguard and/or promote constrained business sites, as
this could potentially prejudice other sites that are deliverable and marketable (922).
All allocated Business sites promoted by the LDP 2021 should be assessed to identify
constraints that would impede development and ensure the Council is fully satisfied
these sites can be developed within the 5-year timescale (922).
Any change of use should not have any negative impact on existing businesses and any
new business should justify that there is an overriding public interest equated to
economic, social and environmental benefits and this should be outlined in the policy
(805).
One respondent does not support the preferred option (843).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy B1 Employment and Business
Land
Paragraphs B1.2 and B1.3 seek to deliver similar things and if the intention is different,
the paragraphs need re-visiting (64). For example, if paragraph B1.2 is meant to relate
to land where there is already some business uses on the land and B1.3 is meant to
relate to land designation as BUS, but currently has no business development on the
land, then this needs to be made much clearer in the text.
The wording of this policy runs contrary to the discussion set out in the Main Issues
Report (MIR) under Issue 3 (64). Policy B1.2 indicates that land designated as BUS,
and previously used for employment purposes (i.e. a brownfield site), may be changed
to another use, but only if there is no "reasonable prospect" of it ever being developed
for business. This is not aligned with the preferred option of Main Issue 3 (64).

PDF Page 33

Item: 4
Page: 217

One respondent stated that policy B1.3 is unsatisfactory and should be revised to
reference positive terms such as “Proposals for changes of use from land previously
used for business uses and identified as a BUS site to other uses within Use Classes 10
and 11 will be supported. Changes of use to shops, financial, professional and others
are not permissible” (64). The requirement for 12 months advertising is too short (23,
64) and suggests that a minimum of 24 months marketing is more reasonable before
consideration is given to alternative uses (64). These requirements are likely to
diminish the ability for not-for-profit organisations to deliver an alternative use (64).
Paragraph B1.3 does not explicitly address the MIR Main Issue 3 related to
development Use Classes 10 and 11. Instead, it excludes other developments (Use
Class Orders 1 to 3, and 7 to 9), and this requires clarification (64). Also, the policy
excludes such developments in industrial estates and business parks. This appears to
be counter intuitive. There are many financial and professional services located within
industrial estates, therefore, is it unclear whether it is expected that similar services
must be located within town centres. Road burger vans are located within industrial
parks which is not encouraged by the policy, hence the policy is counter intuitive. The
provision of such retail can significantly reduce vehicle journeys. The principal issue
should be the purpose of the proposed development and who it is aimed to serve (64).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy B2 Town Centre Development
Policies B2 & B3 have the potential to introduce more flood risk vulnerable uses in town
centres and tourist sites (805). There is a lack of investment in the high streets/town
centres (59). Lack of parking provision can deter people from visiting town centres
(392). Any development should be sited in accessible locations, and the site should be
accessed by walking, cycling or public transport from residential areas. Out of town
retail centre seem inappropriate (865).
One respondent stated that the second sentence of paragraph B2.1 highlights the
potential "where appropriate" of having education facilities in the town centre (64). In
Main Issue 3, concern was highlighted on placing new educational facilities in town
centres. Whilst there may be a case for small scale provision, such as adult education
facilities in the town centres, it is suggested the word "education" is removed from this
sentence (64).
Small convenience shops and leisure development are not being covered by this policy
(792). In order to meet local community needs and enhance tourism in rural areas,
certain types of development need to be located outside town centres, and policies
should be drafted to take account of this requirement (792).
The policy should adopt the wording of SPP. The definition of “a lot of people” within
the policy is questioned. Concern is also raised about the meaning of “unsuitable”,
applied when assessing sites in accordance with the sequential approach. The
respondent highlights that in accordance with SPP the town centre, edge of centre and
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other commercial centre sites should be discounted from the sequential approach if they
are shown to be unsuitable or unavailable (922).
Policy B2 should confirm that the Planning Authority and developers will be flexible and
realistic in the application of the sequential approach in accordance with SPP. Policy
B2 should require a demonstration that development sites can be delivered within a
three year timescale (the timescale of a Planning Permission in Principle), and ensure
there are no constraints that would impede its development (922).
Westhill should be regarded as having many of the functions of a Principal Town Centre
(568). The policy and associated Appendix should be amended to reflect the Blackdog
Town Centre (603).
Policy B3 Tourist Facilities (Main Issue 4)
One respondent has supported the preferred option outlined in the Main Issues Report
(to maintain the Plan as it is) (64). However, the respondent raised concern about how
the planning system deals with the growing development of short-term platforms such
as ‘Airbnb’, which is having an impact on the rental market. Whilst supporting the
development of tourism, there is a need to balance this development with the provision
and availability of homes in tourist areas and for locals.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy B3 Tourist Facilities
Two respondents have supported the preferred option (210, 506). There is an urgent
need to develop tourism as an alternative source of employment (210). Assessment
should be carried out on a case by case basis to consider landscape and visual effects
and other natural heritage issues (506).
Six respondents have supported the alternative option which allows for opportunities for
major new tourist developments on sites unrelated to settlements (236, 392, 702, 792,
855, 865). The tourist sites should have a strong association with an existing physical
characteristic of a site (236). Also, it is one of the objectives within the Vision to
develop tourism in Aberdeenshire (236, 392).
There has been objection to the Council's position regarding the support for tourist
development being related to existing settlements and tourist routes (792, 917). It is
considered that this approach is too restrictive to apply. Policies should be drafted in a
manner such that decisions on proposals can be made on a case by case basis, rather
than based on a restrictive policy. The Plan should also pro-actively support and
encourage tourism related developments in rural locations to boost the rural economy
(in line with paragraph 79 SPP). Furthermore, the policy should be written in a manner
that would allow the tourism industry to grow and attract more visitors and focus on
minimal impact on the local environment (855).
One respondent expressed interest in linking tourist sites to existing settlements or
close to public transport and cycling/walking routes (865).

PDF Page 35

Item: 4
Page: 219

It is considered that the policy has been inconsistently applied (917). Clarity is required
on some of the terms such as "well-related to settlements” and “tourist routes". The
policy does not provide enough support for bespoke tourism related uses and should be
more flexible to help encourage economic development. The policy needs to be more
closely tied to the Council’s adopted Economic Development Strategy (917).
Support is expressed for the alternative option to expand the policy text and include an
opportunity for all new tourist developments in locations less related to settlements, not
just major new tourist developments. The respondent does not support the preferred
option (keeping the policy as is) or the further alternative option (further prohibition)
(1009). Tourist facilities on certain locations, such as near a castle and other tourism,
have the potential for adverse impacts, including on a setting, and this would need to be
considered in design (1009). Impact of increased footfall in sensitive areas may also
need to be managed (1009).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy B4 Special Development Areas
Cross reference should be made to more flood risk vulnerable change of uses (805). It
should be noted that a significant proportion of the existing Regeneration Priority Area
(currently in Supplementary Guidance 2) lies within Potentially Vulnerable Areas (areas
where significant flood risk exists).
There is no reference to renewable energy, although there is site reference to the
Energetica Corridor, therefore this may not become noticeable to the Energy Sector
(1012).

3. Actions
We agree that rivers are an important component of economic development in rural
areas but feel that specifically referencing this land use would require us to identify a
wide range of other industries which have similar importance such as minerals,
agriculture, forestry etc.
The annual ‘Employment Land Audit’ demonstrates that effective employment land
supply meets the requirement set out in the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan (SDP). A high proportion of business land is allocated within
Strategic Growth Areas (SGA) and this also meets the requirement laid out in the SDP.
It is always aimed to allocate business land where there is demand and it is likely to
come forward.
All allocated business land is released for development and it is for the applicant to
submit a planning application. The Planning Service aims to keep a site ‘effective’ to
the best of its ability.
The allocated employment/business sites are protected, including those in mixed-use
sites. The proportion of employment land to be allocated within a mixed-use site is
stated within the allocation summaries within the Settlement Statements. Sites that
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have been allocated for employment or business use are not recommended to be
permitted to change to another use class order, except through formal Local
Development Plan review.
No changes are required to the employment land allocations in the Plan.
Policy B1 Employment and Business Land and Policy B2 Town Centres and
Office Development (Main Issue 3)
The support for the preferred option is noted. Currently there is no policy designation
that identifies land for the development of Use Classes 10 and 11 (Non-residential
institutions and Leisure uses) within the plan, and this justifies the expansion of the text
in the Local Development Plan to include an additional paragraph. We agree that
these uses should only be allowed where a sequential approach has failed to identify a
town centre location, otherwise policy B2 (Town Centres and Office Development)
would apply. Only in those rare cases where a specific proposal is being considered or
the location of a site is logical and beneficial for the community would sites be
“reserved” for such uses. Likewise, health and safety issues would have to be
addressed to ensure the location is acceptable through applying Policy P4 Hazardous
and Potentially Polluting Developments and Contaminated Land.
There is significant duplication between Policy B1 and Policy P6 Community
Infrastructure and it would be appropriate to rephrase Policy P6 to specifically include a
reference to leisure uses, and delete much of policy B1.3.
There is also some merit to reversing the order of policies B1 and B2 as suggested.
This makes no material difference to the policy content of the Plan but does reinforce
Aberdeenshire Council’s commitment to the Town Centres First principle.
We do not agree that the conditions set by paragraph B1.3 are onerous if we are to
guard against migration of high footfall uses from the town centre to the periphery.
Strict rules are required.
However, Policy B1 is restricted to allocated business land only. New development in
rural areas is currently assessed under separate policies which consider the viability
and economy of these areas. It would be appropriate to introduce a new paragraph in
the Shaping Business Development section to account for new business proposals in
the countryside. This is discussed further under Issue 7 Shaping Development in the
Countryside.
Having a policy that permits Use Class 9 (houses) on land currently designated for
employment uses is inappropriate for a range of reasons. Land that is allocated for
employment use should remain in the plan until delivered, or its designation changed
through review in the following Local Development Plan. Whilst Scottish Planning
Policy encourages flexibility and allowing other uses on employment land, this may lead
to the wrong development in the wrong places, and a precautionary approach through a
development plan process remains an appropriate mechanism to effect this change.
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Constrained business sites can be reassessed for alternative uses in this manner. Only
if there was wholesale failure in the occupancy of BUS allocated sites would
comprehensive redevelopment be considered.
In the interests of clarity and flexibility, paragraph B1.1 should be amended to remove
the stipulation that a numerical figure is always appropriate and the term “significant
Heavy Goods Vehicle Movements per day” substituted for “10 Heavy Goods Vehicle
movements per day”. An additional sentence should be added to state that “The actual
scale of vehicle movements will vary with the type of development but 10 or more
Heavy Goods Vehicle movements per day will always be considered significant”.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy B1 Employment and Business
Land
The suggestion for the revision of policy B1.3 has been noted above. This addresses
issues raised regarding the conformity of this approach to the preferred option within the
Main Issues. In this location we see that it adds little value to the Plan and should be
deleted.
The policy content should be moved to a revised policy P6 “Community Facilities and
Public Amenities”, and Policy B1 amended accordingly. The duration of need for
advertisement has been taken from policy B3: tourist facilities and has been accepted
by Aberdeenshire Council’s Economic Development Service. A 24 months’ timescale
would mean that the building may remain empty for a long time and this could have a
detrimental impact on the overall business park. The policy can be altered to reflect
that the property must be vacant for a duration of 12 months and actively advertised
prior to consideration given for alternative uses, backed by relevant evidence.
Change of use from employment to other uses within business parks are not
guaranteed. The Town Centre First Principle of Policy B2, along with other
considerations, is assessed prior to permitting development. The policy is aligned with
Main Issues 3.
There are occasional financial and professional services and cafés located within
business parks, however, they will likely be ancillary to the businesses or permitted due
to exceptional circumstances. Cafés can be justified by serving a local need but would
generally be expected to be located in Town Centres. Professional services also
remain best suited to be within a Town Centre but should sites not be available then an
off centre development should still be possible. “Business” has changed significantly
and is not only relates to manufacturing or distribution. The operation and siting of
mobile food vans and are not controlled by the Planning system. No changes are
required.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan: B2 Town Centre Development
It is noted that there is a perception that there is a lack of parking spaces in some town
centres. No proposals have come forward for additional parking from the
Transportation Service. All town centres are accessible by other means of transport
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such as public transport, walking and cycling, therefore, additional parking spaces are
not encouraged. Out of centre retail proposals can only be considered as Local
Development Plan allocations or as exceptional departures to Local Development Plan
Policy.
We note that one respondent does not support the preferred option set out in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan but gives no reason for this.
The Local Development Plan has laid out policies that encourages positive development
within a town centre, but we have no control of the investments being made within a
town centre. The “sequential test” allows for development in other identified retail
centres and edge of centre locations. These may be “more appropriate” sites for
services such as “bulky goods” shops.
The amendment requested for the second sentence of paragraph B2.1 that the term
“education” should be removed as an example of a community facility, has been noted.
“Educational facilities” do not only refer to schools and it would be inappropriate to
remove the word “education” from the sentence.
Confirmation is provided within the policy that proposals for small convenience shops
within neighbourhood centres do not need to be considered in the context of this policy.
Leisure developments are welcome in the town centre and are specifically referred to.
Sufficient provision is made for Leisure uses through this policy, Policy B1, and Policy
R2 (Housing and Employment Development Elsewhere in the Countryside) policies.
No further action is required to enhance tourism.
The definition of “a lot of people” should be interpreted in a common-sense way. A
definition would be inappropriate as the measure of “a lot” will vary according to the
nature of the business. Again “unsuitable” requires to be judged in a common-sense
way as what is unsuitable for some settlements may be suitable for others. We agree
with SPP that the definition should include “edge of town centres”, but again a definition
may be inappropriate for some of the small centres in Aberdeenshire. Housing is a
permissible use in town centres.
The sequential approach is carried out when assessing retail outlets out with the town
centre and does not need to be repeated in the Local Development Plan. The
sequential approach is detailed in SPP (Para 68). There is no restriction on the length
of time that should be considered for a site to be available although we will always
adopt the Scottish Planning Policy advice that a flexible and realistic approach must be
taken.
Westhill centre does not provide the facilities such as visitor attractions or a public hall
within the town centre, therefore, not considered to be suitable to upgrade to ‘Principal
Town Centre’. Blackdog shopping and service facilities are yet to be fully developed,
therefore, do not meet the criteria to be designated as a town centre at present.
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Policy B3 Tourist Facilities (Main Issue 4)
The support given to the preferred option is welcomed. Conversion to ‘Airbnb’ is not
currently regulated by the Planning system, although provision has been made as part
of the recently assented Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, whereby Planning Authorities
will have the ability to designate short term let control areas. Secondary legislation
detailing requirements has yet to be presented. We fully support the need to protect
areas from over development as tourist locations, but the scale of the industry in
Aberdeenshire does not require any specific constraints at the present time that are not
already drafted in the policy.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy B3 Tourist Facilities
The need to develop tourism is set out as an objective of the Plan supported by policy.
It is accepted that tourism helps boosting the economy. The tourism policy focuses on
the best places to locate tourism facilities. All proposals are assessed on a case by
case basis. All proposals are assessed under landscape and visual impact and other
material considerations. The main aim of this policy is to locate tourist facilities in
locations where there is demand and the site is accessible.
Tourist facilities are encouraged to be located near a settlement so the users or tourists
have access to services and public transport, but this is not an essential criterion. This
would be assessed at the planning application stage, and the nature of the tourist facility
would be taken into consideration. In addition, facilities are encouraged to be located
on tourist routes. It is encouraged to provide facilities close to the main roads to avoid
trips on inappropriate roads. Again, this is not essential if an acceptable justification
can be provided as to the reason for the chosen location. Good judgement is used to
ensure that the right development is built in the right places, without putting undue
weight on other services.
The developer will need to present an assessment of market demand to ensure that the
facility is viable and will remain active in the long term. The tourism policy is flexible in
promoting tourism in Aberdeenshire and tailored to promote economic development.
Any tourist proposal near castles and sensitive areas would be assessed to ensure that
the development would not have a negative impact on protected sites. No changes are
required
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - B4 Special Development Areas
Any proposal related to a flood risk vulnerable change of use would need be assessed
by other policies in the Plan. The Energetica Corridor aims to attract all types of
business sectors, including renewable energy, to be located within the corridor. No
change is required in this respect.
It is proposed that ‘The Regeneration Priority Area’ is revised to align with regeneration
priorities set out in the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan,
establishing a focussed approach to concentrate efforts on the four northern coastal
towns of Banff, Macduff, Fraserburgh and Peterhead. The Regeneration Priority Area
should be carried forward as an Appendix, modified accordingly.
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4. Recommendations
Policy B1 Employment and Business Land and
Policy B2 Town Centres and Office Development
1. Reverse policies B1 and B2 to lead with Policy B2 Town Centres and Office
Development. Rename Policy B2 to “B1 Town Centre Development”.
2. Amend policy B1.1 to remove the stipulation that a numerical figure is always
appropriate and the term “significant Heavy Goods Vehicle movements per day”
substituted for “10 Heavy Goods Vehicle movements per day”. An additional
sentence should be added to state “The actual scale of vehicle movements will
vary with the type of development but 10 or more Heavy Goods Vehicle
movements per day will usually be considered significant.”
3. Delete paragraph B1.3.
4. Introduce a new paragraph in the Shaping Business Development section to
allow for the development of small-scale business proposals in rural areas.
5. Review policy P4 Hazardous, Potentially Polluting Developments and
Contaminated Land to ensure that infill development cannot prejudice existing
operations.
6. Revise policy P6 to rename it “Community Facilities and Public Amenities” and
redraft to include reference to the scope to develop Use Classes 10 and 11 on
other sites within a settlement in the interests of public amenity, should a town
centre site not be available.
Policy B3 Tourist Facilities
1. Additional text should be added to paragraph B3.1 to make reference to the need
for a justification for the long-term success of the business, clarify the terms
under which high value tourist developments should be provided, and the level of
protection given to existing tourist sites
2. Additional text should be added to paragraph B2.2 to clarify that shops ancillary
to tourist developments are acceptable.
Policy B4 Special Development Areas
1. The Regeneration Priority Area should be focussed on the four towns of Banff,
Macduff, Fraserburgh and Peterhead, and the proposed Appendix “The
Regeneration Priority Area” modified accordingly.
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Issue 7 Shaping Development in the Countryside
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
9
64
65
89
113
126
170
205
210
230
236
258
264
271
277
278
280
287
288
300
306
307
308
317
351
368
369
392
424
425
443
448
491
496
504
506
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Respondents
Caledonia Homes
Mr Charles Taylor
Professor Ian Johnson
Mr Frederick Parkinson
Dr John Reid
Burness Paul LLP on behalf of Mr & Mrs Charles Miller
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Leiths (Scotland) Limited
Mr Giancarlo Pia
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Mr & Mrs Graham & Sue McLean
Mr Lucy Thomson
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of EIS Waste Services
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Mr Patrick Stephen
Mr Stephen Coutts
Ms Anco Maan
Ms Lorraine Maan-Beck
Angus Council
Ms Nicola Maan
Mr Loran Maan
Mr & Mrs Graham & Jennifer Norrie
Mr Graham White
Professor Carole Gray
Ms Gael Sangster
Mr & Mrs A.J. Ross on behalf of Protect Banchory Devenick
Mrs Kirstie Forbes-Sempill
Cromar Community Council
Ms Gillian Begg
Echt & Skene Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
Fintray Community Council
Stewart Milne Homes
Mr Richard Woollcombe
Ms M A Roberts
Friends of Durris Primary and Crossroads Nursery
Mr Neil Frater
Scottish Natural Heritage
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528
530
531
536
548
550
551
555
561
564
567
570
585
588
590
596
610
614
619
632
643
644
656
657
666
679
702
706
707
708
711
713
752
782
791
792
805
830
840
843
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Lippe Architects + Planners
Lippe Architects + Planners
Lippe Architects + Planners
Ryden LLP on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Limited
Caledonia Homes
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
NHS Grampian
Emac Planning on behalf of Polmuir Properties (Newtonhill) Limited
Hermiston Securities Limited
Savills on behalf of Airvolution Clean Energy (ACE)
Mr Ed Colver
Ms Aileen Salway
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Kincardine Estate
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Clarendon Planning & Development Ltd on behalf of The Sluie Estate
Trust
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Forbes Homes Ltd on behalf of Forbes Homes Ltd
Ms Pat Brodie
Mrs Catriona Woodburn
Mr Nigel McLean
Dr G.W. McLean
Ms Jacqueline Turner
Mr & Mrs Michael & Kay Melville
New Aberdour, Tyrie and Pennan Community Council
Ms Louise Taylor
Cruden Community Council
Dr Frank and Pauline Charleson
Mr Alan Haig
Ms Heather Haig
Mr Ian Smith
Mr G Neil McKay
Westhill and Elrick Community Council
RSPB Scotland
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
Sirius Planning on behalf of FCC Environment
SEPA
Strutt and Parker on behalf of North Banchory Coy
Baxter Design Company (Old Deer) Ltd
Kintore and District Community Council

Item: 4
Page: 227

855
865
889
891
896
910
911
917
921
922
923
924
927
929
945
947
953
956
967
980
984
1008
1010
1011
1012
1021
1023
1046
1059
1063

Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
Holder Planning on behalf of Hallam Land
Barratt North Scotland
Arcus Design Ltd
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Corsindae Estate
Arcus Design Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Luther Farm Services
Mr Christopher Hennigan
Clarendon Planning & Development Ltd on behalf of The Sluie Estate
Trust
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Drum Property Group
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of W. Maitland & Sons
Gladman Scotland
Farningham Planning Ltd on behalf of Barratt North Scotland and
Dunecht Estates
Ms Moira Mapley
Scottish Land & Estates
North Kincardine Rural Community Council
Mr Phil Allan
Homes for Scotland
Mr Paul Davison
GVA Grimley Ltd T/A Avison Young on behalf of Mr A Strachan
Savills on behalf of The Fyvie Estate
EGCP
Savills on behalf of The Fyvie Estate
Savills on behalf of Elgin Energy
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Mr Ian Ross
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Neal Still, South Fornet Estates Ltd
Ms Ruth Gillies
Ms Winifred Young
Mr Euan Gillies

2. Issues
Respondents have expressed support for the wider aims of the Shaping Development in
the Countryside policies (792, 927). Differing views were received on whether a more
flexible policy approach to rural development was required as opposed to a stricter
approach (711, 917). Some respondents supported retention of the small-scale nature
of development in rural areas (64, 679), whereas another suggested the reference
should be removed (585).
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One respondent believed that in the event of a shortfall in the Council’s five-year
effective housing supply, areas outwith settlements must be considered as being
potentially suitable for housing development (927).
NHS Grampian stated that development in the countryside should be easily accessible
by public transport and linked to health and social care centres. The cumulative impact
of rural development must also be considered to ensure it does not adversely impact on
health and social care services which may already be oversubscribed (551).
One respondent has suggested that rural policies do not go far enough to support
development of renewable energy. There needs to be recognition in this section that
acceptable forms of development extend beyond housing and employment uses (1012).
It was suggested that a range of occupancy models should be promoted in rural areas
(953). The Main Issues Report (MIR) has failed to consider the need for delivery of
affordable housing by small and medium-sized enterprises (SME) housebuilders who
rely on small sites coming forward via the rural policies (126). A respondent indicated
that there was a growing perception that restricting rural development was based on a
money saving exercise undertaken by the Planning Authority (947). It was noted that
fragile communities were being excluded from development on the basis that they are
small (947). Limited accessibility is not a justification to abandon opportunities in rural
communities and favour a fully centralised approach to development (917).
Policy R1 Special Rural Areas
Introduction
One respondent has suggested that proposals in more sensitive areas need to be
considered on a case by case basis whilst not precluding any particular development
type (1012).
Green Belt (Main Issue 5)
Respondents have welcomed that preserving the green belt is a key priority for the
Local Development Plan (LDP) (271, 287, 288, 921, 1046, 1063). Policy wording must
be clear to preserve the green belt and limit misuse (953) and more emphasis should be
placed on the function of the green belt to prevent coalescence (65). However, other
respondents have suggested that the green belt should not be seen as a barrier to
development (536, 792).
A number of respondents explicitly expressed support for the preferred option to make
no change to green belt policy at this time (210, 300, 424, 425, 491, 550, 588, 590, 702,
791, 929) and four respondents supported the alternative option, to review the green
belt in 2022 (64, 506, 865, 923). One respondent did not support the preferred option
but suggested that the alternative option appeared to be very limited in its scope (984).
Several respondents, including Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), believed that a
comprehensive review of the green belt should be undertaken now to inform the
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Proposed LDP (64, 610, 506, 792, 984). Such a review would need to account for the
impact the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route (AWPR) will have on the opening up of
land for development (64, 506, 610, 792) and development around Aberdeen City
should be informed by an up to date green belt review (923). It was suggested by one
respondent that a review in 2022 would be too late and would not allow a full and frank
analysis to be undertaken that considers development opportunities (610).
Other respondents have suggested that it would be retrospective to undertake a review
prior to the Proposed LDP as it has not been undertaken through the MIR, nor
considered through the Strategic Development Plan process (588, 590). Three
respondents stressed that any review of the green belt should be undertaken
collaboratively (791, 891, 967).
Green Belt Boundary
A number of respondents have indicated that they would not support extending the
green belt (588, 590, 791, 889, 891, 967), whereas it was also suggested that the green
belt policy should be changed to ensure no coalescence of major settlements (752, 843,
980). One respondent has suggested that there are a range of locations where the
green belt designation is no longer appropriate (610). Another has suggested that
there is a need for a green belt buffer along each side of the AWPR (300).
Potential development along transport corridors within Strategic Growth Areas may be
constrained due to the green belt designation. The respondent has considered that
specific exceptions should be given in such areas (792).
Formartine
In Potterton the 2010 green belt review concluded that the risk of coalescence was less
pronounced in the north of Potterton. Given that the area does not meet any of the
other green belt objectives the respondent suggested that there may be a case for dedesignating the area, including land subject to bid FR123 (792). Preferred sites in
Potterton indicate an intention to review the green belt designation in order to
accommodate new growth (536).
Garioch
One respondent would support extension of the green belt to include Blackburn to
protect the landscape setting (236). In Hatton of Fintray it was suggested that there
was no change required to the boundary surrounding Hatton of Fintray (656). The
area between Kintore and Inverurie should be identified as green belt to avoid
coalescence (843, 980). This would re-establish the policy first established by the
Gordon District Council (843). Multiple responses were received in relation to
Westhill. One respondent noted that any review of the green belt should consider
development pressure around Westhill (392). Respondents would support extension
of the green belt to include Westhill to avoid coalescence (64, 205, 236, 657, 752),
whereas other respondents would not support extension of the green belt around
Westhill (550, 588, 590, 791, 891). It was also suggested that the area subject to bids
GR032, GR039, GR040 and GR041 should be designated as green belt (205).
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Kincardine and Mearns
At Banchory Devenick a number a respondents have requested that no change is
made to the green belt in the Banchory Devenick area, particularly land subject to bids
KN069, KN070, KN071 and KN072 (89, 230, 271, 277, 278, 287, 288, 306, 307, 308,
317, 448, 567, 619, 643, 644, 707, 708, 713, 921, 945, 956, 1046,1059, 1063). At
Blairs the area subject to the extant planning permission at Blairs should be removed
from the green belt (561). The extent of business operations at Gallowhill, Marywell
should be removed from the green belt (258). One respondent has requested
amendment of the green belt boundary at Mains of Charleston, near Marywell as this
area. The site does not have a unique or special landscape setting and is bound by
transport infrastructure and housing/ employment uses. It is not an area that is
required to prevent coalescence (984). The extent of bid KN101 should be removed
from the green belt at Newtonhill (555).
Other Issues in Respect of Green Belt
Definition of Primary Industry
Respondents have agreed that the definition of “primary industry” should not be
extended to trades (64, 210, 368). One respondent suggested that such cases should
be treated as departures to the Plan (368). Another requested that the definition be
extended to allow new homes associated with an established tourism business in the
countryside (530).
Brownfield Development in the Green Belt
It was suggested that the policy could be strengthened with regard to brownfield
development in the green belt. Relaxing restrictions on brownfield land could result in
additional environment and economic benefits (792). Another respondent has
requested that wording is added to allow development of housing associated with a
retiring farmer on the basis that there should be no difference between farmland located
in the green belt or wider countryside in this respect (531).
Development of Clusters in the Green Belt
Extension to clusters should be permitted in the green belt where it contributes to
supporting a local school roll or a local business (504).
The Coastal Zone (Main Issue 6)
A number of respondents have expressed support for the preferred option (to keep
coastal zone with minor changes to the text) (64, 113, 570, 666, 702, 782, 855, 865,
1010). One respondent has supported the alternative option (236). Another
respondent has indicated that they did not support either option presented in the MIR
suggesting that the policy was open to interpretation and abuse. The respondent
suggested that all proposals in the coastal zone should be considered as departures to
the LDP (210). It was suggested that the coastal zone should be redefined to reflect
what is actually coastal, or removed to allow Policy R2 to take precedence and
decisions relating to proposals in coastal areas being made on a case by case basis
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(911). A respondent has highlighted that Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) has been less
focused on the coastal zone as a protection tool in recent updates. The respondent
notes that Marine Scotland has indicated to them that there may be a need to amend
Policy R1 to give more protection to smaller areas, rather than the existing system
which covers a very wide area, both along the coast and inland (1010).
It was emphasised that any review should be subject to full engagement, and would
need to be informed by the LDP process to take account of potential strategic
development locations and should not be undertaken independently from the Plan
process (610).
SNH has supported the intent to undertake a review of the coastal zone and suggested
that recently published guidance on undertaking Coastal Character Assessments that
could be used to inform any review of the coastal zone. SNH has suggested that
coastal areas at flood risk should be mapped (506). Angus Council suggested it would
be prudent for them as a neighbouring Authority to consider Aberdeenshire Council’s
policy approach to account for any implications for the Angus coastline (280).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy R1 Special Rural Areas
Two respondents have requested that paragraph R1.1 is unchanged from the existing
policy wording (64, 392). There was agreement with the types of development listed
under paragraph R1.2 (392). The first bullet point required clarity (64, 392), whereas
another expressed support for the provision in that it allows for development for a
recreational use that is compatible with its agricultural and natural setting (792). It is
not clear why wording was proposed to be removed under the second bullet point (64).
It is not clear what “intensification of an existing use” means under the fifth bullet point
(392), and this should not exceed the small-scale limit on development (64, 392).
SNH has suggested adding the following text to paragraph R1.3 to clarify the criteria for
determining that social and economic benefits can outweigh any adverse environmental
impact, “There must be no coalescence of coastal developments or significant adverse
impacts on nature coastal process, coastal landscape and visual resource and…” (506).
There was agreement with the types of development listed at R1.5 (64, 392). A
respondent has welcomed intent behind a provision to retain more of Aberdeenshire’s
vernacular buildings (392). A respondent suggests stating that development “may be”
permitted (64). Another respondent disagreed and suggested that R1.5 is too
restrictive and redevelopment of all buildings in the green belt should be permitted
(792). SEPA has requested reference should be made in paragraph R1.5 to
development only being acceptable where there is no increase in vulnerability to flood
risk, highlighting that any conversion or new development must be cognisant of the
SEPA Flood Risk and Land Use Vulnerability Guidance (805). SNH has expressed
concern that the extent of the “curtilage” may be significant in some cases and
recommend that clarity is provided in order to ensure the scale and nature of
development is appropriate (506).
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Wording should be added to the policy to ensure that rural development does not have
an adverse effect on the natural environment, and in particular, biodiversity (782).
Policy R2 Housing and Employment Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
Rural Typologies (Main Issue 7)
A number of respondents have supported the preferred option (9, 64, 210, 392, 551,
792, 855, 865). Two respondents have indicated support for the alternative option
(702) but one of these respondents suggested that this would require further exploration
(548).
It was considered that no explanation had been provided for the preferred option in the
Main Issues Report (MIR) (791, 967). The preferred option will restrict access to sites
by SME housebuilders (126).
The LDP should provide greater differentiation between remote and accessible areas.
A more relaxed approach to employment within remote rural area should be promoted
where settlements are too far away (392). Development of clusters and organic growth
should be allocated in accessible areas in the Rural Housing Market Area (840).
Concern was expressed that brownfield and allocated opportunity sites would be the
only development permitted in the part of the rural housing market area within the
accessible area (840, 896).
Urbanisation of the rural community by encroachment of developments from the
Aberdeen City- Aberdeenshire boundary is not desirable. Development proposals in
the rural community should reflect and support the rural character (953).
Aberdeenshire has a unique character on mainland Scotland with small towns and
accessible rural areas set around a single large City that provides the main
employment, service and civic centre for the region (917, 924).
Organic Growth (Main Issue 8)
A significant number of respondents on this Issue have supported the preferred option
(to retain the policy with a more flexible approach to the needs of the area) (64, 210,
528, 614, 632, 702, 706, 791, 792, 840, 855, 865, 927, 967, 1023). Two respondents,
including SEPA have supported the alternative option in preference of a planned
approach to development (236, 805). Examples of how this policy has been applied in
other Authorities should be considered to establish a policy that allows sustainable
growth to occur (1008). It was noted that there is clear tension between promoting
organic growth and the belief that the presence of a battlefield supersedes any local
demand for organic growth (1008, 1011). It was suggested that the scope of the policy
should be broadened (924). Organic growth should also be extended to employment
proposals (596).
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SNH has suggested that the term “organic growth” may be open to interpretation and
perhaps needs a caveat in relation to sensitive and historic settlement character and
landscape context (506).
A full definition of “need” is required (64, 210). Any identified “need”, and shortfall in
the five-year effective housing land supply, are relevant needs that must be recognised
in the Proposed LDP (927). The methodology for identifying settlements suitable for
organic growth should be shared (506, 1023). Growth should relate to demand and
land availability (792). It is appropriate to consider school capacity in identifying
settlements suitable for organic growth (369, 791).
The cap of 10 homes should be removed (792, 896, 910, 927, 1021). The policy
should permit 20% (896) or up to 25% (924) growth within the Plan period. Another
respondent also supported the reduction of the cap to allow for more gradual, smallscale developments to take place (840).
The 200m limit should be removed (264, 910, 967, 1021) and the 400m limit should be
reinstated (791).
It is not clear what settlements may be listed as “identified settlements” for the next Plan
period (126, 528, 896, 924, 1008, 1011).
Appendix 4: List of Identified Settlements
In Formartine Fyvie (1008, 1011) and Barthol Chapel (264) should be listed as a
settlement where organic growth may be permitted.
In Garioch Glasgoeforest (1023) and Lethenty (924) should be listed as a settlement
where organic growth may be permitted. If no opportunity site for housing is allocated
in Lyne of Skene, it too should be listed as a settlement where organic growth may be
permitted (443).
In Kincardine and Mearns Mains of Charleston, near Marywell (984), Kirkton of Durris
(632) Woodlands of Durris (496, 632) should be listed as a settlement where organic
growth may be permitted.
In Marr Alford should not be listed as a settlement where organic growth may be
permitted (351). It is not clear whether Rhynie is to be retained as a settlement where
organic growth may be permitted (528).
Redevelopment of Large Brownfield Sites (Main Issue 9)
A respondent has agreed that existing policies for development of disused or redundant
land/ buildings has proven difficult to interpret and apply, and that the policy is required
to be revised to provide clarity (792).
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Mixed views were received in respect of this Main Issue with a number of respondents
supporting the preferred option (9, 64, 236, 614, 792, 855, 967, 984), while others
expressed support for the alternative option (392, 702, 843, 865).
Two respondents considered that a cap of 7 homes was too restrictive and decisions
should be made on a case by case basis rather than be restricted by policy (614, 792).
Another respondent indicated that in order to avoid overdevelopment, more than three
homes should only be permitted if proposed as part of a development seeking
restoration, conversion or extension of traditional vernacular buildings or another
building of architectural merit (392).
The evidence base to support a limit of 7 homes was questioned by respondents (791,
967). The consequences of the preferred option are unclear (280).
It was suggested that a similar provision should be available under Policy R1 Special
Rural Areas (792).
The brownfield policy should be relaxed to permit development on sites where there is
no evidence of actual standing structures that previously stood. These previous
structures have documented history in historical maps and this should be used as
evidence of past uses (504, 896). SNH has suggested that development on brownfield
sites should take place on the footprint of what was there previously (506).
Not all brownfield land is suitable for residential development. Therefore the policy
should be extended to all types of development, including employment, leisure, services
or retail, should a local need be established (792).
It was noted by SNH that restoration and/or enhancement of prevailing landscape
character is an integral part of the development of a brownfield site and masterplanning
of proposed development should include well considered landscape frameworks (506).
Support was expressed for clarification that temporary buildings, quarries, wells and
pumping schemes, and modern farm buildings will not be considered brownfield (392).
An Environmental Impact Assessment and Landscape Visual Impact Assessment
should be required for development of large brownfield sites (843).
Clarity should be given as to the requirement for affordable housing to be provided.
The respondent suggested that it may be appropriate to investigate reduced commuted
sums for brownfield sites in rural areas where there is very limited demand for
affordable housing (9).
Angus Council has suggested it would be prudent for them as a neighbouring authority
to monitor Aberdeenshire Council’s policy approach (280).
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Other Issues
Development of Existing Houses and Non-domestic buildings
Support was expressed for redeveloping brownfield sites in terms of promoting
sustainability (711).
SEPA has indicated that they would welcome the consideration of the potential to
request restoration of vacant and derelict land as a developer contribution (805). They
also observe that there may be instances where vacant or derelict land may still be
causing contamination even though it has been naturalised and may contribute more
positively to placemaking through removal of contamination and redevelopment rather
than being left in its naturalised state.
Retirement Succession
It is recommended by two respondents that retirement succession should extend to
non-family members as it is not always the case an immediate relative will succeed a
farm holding (830, 896).
Employment Proposals Outwith Settlements
It was considered that the policy is too heavily focused on housing and there is little
guidance in relation to employment proposals (922). There was agreement that the
existing definition has been proven unworkable in respect of limiting the number of
employees a business could have (392). A number of respondents request that the
policy should not be changed to allow large scale employment proposals in the
countryside (392, 843, 865, 980), whereas other respondents support removal from the
definition as it would support rural economies where opportunities may otherwise be
limited (585). Small-scale employment proposals should be supported (922, 953)
where no other site is available (792).
One respondent has suggested the definition of small-scale employment should focus
on floor space with recommended text “In the case of employment, a site providing less
than 800m2 of Class 6 floor space or less than 500m2 of Class 5 floor space, or less
than 150m2 of other non-residential floor space, and in all cases being less than 0.5
hectares overall” (392).
Housing Clusters/ Groups
Support was expressed for the retention of a policy to allow additions to housing
clusters/ groups (840, 947).
New Agricultural Buildings
A respondent considered that all agricultural buildings should require planning
permission (843).
Live/ Work Developments
It was suggested that a policy promoting home/work proposals should be included in the
Proposed LDP. Such a proposal could provide opportunities for trades (840).
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Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy R2 Housing and Employment
Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
A respondent suggested that the draft policies appeared to be very restrictive in
comparison to existing policies. It is suggested that the text is revised to be more user
friendly (830). It was suggested that the title of R2 should simply read, “Development
Elsewhere in the Countryside” (1012).
Paragraph R2.2 should be amended to read, “We will restrict development proposals in
the countryside area outwith the green belt and coastal zone to development that
would…..” (1012).
SHN has considered that Policy R2.3. With reference to the use of the term “curtilage”
they observe that this may be significant in some cases and recommend this is clarified
in order to ensure scale and nature of development is appropriate (506). The first
sentence of paragraph R2.3 is unclear. Several commas in the sentence may be
required (64).
SEPA suggested rewording paragraph R2.5 to read, “Vacant or derelict land that has
become naturalised and contributes to area of green-blue infrastructure and
placemaking will not be available for redevelopment as brownfield” (805).
It was suggested that the draft wording of R2.6 could be misinterpreted and should be
amended to read, “To promote a planned approach to rural brownfield development
larger rural brownfield sites such as a group of farm buildings, should not be divided into
their component parts with sequential permissions being sought for small scale
development on each part” (392).
A respondent suggested that paragraphs R2.7 and R2.13 appeared to run contrary to
each other (64).
SEPA has suggested that it should be a requirement under paragraph R2.10 to require
footpath connection to a settlement, similar to that required under Policy B2, and R2.12
should refer to housing rather than employment proposals (805).
SNH has requested that wording to the last sentence ‘the scale of individual houses
with respect to defined curtilages’ should be sensitive to the landscape context (506).
Clarity was sought on the relationship between paragraphs R2.12 and R2.13 (64). It
was suggested that the reference to “ribbon development not being permitted” should
be removed from paragraph R2.13 as this is sometimes the only way a cluster can be
extended and would reflect the existing character (896).
The policy wording on organic growth requires to be clarified. The reference to
“addition” needs to be emphasised as it currently goes against the overall spirit of the
policy (840). It was suggested that reference should be made in the policy to state that
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the Community Council should be an arbiter of establishing “need” within a community
(843, 980).
SEPA indicated that the promotion of rural development would lead to an increase in
separate waste water treatment proposals. Their preference is always for any
development to connect to the mains sewer network in order to prevent the potential for
environmental pollution from waste water discharges to the water environment (surface
and groundwater). Therefore, SEPA has requested that there is cross referencing to
Policies RD1.9-1.13 somewhere within Policy R2 (805).
A respondent objected to text that outlines vacant or derelict land that has become
naturalised will not be available for redevelopment as brownfield land. It is suggested
that the LDP should strengthen its commitment to maximise brownfield sites within both
urban and rural areas, in line with SPP paragraph 48 (792).
SNH suggested that clarification was required in respect of housing clusters and
definitions of small scale. They encouraged consideration of sustainable development
in this section and how cumulative effects of new housing in the countryside will be
measured (506).
Terms that require to be included within the Glossary included “small-scale” (368, 392,
585), “cluster”, “live/ work units” (368) and “brownfield land” (392).
Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks
The pending review of minerals was welcomed, along with recognition that sites would
be identified should a shortfall be established, in line with SPP (170).
One respondent has indicated support for the policy as a means to protect the natural
environment from inappropriate mineral extraction and access track development (782).
It is emphasised that hill track development can have adverse impacts on protected and
priority species and habitats (782). It was suggested that development of hill tracks
require more regulation to prevent uncontrolled expansion of tracks (570, 865).
It was suggested that the term “adverse impact arising” in the MIR be replaced with
“subject to the acceptability of the impact” (564).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A respondent has suggested that the list of information required to support a minerals
application as outlined in paragraph R3.1 should state that this would be the minimum
requirement. This would introduce an element of flexibility to allow the Planning
Service to require further information to be submitted. The respondent suggests that
“after use” requires further clarity and suggested revised text “Details of proposed use of
site after completion of works and after land restoration” (64).
It was suggested that the sentence relating to the market area under paragraph R3.2
should re-structured to provide clarity (64).
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A respondent has requested that specific reference to impacts on flora and fauna
should be made. Reference to impact of habitats does not go far enough. There
should also be specific mention of addressing the possible loss of biodiversity and this
should be added as an additional bullet point. Consideration of disturbance by artificial
light should also be added to the fifth bullet point (64).
SEPA (805) has suggested a number of revisions to the draft wording of Policy R3,
including:
•

•
•

To revise the last bullet point paragraph R3.3 and including two additional bullet
points added. They recommend the following wording: “Potential pollution of
land, air and water (surface and groundwater); Disturbance of carbon rich soils,
taking into account Policy C3; and Habitat enhancement and restoration
measures”.
To revise paragraph R3.5 to read: “Ensure that a high standard of site restoration
(including habitat and peat restoration where applicable) and aftercare is
management effectively”.
To revise paragraph R3.10 to read: “minimise environmental impacts, such as soil
erosion, on habitat and waterbodies, and on carbon risk soils, and a satisfactory
maintenance programme has been agreed.”

SEPA has also suggested that a definition of “waterbody/waterbodies” be included
within the Glossary, and that such a definition should state that this includes wetlands
(805).
SNH has suggested that to provide clarity in relation to restoration and aftercare, to
mitigate environmental effects of mineral development, restoration of sites to benefits
use should be sought, including ecological solutions (506).

3. Actions
Introduction
General comments made in relation to the aims and policy approach are noted. For
clarity, the Housing Land Audit confirms that the 5-year effective housing land supply
can be met. Smaller sites (less than 5 homes) forms an important component of the
effective housing land supply, particularly in rural areas. The small sites figures are
based on an analysis of completions over the past five years. This is in line with
Scottish Government guidance.
Whilst comments received from NHS Grampian are noted, it is recognised that not all
rural areas outwith settlements across Aberdeenshire are readily accessible by public
transport. We have significant concerns that adding such a requirement as sought by
NHS Grampian to the Proposed LDP, would reduce the opportunities for housing
proposals to come forward in much of rural Aberdeenshire. Given the geographical
context of Aberdeenshire, balancing this with the aim of supporting rural communities,
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and the fact that much of Aberdeenshire’s public transport relies on privately operated
services, it would not be considered appropriate to impose such a requirement on rural
development proposals.
The existing LDP contains policies for development of renewable technologies. It is
considered appropriate to determine such proposals against Policy C1 Renewable
Energy.
It is considered that the LDP will provide sufficient opportunities for housebuilders
operating at all scales whether that be through specific land allocations or through
application of policies within the LDP. The suggestion that restricting rural
development is a ‘money saving exercise’ is unfounded.
Policy R1 Special Rural Areas
Restriction on the types of development that can be permitted in the green belt and
coastal zone are largely prescribed by SPP, namely paragraphs 52 and 88 to 91. All
planning applications are determined on a case by case basis.
Green Belt (Main Issue 5) / Green Belt Boundary
General support for the continued protection of the green belt is welcomed. Revision
of the green belt policy wording as outlined in the Draft Proposed LDP to better align
with SPP would help to provide the clarity that respondents sought. The purpose of
the green belt is not to prevent development but ensure we direct development to the
most appropriate locations, to protect the character, landscape setting and identity of
settlements, and to provide access to open space. In this context the completed line of
the A90(T) has particular relevance.
A range of views were expressed as to the necessity to review the green belt
designation in Aberdeenshire. The majority of respondents supported the preferred
option to make no changes to the green belt at this time.
Support for the alternative option is noted, along with comments made, including by
SNH suggesting that a review of the green belt should be undertaken as a matter of
urgency. Unfortunately, resources will not allow for a comprehensive review of the
green belt to be undertaken prior to the anticipated publication of a Proposed LDP and
to attempt to do so may result in a green belt designation that is not robust and
therefore unfit for purpose. Postponing the review of the green belt is not considered
to be detrimental to the Spatial Strategy of the emerging LDP 2021, nor does the
existing extent fail to align with the objectives of SPP as demonstrated through the
Examination of the current LDP.
A number of respondents have expressed support for retaining or amending the existing
green belt boundary. Comments made in respect of the green belt boundary should be
considered at such time as a review is undertaken.
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It is recommended that only very minor changes to the green belt boundary should be
made ahead of publication of the Proposed LDP to account for any recommendations
arising from Issues and Actions papers related to settlements that require amendment
to settlement boundaries to be made. Commitment should be given to reviewing the
green belt in 2022 to inform a mid-term review of the LDP. The review would include
public consultation utilising a range of engagement tools to ensure those with an
interest can fully participate in the review.
Definition of Primary Industry
Support is welcomed to the suggestion in the MIR that the definition of primary industry
should not be extended to those working in a trade. A trade does not necessarily have
a locational requirement. Tourism business can be approved as a business in the
countryside. Exceptional material reasons that suggest the policy should be
overwritten could be addressed through the departure mechanism.
Brownfield Development in the Green Belt
Remediation of brownfield land is preferred to greenfield development in line with SPP.
The existing LDP allows for the sensitive restoration, conversion or extension of a
traditional vernacular building or other building of architectural merit and replacement of
a single non vernacular building within the curtilage of the building to be replaced, and
for the same use. In order to preserve the status of the green belt restrictions on the
scale of development that can be permitted are required. The requirement that the
replacement building must be consistent in scale, and no more intrusive than the
existing building should be retained along with the expectation that there will be a very
high standard of design applied to the existing building. Development of a policy
response for derelict sites (as oppose to buildings) in the green belt has not been
included in the Draft Proposed LDP and raised no comments.
Development of Clusters in the Green Belt
Additions to housing clusters or groups is not a form of development listed in SPP that
should be promoted in the green belt. In order to preserve the status of the green belt
and to avoid overdevelopment it is not considered appropriate to extend the policy in
this regard.
Coastal Zone (Main Issue 6)
Support for the preferred option to retain the coastal zone designation and proposed
changes to the policy text is noted. This is considered to be an appropriate approach
to be taken for the Proposed LDP. Comments, particularly those from SNH suggesting
that a review should be undertaken are also acknowledged. Although the MIR 2013
recognised a need to undertake a review of the coastal zone boundary, unfortunately it
has not been possible to undertake this work to date. It is considered that the current
extent of the coastal zone remains robust and there has been no change since
examination of the current LDP to alter this position. In any event we anticipate
changes to the way in which the coast is dealt with in the LDP over the next few years
and any amendment to the coastal zone would feed into the mid-term review of the next
LDP. Full public consultation would be undertaken as part the review process.
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SNH has suggested that coastal areas at risk from flooding should be mapped. In the
interest of consistency, it would not be appropriate to map these areas in the LDP, as
this is publicly available information available via SEPA’s Flood Risk Management Maps
on their website. It is not considered necessary to duplicate this in the LDP.
Additionally, the scale of the Climate Change policy map where policy on ‘Flooding’ sits,
would not lend itself to showing areas of flood risk, including coastal flood risk. It is
however considered appropriate to include within relevant Settlement Statements under
the ‘Flood Risk’ section text that indicates where a settlement is at low, or medium risk
from coastal flooding.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy R1 Special Rural Areas
We will consider the changes designed to give clarity on the draft proposed policy text
and terms used. Suggestions to provide clarity to the bullet points are accepted, and
to clarify what the intensification of an existing use may be. No changes should be
introduced to cross reference between natural heritage and flooding policies as these
are covered elsewhere in the LDP.
Policy R2 Housing and Business Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
Rural Typologies (Main Issue 7)
Support for the preferred option of adopting the Scottish Government’s 6-fold urban/
rural classification to define accessible and remote areas for the application of Policy R2
is welcomed.
The Planning Service agrees that there should be some differentiation between the
types of development allowed in accessible and rural areas. In line with SPP, it is the
intention of the Shaping Development in the Countryside policies to allow a degree of
flexibility in the types of development permitted to reflect the relative pressures that
each area faces from demand for development. Organic growth was subject to a Main
Issue and is discussed below. Likewise, development of brownfield sites was a Main
Issue and is discussed below. Development of clusters/housing groups is only
supported in remote rural areas as per SPP.
Organic Growth (Main Issue 8)
Organic growth is a term that is now in common usage and does not need further
explanation. Support for the preferred option is welcomed. As such the organic
growth policy should be retained in the Proposed LDP. Difficulties associated with
identifying “need” were documented in the MIR and where emphasis is placed on
supporting primary school rolls, little “need” was identified in this respect. Additionally,
the consideration of constraints such as the presence of prime agricultural land, ancient
woodland and flood risk to name a few, may also limit potential for growth of many
settlements. Consideration has been given as to the merits of “identifying settlements”
in an Appendix over the possibility of introducing a criteria based policy. This latter
approach may actually allow for greater flexibility and achieve the policy principle of
SPP to direct development to the right place through promoting development within or
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adjacent to settlements, particularly in accessible and pressured rural areas.
Additionally, by not including a list of “identified settlements” as part of the LDP this will
allow for circumstances relevant to individual proposals at the time of submission to be
considered rather than be restricted to a list that was prepared prior to adoption of the
LDP.
It is considered appropriate to retain a cap on the level of development that could be
permitted as organic growth to avoid overdevelopment. Should development during
the Plan period be built and reach the cap, it demonstrates that there is indeed demand
for development in that settlement, and it would be appropriate for further growth to
come through a planned approach to development via the identification of allocated
opportunity sites in the next Plan.
Respondents have sought removal of the distance from a settlement in which organic
growth cannot be supported. This matter was raised during the Examination on the
current LDP. The reduction was made in pursuit of a policy to reflect the need to
develop local identity and a sense of place associated with rural settlements.
Development at 400m or more from the rural settlement promotes neither cohesion nor
connection with the core of the settlement, contrary to the place making policy principles
associated with paragraphs 40 and 41 of SPP. Reducing the separation distance limits
sporadic growth away from the built-up area. The Reporter agreed with the Council’s
approach and even stated that 200m could lead to an impression of sprawl or sporadic
development in the countryside.
This policy has the potential to make the “rural clusters” element of the wider policy
obsolete, but this will have to be monitored for effectiveness.
Redevelopment of Large Brownfield Sites (Main Issue 9)
Comments in support of both the preferred and alternative option are noted. It is clear
that there is divided opinion on the flexibility that should be given towards
redevelopment of larger brownfield sites. We feel that introducing a cap to place a limit
on re-development of brownfield sites is reasonable to avoid overdevelopment and the
promotion of unsustainable development in the countryside. Text should be added to
state the development of 8 or more houses on a brownfield site should normally come
forward following consideration as part of the LDP-making process but could be treated
as a departure to the LDP where, on a case by case assessment and demonstrating
compliance with all relevant policies, an element of flexibility could be provided. We do
not anticipate that there are many rural brownfield sites that would be capable of
accommodating more than up to 7 homes. In any case it is considered that the various
rural development options provide a good level of flexibility and improved level of
flexibility.
It should also be made clear in the policy text that mixed use proposals may be
permitted on brownfield sites where appropriate and the uses promoted are compliant
with other relevant policies.
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To avoid over-development it is not considered that such a provision should be
promoted in the green belt. There should be no question that “historic” brownfield sites
that now have a different use should be included in the policy. If the function of this
policy is to remove dereliction in our countryside in the interests of landscape
improvement (as recognised by SNH) then reinstating naturalised or farmed land will
not deliver this objective. It would be appropriate to refer to this objective in the policy.
In this context we can perceive of no instances where removal of contamination would
result in a viable development site. There is no case for removing the affordable
housing burden on the redevelopment of large brownfield sites as a matter of principle.
To do so does not meet the full needs of the community and in any event the impact on
development viability is accounted for in the case by case assessment undertaken of
the proposal.
The suggestion by SNH that development should take place on the footprint of what
was there previously is noted and has been promoted by the Council in the past. It can
often be justified why development should not take place on the footprint of what stood
previously to achieve an appropriate standard of design and workable layout. This
element of flexibility should not be a means to increase the density of a proposal as this
should be proportionate to the scale of development that existed previously.
It should
be stated that as with small-scale brownfield development large site involving traditional
vernacular buildings, that full or partial restoration would be favoured in the first instance
where the house or non-domestic building is of traditional form and construction or is
otherwise of architectural merit.
Again, layout, siting and design will be of primary consideration. Additional information
may be required to support development, particularly in respect of landscape impacts,
are outlined in other policies within the LDP, such as Policy E1.
Other Issues
Development of Existing Houses and Non-domestic buildings
Comments in support of redeveloping brownfield sites is welcomed and comments from
SEPA are noted. We cannot resolve the remediation of contaminated land with a
developer obligation as this would not be needed to allow the development to be
delivered and would fail the tests of Circular Planning Circular 3/2012: Planning
Obligations and Good Neighbour Agreements.
Retirement Succession
Legislation exists that outlines who can succeed to an agricultural holding in Scotland.
In the interest of consistency with current legislation it is considered appropriate to
restrict the policy to allow for the erection of a new house on a viable farm unit where
the applicant is retiring and a successor (a ‘near relative’ as defined by the agricultural
holdings Acts applicable to Scotland) is taking over the running of the farm enterprise.
In terms of applying the policy, this criteria should be applied regardless of the farm
being tenanted or owner-occupied.
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Employment Proposals Outwith Settlements
We agree there is little guidance for development of employment uses in the
countryside. Despite requests from respondents for a flexible approach to allow large
scale employment development in the countryside, it is considered that large scale
proposals should be directed towards settlements on land allocated for employment
opportunities, or safeguarded for business uses. This falls in line with SPP. Smallscale proposals could however come forward outwith settlements where no other
suitable site is available within the local vicinity. Further guidance for employment
proposals in the countryside should be provided in the Proposed LDP. It is also
proposed to move the employment element of the policy to the Shaping Business
Development section of the Proposed LDP. As a result, the title of Policy R2 should be
amended accordingly.
Housing Clusters/ Groups
Support for retention of a policy allowing for extension to housing groups/clusters is
noted.
New Agricultural Buildings
The matter raised by the respondent with regard to new agricultural buildings is not
something that can be addressed by the LDP.
Live/ Work Developments
To avoid overdevelopment in the countryside it is not considered appropriate to have a
specific policy for live/work operate in this area. Our preference is for live/work to be
focused on existing settlements where access to services to support a live/work unit are
more readily available. It is considered that such proposals could also come through
as organic growth or brownfield developments by way of relaxations made to these
policies through the MIR.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy R2 Housing and Employment
Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
We do not believe that draft policies are any more restrictive than the current LDP.
Indeed, we feel that review of the policy and proposals presented in the MIR may
actually allow for greater scope for development to come forward in a planned manner.
We have attempted to respond to stakeholders who called for further guidance to be
included within the policy. The Draft Proposed LDP is a reflection of the possible scale
of change that could come forward and demonstrates the significance of the R2 policies
as “Main Issues” for Aberdeenshire. It is not proposed to change the title of R2.
Instead, as a result of consideration of this issue it is suggested that cross reference is
made to other relevant policies.
A number of respondents sought clarity on the draft proposed policy text and terms
used. It is suggested that in light of the recommendations arising in respect of Policy
R2, that the wording is reviewed to ensure all recommendations are accounted for.
We agree that further work should be undertaken to the drafting of the policy prior to the
Proposed LDP being finalised to ensure that it is clear.
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Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks
Whilst the Main Issues Report stated that a review of the minerals landbank should be
undertaken, it is not expected that this will be completed prior to publication of the
Proposed LDP. It is anticipated that a review would take part during the early part of
the Plan period to inform a mid-term review of the LDP 2021. Once completed the
review would be available as non-statutory planning advice.
Comments relating to the need for further regulation of hill tracks is noted, however this
is a matter that is outwith the control of Aberdeenshire Council. As such, it is
appropriate for the Planning Service to continue to promote use of existing national
guidance prepared by SNH and advocate the very best practice in developing hill tracks
in Aberdeenshire.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks
We support the proposed changes to paragraphs R3.2 and R3.3 as appropriate, and
revisions should be made to the text as necessary to account for these comments and
provide the clarity sought. It is not considered that adding “at a minimum” to the list of
information required to support minerals applications would add clarity to the policy text.
There are already mechanisms within Development Management procedures to allow
for the request of further information where it is reasonable and necessary to
determining a planning application. Amendments suggested by SEPA and SNH to the
policy text are considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
A definition of the term “water body/bodies” should be included within the Glossary.
This will need to be considered in the context of references made to this term under
Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources and Policy C4 Flooding.

4. Recommendations
Policy R1 Special Rural Areas
1. Revise policy, as shown via the Draft Proposed LDP to better align policy
provision with SPP and to account for recommendations below.
2. Make minor changes to the green belt boundary to account for any new
allocations arising from Settlement Issues and Actions papers, where required.
3. A review of the green belt should be undertaken prior to 2022 to inform the midterm review of the LDP. The review should include full public engagement and
consultation.
4. A review of the coastal zone should be undertaken prior to 2022, with full public
consultation, to inform the mid-term review of the LDP, following publication of a
new SPP.
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5. Include within relevant Settlement Statements under the ‘Flood Risk’ section text
that indicates where a settlement is at low, or medium risk from coastal flooding.
Policy R2 Housing and Employment Proposals Elsewhere in the Countryside
1. Revise policy, as shown via the Draft Proposed LDP to better align policy
provision with SPP, provide clarity and to account for recommendations below.
2. Amend the tile of the policy to read “Policy R2 Housing Proposals Elsewhere in
the Countryside”.
3. Move policy text related to employment proposals current within Policy R2 to the
Shaping Business Development section and include additional guidance within
the new policy text.
4. Adopt the Scottish Government’s Urban/Rural Classification to identify the
accessible and remote areas in Aberdeenshire.
5. Retain a policy to allow “organic growth” of settlements but move to a criterionbased approach. This will have to be phrased in such a way as to be sufficiently
strong to achieve the outcomes that are sought. This could require the following
factors to be considered:
•
•

•

•

•
•

In all cases, careful consideration of layout, siting and design will be primary
in determining whether the growth promoted is acceptable.
Policies addressing possible constraints on, and impacts arising from
development will take precedence over organic growth, unless it can be
demonstrated beyond all reasonable doubt that impacts and constraints to
development can be overcome and/ or mitigated against.
Organic growth should be associated with a “settlement” (i.e. somewhere that
is defined as a “settlement”) and has a recognised boundary/built up area,
serves a residential function, features urban characteristics including street
lighting and a reduced speed limit, has at least 15 residential address points
and a facility as listed in the Rural Facilities Monitoring Report published by
the Council’s Planning Information and Delivery Team.
Organic growth should focus on settlements with between 16 and, for
example, 99 residential address points. A list of such settlements could be
provided as Planning Advice with detail as to how they have come to be
classed as a “settlement”. The upper figure of this envelope needs to be
finalised.
In the accessible rural area only settlements without an opportunity site for
housing should be considered appropriate for organic growth.
The capacity for organic growth during the Plan period should remain at 20%
up to 10 homes and development should take place within 200m of the
settlement boundary. The capacity for growth could be provided as part of
Planning Advice on this policy.
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Planning Advice should be prepared on this topic prior to adoption of the LDP
2021.
6. Review the definition of “small-scale” development and include the term within
the Glossary.
7. Introduce text into the policy that allows for the development of up to 7 homes on
rural brownfield sites where this is appropriate. Text should also be added to
state the development of 8 or more houses on a brownfield site should come
forward via formal allocation as opportunity sites or otherwise would be treated
as departures to the LDP. Such departures may only be supported if a full
justification is provided or particular circumstances (such as significant landscape
improvement) dictate. It should also be made clear in the policy text that mixeduse proposals may be permitted on brownfield sites, where appropriate and the
uses promoted are compliant with other relevant policies.
8. Revert to the original definition of “brownfield land” in the current Plan as the
revised definition of the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan is now too
broad.
Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks
1. Amendments should be made to the Draft Proposed LDP (paragraphs, R3.2,
R3.3, R3.5 and R3.10) to add clarity as suggested amendments by respondents.
2. The term “water body/bodies” should be included within the Glossary.
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Issue 8 Shaping Homes and Housing
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
64
70
99
100
105
109
114
115
126
129
196
210
213
235
236
261
262
302
303
304
305
329
341
351
366
368
373
377
379
380
381
382
384
385
391
392
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Respondents
Mr Charles Taylor
Mr Malcolm Taberner
Mr Phil Cropper
Ms Janina Kutscha
Ms Maddie Thurlow
S Ferguson
Ms Marjon van der Pol
Mr Matthew Brettle
Burness Paul LLP on behalf of Mr & Mrs Charles Miller
Cluny, Midmar, and Monymusk Community Council
Ms Miranda Bolton
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Mr & Mrs Innes & Sarah Simpson
Mr & Mrs Matthew & Katherine Gibson
Mr Lucy Thomson
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Mr Patrick Stephen
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Mr Patrick Stephen
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Mrs T McGilton
Mr William Heath
Mrs Kirstie Forbes-Sempill
Mr John McCurry
Cromar Community Council
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of West Balmedie Estate
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of Various landowners
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of Various landowners
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of Various landowners
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of Various landowners
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of Various landowners
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of Various landowners
case CONSULTING Limited on behalf of Various landowners
J & J Design on behalf of Jesmond Gospel Trust
Echt & Skene Community Council
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393
408
409
413
419
424
425
430
431
435
438
489
491
507
508
519
532
536
550
551
555
558
560
565
566
580
581
588
590
591
592
596
598
599
600
601
656
658
668

PDF Page 66

The MacRobert Trust
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of W&W Mackie
Osprey Housing
Savills (UK) Ltd on behalf of Macbain Family
Ryden LLP on behalf of The Kintore Consortium
Mr & Mrs Simon and Vicki Glazier
Fintray Community Council
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of MacTaggart & Mickel Homes Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of The Margaret Mitchell Discretionary
Trust
Mr & Mrs B McLoughlin
Ms M A Roberts
Bancon Homes Ltd
Bancon Homes Ltd
Bancon Homes Ltd
Ryden LLP on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Limited
Ryden LLP on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Limited
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
NHS Grampian
Emac Planning on behalf of Polmuir Properties (Newtonhill) Limited
Norr on behalf of JoAnne Gracey
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Seafield & Strathspey Estates
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Harper & Cochrane Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr John McIntosh
CHAP (Holdings) Ltd
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Clarendon Planning & Development Ltd on behalf of The Sluie Estate
Trust
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Mr Patrick Stephen
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Mr Patrick Stephen
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Ms Jacqueline Turner
Ms Irene Ferguson
Emac Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
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690
702
713
736
755
785
791
796
797
805
810
843
845
849
853
855
865
883
885
889
891
909
910
923
924
927
929
930
931
932
939
942
963
966
967
971
972
980
1003
1019
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Ms Irene Ferguson
Cruden Community Council
Mr G Neil McKay
Mr David Berrisford
Mr Ian Wilkinson
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Drum Property Group
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
SEPA
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Kintore and District Community Council
Ms Alison Orren
Mr Mark Tasker
Mr Richard Orren
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
Mr Donald Bouma
Ryden LLP on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
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2. Issues
Housing Density (Main Issue 10 - Preferred option)
Respondents have supported this option (to review indicative site capacities to 25
homes per hectare) (64, 105, 236, 391, 755, 855) including its ability to assist in the
provision of affordable housing (755). This is a critical issue to achieve quality of
homes, place and life (64). This was not a common view.
Increasing the density of sites without Planning Permission
This approach creates more uncertainty, rather than less, for communities due to a
backlog in housing delivery that will require more sites to be allocated (430, 566).
Scottish Planning Policy suggests that the review of the Local Development Plan should
be just that and not about increasing density to deliver the additional requirements of
the plan (910, 1019).
A large number of respondents have raised concerns with the increasing densities on
allocated sites to 25 homes/ha (210, 261, 262, 302, 303, 304, 305, 329, 351, 392, 408,
430, 431, 435, 438, 508, 519, 550, 565, 566, 580, 581, 588, 590, 591, 592, 596, 600,
601, 656, 791, 865, 889, 891, 910, 923, 924, 927, 932, 963, 967, 972, 980) providing
exaggerated housing densities (261, 262, 431, 566, 588, 590, 591, 592). Increasing
densities creates an artificially inflated land supply that is unrealistic and unlikely to be
achieved (261, 262, 302, 303, 304, 305, 430, 431, 519, 566, 580, 581, 598, 599, 810,
924, 927, 923) and creates a mathematical and theoretical housing capacity which is
not based on real development opportunities (932). Allocating between 550 homes
(430, 580, 923, 924) and 1000 additional homes (566) are needed.
New densities cannot be retrofitted to existing sites to prevent the allocation of
additional new homes (588, 791, 889). The housing strategy relies heavily on existing
allocated sites and cannot rely on a generic densification in the Aberdeen Housing
Market Area (408, 430, 435, 438, 565, 810, 924, 963). Particular concern was raised
with regards to the implications of this approach in rural areas where site densities
should not be increased (351, 566).
A large proportion of objections on the increase of densities focus around the densities
having not been calculated on a site by site basis; matters such as the context, site
specific circumstances, deliverability, acknowledgment of developer/market aspirations
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in the numbers put forward by bids having been ignored (430, 508, 519, 550, 566, 580,
923, 924, 927, 963, 967). Developers are best placed to decide on number of houses
that are viable on a site (392). Density should be determined locally and in relation to
the existing settlement (210, 656, 865) and sites that are too large to accommodate the
required houses for the location should be phased (656).
There is no evidence to support a blanket density of 25 homes/ha as current densities
range from 10-20 homes, even in the Strategic Growth Areas no more than 20
homes/ha are being delivered (566).
It is unclear how open space and other requirements have been taken into account in
revised densities and technical feasibility has not been assessed (550, 588, 590, 591,
592, 600, 601, 791, 889, 932, 967).
One respondent expresses that increased densities through planning applications would
not leave the impact on infrastructure unchecked. The remixing of housing on sites for
higher numbers, creating smaller houses and a greater number of affordable units, does
not always create more bedrooms on site to impact on infrastructure (519). Concerns
have also been raised that high-density housing and small garages lead to congestion
(980). It is only acceptable in the Strategic Growth Areas if there is a comprehensive
public transport system in place (210).
Range and choice of sites, and design
There is recognition that even the 22 homes/ha (the standard previously set for LDP
2017) does not reflect reality in all cases. It is a ‘do minimum’ strategy and changing it
is unrealistic, simplistic and unsupportive of delivering a range and choice of sites (430,
435, 438, 565, 588, 590, 591, 592, 791, 810, 891, 967). It has the potential to impact
on the diversifying landowner, small builder and low volume housebuilder (519).
One respondent notes that amending the number of homes delivered on a site is not a
significant issue, as market conditions are impossible to determine so far in advance as
building often happens over a decade after the bid (519)
This approach would potentially be at odds with proposed changes to design policies
and create tension (566). This option should only be used if there is a clear
commitment to an appropriate mix of types and size of houses and plots sizes for
sustainable mixed communities (391). It should not impede the provision for larger
plots/properties for family/ care of the elderly within settlements within proximity to local
amenities/transport (755). An increase should not be to the detriment of green-blue
infrastructure and open space provision (805). Density should not be a target to the
detriment of quality of life, open space, access and health wellbeing (865).
Delivery of high density sites
It is noted that increasing the density of sites is contrary to Scottish Planning Policy and
previous local development plan examinations, as site densities should be indicative
(430, 566).
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This option does not take into account the housing need and demand (519) and
flexibility on site density to allow for choice in the local housing market (1003, 1056).
Focus should be on delivery, as affordable housing is dependent on mainstream
housing as opposed to restricting through artificial capacities (519). There should be
flexibility in densities applied or it should await detailed design at the planning
application stage (588, 791, 889, 891, 967). There should be support for where
developers have promoted viable sites rather than a reliance on increasing densities as
house building is positive driver of economic development (791, 967).
The preferred option does not portray the level of housing proposed in the plan in that
there is an oversupply, which is inappropriate and a poor reflection on the needs of the
area (972).
Compliance with the Strategic Development Plan
It is unclear how this option aligns with the SDP policy for 30 homes/ha density in the
Strategic Growth Areas (588, 590, 591, 592, 596, 600, 601, 791, 889, 967) and the
proposed Plan should tie in with this (596, 600, 601).
Maximum Site Capacities (Main Issue 10 - Alternative option)
There is some support for reverting back to a maximum number of houses on a site
(366, 392, 424, 425, 702, 843, 980). Recent planning applications have specified
higher densities than the limits in previous local development plans (843). Indicative
numbers lead to misleading information and distrust between communities and the
Planning Service (366).
However, the alternative option is an approach criticised by Scottish Ministers (972) and
appeals have support that it is an unreasonable approach (891). It does not portray the
level of housing likely to be delivered in the plan (972). An indicative capacity ensures
flexibility in bringing forward allocated sites, and more weight and emphasis should be
given to the term “indicative” in the proposed Plan in order to communicate this more
clearly (519, 791, 889, 891, 927, 967).
Future Opportunity Sites
There is confusion over whether there has been provision of Strategic Reserve sites in
the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) (550, 791, 796, 891, 967), the
terminology used, and the definition of “reserved” (64, 796, 843). Future opportunity
sites are merely token allocations and not the ‘Strategic Reserve’ anticipated by the
Strategic Development Plan (550). Without a form of allocation, the approach provides
little certainty to developers (930, 931). Clarification is sought as to how future
opportunity sites relate to the definition of reserved sites under Policy PR2. The widest
possible use should be considered for reserved sites (64).
Strategic Reserve sites are supported as they create certainty for both communities and
housebuilders on the potential scale and locations for future residential development
(550, 791, 967, 1019, 1069). Strategic reserve sites allow for the effective planning of
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infrastructure requirements and increase the likelihood of future long-term housing
requirements being delivered (550). The use of ‘long’ allocations used by Moray Local
Development Plan provide a clear intention of scale and location of growth (1069).
The Proposed LDP should allow for an early drawdown of strategic reserve sites, either
through an interim review or a draw-down mechanism should there be a failure to
maintain the 5 year effective land supply (419). The approach facilitates the release of
safeguarded sites in the event of a failure to maintain an effective 5 year supply (1019,
1069).
Housing Supply and Allowances
A number of respondents expressed the view that the allocation of 4168 new homes is
excessive, that there is an oversupply of land and a reduction is required. The
following reasons were provided: there are demand issues with limited progress with
existing planning permissions; the population increase predicted in the Housing Need
and Demand Assessment (HNDA) is unlikely as the oil and gas industry is forecasted
for a continued decline at least until 2035 and there is a population decline; the HNDA
does not take into account the full effect of the oil and gas downturn; additional homes
do not reflect the level of need; there are more than 6000 properties available for sale
with rents falling and additional development may result in many vacant, unsold and
potentially unsellable homes (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 196, 213, 658, 690, 713, 736,
843, 845, 853, 966, 972, 1080). The threat of the housing land supply falling below the
5 year effective supply has been overstated (972). The housing targets specifically for
Inverurie and Kintore should be reviewed in line with the economic growth forecasts
(843)
Clarity was requested as to whether there have been any urban capacity studies to
inform windfall assumptions from small sites (430, 566).
A number of respondents expressed that not enough housing land has been identified
to meet the area’s housing need and increase the delivery of homes. Additional sites
are required to address the under-delivery of sites and the unrealistic and overly
optimistic delivery predictions in the Housing Land Audit (HLA) (302, 303, 304, 305,
373, 385, 430, 431, 507, 508, 550, 555, 558, 565, 566, 580, 581, 591, 592, 598, 599,
600, 601, 668, 785, 797, 923, 924, 927, 930, 931, 1020). The main reasons
respondents consider there is a need to allocate additional land include:
Effectiveness of the Housing Allocations made
No evidence has been provided to show that the preferred sites can deliver within the
plan period and there is no programming evidence for them. It is unclear which of the
preferred allocations are expected to contribute to the 5-year land supply and the
allowances. The HLA 2016 total effective units should not be used as this includes
units post 2023 which have no evidence of programming or evidence of their
effectiveness (600, 601). The most up-to-date HLA should be used for the assessment
of housing land supply (600, 601).
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Respondents expressed that the Proposed LDP would have a potential shortfall in
supply. Multiple figures for the shortfall in supply have been stated including: 1872
homes (600, 601), 2765 homes (430, 566, 580, 924) or 2289-2829 homes (507, 550).
There is a shortfall in supply of 800 homes between the HLA 2016 and HLA 2018 (430,
566, 580, 923, 924). There is a shortfall of 333 homes that have not delivered in the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area (AHMA) local growth areas (385). There is a particular
dispute over the projected rate of delivery for Chapelton (507).
Constrained Sites
Scottish Planning Policy suggests that the review of the local development plan should
be just that and not about carrying forward allocations that have not been delivered to
meet the additional requirements of the plan (910, 1019). All housing allocations
should be effective or capable of becoming effective within the plan period of the LDP
(380, 381). There is an overreliance on constrained sites that are unlikely to deliver the
necessary housing numbers particularly in the Strategic Growth Areas (550)
Respondents expressed that the failure to remove sites that are not being delivered and
replace with an alternative effective site, in addition to the SDP requirements,
contributes to the failure in housing land supply (385, 550, 600, 601, 1066). One
respondent provided a table of 23 housing sites for 1189 homes in total that should be
removed from the Proposed LDP on the basis of long-term non delivery (382). One
representation identified the 500 homes at Menie as a notable example of a constrained
site (508). There is a deficit as a result in constrained sites - 60 homes from
Formartine (377, 381), 55 homes from Garioch (384), 489 homes from Buchan (380),
499 from Banff and Buchan (379). It may be necessary to find alternative sites in the
AHMA in place of the constrained RHMA allocations (377, 379, 380, 381, 382, 384).
There is not support for removing existing allocated opportunities in rural settlements
(924).
There is an inconsistent approach to the treatment of constrained sites in that
constrained sites identified in the HLA 2018 and those with no evidence of progress are
being carried forward (377, 379, 382, 508, 1020, 1066).
The ‘marketability’ constraint in the Housing Land Audit does not explain the complexity
of issues for rural development sites where there is often significant need, despite the
development not proceeding (393).
Range of Sites
A number of respondents have expressed that there is an over-reliance on large-scale
sites (550, 555, 566, 885, 927) and there are only a limited number of proposed smallscale allocations (408, 555, 565, 566, 797, 924, 927). Due to slower delivery rates of
large sites, additional sites with lower capacities that are free from constraints and have
the necessary infrastructure capabilities for timeous delivery should be allocated (413,
555, 598, 599, 885).
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The additional allocations should consist of small-scale sites of up to 100 units (927)
and medium scale at 100-150 units (555) to ensure sufficient range and flexibility in the
housing land supply (927). There is a need for additional small/medium scale
allocations in the strategic growth areas (555) and rural areas as employment
opportunities are often spread across the rural area rather than in large settlements
(408). Small-scale extensions to small rural settlements will help to maintain the
Region’s rural population (924).
There should be a focus on smaller housing sites as it is not an appropriate time for
significant development due to the uncertainty with the Planning Act. This is in the
interest of protecting the spatial environment including the countryside, landscape and
heritage (883).
Strategic Development Plan
The LDP should reflect more ambitious housing targets than those called for to be set
through the SDP (532, 592).
There is disagreement with the Aberdeen Housing Market Area (AHMA) / Rural Housing
Market Area (RHMA) split of the housing allowances and the split does not go far
enough (591, 592, 929). A split of 85% / 15% in the housing market areas should be
promoted (929). Respondents challenge the methodology used in the SDP to calculate
Housing Supply Target (HST), Housing Land Requirement (HLR) and housing
allowances, and that the LDP must be consistent with the finalised version of the SDP
(532, 536, 889).
One respondent questioned whether the Council have assessed the AHMA/RHMA split
and if the LDP allowances complied with the HST and HLR as set within the SDP, due
to the early publication of the Main Issues Report (MIR) (591, 592).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy H1 Housing land
Housing numbers should be binding in the Proposed LDP (491). The policy needs to
cross reference other policies in the plan as the land use comprises the majority of
allocations (805).
This policy should include a paragraph referring to HSE’s (Health & Safety Executive)
guidance for developments proposed near to major hazard sites and major accident
hazard pipelines with an explanation that different housing numbers and density may
apply when a site is within an HSE consultation zone (64)

PDF Page 73

Item: 4
Page: 257

Policy H2 Affordable housing
Overall Need for Affordable Housing Provision
Many respondents support the set requirement and retention of the 25% affordable
housing benchmark (105, 236, 368, 392, 409, 413, 489, 791, 889, 967). Two
respondents have requested that policy should be worded as “up to 25%” (430, 566).
A large number of respondents considered that increasing the 25% affordable housing
benchmark or “more than 25%” is inappropriate (566, 600, 601, 889, 891, 909, 910,
1022, 1067) and increasing it may cause deliverability issues on effective sites due to
the impact on land value and developers being unable to acquire sites (909, 910, 1022,
1067). Increasing to above 25% would be contrary to the SDP and Scottish Planning
Policy (SPP) and would not necessarily deliver more affordable homes as the viability of
a number of sites would be under question if the requirement were to increase (236,
560, 566, 889). An increase would be a challenge with no clear plan as to how to
achieve it (64).
There is support for increasing the policy to higher than the 25% benchmark (70, 210)
including to 35% (849). PAN 2/2010 would be at least 10 years out of date to suggest
no more than 25% (849).
There should be flexibility on a site by site basis to take account of viability issues (413,
939). There is difficulty in providing affordable housing in the case of smaller
developments in rural areas (236, 368).
One respondent notes that it is not clear in the text that neither option in the MIR would
result in a significant change in the provision of affordable housing (64).
A better explanation is requested of the various figures presented for affordable
housing. It is unclear why there is a difference in the Proposed SDP identification of
35% of the total Aberdeenshire housing requirement to be affordable housing, the 48%
need in the HNDA, and policy of 25%. It is unclear if the issue of funding affordable
housing is related to the reduction of the 48% demand down to 35% target or down to
the 25% provision (64). Paragraph H2.1 in the Draft Proposed LDP needs to provide
specific requirements for affordable housing (64).
One respondent has expressed the need for affordable housing in particular
settlements, including Inverurie, Portlethen, Stonehaven and Westhill (967). In these
locations and in general, additional allocations should be made to support affordable
housing particularly as over 70% of affordable housing is delivered through Section 75
contributions from mainstream housing sites (430, 566, 889, 967). Many communities
such as Westhill have no additional housing allocations and therefore no mechanisms
to secure affordable housing (566). Affordable housing should be permissible out with
settlements or as additions to housing clusters in rural areas to address this key
community issue (126).
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Main Issue 11 - Preferred option
Several respondents supported the preferred option (to acknowledge the scale of
affordable housing need and encourage developers to deliver more than 25% affordable
housing requirement) (368, 551, 855, 865, 927). A number of respondents agreed that
delivering more than the 25% affordable housing benchmark may be possible with the
agreement of housebuilders and affordable housing providers (889, 891, 967). There
was concern that any reference to more than 25% should be clearly outlined as an
option and not a requirement (430, 566). Clarity is required as to whether the issue of
delivering more than 25% relates to the 35% SDP supply target or the 48% need in the
HNDA and as to what “encouragements” are available to increase the provision of more
than 25% (64)
Some representations have expressed no objection to the current wording as proposed
in the Draft Proposed LDP where it does not set a requirement for more than 25% (600,
601). One representation welcomed that public agencies part to play is recognised in
the Draft Proposed LDP paragraph H2.1, but highlight that this should be further
emphasised by the inclusion of the means by which these agencies can assist in the
provision of the affordable housing (409). Several representations query the
effectiveness and merit of policy text seeking more than 25% where it cannot be
asserted, and that there is only merit in this as an aspiration of the authority in
supporting text (791, 889, 967). The plan should acknowledge the significant
contribution that the private sector makes to the delivery of affordable housing (791,
889).
Main Issue 11 - Alternative option
There is support for the alternative option (to make all serviced sites immediately
available for affordable housing) (702, 909, 910, 1022, 1067). Representatives have
no objection to the current wording as proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP, where it
does not set a requirement to leave serviced plots as temporary areas of open space
(600, 601). One respondent requested that the policy should always ensure that all the
affordable housing is constructed first (210). It would be a further incentive for
developers to provide a mix of house types and tenures within development (702).
There is concern that the use of affordable housing ‘gap sites’ to temporarily contribute
to open space could create future problems. The alternative option is not reasonable
or desirable (600, 601, 891). It leaves them as long-term building sites with nuisance
and uncertainty of when or if it will be completed (409). Representations highlighted
that communities would view it as established amenity open space rather than
temporary, and this would result in future discontent towards developers (600, 601, 909,
910, 1022, 1067).
There are cost implications as economies of scale will be lost (409). Gap sites may
make the whole site unviable for the developer as they would be unable to recoup the
land costs of the gap in a suitable timescale (64). Affordable housing could be
expedited more readily by off-site construction that would reduce disruption and allow a
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more tailored approach to design (409). If funds are not available to build immediately
then delivery within the Plan’s timescale is uncertain (64). The responsibilities and cost
of maintenance of gap site open space is undefined (600, 601).
Commuted Sums and On-site Provision
Developers should have to provide on-site provision rather than commuted sums, other
than in exceptional circumstances. On-site provision would deliver a mixed economy
of housing for all the community including small households (1049).
Greater use of commuted sums may be necessary to be flexible to changing need and
subsequent type of provision (909)
Off-site provision should be considered particularly for small rural communities where
opportunities for affordable housing are limited or non-existent (409).
Local Authority Provision
There is concern of a lack of mention of Local Authority housing provision. There
should be a commitment to building Local Authority housing as it would make a
significant improvement to meeting the housing need in this area and “affordable”
housing proposed is still not affordable (341, 1049).
One respondent has suggested the Local Authority can purchase properties and
convert them to social housing (971).
One respondent suggested the Local Authority offers land under their control to
developers for the purpose of providing mixed or single tenure development. Setting
the land value well below market value, eliminating the bidding process or through a
partnership approach, the Local Authority could enter a profit-sharing scheme with a
developer to ensure the required number of units are provided on the land (409). This
partnership approach would eliminate the continual conflict of the “on the ground”
requirements for affordable housing as a result of HNDA’s becoming out of date,
unreliable waiting lists, and developers citing demand for open market housing (409).
Definition and Affordability
The definition of the term “affordable housing” needs a re-think as it remains much of a
misnomer and would seem to be used as a means of getting a proposed scheme
viewed more favourably (341).
The concept of affordable housing should be relative to the average national wages and
not market value (109). One respondent was concerned that the price of homes on
offer in housing developments are not ‘affordable’, with an example that new homes in
Laurencekirk start at £250,000 (235).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy H2 Affordable Housing
Policy H1 and H2 should be linked under one policy to give a better overall framework
for the provision of affordable housing (409).
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The phrasing within Settlement Vision statements could be more precise on the matter
of “smaller and affordable housing” as it is unclear if the affordable housing should be
small scale or there should also be more small-scale homes in addition to more
affordable housing (64).
Local Housing Strategy
The issues over how the 25% provision is delivered needs to be researched in the Local
Housing Strategy to more accurately identify the need profile of eligible candidates.
This would avoid a mismatch in the range of type, size and tenure of the affordable
housing requested by the Housing Service (909).
Policy H3 Special Needs Housing
One respondent welcomes the continued inclusion of support towards the development
of continuing care retirement communities out with settlements (942).
Policy H4 Residential Caravans
One respondent has requested that the prohibition of caravans extends to cover ‘huts’
to reflect the decision in developing the LDP 2017 that ‘huts’ have no real place in the
Aberdeenshire landscape. ‘Huts’ would create problems for hygiene, future
development if it is deemed ‘brownfield’ and land values (368).
Policy H5 Gypsy/Travellers
No comments were received on the proposed amendments to this policy.

3. Actions
Housing Density (Main Issue 10 – Preferred option)
We acknowledge support for the preferred option from a number of respondents.
Increasing the density of sites without Planning Permission
A feature of increasing the density of sites on sites which have no current planning
permission will be to increase the nominal housing capacity of the plan. We do believe
that this is a move that should be made, particularly in the light of paragraph 2 of
Scottish Planning Policy which advises us that “Planning should take a positive
approach to enabling high-quality development and making efficient use of land to
deliver long-term benefits for the public while protecting and enhancing natural and
cultural resources.” We believe that providing an optimistic target for housing land
supply will encourage the development industry to move with the times and make better
use of the land that they have available for construction, recognising that bids made at
this point in time may not be delivered for at least 5 years. We remain unconcerned
that there is no evidence of the physical capacity of the sites to accommodate this
target, and still believe that site specific issues will result in actual site densities that are,
in some cases, lower than this target. We remain wedded to the Scottish Ministers
view that housing allocations should be indicative.
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Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 117 states that the “housing land requirement can
be met from a number of sources, most notably sites from the established supply which
are effective or expected to become effective in the plan period, sites with planning
permission, proposed new land allocations and in some cases a proportion of windfall
development”. We recommend applying the density only to proposed new sites and
existing allocations within the AHMA due to the pressure for development in this area,
and therefore, the increased need to make efficient use of the land. No change in
density is recommended to be made to sites which currently have planning permission
or agreed masterplans. In some cases the land area released has been reduced to
reflect a more reasonable level of growth of smaller settlements, and to avoid
overdevelopment. We believe this policy approach sets a realistic target for
development sites.
Some sites are not coming forward in line with the allocated numbers. There are a
number of examples where developers have sought planning permission for additional
units throughout the build of up to 115% or as much as 140% over the allocated
number. Promotion of low density sites in order to persuade the Planning Authority to
allocate a site for housing in principle and then increase that number later in the process
would not promote public confidence in the proposed Plan, or allow for appropriate
forward planning for infrastructure and facilities.
The density calculations have included the 40% open space requirement. It is
anticipated that since bid submitters confirm their site is viable, a small increase in the
number of homes will not cause significant concern for deliverability.
Irrespective of the total number of bedrooms on site, an increased number of homes will
increase the number of households. The number of households will impact on the
capacity of infrastructure and services. We consider that more realistic densities will
allow for a more truthful consideration of the impacts of allocations on these matters.
Range and choice of sites, and design
We remain confident that policy obliges all scales of developments to provide an
appropriate mix of house-types, and not solely provide large detached homes as would
often be found in low density schemes. It may be the case that small rural settlements
may not be able to deliver a dense mix, but a range of house-types and subsequent
increased density can still be achieved due to the reduced open space requirement for
developments under 50 homes or 2 ha. We would agree entirely that the development
industry is best placed to decide the density to be applied to a local site at the time of a
planning application and note that “indicative” allocations can work both ways.
Increasing densities is a separate issue to providing a range and choice of sites. We
disagree that the issue of densities will impact on providing smaller sites for the low
volume housebuilder as the density continues to remain indicative. The promotion of a
greater density is reasonable to reflect the fluctuating market conditions; smaller units
are often sought later in a scheme due to market changes. Amending densities is not
at odds with the design policies as site capacities are indicative, and the design of a
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development should reflect an appropriate density for the site and its surroundings.
Design remains the key element, not meeting an “indicative” number. This may result
in a lower density than has been promoted in the plan as site constraints are
considered. We hope that this would encourage sustainable mixed communities for
the right development in the right places through increased attention on the provision of
a mix in house-types. All development proposals are expected to take account of open
space requirements and create opportunities for enhancement and protection of
biodiversity.
Delivery of high density sites
Arguments which support the efficient use of land taken from SPP are referred to
above. We have set indicative targets that are relatively high to ensure adequate
assessment of potential impacts on infrastructure are clear. We cannot adopt a
position that density should be set now for a development which may not be
implemented for ten years.
The amendment to densities on sites would not impact on the indicative status of the
numbers for each allocation or its deliverability. The flexibility in the numbers will
continue to allow for higher and lower densities when appropriate, without vastly
underestimating the capacity of sites.
Compliance with the Strategic Development Plan (SDP)
The Strategic Development Plan notes that within the Strategic Growth Areas “sites
larger than one hectare should generally have no less than 30 dwellings per hectare”.
This is not a mandatory requirement placed on the Proposed LDP. Alternatively, using
a 25 homes per hectare density across the Aberdeen Housing Market Area would
reflect the demand and ability of this area to accommodate the delivery of sites in a
more efficient manner, reducing the scale of land release.
It does not state in Scottish Planning Policy that density on proposed new or existing
sites cannot be amended.
Maximum Site Capacities (Main Issue 10 – Alternative option)
We acknowledge support for the alternative option for setting a maximum on site
capacities and the greater level of certainty it would provide to communities. As set out
above, the preferred option would also provide increased certainty but with the added
flexibility to accommodate market changes.
We recognise the disadvantages to a maximum site capacity. However, we do not
believe there needs to be a further emphasis on the “indicative” status of site capacities
as it is clearly highlighted within Policy H1 which should be read in conjunction with the
Settlement Statements.
Future Opportunity Sites
The ‘future opportunity sites’ (‘reserved’ sites) within the MIR were suggested as
‘Strategic Reserve’ as per the Proposed SDP definition. We envisaged that strategic
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reserved housing sites would be similar to the status of a reserved site under Policy
PR2 Protecting Important Development Sites in that they would be safeguarded for that
use but with a clear distinction that they cannot be brought forward as an allocation
during the LDP period. We acknowledge they could be beneficial for the reasons noted
by the representations. However, we are concerned that Strategic Reserve housing
sites may be drawn down prematurely, as has been the case previously with Strategic
employment sites, and that this will undermine the delivery of existing allocated sites.
It is important to note that the requirement for the Proposed LDP is to meet the housing
land requirement of the SDP up to year 10 from the expected year of adoption and
provide a minimum of 5 years effective land supply at all times in accordance with SPP
paragraph 119. The Proposed SDP states within paragraph 4.15 that Strategic Reserve
of housing land may be identified for the period 2033 to 2040. It should be highlighted
that this is not a requirement and would be beyond the LDP period that is expected to
be until 2031.
Housing Supply and Allowances
There was a mixed response to the issue of land supply with some respondents
concerned about an oversupply whilst others expressing the view that additional land
must be allocated. The role of the LDP is to set policies and identify land for
development to “meet the housing land requirement of the strategic development plan
up to year 10 from the expected year of adoption” (SPP paragraph 119). As the
Proposed SDP Table 3 has set the housing allowances, the quantum of additional sites
required to be allocated within the Proposed LDP has been addressed through the
Proposed SDP.
We consider that meeting the full allowances for the period 2020 – 2032 within the
Proposed LDP 2021, provides additional flexibility without creating an oversupply or
under supply of housing land. Implementing this approach incorporates an additional
year before the anticipated adoption of the LDP 2021, and an additional year after its 10
year duration.
Representations were unclear as to whether any urban capacity studies were used to
inform windfall assumptions. Effective windfall sites (unallocated sites that already
have planning permission) are identified in the HLA and counted as part of the
Established Land Supply. No other windfall sites are included in the calculation of the
effective housing supply. Small sites (defined as sites of less than 5 homes) in rural
areas can make a significant contribution to the expectations of effective land supply in
the area particularly through the LDP’s supportive and flexible policies on housing in the
countryside. Capacity studies would not be applicable for the windfall assumptions of
small sites. Studies have shown that the cost of developing brownfield land often
outweighs the value to be derived from them, without public subsidy.
A large number of respondents suggest that the Housing Need and Demand
Assessment (HNDA) is inaccurate in its population projections and economic
forecasting. Homes for Scotland were part of the HNDA panel. An HNDA estimates
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the future number of additional housing units required to meeting existing and future
housing need and demand. Its purpose is to provide a robust, shared and agreed
evidence base for housing policy and land use planning, and is used to inform the
Proposed SDP housing targets. Housing targets are determined at a regional level and
split by housing market area; it is not broken down to a settlement specific target. The
Scottish Government’s Centre for Housing Market Analysis gave the HNDA the ‘robust
and credible’ status. This will not normally be considered further at a Development
Plan Examination; therefore, we are satisfied to proceed based on the housing
allowances within Proposed SDP. We believe that the appropriate supply of land has
been allocated in accordance with the SDP allowances and informed by the HNDA.
Effectiveness of Housing Allocations
In terms of the deliverability, programming and effectiveness of sites, it is important to
highlight that most sites have been promoted by landowners and developers. We have
been advised by landowners and developers that these sites are deliverable. The
implementation of the Proposed LDP will rely on the development industry fulfilling the
commitments given, and housing market conditions. The Action Programme will provide
a mechanism by which progress on delivering the allocations can be monitored. The
Action Programme July 2018 shows that a significant proportion of allocated sites are
progressing and will be effective during the LDP 2021. We are not proposing a
phasing of allocations within the Proposed LDP therefore all new allocations are able to
contribute to the maintenance of 5 year effective land supply throughout the Local
Development Plan timescale.
A large number of respondents have noted the under-delivery of existing sites, and
overly optimistic predictions in the Housing Land Audit (HLA). In response to the views
that the delivery assumptions within the HLA are over-optimistic, it is also worthwhile to
note that the HLA is produced in consultation with the development industry and that the
predicted build rates are largely based on information provided by them.
Due to considerable allocations, the previous Aberdeen City and Shire Structure Plan
2009 and the Strategic Development Plan 2014, the Proposed SDP paragraph 4.14
highlights that the “Housing Land Audit data indicates that there is sufficient housing
land already available” to meet the Housing Land Requirement “for both the Aberdeen
and Rural Housing Market Areas for the period 2020 to 2032 at current rates of
completion”. Any change in delivery rates can be accommodated given there is
sufficient generosity in the Proposed SDP, and flexibility in the Proposed LDP as
discussed above.
Constrained Sites
The SDP housing allowances were derived from that part of the Established Land
Supply that were effective sites. The removal, or retention where appropriate, of
constrained sites therefore does not alter the number of additional homes the Proposed
LDP is required to allocate. Constrained sites, therefore, do not create a deficit within
their administrative areas or in their housing market area that require to be replaced.
Furthermore, the housing land requirement for each housing market area is set by the
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SDP and does not become further divided into Aberdeenshire administrative areas.
We acknowledge a small number of effective sites from the Proposed SDP baseline
data (the Housing Land Audit (HLA) 2016) are recommended to be removed due to
significant constraints that have come to light. However, as noted above there is
sufficient flexibility in the housing land supply of the Proposed LDP to accommodate
this.
HLAs are a snapshot in time and whilst some sites become constrained, others can
become effective. Generally, those sites noted as long term constrained within the
HLA or those that will have been in two LDP cycles are considered the most appropriate
to remove. However, we do not agree the removal of sites should be done as a
‘blanket approach’ particularly in the more rural settlements where constraints are often
due to marketability.
One respondent provided a table of 23 housing sites that should be removed from the
Proposed LDP on the basis on long-term non delivery. These are all sites that we have
given due regard to. For existing sites in Fordyce, Gardenstown, Portsoy, Sandend,
and Crimond the sites are marketability constrained and could come forward should
demand arise. They are being actively marketed. Sites in Crudie, Gardenstown,
Inverbervie, Muir of Fowlis and Ruthven all have existing implemented planning
permissions, and sites in Rosehearty and New Pitsligo are constrained by “ownership”
issues. It is legitimate to retain these sites in the LDP as assurances have been given
by the landowners that they are actively marketing the land. Finally, five sites in
Auchnagatt and Huntly have allocations that we are recommending being removed from
the Proposed LDP as they are undeliverable due to the infrastructure constraints. We
have no concerns that these numbers double count the effective land supply, as all
calculations have been made on the basis of the sites that are likely to be effective in
the HLA 2021, or which we can expect to make a contribution post 2026.
The ‘marketability’ constraint in housing land audits is in accordance with PAN 2/2010
that sets out the criteria used to determine if a site is effective. We are aware this
constraint does not always reflect on the level of need for housing and we take this into
account in our recommendations to remove or retain existing allocations. However,
marketability constraints are experienced in the more remote rural areas and the LDP
has supportive and flexible policies on housing in the countryside which helps to meet
need.
Range of sites
We acknowledge the strategy of the LDP 2012 was based upon the delivery of a
number of large sites that carried forward into the LDP 2017. With regard to the slower
delivery rates of large sites, we cannot expect all the new homes of large sites to be
built within one Plan period. The Action Programme shows that large allocations are
progressing and are therefore either effective or capable of becoming effective within
the plan period in accordance with the requirements of SPP.
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The Proposed SDP paragraphs 4.14 and 4.15 note that further housing land allocations
are in addition to the considerable proportion of current strategic allocations to avoid risk
if any of these sites failed to come forward. It is important to highlight that the Reporter
at the Examination of the LDP 2017 considered the HLA 2016 to include a range and
choice of sites of different sizes and in a variety of locations. Furthermore, the
Reporter considered that often a larger scale allocation in the main towns is not unusual
or inappropriate as “the requirements for infrastructure delivery to accommodate larger
scale growth commonly necessitate a master-planned approach and the provision of
sufficient developer contributions to address identified constraints”. We believe there is
nothing to prevent larger sites being sub-divided and delivered by more than one
developer such as in the case of the consortium-based approach at OP1 at Kintore.
In terms of new allocations ‘preferred’ for the Proposed LDP, around 65% (AHMA) and
85% (RHMA) are allocations under 50 homes. We consider this to provide a sufficient
range of scale of sites.
Strategic Development Plan
In accordance with SPP paragraph 112, the Strategic Development Plan Authority
jointly worked with Aberdeenshire Council and Aberdeen City Council on the Proposed
SDP. We acknowledge there are unresolved representations on the Proposed SDP in
relation to the housing targets, requirements, allowances and housing market area split.
Whilst the Proposed SDP could be subject to change during the ongoing Examination,
we consider it prudent to proceed on the basis of the Proposed SDP until advised
otherwise of any change.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy H1 Housing land
We do not believe that cross referencing of other policies in the Proposed LDP is
required as all development proposals, irrespective of their land use, are assessed
against all relevant policies and sections of the plan applicable in each case. In the
case of development within the vicinity of hazardous land, this issue is already
considered in the context of Shaping Places Policy P4 “Hazardous and potentially
polluting developments and contaminated land”. As site capacities are indicative there
remains the flexibility for adjustment of numbers and density when required.
Policy H2 Affordable housing
Overall Need for Affordable Housing Provision / Main Issue 11 - Preferred Option
It is noted that a number of respondents may have misinterpreted the preferred option
put forward in the MIR as a suggestion that the policy text would request a greater level
than the 25% affordable housing benchmark. Through the previous Examination any
ambiguity in the level that could be sought was removed by the Reporter and the
affordable housing policy of the 2017 LDP clarified the position that the Council could
not request greater than a 25% provision.
The Housing Need and Demand Assessment 2017 (HNDA) estimated a need for
around 48% of all new homes to be affordable. This is an increase of 10% from the
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estimates in the HNDA 2011. The estimate of need ranged from around 22% in the
RHMA to 78% in the AHMA. The 25% requirement is clearly based on evidence from
the HNDA which promotes a level of need significantly in excess of this figure.
Although the evidence would support seeking a higher figure, such an approach would
be inconsistent with the SPP guidance.
With 35% of the Housing Supply Target as affordable as set by the Strategic
Development Plan, there is a need for alternative affordable models of market housing
to make up the gap from the SPP requirement of 25% the target of 35% in the Proposed
SDP.as a step towards meeting the HNDA’s identified minimum need of 48%. The
Strategic Housing Investment Plan 2019-2024 projects that around 70% of affordable
homes will be obtained and delivered through the LDP Affordable housing policy. This
leaves a gap where need is not being met through either private or public means.
Whilst the Scottish Government are supporting and funding affordable homes delivery,
the grants are limited to a set cost per unit, and the high land values found in
Aberdeenshire are problematic. The level of funding available is also dependent on the
Government agenda therefore it is unknown how much funding will be available during
the lifetime of the ten-year development plan. This highlights a need for the
development industry to play a role in delivering unsubsidised housing to form an
element of affordable housing. We consider it prudent to supplement the policy text to
highlight this issue. We acknowledge the recognition from representations that
delivering more than 25% may be possible on some sites.
We acknowledge the comments on the wording of the Draft Proposed LDP policy and
agree to add text to reflect the scale of affordable housing contribution from the delivery
of market sites. We do not agree the policy is the place to highlight details on how
public agencies can assist with delivery.
The Reporter from the Examination of the LDP 2017 agreed that “given the extent of
identified need for affordable housing in Aberdeenshire, a requirement for 25%
provision is reasonable, even though some individual settlements may not need that
level”. The Reporter removed any ambiguity in the wording of the LDP 2017 policy
therefore we consider it appropriate to retain the current wording of “must include 25%”.
In terms of flexibility, Scottish Government Planning Advice Note 2/2010 ‘Affordable
housing and land audits’ makes clear that the overall proportion of affordable housing
delivered on any site will depend on various factors, including other infrastructure
contributions and site remediation costs. As a consequence, the level and type of
affordable housing provision will be a matter for negotiation at the planning application
stage, and a policy which includes a blanket compulsion on developers is unlikely to be
appropriate. We also consider it unnecessary to word the policy as “up to 25%” as the
policy acknowledges exceptional circumstances in Supplementary Guidance. The
Supplementary Guidance for affordable housing provides a mechanism whereby
viability can be examined and tested through the developer’s provision of financial
evidence, in confidence, to the Council. Therefore, the policy is considered to take
appropriate account of development viability and economic factors and makes provision
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for contributions that are lower than 25% in exceptional cases. In this respect, the
policy is consistent with paragraph 129 of SPP, which states that Planning Authorities
should consider the level of affordable housing contribution which is likely to be
deliverable in the current economic climate as part of a viable housing development.
The Proposed SDP has identified 35% of the housing target to be affordable. Within
the SDP’s Housing Methodology Paper, supporting the Proposed SDP, this level is
recognised as optimistic but achievable. However, it notes that there is no expectation
for the LDP to increase the 25% contribution and the 35% is in line with the targets set
within the Local Housing Strategies for the Region. Funding was taken into account
through the SDP, however, it is important to note the above response as to the
reasoning for the 25% provision. The Proposed LDP is not able to state a specific level
need from the HNDA. The HNDA provides an estimate of future need across a range
of scenarios; affordable housing need ranged from a minimum of 48% to 56% of future
allocations
We acknowledge the comments in respect of the quantum of land supply required to
assist the delivery of affordable housing. This issue is addressed in the Housing Land
Supply sections above.
Main Issue 11 - Alternative option
We acknowledge support for this option and early provision of affordable housing can
be encouraged within allocation summaries.
Concerns were raised about the proposal to allow serviced affordable housing plots to
temporarily contribute to open space requirements, as there may be subsequent
resistance to the provision of affordable housing on these plots. These concerns are
unlikely to be borne out in practice, as the affordable housing provision will form an
integral part of the planning consent for the site. However, it is recognised that
pursuing this approach may lead to increased density of developments that may then
not meet open space requirements once the affordable housing is delivered. This
conflict with the design policies elsewhere in the plan may make it inappropriate to take
this proposal forward.
Commuted Sums and On-site Provision
The affordable housing policy already make clear that affordable housing should be
provided on site in all but exceptional circumstances. In this respect the current policy
is consistent with SPP and PAN 2/2010 guidance. As noted above, there is flexibility
within the policy and the form of the affordable housing provision will be a matter for
negotiation at the planning application stage.
Local Authority Provision
We acknowledge the request for local authority house provision, its benefits and the
suggestions on how to deliver more. This does not fall within the remit of the Local
Development Plan but rather is the responsibility of the Housing Service. It is important
to note that the Housing Service looks at the suitability of land for the purposes of
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affordable housing when it becomes available and they may not accept that a very high
affordable housing proportion is appropriate on the site. In such cases it would be for
the developer to provide the affordable housing without subsidy.
Definition and Affordability
The definition of affordable housing stems from the HNDA and the current policy
wording in this regard was provided by the Reporter at the Examination of the LDP
2017. The price of homes and how affordable housing values are set are not a matter
for local development plans.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan - Policy H2 Affordable housing
In terms of linking Policy H1 and H2, this would be unnecessary as both should be
applied in the case of planning applications for housing on allocated sites. Policy H2 is
not exclusively used alongside Policy H1 and can be applicable in more than cases
involving allocated sites for housing, such as in the case of infill development.
We do not believe Vision statements need to be more precise. The issues of the
availability of smaller homes and affordable housing are interlinked, and both are often
sought from communities based on the feedback from early consultation that led to the
vision amendments proposed.
The current Settlement Statements provide detail on the number of affordable homes
each site is expected to deliver. However, we consider it more appropriate to only refer
to the policy on this matter. This avoids any potential discrepancies between the 25%
affordable housing benchmark and the Settlement Statements with regards to the
recommendation to maintain an indicative site capacity. The exception to this is where
new sites proposed have been submitted as 100% affordable housing sites.
Local Housing Strategy
We note the comments regarding the Local Housing Strategy and delivering the right
range of affordable housing. The Local Housing Strategy is prepared by the Housing
Service and is informed by the HNDA, including evidence gathered through consultation
and engagement with a variety of groups.
Policy H3 Special Needs Housing
We acknowledge support for continuing care retirement communities outwith
settlements.
Policy H4 Residential Caravans
We do not believe that this policy should extend to cover ‘huts’. Scottish Planning
Policy defines a ‘hut’ as “recreational accommodation (i.e. not a principal residence).”
The Shaping Homes and Housing Policy H4 ‘Residential Caravans’ is regarding
caravans as a permanent form of accommodation.
Policy H5 Gypsy/Travellers
No comments were received on the proposed amendments to this policy.
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The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Shaping Homes and Housing
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
(LDP) on the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. In consideration of MIR Issue 10, adopt as a preferred option the use of higher
densities only for new and existing sites within the Aberdeen Housing Market
Area without a current planning history.
2. Adopt the MIR Issue 11 preferred option to highlight the mismatch between
identified need for affordable housing and our ability to deliver it, and our
dependence on the housing industry to assist in filling this gap.
3. For Policy H2 Affordable Housing amend the policy text to highlight the level of
affordable housing needed, the scale of affordable housing contribution from
market sites and to encourage action from the development industry to address
the affordable housing delivery issues. Also, amend the policy text to ensure
this policy does not preclude the development industry offering, when
appropriate, a greater level of affordable housing than the 25% affordable
housing benchmark.
4. For Policy H3 Special Needs Housing amend policy text to provide clarity that
this is not mainstream housing.
5. For Policy H4 Residential Caravans amend policy text to provide greater clarity
that it applies to residential caravan proposals as a form of permanent
accommodation rather than tourist accommodation.
6. For Policy H5 Gypsy/Travellers update the terminology used in the policy to
describe permanent sites, transit sites and stopping places
7. In the Settlement Statements, remove the affordable housing numbers specified
for individual sites, where appropriate.
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Issue 9 Shaping Places
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
4
7
9
64
70
99
100
105
114
115
129
166
204
210
236
273
391
392
506
550
551
570
600
601
610
656
658
702
733
782
791
805
809
843
849
855
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Respondents
Mr Simon Peachey
Mr David Noakes
Caledonia Homes
Mr Charles Taylor
Mr Malcolm Taberner
Mr Phil Cropper
Ms Janina Kutscha
Ms Maddie Thurlow
Ms Marjon van der Pol
Mr Matthew Brettle
Cluny, Midmar and Monymusk Community Council
Ms Linda Taberner
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Shell UK Limited
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Ms Lucy Thomson
Mr & Mrs Collam
J&J Design on behalf of Jesmond Gospel Trust
Echt & Skene Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
NHS Grampian
Ms Aileen Salway
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Ms Jacqueline Turner
Ms Irene Ferguson
Cruden Community Council
Ms Alexandra Wilowska
RSPB Scotland
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
SEPA
Mr Robert Moore
Kintore and District Community Council
Mr Mark Tasker
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
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865
889
891
896
967
972
980
1001
1009
1049
1068
1080

Inverurie Community Council
Holder Planning on behalf of Hallam Land
Barratt North Scotland
Arcus Design Ltd
Homes for Scotland
Elsick Development Company (EDC) Turnberry
Mr Paul Davison
Ms Sally Berrisford
Historic Environment Scotland
Buchan East Community Council
Strutt & Parker on behalf of CHAP Homes
A Simmers and A Michie

2. Issues
Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design (Main Issue 12)
The preferred option seeks to include a new Appendix in the Local Development Plan to
provide further design guidance for new development by providing a more detailed
interpretation of the six qualities of successful places as set out in the existing Policy
P1. Respondents 9, 70, 210, 506, 551, 656, 702, 733, 805, 843, 855, 865, 972, 980
have supported the preferred option. One respondent has noted that design guidance
is needed to avoid blandness and imitation design (733), while another suggests
exemplary developments should be referenced (972). However, the Plan should be
quite clear in respect of specifying a high standard of design (70). Quality of design
plays a big role in establishing quality of place and quality of life (64). Design guidance
should be created for small scale development in the countryside (9). Scottish Natural
Heritage (SNH) recommends the guidance should focus on delivery, placemaking, what
developers need to do, and how they should engage with other stakeholders to deliver
these aspirations (506).
Support is also given for the alternative option (i.e. no design appendix) (236, 600, 601,
610, 791, 967, 891, 1068). The current policy is sufficient for major developments
(236). A one size fits all approach, using prescriptive criteria, does not work (610, 791,
1068). It is not necessary given the suite of national guidance already available (600,
601, 610, 791, 891, 967) and it would duplicate Building Standards (791, 891, 967). It
is considered that prescriptive guidance would be contrary to the subjective nature of
design (791).
It is also unclear how it would form part of the Plan (791) and published as part of the
proposed Plan for scrutiny at Examination (610, 791). However, a review of the
existing guidance that provides clearer advice is supported (610). Revision of the car
parking standards is required as garages are too small and lack of off road [on-street]
provision is not incorporated (843).
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The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) believes there is scope for the
Council to consider certification of the Plan under the Building with Nature Scheme
which assesses the Plan’s policies against several criteria during planning, construction
and occupation of the site. They also recommend that the new Appendix includes a
strong reference to placemaking, it notes the importance of green-blue networks in
placemaking, and it encourages environmental enhancements of green and blue
infrastructure as part of any development. Reference should be made to the Cleaner
Air for Scotland Strategy (805)
NHS Grampian suggest greater focus should be placed on “homes for life” and homes
should be designed to be accessible and adaptable to future needs by provision of
wheelchair access, accommodate hoists, and en-suite wetrooms (551).
Historic Environment Scotland suggest that proposals need to be designed to be
responsive to the historic environment and minimise impacts (1009).
There needs to be a better mix of house types, with most favouring smaller homes (70,
99, 100, 114, 115, 166, 273, 391, 570, 658, 809, 1049, 1080), and one respondent
supporting bungalows (7). Several respondents refer to the Register General’s Annual
Review of Demographic Trends 2017, which they say indicates that there is a need for
smaller low occupancy properties (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 658, 1080). Other
respondents state that the housing mix should allow older people to down-size in their
community (70) and that they support the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan’s objective that ensures new development meets the needs of the
whole community (i.e. a balanced range of house types with adequate amenity and
parking spaces) (391). House types should be aimed where there is demand for small,
low occupancy homes (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 1080). The use of percentages / ratios
of house types rather than just housing numbers was advocated (809). Two
respondents query if developers should dictate the house mix or developers only
provide what the community requires (70, 166).
SNH encourages the preparation of place statements as guidance for settlements that
set out the characteristics of the settlement and how individual developments will be
expected to complement these using a schedule of site requirements briefs. They also
recommend undertaking strategic design frameworks to protect or enhance strategically
important natural features affecting an allocation and design solutions, and site briefs,
which show how impacts will be mitigated and green infrastructure is integrated for each
of the Settlement Statements in the Plan (506).
It is suggested that there should be a policy that combats and controls gulls (e.g.
discouraging gulls by not building flat roofs for commercial buildings and resolving
issues with food retailers) (64).
Respondent 64 states there is a need for designers to identify and manage all hazards
(including contaminated land) on a site, and include a policy requiring a hazard
identification study and management plan.
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There should be a policy on tall buildings (i.e. over three storeys) (64).
Respondent 550 contests that there is no policy in the adopted Local Development Plan
(LDP) to refuse development, when Planning Advice Note 68 Design Statements states
design is a material consideration and developments can be refused proposals on
design grounds.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design
SNH support the need for a design review process, but they and other respondents
seek further clarity (e.g. its objectives, timescales, when it is required, who will be
involved, their contributions, and costs) (506, 600, 601, 550, 791 891). The process
can provide a useful resource, but it must be focussed on the objective of delivering
development and those engaged understand the local market and context (550) and
should not unduly hinder the assessment of applications (600 and 601).
One respondent does not support a mandatory design review process for all
development; only for large scale / strategic housing or mixed uses that would have a
significant impact on their environment. They suggest that there is a potential to link
the design review process with those proposals requiring an EIA (1068).
SNH support the need for masterplans, but seek further clarity on what they should
include, they suggest referring to Architecture & Design Scotland for “lessons learned”
and they have requested additional text to be added on landscape design and green
infrastructure in paragraphs P1.2 and P1.3 (506).
It is not clear how a masterplan would be “agreed”, and which process of “agreement” is
used for major developments that are not allocated (601)
One respondent disagrees that masterplans must be subject to public consultation for
all major developments, as it is not in keeping with the spirit of the Plan led system and
would result in duplication of effort (1068).
All major developments should be supported by an EIA, including a landscape and
visual impact assessment (843).
SEPA requests that paragraph P1.7 on developments in the countryside, includes text
on waste water discharges and other sources of pollution (805). SNH also seek minor
amendments to this paragraph regarding landscape and landform (506). It is
suggested that common language is used to describe the terms used, such as “low
embodied energy”, “intermodal shift” and “active travel” (64).
In relation to Biodiversity, one respondent welcomes the use of the term ‘Enhancement
of biodiversity’ but recommends that the Plan (or Supplementary Guidance) provides
clarity on what constitutes such enhancement and how this can be measured (782).
SEPA requests that paragraph P1.8 is reworded to not limit the developer obligations
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that may be asked for, and that these measures are listed in specific site allocations
(805).
SEPA requests that the requirement to submit a Site Waste Management Plan in
paragraph P1.8 is removed and cross reference made to paragraph RD1.16 in Policy
RD1 Providing Suitable Services, as this requirement is not technically an enhancement
measure (805).
Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New Development (Main Issue 13)
The preferred option seeks to amend the policy to ensure that all new developments
must be accompanied by adequate public open space (as opposed to should be), and
to add text relating to early implementation of strategic landscaping, and use of
temporary green infrastructure on unused or underused land within a settlement.
Respondents 64, 105, 210, 392, 506, 551, 656, 702, 782, 843, 849, 865, 980 support
the preferred option. One respondent states that more emphasis should be placed on
open space when determining planning applications to improve mental health and
physical activity, and suggests increasing housing densities to achieve this (1049).
It is mostly developers who are in favour of the alternative option (no change) (236, 610,
791, 889, 891, 967), citing the loss of flexibility (610, 791, 889, 967), unrealistic to
achieve (891) and does not take account of proposed increased house densities on
sites (791, 889).
There is support for the early implementation of strategic landscaping and temporary
green infrastructure (392, 506, 610), and to increase measures on owners to improve
unkept sites (1049). However, several developers favour a phased approach to
delivering strategic landscaping using conditions (791, 889, 891 and 967). RSPB
Scotland support the inclusion of temporary green infrastructure in the policy with the
following caveat being added at the end of the first sentence in paragraph P2.5, "and if
there is sufficient certainty that the green infrastructure will be retained and maintained
in the long term".
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P2 Open Space and Access in
New Development
The 40% open space requirement for major developments is too onerous (791, 967)
and is excessive (891, 896).
Scottish Natural Heritage have provided text to reflect the Scottish Government’s
publication “Green Infrastructure: Design and Placemaking” so that green infrastructure
is considered early in the design stages (506). They also support a policy that
emphasises the requirement for meaningful good quality open space that has multiple
functions (506). They, and others, suggest that reference should be made to
strengthening and connecting existing paths (4, 896), green-blue networks, the wider
green infrastructure and active travel provision in the area (506).
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Land should be allocated to facilitate outdoor learning and quality natural areas within
walking distance of schools (570).
SEPA suggests the green networks referred to in paragraph P2.1 should be replaced by
“green-blue networks”.
No detail is provided on the maintenance of open space, and the Council should accept
its responsibility to maintain it, suggesting using Section 75 Agreements. In addition,
concerns are raised about using factors (private maintenance company) as it would
transfer common land into land owned by residents (791, 891, 967). There is concern
about the level of neglected open spaces and pressure should be place on owners to
improve them (1049).
Policy P3 Infill and Householder Developments Within Settlements (Main Issue
14)
The preferred option proposes a dedicated design Appendix for house extensions and
ancillary development. Respondents 64, 210, 236, 506, 656, 702, 733, 805, 843, 865
and 980 support the preferred option and no representations were received opposing it.
Some respondents request that the Appendix provides guidance for small scale
developments in the countryside (9), protects resident’s amenity (702) avoids blandness
and imitation design (733), provides detail on change of use proposals on flood risk and
vulnerable land (805), and that proposals contribute to the wider setting and not just the
development itself (865).
Concern was expressed that allowing lots of infill developments impact on local
communities and alters town boundary lines (1001), and the policy should refer to the
Plan’s historic environment policies (1009).
SNH has recommended the guidance should focus on delivery, placemaking, what
developers need to do, and how they should engage with other stakeholders to deliver
these aspirations. They also encourage the production of place statements as
guidance for settlements, undertaking strategic design frameworks and prepare site
briefs (506).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P4 Hazardous and Potentially
Polluting Developments and Contaminated Land
There is support for the retention of Policy P4 and the references made to this policy in
the individual Settlement Statements in the Plan. The respondent has requested that
any new sites take account of the consultation zones, and that the consultation zones
are shown in relevant the proposals maps (204).
To protect people from harm, respondent 64 suggests raising the profile of proposals
near hazardous developments in the Plan and adding a new paragraph to Policy P4 that
only allows new developments within consultation zones only if there is an “overriding
public interest” or “no alternative site”. The first sentence in paragraph 4.2 should be
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amended to minimise risk to the public in accordance with the Health and Safety
Executive Guidance (64).
It has been suggested that Policy P4 is split in two, with one policy on proposals within
consultation zones, and the other on hazardous and potentially polluting developments.
It is also suggested that amending paragraph P4.2 from “including oil and gas pipelines”
to “including major accident hazard pipelines” (64).
In paragraph 4.1, delete “This includes developments we are told by the Health and
Safety Executive to be near facilities they have identified as hazardous.” It is confusing
and it does not fit with the rest of this paragraph, which applies to hazardous
developments, whereas paragraph P4.2 considers all developments near to hazardous
sites and pipelines (64).
Policies should be added that cater for airborne hazards and noise and vibration,
radiological and biological hazards, and soil contamination from new development (64).
Update paragraph P4.5 to require Noise and Vibration Impact Assessments (64) and Air
Quality Assessments (805).
SEPA has suggested modifying paragraphs P4.1 and P.5 to refer to a “Competent
Authority” to ensure Control of Major Accident Hazards sites are adequately covered by
this policy and request the inclusion in paragraph P4.5 of “Air Quality Assessments will
also be required where emissions (e.g. of ammonia/nitrogen) from source pose potential
risk to designated sites and habitats” (805).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P5 Digital infrastructure
There is general support for this policy. It will enable further opportunities for health
and social care facilities in rural areas (551). However, comments were received on
proximity to telecom’s equipment near to buildings where children congregate (210),
adequate broadband speeds (843) and rapid rollout (865) across Aberdeenshire.
Policy P6 Community Infrastructure (Main Issue 15)
Respondents have supported the preferred option which adds “Major footfall generating
uses should be directed to town centres.” to the policy (64, 210, 236, 392, 506, 551,
702, 865). It was welcomed that the policy does not require all community facilities to
be in town centres for accessibility reasons and to sustain smaller communities (64,
210, 392, 551). However, one respondent said this requirement should be a “must” as
it is a logical location for such developments (865).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P6 Community infrastructure
A definition of what “community infrastructure” might be is missing and should be
provided (64).
The proposed amendment in paragraph P6.1 of the Draft Proposed LDP does not align
with the Main Issues Report (MIR) preferred option, as the policy directs major footfall
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generating developments towards town centres without a clear justification, such as a
sequential test (64).
An argument is presented for removing the restriction in paragraph P6.2 that only allows
the redevelopment of an unused community facility when a new or updated facility is
provided elsewhere, particularly when justification that the existing facility is no longer
required is provided, and community surveys/feedback supports such proposals (64).
Other comments
NHS Grampian has requested that expansion requirements of health and social care
facilities are given due consideration when the Council identifies and enhances green
networks (551).
One respondent has noted that green spaces should not be lost unless the [allocated]
development serves a purpose for the whole community (809).
In the Settlement Statements, “Oil and Gas Pipelines” should be retitled to cover all
Hazardous Sites and Pipelines (or include a new, separate section covering Hazardous
Sites/Developments), and replace “Planning Advice for Developments near Hazardous
Installations” with “HSE’s Land Use Planning Methodology” (64).

3. Actions
Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design (Main Issue 12)
Support for the design guidance is welcomed and noted. However, we do not list
exemplary developments as the LDP is not a promotional document, and what is
appropriate in one location may not suit another.
Two short Appendices have been prepared to support the criteria of Policy P1 when
applying the six qualities of successful place. This will avoid having an overly
prescriptive Appendix. The Appendices will not replicate other guidance, but instead
provide check lists that will allow the Planning Service to assess the design of
significant developments. The first Appendix will provide guidance for major
developments (sites identified in Settlements Statements as requiring a
masterplan/framework) and for proposals where the Planning Service consider it
appropriate to apply. The second Appendix will apply to single buildings and smallscale development (as defined in the LDP Glossary).
The issues raised by respondents opposing new design guidance in the LDP are noted
and have been considered in the drafting of these Appendices. The vision and
objectives of the Plan promote sustainable mixed communities, and to ensure this is
developed, a new design Appendix would provide more clarity on how this would be
delivered. Policy P1 will make specific reference to the appendices.
The Building with Nature Scheme is not mandatory. Blue-green networks will be
referenced in Policy P2 “Open Spaces and Access in new development”. The
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Aberdeenshire Council Parks and Open Spaces Strategy, which is referred to in Policy
P2, also refers to blue-green networks. The Appendix can also expand on protecting
and enhancing blue-green infrastructure under “resource efficiency”. The LDP
Glossary will be amended to include references to blue-green networks and blue
infrastructure.
It is not necessary to reference the Cleaner Air for Scotland Strategy in the Proposed
LDP as Aberdeenshire does not have any Air Quality Management Zones. The Plan
does not reference all strategies or legislation it helps to deliver. Policy P1 already
promotes well connected places that promote intermodal shifts and active travel, and
additional text had been added to the Proposed LDP to protect air quality (policies P4
and PR1 on hazardous developments and protecting resources) and on electric
vehicles charging points.
Designing homes to provide a “home for life” are noted, and the adaptions suggested by
NHS Grampian will be considered as part of the design Appendix.
Comments from Historic Environment Scotland are noted. The six design qualities of
successful places, which are further defined in the design appendix requires proposals
to respond to the historic environment under the “distinctive” criterion.
The LDP does not set car parking standards, but the Council does have a set of
standards that a design Appendix could reference.
The need for a better mix of house types in new developments is noted. As part of the
early engagement with Community Councils, several Settlement Statements were
amended to reflect the lack of small-scale housing in their vision statements (see the
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan). The Design Review Process would consider
house types.
Comments from SNH are noted. However, the LDP already has a suite of Settlement
Statements that set out a vision for the settlements, key issues, developer obligations
and likely actions for developers (e.g. masterplans and assessments). Planning
Officers conducted Place Standard exercises with Community Councils early in the LDP
process and their outcomes were included in the vision statement included with the
Main Issues Report text for each settlement. It is considered that undertaking strategic
design frameworks and site briefs would only duplicate work, as all allocations were
assessed as bid sites within the Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats
Regulations Assessment in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan, and any
mitigation measures will be set out in the Proposed Local Development Plan Settlement
Statements. In addition, new areas of public open space, including green networks,
will be identified as part of the Proposed LDP process, any environmental impacts will
be identified during the planning application process.
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The issue raised on gulls would be considered an impact on local amenity, which is
considered under the six qualities of successful places (“safe and pleasant”).
Therefore, no specific policy is required on this issue. The Council’s Environmental
Health Service provide guidance on this issue.
Similarly, hazardous developments and contaminated land would be a consideration
under the “safe and pleasant” criterion in Policy P1 and are specifically considered in
Policy P4 Hazardous and Potentially Polluting Developments and Contaminated Land.
No specific policy is therefore required on this issue.
There is no need to include a separate policy on tall buildings as the demand for tall
buildings in Aberdeenshire is low, compared with Aberdeen City, and because they will
be assessed against the six qualities criteria in Policy P1, and where necessary go
through the Design Review Process.
We uphold our statement in the MIR that there is a need to strengthen the wording in
Policy P1 to refuse development. The current policy does not break down what the six
design qualities are, and the new Appendices allow the Planning Service to assess
proposals more consistently and fairly.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design
The Design Review Process (DRP) has been developed by the Planning Service and a
Design Quality Audit will be published as planning advice. All major housing
developments, and those which in the view of the Council would benefit from such a
process will be required to participate in a DRP.
With regards to Masterplanning, SNH’s comments are noted. The Planning Service
has been reviewing its Masterplan guidance on, amongst other aspects of process,
what a Masterplan should include and new advice will be published as an Appendix to
the Plan. The additional text proposed by SNH on paragraphs P1.2 and P1.3 is not
supported. These paragraphs do not consider the content of a Masterplan, but ensure
that they cover the whole of an allocated site and that they have been subject to public
consultation. Landscape and blue-green infrastructure will be considered in the new
design Appendices, and Planning Advice on preparing masterplans and design
statements is already available.
It is agreed that the policy should be amended to clarify how a masterplan is “agreed”
by Aberdeenshire Council. The process for assessing major developments that are not
allocated is set out in the Draft Proposed Plan, but the wording in the policy could be
clearer and paragraph P1.3 should be reviewed. Masterplans should be given a limited
lifespan, to be reviewed after a period of up to 5 years, if appropriate (i.e. development
has not commenced), to enable them to reflect changes in policy and national guidance.
The Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2017 sets out when developments require an EIA, and generally this
applies to larger developments that would have a significant impact.
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Two design Appendices for different scales of development are proposed. As such,
the amendments proposed by SEPA and SNH on paragraph P1.7 are not necessary.
The language used in the policy is standard terminology, but it is accepted that the there
may be some difficulties with regards interpretation and meaning. The terminologies
used in the policy will be reviewed and where necessary, their definition explained in the
LDP Glossary. To provide clarity and ensure proposals deliver the six design qualities,
the last bullet point on well-connected places should be amended to state that
intermodal shifts and active travel will be “required” rather than “promoted”.
Clarity on biodiversity enhancement measures for new proposals is already provided in
Aberdeenshire Council’s Planning Advice 5/2015: Opportunities for biodiversity in new
development, and the Aberdeenshire Parks and Open Spaces Strategy, which sets out
the type and expected scale of public open space, which includes natural habitats.
SEPA’s request to expand paragraph P1.8 is not supported as biodiversity measures
will be included in the new design Appendices under the heading “Resource efficient”,
and Policy P2 requires residential proposals to meet the standards set out in the
Aberdeenshire Parks and Open Spaces Strategy, which includes biodiversity measures.
Their amendment would result in duplicated advice. Similarly, Policy PR1 Protecting
Important Resources considers the local water environment.
With regard to waste, SEPA is correct in that a Site Waste Management Plan is not an
enhancement measure, and paragraph P1.8 will be split in two to avoid this confusion.
Where necessary, a Site Waste Management Plan will still be required to demonstrate
how a proposal meets the relevant design qualities.
Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New development (Main Issue 13)
The support for the preferred option is welcomed. Changing the policy to allow for
flexibility in the scale of provision of open space is not supported, as both the policy and
the Aberdeenshire Parks and Open Spaces Strategy state that public open space must
be “appropriate”, i.e. there is no set minimum. This is also repeated in the second
paragraph of Policy P2. However, modification to the policy is proposed to ensure that
open space is considered as part of the design of the development.
Concerns on open space provision in relation to increased densities on a housing
development are noted, but as sites should be providing a development with mixed
house types and there is a growing trend for lower occupancy homes (as evidenced in
amended house type planning applications), this should not be an issue. Scottish
Planning Policy supports both efficient use of land and the creation of “places”.
The comments on temporary green infrastructure and strategic landscape are noted. It
is proposed their long-term future is considered in Policy P2 as a new paragraph to
state that this greening could form part of a site’s open space requirement. Any
strategic landscaping will be agreed at the Planning Application stage and would be
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phased where and when it is appropriate. In addition, Scottish Planning Policy states
in paragraph 229 that temporary green infrastructure must not prevent any future
development potential, so the policy must be flexible in this regard. The maintenance
of these sites would be considered under Policy P2 in relation to open space
contributions.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P2 Open Space and Access in
New Development
The 40% open space requirement for major developments should remain unchanged in
order to ensure a consistent and accessible supply of open space. The concerns
raised are noted, but there is sufficient flexibility in the Council’s Open Spaces Strategy
on the type of open space to avoid the requirement being too onerous.
In considering new open space National policies and advice it is proposed that the
definition of open space in the Glossary is amended to include green infrastructure.
We agree that Policy P2 should state that open space should be considered early in the
design process. Reference will be made to the Glossary definition of open space to
include a reference to the Scottish Government’s Green Infrastructure: Design and
Placemaking.
On green networks, the LDP already seeks to promote the creation of green networks,
including paths in its Outcomes, which is facilitated in the Open Spaces Strategy and
Policy P2, which states in paragraph P2.6 “…and new developments must… promote
walking or cycling as a means of transport.”.
The request for Policy P2 to include good quality and meaningful open space is noted,
but is deemed unnecessary, as the Open Spaces Strategy sets out the expected types
of open space in new housing developments, a summary of which will be included in a
new Appendix to the proposed LDP.
The LDP protects open space that has amenity value (e.g. parks) or place value (e.g.
woodland). It does not allocate land to facilitate outdoor learning and natural areas
within walking distance of schools. New protected land will be identified as part of the
LDP process, but whether they have an educational function is up to the landowner.
Blue-green networks will be referenced in the proposed LDP, including paragraph 2.1 in
Policy P2 and the LDP Glossary.
Paragraph P2.4 in the Draft Proposed LDP discusses the maintenance of open space,
and the use of Section 75 Agreements. The use of factors to main public open space
does not prejudice access to it and they ensure there is a duty of care to maintain the
open space. The issue of neglected open space is noted. The policy encourages the
temporary greening of such sites, but it is not the duty of the Plan to enforce their
upkeep. Planning conditions, where appropriate, can, however, be enforced for new
sites.
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Policy P3 Infill and Householder Developments within Settlements (Main Issue 14)
Support for the preferred option is welcome and noted. However, it is now proposed
that design guidance on household extensions and ancillary developments is
considered under a wider design guidance for single buildings and small-scale
developments under Policy P1. Likewise, cumulative impacts and impacts on
boundary lines will be considered, as the design Appendix requires developments to fit
within its local context.
As all policies in the Plan will apply where relevant, there is not a specific need to
highlight or cross reference specific policies.
The design Appendix focuses solely on design and its delivery and engagement is
considered under Policy P1, which applies to all developments. The additional
guidance, strategic design frameworks and the preparation of site briefs proposed by
SNH are all noted. The LDP already considers impact on place under the Settlement
Statements and there will be a Design Review Process for larger developments.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P4 Hazardous and Potentially
Polluting Developments and Contaminated Land
The respondent’s support on this policy is noted and welcomed. The standard policy
statement within relevant Settlement Statements will continue to be applied, but we
disagree on including the pipeline consultation zones in the proposals maps as they are
already mapped out in separate Planning Advice (1/2017 Pipeline and hazardous
development consultation zones) and secondly, we do not show constraints, such as
flooding, on the proposals maps.
It is not considered appropriate nor necessary to increase the profile of hazardous
developments throughout the Plan, as any site’s impact within a consultation zone has
been considered during the assessment of the site for inclusion in the Plan and will be
assessed at the planning application stage
We do not support dividing the policy in two, as the first sentence makes it clear that it
applies to both hazardous and potentially polluting developments and proposals that
present an unacceptable danger to the public or the environment (e.g. if within a
consultation zone).
Amending paragraph P4.2 from “including oil and gas pipelines” to “including major
accident hazard pipelines” is not supported. The current policy does not exclude other
pipes, and the proposed wording would cause confusion on what these pipelines are.
We do not support deleting the second sentence in paragraph P4.1 as the first sentence
is a statement on when any proposal will be refused planning permission, and the
second sentence clarifies that this could apply to any proposal near a hazardous facility
(e.g. not just within a consultation zone).
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It is not necessary to specify all the hazards that could result from the development, as
this is covered under paragraphs P4.3 (which requires sufficient information to be
submitted) and policy P4.5, which specifies that an air or noise assessment may be
required.
We accept SEPA’s requests to add “Competent Authority” to paragraphs P4.1 and P4.5
and the need for Air Quality Assessments when proposals affect designated sites and
habitats in paragraph 4.5.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P5 Digital Infrastructure
Support for this policy is noted and welcomed, but the Plan cannot and does not
facilitate increasing the speed or coverage of broadband. The last paragraph in the
policy covers issues of public exposure to telecommunications equipment. No change
to the policy is required.
Policy P6 Community Infrastructure (Main Issue 15)
Support for the minor modification to the policy is noted and welcomed. We do not
support changing the amendment to “must” rather than “should”, to allow flexibility on
where major footfall generating uses should be directed. However, the policy sets out
that the preference is in town centres.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy P6 Community Infrastructure
A definition of “community facilities” is provided in the Plan’s Glossary under
“Infrastructure”.
We disagree that the Draft Proposed LDP amendment to paragraph P6.1 does not align
with the preferred option in the MIR. The policy amendment (directing community
facilities with a major footfall towards town centres) supports the Council’s town centre
first approach and paragraph 60 of SPP, as part of delivering successful, sustainable
places.
We do not agree with removing paragraph P6.2 and retain our preference to only
allowing the redevelopment of existing facilities if new or updated facilities are provided
elsewhere. The policy does not specify the distance of a new or updated facility and
without this paragraph, community facilities could be lost without the need to justify their
redevelopment.
Other comments
NHS Grampian’s comment is noted and will be considered when identifying new green
network sites.
Concerns on the loss of green space to new development is noted. Each allocation
has been reviewed during the Call for Sites process and the loss of green space is only
supported where there is a need for that development in that location.
We do not support amending the subtitle, “Oil and Gas Pipelines” in the Settlement
Statements, as this section principally relates to oil or gas pipelines and not other
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hazardous developments. However, we agree replacing “Planning Advice for
Developments near Hazardous Installations” with “the HSE Land Use Planning
Methodology”.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
(LDP) on the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are also captured in
the recommendations below. Where paragraph references are provided in the
recommendations, these relate to policy revisions and proposed policy numbering used
in the Draft Proposed LDP.

4. Recommendations
Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design
1. Conclude the Design Review Process before adopting the LDP and introduce a
new paragraph. The Design Quality Audit will be published as planning advice.
2. Include proposed paragraphs P1.2 and P1.3, but switch P1.2 (on requiring
masterplans for the whole site) with P1.3.
3. Include proposed paragraph P1.3, amended to read as follows:
“We will support:
• new development on sites we have identified within the Settlement
Statements in Appendix 10 as requiring a development framework or
masterplan; OR
• major developments (more than 50 homes, or more than 2 hectares of
employment, retail or mixed-use development)
if they keep to a previously agreed statement(s) on the proposed design for the
site. Any previously agreed statement must have gone through a process that
includes an appropriate level of public consultation...”
4. Insert a footnote for the above paragraph stating: “For sites requiring a
development framework or masterplan, they must be subject to public
consultation and have been agreed by a Local Area Committee in advance of
determining a planning application.”
5. Incorporate proposed paragraph P1.4, but amended to reflect that only certain
developments will require to meet the prescribed level of public consultation.
6. Delete the amendments proposed in paragraph P1.5, retaining the text in the
adopted LDP 2017, “We will only approve development designs that demonstrate
that they meet the six qualities of successful places, which are…”.
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7. In the last bullet point on well-connected places in paragraph P1.5 but replace
“promoted” to “required”.
8. Replace the amendments proposed in paragraphs P1.6 and 1.7 with, “Further
guidance on how to meet these qualities are provided in Appendix X*, which
applies to major developments or sites allocated in Appendix 10 as requiring a
masterplan/framework, and Appendix Y*, which applies to single buildings and
small-scale developments. The Planning Service may apply Appendix X* to
other developments where they consider it appropriate.”
9. Split paragraph P1.8 in two so that biodiversity measures and waste are
considered as separate paragraphs.
10. Include two design Appendices for large- and small-scale developments, which
include references to blue-green infrastructure, provide examples on how homes
can be adapted for future needs, and the Council’s parking standards.
11. Add text to limit the lifespan of an agreed Masterplan to allow new policy issues
to be taken on-board as required. Add “Once agreed, a masterplan shall remain
valid for a period 5 years, unless planning consent for the development has been
granted and implemented”.
12. Add additional text to Policy P1 to state: “The Masterplanning process is set out
in Appendix X* and include an appendix on Masterplanning.
Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New Development
1. Amend text to replace “green networks” with “blue-green networks”.
2. At the end of the first sentence of paragraph P2.1, add: “(the hierarchy and
standards of open space are provided in Appendix X*”.
3. In paragraph P2.1, amend the start of the last sentence to, “The provision and
types of open space should be considered early in the design process, and low
maintenance…”
4. Amend the last sentence of the first paragraph of P2.1 to, “Low maintenance
community woodlands and community food growing areas, such as allotments,
are encouraged.”
5. Add a new paragraph on temporary open space.
Policy P3 Infill and Householder Developments within Settlements
1. Amend the title of the policy to “Infill Developments within Settlements and
Householder Developments.
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2. Amend paragraph the last paragraph of Policy P3 2019 to, “…as outlined in
Appendix X* Building Design Guidance…”
Policy P4 Policy P4 Hazardous and Potentially Polluting Developments and
Contaminated Land
1. Amend the first paragraph of Policy 4 to state at the start: “We will refuse
development, even infill development…” Also add “could cause significant
pollution, create a significant nuisance (for example through impacts on air
quality or noise)” and “This includes developments we are told by the Health and
Safety Executive or Competent Authority to be near….”
2. In the second paragraph of Policy 4 add: “...we will consult with (HSE), the
Competent Authority (in the case of Control of Major Accident Hazardous sites)
and…”
3. Amend the final paragraph of Policy 4 to read “air quality or noise levels may be
required to provide an Air Quality Assessment or a Noise Impact Assessment, as
well as”, and add a new final sentence, “Air Quality Assessments will be required
where emissions (e.g. of ammonia/nitrogen) from source pose potential risk to
designated sites and habitats.”
4. In the Settlement Statements, under Oil and Gas Pipelines, replace “Planning
Advice for Developments near Hazardous Installations” with “the HSE Land Use
Planning Methodology”.
Policy P5 Digital infrastructure
1. At the end of the third paragraph, add “; and a visual impact assessment (if
relevant).” as per the Draft Proposed LDP.
Policy P6 Community Infrastructure
1. Revise Policy P6 name to “Community Facilities and Public Amenities” and
redraft policy wording to include reference to the scope to develop Use Classes
10 and 11 on other sites within a settlement in the interests of public amenity,
should a town centre site not be available.
2. Amend second sentence of Policy P6 to read “Major footfall generating uses
should be directed to town centres.”
Glossary
1. Provide a definition for “Blue–Green Infrastructure” as: “Areas of blue
infrastructure, such as sustainable drainage systems, swales, wetlands, rivers
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and canals and their banks, and other water courses and green infrastructure,
including hedges, landscaping, green roofs, woodland and parks.”
2. Retitle the definition of Green Networks to “Blue-green network(s)” and amend to
“Are formed by linking areas of blue-green infrastructure that together create an
integrated and multi-functional blue-green network, which may then include
access in appropriate areas.”
3. Amend the definition of open space, as proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP, but
amend “green infrastructure” to “blue and green infrastructure”, and add a new
last sentence, “Further guidance on how to consider blue and green
infrastructure in the design stages of new development is provided in the Scottish
Government’s Green Infrastructure: Design and Placemaking.”
* To Be Confirmed
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Issue 10 Natural Heritage and Landscape
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
271
287
288
290
368
506
547
555
589
591
592
758
782
786
805
843
865
876
921
980

Respondents
Mr Stephen Coutts
Ms Nicola Maan
Mr Loran Maan
Banchory Community Council
Cromar Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Don District Salmon Fishery Board
Emac Planning on behalf of Polmuir Properties (Newtonhill) Limited
Innogy Renewables UK Ltd
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Dee District Salmon Fishery Board
RSPB Scotland
Mr David Ellis
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
Woodland Trust Scotland
Mr Christopher Hennigan
Mr Paul Davison

2. Issues
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
The following issues have been raised in response to the draft policy wording and
numbered paragraphs set out within the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP),
except where stated otherwise.
Chapter Introduction
SEPA welcomes the proposed additional text with regard to the cumulative effects of
incremental changes. SEPA has highlighted that if we are to truly mitigate against the
effects of climate change we need to seek net biodiversity gain. They consider the
following sentence outdated "Research continues into the effects of planning how land
should be used on the rates of decline of species and habitats, and planning decisions
have to take this uncertainty into account.", and should be deleted (805).
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With regard to Environmental Impact Assessment, policy wording refers to Circular
3/2011. RSPB and SEPA advise that this has been withdrawn and replaced by
Circular 1/2017 (782, 805).
Policy E1 Natural Heritage
Nature conservation sites (paragraphs E1.1 – E1.5)
It is considered that paragraph E1.1 should be modified to include the word
"unacceptable" as adverse impacts on a nature conservation site may still be
acceptable, and likewise for paragraph E1.6 in relation to protected species (589).
Within paragraph E.1.2, RSPB seek clarification on what is meant by "an internationally
designated nature conservation site" (782). It should confirm that Special Protection
Areas (SPAs), Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Ramsar sites, and proposed
SACs and SPAs are all to be regarded as such (782).
RSPB Scotland (RSPB) suggest wording is added to paragraph E1.2 to make it clear
that any development proposal likely to have a significant effect on any such site not
directly connected with or necessary for the conservation management of that site, must
be subject to an “appropriate assessment”, and that the application should include/be
supported by sufficient information to allow the Council to undertake that appropriate
assessment. (782).
Protected species (paragraphs E1.6 – E1.7)
The tests set out in E1.6 are considered inappropriate and only necessary if the
Planning Authority wishes to consent a proposal (589). The requirement to apply the
bullet points within E1.6 to any development is considered stringent, not in accordance
with legislation, and should be revised accordingly (589).
SNH has noted that the link to SNH’s website provided under E1.7 should be updated
to: https://www.nature.scot/professionaladvice/safeguarding-protected-areas-andspecies/protected-species (506).
Wider biodiversity and geodiversity (paragraphs E1.8 – E1.10)
RSPB consider that the role and scope of the "ecological and geological management
plan" is not entirely clear. The respondent considers that current wording implies that
this is required to detail public benefits outweighing the ecological or geological value of
the site which RSPB do not consider an appropriate role. The policy could also more
fully advocate the mitigation hierarchy, which is what the ecological management plan
should demonstrate, and to help halt cumulative small-scale losses of biodiversity from
development (782).
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RSPB believe that the planning system should seek benefits for biodiversity from new
development where possible. Alternative ways of addressing these points are
suggested by amending policy wording to specify the need for ecological management
plans to detail measures to minimise negative environmental impacts and mitigate or
offset any negative environmental impacts which cannot reasonably be avoided (782).
Similar to RSPB’s response, SEPA has also requested the inclusion of text stating
"appropriate environmental mitigation measures and enhancements on and/or off-site
which will result in net environmental gain overall are implemented." to substitute for
parts of paragraph E1.9 (805).
Fish migration
Two respondents have highlighted that culverts should be appropriately designed so
that they are passable to all fish species, including taking into account light pollution
(547, 758).
Policy E2 Landscape
Paragraph E2.1
Policy E2 does not define what constitutes "unacceptability” with respect to the effects
through its scale, location or design on key natural landscape elements, historic
features or the composition or quality of the landscape character." (843, 980).
SNH has identified the need to update paragraph E2.1 to reflect that the SNH national
review of the landscape character assessment is finalised
(see https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/landscape/landscapecharacterassessment/scottish-landscape-character-types-map-and-descriptions) (506).
Paragraph E2.2
Policies E1 and E2 are not strong enough to prevent major developments from
damaging our local landscapes (843, 980). The respondents suggest that
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment (LVIA) should be a requirement for all major developments included in
policy E2 (843, 980).
Under paragraph E2.2 the word "unacceptable" should be added as adverse impacts on
SLAs may still be acceptable, and in accordance with the statements on policy E2 in the
MIR (589).
An updated landscape assessment should be undertaken and Special Landscape
Areas (SLA) should be re-assessed given the completion and opening of the AWPR, as
it has undoubtedly had a significant impact on the landscape characteristics of the area
(591, 592).
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There is support for retaining Howe of Cromar SLA (368, 786). Focus should be
maintained on its unique landscape character by not approving ribbon development
outside of settlements, wind turbines in or visible from the Howe and developments that
would negatively impact the panoramic vistas of the Howe (786).
It has been requested that site KN101 Newtonhill is removed from the SLA on the basis
that it does not contribute to the landscape’s special qualities (555).
Other
The Natural Heritage and Landscape policies are fully supported and they need to be
robustly implemented (865). Woodland Trust consider that the policies covering
natural heritage are good and have provided their continued support (876).
Support has been received from respondents in the communities of Banchory Devenick
and Banchory who commend the policy position of Natural Heritage and Landscape for
protecting local nature conservation sites and for retaining the River Dee Special Area
of Conservation (for example respondents 271, 287, 288, 290, 921). Issues and
Actions papers for ‘Kincardine and Mearns Landward’ and ‘Banchory’ outline in more
detail the localised issues for these communities.

3. Actions
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
The following actions and recommendations relate the draft policy wording and
numbered paragraphs set out within the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP).
Chapter Introduction
We note that SEPA welcomes the proposed text regarding the cumulative impact of
incremental changes, and this amendment should be included in the Proposed LDP.
With regard to the comment from SEPA regarding net biodiversity gain, it should be
noted that Policy P1 states that all developments should identify measures to improve
biodiversity. We agree that the sentence within the introductory paragraphs of this
chapter regarding research into the effects of planning should be deleted, as this serves
no purpose.
In respect of Environmental Impact Assessment, we note that Circular 3/2011 has been
replaced with Circular 1/2017. Policy wording should be amended accordingly.
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Policy E1 Natural Heritage
Nature conservation sites (paragraphs E1.1 – E1.5)
The request for “adverse effect” to be amended to “unacceptable adverse effect” is
acknowledged, and for consistency with other policies in the plan and discussion
presented in the Main Issues Report, we consider this amendment would be
appropriate. Text within paragraphs E1.1 and E1.6 should be amended accordingly.
The request made by RSPB to clarify what is meant by an “internationally designated
nature conservation site” is noted. Whilst we acknowledge that SPAs, SACs and
Ramsar sites are those considered under this policy, in order to future-proof the Plan it
is important to retain the overarching principle to protect any internationally designated
site. With regard to including ‘proposed’ designated sites, the sensitivity of such sites
would be taken into consideration through the planning application process, but for
consistency across the LDP, sites are either designated or not, and we do not consider
it appropriate to add proposed designations. No action is required.
With regard to the request made by RSPB to include an “appropriate assessment”
within paragraph E1.2 for internationally designated nature conservation sites, we
acknowledge that the paragraph should be re-worded and the policy text should
therefore be amended accordingly.
Protected species (paragraphs E1.6 – E1.7)
We note the concern raised by the respondent with regard to the stringent policy tests
stipulated. However, we consider it appropriate to adopt a precautionary approach and
as such the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) steps identified within the policy
should remain.
The request made by SNH to update the website link provided under paragraph E1.7 for
protected species is noted and this should be updated accordingly.
Wider biodiversity and geodiversity (paragraphs E1.8 – E1.10)
With regard to the requests by RSPB and SEPA to emphasise the need for mitigation
on and/or off-site, and the respondents’ questioning of the role of an ecological or
geological management plan, we would highlight firstly that our policy position is that
mitigation of impacts is a last resort. Whilst our primary concern is the loss of or
damage to habitats and biodiversity due to development, in order to facilitate economic
growth there needs to be a mechanism in place to enable development to take place
where the wider public benefits clearly outweigh the ecological or geological value of a
site. As such, the role of a professionally authored ecological or geological
management plan should be to justify a development, where impacts cannot reasonably
be avoided, as currently stated within the policy. No action is required.
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Fish migration
Culvert design for the passage of fish is considered a design issue. Policy P1
stipulates that measures require to be identified to enhance biodiversity or geodiversity
in proportion to the opportunities available and scale of development. Technical advice
would be sought through consultation with the relevant fish advisory body as part of the
planning application process. No action is required.
Policy E2 Landscape
Paragraph E2.1
In respect of the request for a definition of what is meant by “unacceptable effects” of
development on the landscape, we would point out that it is not feasible to provide an
all-encompassing definition. What is deemed to be “unacceptable” is determined on a
case by case basis depending on the nature, scale and circumstances of a proposal.
Professional judgement comes into play, requiring competence in analysis and
understanding of the interrelated nature of visual impact and landscape character. No
action is required. Reference to Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment should be
incorporated into the policy to assist with the mechanics of assessing landscape impact.
We note the updated link provided by SNH to the recently completed 2019 review of the
landscape character assessment. The link should be updated accordingly.
Paragraph E2.2
In response to the concern that policies E1 and E2 are not strong enough to prevent
major developments from damaging our local landscapes, it should be noted that the
Special Landscape Areas (SLAs) comprise a relatively new policy inclusion. The role
of the SLA designation is to provide enhanced protection for our most valued
landscapes. The SLA is currently provided as Supplementary Guidance in the LDP
2017 and as it is considered too early to draw meaningful conclusions as to its impact to
date. It is proposed to be carried forward as an Appendix in the Proposed LDP 2021.
With regard to the request for Environmental Impact Assessments (EIA), and
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments (LVIA) to be included in policy E2 as a
requirement for all major developments, firstly, it should be noted that Government
guidance (Circular 1/2017) provides a screening process for identifying which
developments require an EIA Report. As such it is this legislation that determines
which developments are required to produce an EIA Report. With regard to landscape
impact, existing Policy P1 Layout Siting and Design stipulates the requirement for all
development in the countryside to demonstrate that they fit appropriately with existing
local landforms, neighbouring uses and patterns of development (paragraph P1.7 in the
Draft Proposed LDP). No action is required.
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The request for including the word “unacceptable” in relation to “adverse effects” is
noted. However, we consider this is sufficiently covered by paragraph E2.1 which
states “We will refuse development that causes unacceptable effects…the landscape
character.” We consider it appropriate that development in SLAs will only be permitted
if the qualifying interests are not being adversely affected, or the effects of the
development are clearly outweighed by a benefit for the public good. No action is
required.
We acknowledge the request for an updated landscape assessment due to the
completion of the AWPR. With regard to the Special Landscape Areas (SLA), the
integrity of the South East Aberdeenshire Coast SLA designation which borders the
AWPR in places, is considered unaffected due to the coastal nature of the designation.
Notably, the key defining characteristics of this particular designation are that settlement
and major transport corridors are ever present in views, and that the South East
Aberdeenshire coast is unified by its general south east facing orientation out onto the
North Sea. The headlands, beaches, landmarks and the ragged and wild nature of the
SLA remain intact. For further information, it should be noted that ‘The Aberdeen
Landscape Study’, due for publication imminently, incorporates a suite of landscape
character assessments relating to the peripheral landscape areas where Aberdeen City
Council borders with Aberdeenshire Council. Furthermore, SNH have recently
completed a revised Landscape Character Assessment of the whole of Scotland. No
action is required.
The support for retaining Howe of Cromar SLA is acknowledged. With regard to
concern about ribbon development, Policy R2 (paragraph R2.13 in the Draft Proposed
LDP) establishes that ribbon development will not be supported. No further action is
required.
With regard to the request for site KN101 in Newtonhill to be removed, it should be
noted that we are not in support of this development (refer Issues and Actions paper for
‘Newtonhill’). No further action is required.
Other
We acknowledge the community support given to Natural Heritage and Landscape
policies for providing protection to nature conservation sites.

4. Recommendations
Chapter Introduction
1. Amend introductory text under ‘Natural Heritage and Landscape’ to include
reference to the cumulative effects of incremental changes.
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2. Delete the sentence “Research continues….and planning decisions have to take
this uncertainty into account.” from the introductory text.
3. Amend reference to “Circular 3/2011” in the introductory text to “Circular 1/2017”,
and update across all other policies as required.
Policy E1 Natural Heritage
1. Amend text within paragraphs E1.1 and E1.6 to state “unacceptable adverse
effect”.
2. Amend text within paragraph E1.2 to state that “In all cases, an appropriate
assessment of the site is required, and suitable compensatory measures must be
implemented”.
3. Update the link provided in paragraph E1.7
to: https://www.nature.scot/professionaladvice/safeguarding-protected-areasand-species/protected-species.
Policy E2 Landscape
1. Update the link provided in paragraph E2.1 to:
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/landscape/landscapecharacterassessment/scottish-landscape-character-types-map-and-descriptions)
2. Include reference to Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment as a means of
assessing landscape issues in paragraph E2.2
3. Carry forward the current Special Landscape Areas Supplementary Guidance
into the Proposed LDP as an Appendix.
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Issue 11 The Historic Environment
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
525
589
778
780
805
843
865
944
980
1008
1009
1011

Respondents
Lippe Architects + Planners
Innogy Renewables UK Ltd
Mr Robert Farquharson
Mr Robert Farquharson
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
Tarves Community Council
Mr Paul Davison
Savills on behalf of The Fyvie Estate
Historic Environment Scotland
Savills on behalf of The Fyvie Estate

2. Issues
Reference should be made to the new Historic Environment Scotland (HES) policies
when considering revising the Historic Environment policy (1009). Historic
Environment policies lack consistency in decision making, particularly in respect of
conservation areas (944).
Policy HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) has separate policy/guidance outlining different types of
protection for each designation (1009) whereas this policy combines the wording for
designations for listed buildings and scheduled monuments. The current Local
Development Plan (LDP) policy wording on scheduled monuments only refers to the
impact on “integrity of setting” (1009).
One respondent supports the policy set out in the Draft Proposed LDP (865).
The word "unacceptable” should be added to the policy as a negative effect may still be
acceptable. The test outlined in paragraph HE1.4 in the Draft Proposed LDP should
only apply to direct impacts on nationally or locally important monuments or
archaeological sites. An adverse impact on the setting of a Historic Building may still
be acceptable and should not need to be justified by “overriding public interest” (589).
Policy HE2 Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas
SPP and Aberdeenshire Council policies highlight the need to protect conservation
areas. However, the output of the LDP and its supporting environmental reports
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indicates that inadequate time and resources have been spent on evaluating the impact
of the policy and whether they are targeting or enhancing historic assets (778, 780).
One respondent fully supports the policies in the Draft Proposed LDP (865).
One respondent considers that there is tension between a policy that encourages the
organic growth of a settlement on the one hand, and the presence of a battlefield
superseding any local demand for organic growth. The wording of the policy does not
capture the standard terminology used for historic battlefields. It is recommended that
reference is made to the special qualities and landscape characteristics of a battlefield.
Also it would be helpful to clarify that 'setting' is not normally considered to have a
distinct impact on this type of designation. Examples can be given where battlefield
designations do not necessarily create a block to development (1008, 1011).
Policy HE3 Helping to Reuse Listed Buildings at Risk
It is considered that the policy has become restrictive over time. The policy should be
clear and highlight if an independent assessment of the costings will be required and
who would be responsible for carrying this out. The policy should be relaxed to ask for
what grant funding has been sought. Conditions associated with grant funding may
make the proposal uneconomic. It is unlikely that due to the nature and scale of such
enabling projects, owners have access to the levels of finance to carry out the work
(525).
To allow enabling development and protecting the setting of a listed building, there can
be limited opportunities to keep any new development as close to the building as
possible. Relaxation is required to the restriction for new development to be on an
“adjacent development site”. It may be better to look to accommodate new
development on land in the ownership of the applicant that may be some distance away
from the listed building in order not to have a detrimental effect on the character and
setting of the listed building (525). It is recommended that potential exceptions are
allowed to enable development to take place on adjacent land as this can in some
instances minimise potential adverse impacts on setting (1009).
One respondent stated that the term ‘vernacular’ building is unclear and suggests that
they are made unlisted if necessary (1009).
Policies have not protected locally important listed buildings from being demolished.
Appropriate policies and guidance are required on ‘Buildings at Risk’, and guidance
provided on the demolition of listed buildings, in line with Scottish Planning Policy (843,
980, 1009). Further guidance on the criteria for demolishing listed buildings that have
suffered from neglect are required, and this should be in line with the SPP (843, 980,
1009).
SEPA has requested that cross reference is made to Policy C4 Flooding with regard to
change of use (805).
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3. Actions
The policies within the Draft Proposed LDP adhere to the Scottish Planning Policy and
the National Planning Framework, along with other relevant policies from Historic
Environment Scotland (HES). To ensure that policies are interpreted in the same
manner across the Council, advice is provided so that the decisions are made in a
consistent way. Revision of the introductory paragraph of the policy section will be
undertaken to ensure that the principles set out by HES are clear.
The support of Officers’ use of existing policies in relation to assessment of bid sites is
welcomed.
Policy HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments
The Aberdeenshire LDP follows the policy and guidance of Scottish Planning Policy.
Planning applications are assessed under LDP policies, Scottish Planning Policy and
other national planning advice. The relevant policies have been outlined in the Draft
Proposed LDP which focuses on enhancing and protecting the local Historic
Environment.
It is not possible to restrict all or specifically any type of development, therefore, the
word “unacceptable” cannot be incorporated within the policy. The comment on the
test applied for paragraph HE1.4, that development on nationally important monuments
and archaeological sites will only be acceptable should there be a public benefit,
remains valid.
The absence of a policy on the demolition of listed buildings has been noted and
additional text will be added.
The way the policy is set out confuses the reader and misrepresents the legislation.
Sub-headings will be introduced in Policy HE1 for “Listed Buildings” and “Ancient
Monuments” to distinguish Protecting Historic Buildings, Archaeological Sites and
Monuments, and similarly in Policy HE2 Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas, in order
to manage Conservation Areas and Battlefields.
Policy HE2 Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas
We remain content that the policy as written will ensure that historic environment is
protected and enhanced where possible. There is no need to break the policy into
further component parts.
Within the Draft Proposed LDP, Policy R2 Housing and Employment Development
Elsewhere in the Countryside permits a measure of organic housing growth around
certain settlements. However, all policies of the Plan apply, and if the settlement is
surrounded by a battlefield, this prohibition takes precedence.
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The terminology for “battlefield” has been kept in line with the definition provided by
Scottish Government. There is no need to refer to the special qualities and landscape
characteristics of the battlefield as the term “setting” is considered to be appropriate.
We acknowledge that the way the policy is set out confuses the reader and
misrepresents the legislation and propose introducing sub-headings to address this.
Policy HE3 Helping to Reuse Listed Buildings at Risk
The purpose of the policy is to ensure that listed buildings are brought back to their
original use, and any change of use must be assessed carefully prior to making a
decision. This is to ensure that the listed building will be kept protected against the
proposed use and shall be well maintained. The cost of all independent assessments
is paid by the owner of the listed building or developer who is intending to submit a
planning application. The Planning Service do not assess a site based on its suitability
for a grant since financing is a matter for the applicant. The premise of the policy is
that there is no other means to fund the works, therefore confirmation of grant funding is
integral to this. Enabling development allows the generation of finance for funding the
repair, conservation and re-use of a listed building.
HES supports the need for development to relate to the conserved structure, rather than
being a means to achieve valuable development elsewhere. However, other Historic
Environment policies require preservation of the setting of an historic building/structure,
therefore justifying off-site development. An “adjacent development site” should not
have any negative impact on the listed building itself, subject to layout and design that
would enhance the listed building. The Planning Service has no control over the
ownership of land, but it actively encourages enabling development to be constructed in
close proximity to a listed building, if this can be achieved without any negative impact.
Vernacular buildings are recognised as a “non-designated historic asset”. Vernacular
buildings do not hold any weight as a historic asset, however, it is considered to be an
important feature and has architectural value. A definition is provided in the LDP
Glossary.
The policy aims to protect listed buildings that are both locally and nationally important
from being demolished. Usually consultation leads to an agreement which ensures
that a building will be protected. In very rare and exceptional circumstances
permission is sought for a listed building to be demolished. The circumstances when
this occurs is so infrequent that it remains appropriate to fall back on the policies of
Historic Environment Scotland, rather than flag what criteria may be appropriate within
the Local Development Plan.
With regard to the request from SEPA, it is not normally the case that cross referencing
is undertaken for individual policies as all policies in the Plan can apply to all
development proposals. Flood risk is a separate matter that would have to be
considered under policy C4 in any case.
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The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
Chapter Introduction
1. Amend the introductory paragraph of the policy section to better accord with the
current policies of Historic Environment Scotland.
Policy HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments and
Policy HE2 Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas
1. In Policy HE1 and Policy HE2 introduce the need for a design statement to
support the development of historic buildings, sites and monuments, or
development in conservation areas, designed landscapes or historic gardens.
2. Add headings to Policy HE1 and Policy HE2 to aid understanding by the reader.
3. Under Policy HE1 add in the text: “The demolition of a listed building will not be
permitted unless the building is no longer of special interest, is incapable of
repair or there are overriding environmental or economic reasons, and it must be
satisfactorily demonstrated that every effort has been made to continue the
present use or to find a suitable new use.”
4. Clarify in a section headed “Scheduled Monuments and Archaeological Sites”
that “Where preservation of the site in its original location is not possible, arrange
for the full excavation and recording of the site in advance of development to
satisfy Aberdeenshire Council that the impacts from development have been
otherwise fully mitigated”.
Policy HE3 Helping to Reuse Listed Buildings at Risk
1. Amend policy wording to provide clarification on the location and extent of
enabling development, including the need for an assessment to be undertaken
by a professionally qualified commentator, such as a Chartered Surveyor or
Registered Valuer.
2. A number of additions to the Glossary are proposed including definitions of
“Vernacular Building”, “Design Statement”, “Statement of Special Significance”,
“Historic Landscape Management Plans” “Conservation Deficit” and “Enabling
Development Appraisal”.
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Issue 12 Protecting Resources
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
64
99
100
114
115
129
210
271
287
288
306
308
334
437
506
570
707
708
782
805
843
865
869
909
910
921
953
966
980
1046
1048
1063
1080
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Respondents
Mr Charles Taylor
Mr Phil Cropper
Ms Janina Kutscha
Ms Marjon van der Pol
Mr Matthew Brettle
Cluny, Midmar, and Monymusk Community Council
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Mr Stephen Coutts
Ms Nicola Maan
Mr Loran Maan
Mr Graham White
Ms Gael Sangster
Mr Geoffrey Allis
Mr David Evans
Scottish Natural Heritage
Ms Aileen Salway
Mr Alan Haig
Ms Heather Haig
RSPB Scotland
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
JLL on behalf of Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Monkmusk Land Company
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Corsindae Estate
Mr Christopher Hennigan
North Kincardine Rural Community Council
Bennachie Community Council
Mr Paul Davison
Ms Ruth Gillies
Scottish Forestry
Mr Euan Gillies
Sir/Madam A Simmers
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2. Issues
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
The following issues have been raised in response to the draft policy wording and
numbered paragraphs set out within the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP),
except where stated otherwise.
Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
Paragraph PR1.1
One respondent has requested that the word "air" is replaced with the term "the air
environment" for consistency with "the water environment", so that the English reads
better (64).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has requested that the existing text “…the value of the
site to the local community..." is amended to "the public good benefits of the site", as
this impact can extend more widely than local communities (506).
Air Quality (paragraph PR1.2)
SEPA has given their support to inclusion of this policy under paragraph PR1.2 but with
the wording amended. It is requested that “major new developments” is amended to
“new developments”, and that “an impact” is amended to “a significant adverse impact”,
and to amend the phrasing regarding mitigation to state that “….appropriate mitigation
to minimise any adverse effects can be provided is implemented upon.” (805).
Water Environment (paragraph PR1.3)
SNH has requested an amendment to paragraph PR1.3 to reflect that buffer strips
should be provided to allow for ecological benefit e.g. allow for riparian habitat, reduce
soil erosion and surface water run-off, rather than ease of maintenance (506). SEPA
also consider that buffer strips should be protected either by an additional sub-policy
within ‘Water Environment’ or by including in ‘Open Space’ policy, and references to
their maintenance should be removed from the settlement statements (805). SEPA
request a rewording of the sub-policy within ‘Water Environment’ to integrate buffer
strips positively into the green-blue infrastructure of the site and surrounding area.
SEPA also request that the Glossary definition provided for ‘Buffer strips’ is amended to
“an area of land maintained in permanent vegetation” (805).
Other changes to this paragraph requested by SEPA include the following insertions:
“botanical richness” as an aspect of water quality; “physical enhancement of water
bodies” as an opportunity for improvement of water quality; “habitats shall be required
where feasible” to contribute to overall status of the water body; and “construction work
shall be undertaken in line with Construction Site Licensing Regulations” (805).
Water Environment (paragraph PR1.4)
SEPA has suggested a re-wording of paragraph PR1.4 to delete “Ground water
dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GWDTE) which are types of wetlands”, and instead
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refer to these as “wetlands” (805). However, SEPA has requested the following
addition to the Glossary: “Ground Water Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystem (GWDTE) Wetlands critically dependent on groundwater.” (805).
SEPA has also suggested that a definition is included in the Glossary for “Waterbody
and water environment” to state that these include all water features including all rivers,
lochs, ponds, estuaries, wetlands and groundwater (805).
It has been highlighted that due to Brexit it is unclear whether the "Water Framework
Directive" which is an EU Directive would be replaced by UK (or Scottish) legislation
(64).
Prime Agricultural Land (paragraph PR1.5)
A minor amendment is required in the opening sentence where the first usage of "as"
should be changed to "is" for the sentence to make sense (64).
Respondents consider that good quality agricultural land should be protected due to the
uncertainty of Brexit and climate change, to be sustainable and not jeopardise
Aberdeenshire's ability to produce locally grown produce, whilst minimising our carbon
footprint and provide local employment opportunities (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 334, 437,
966,1080).
It is considered vitally important that the LDP 2021 protects prime agricultural land since
it produces the highest yields of the widest range of arable crops (966). Development
should not take place on land shown as ‘prime’ on the most recent edition of the
1:50,000 Land Capability for Agriculture (LCA) map, regardless of the findings of test
pits commissioned by the owner or developer, on land classed 1, 2 or 3.1 (966). The
practice of "independent assessment" of LCA class based on test-pitting should not be
written into policy because test pit samples can show considerable variation across one
site that cannot be shown at the scale of mapping used for LCA classification, but that
does not alter the fact that the field as a whole is prime land (966).
It is considered that policies for prime agricultural land need to be more robust and less
subjective (966). In particular, the phrases “public economic or social benefits” and
"the value of the site to the local community" are poorly defined and should not be used
in this regard as the future value of a site in terms of community resilience is an
unknown. Rather, the decision should be based on a robust assessment of the
strategic value and importance of the site in relation to climate change adaptation and
resilience of the wider community (966).
Open Space (paragraph PR1.6)
SEPA has requested the addition of a statement regarding the long term protection of
buffer strips to state that "All buffer strips will be regarded as open space in terms of
being protected under this policy”, and to amend “green network”, to “green-blue
network”.
In addition, SEPA has requested an amendment to the Glossary to change
“Green networks” to “Green-blue infrastructure", and provide a revised definition as
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follows: “Green and blue features* of the natural and built environment that are
designed, integrated and managed to provide water management, access networks,
habitat enhancement and open space functions within and between settlements. In so
doing, delivering environmental, economic and social multi-functionality unique to that
place. *Green features include parks, woodlands, trees, play spaces, allotments,
community growing spaces, outdoor sports facilities, churchyards and cemeteries,
swales, hedges, verges, green roofs and gardens. Blue features include rivers, lochs,
wetlands, canals, ponds, porous paving and sustainable urban drainage systems.
Paths, cycleways and river corridors provide connections through and between areas of
green infrastructure" (805).
The importance of maintaining opportunities for greenspace for health and wellbeing is
highlighted (570).
Trees and Woodlands (paragraphs PR1.7 – PR1.9)
Scottish Forestry has given their support to maintaining the current LDP’s statements
and provision for protecting and expanding the tree and woodland resources in
Aberdeenshire, along with the proposal to clarify the status and interpretation of the
Ancient Woodland Inventory (1048).
Scottish Forestry supports these policies being applied in re-assessing some of the
proposed redevelopment sites, and that there is recognition of the need to protect trees,
woodland and forest resource and apply the Control of Woodland Removal Policy to all
proposals as they are developed. The respondent confirms that the current position is
in line with the Scottish Government's Control of Woodland Removal Policy (1048).
SNH has identified the need for an amendment in the second sentence of PR1.7 to
"..the developer must submit an ecological survey and assessment by suitably qualified
professional of the biodiversity.." (506).
SNH considers there is a need to cross-reference to paragraph E1.4 in relation to
woodland protection and has requested an addition to policy stating that ancient seminatural woodland is an irreplaceable resource and should be protected from removal or
the potential adverse impacts of development (506).
Whilst one correspondent considers that ancient woodland should be developable if
Scottish Forestry agree to mitigation in the form of compensatory planting (910), others
consider that all woodland should be protected as an important environmental resource,
not just ancient woodland (843, 980). A number of respondents support the policy
position for protecting ancient woodland in Banchory Devenick particularly in relation to
land subject to bids KN069, KN070, KN071 and KN072, as identified within the Main
Issues Report (271, 287, 288, 306, 308, 707, 708, 921, 1046, 1063).
SNH has requested within paragraph PR1.8 an addition that new planting should be
located so that it contributes to improving connectivity with existing and proposed green
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infrastructure. In addition, SNH recommend the preparation and implementation of
woodland management plans to help improve the condition of existing woodland (506).
SNH has welcomed the proposed changes to PR1.9 (506).
Scottish Forestry has given their support to carrying forward the current Forestry and
Woodland Strategy forward into the next Local Development Plan either as
Supplementary Guidance or as an Appendix of the Plan dependant on the outcome of
the Planning (Scotland) Bill (1048).
There is a general concern regarding implementation of policies PR1, PR2, and PR3 in
a consistent way, in particular the protection of biodiversity rich and carbon rich sites for
the benefit of future generations (865).
The respondent supports protecting important
potential future infrastructure sites to aid better community planning in the future. The
need for significant improvements around waste and recycling planning is clear but
implementation seems to lag behind. In this regard, there is a wish to see greater
opportunities within settlements rather than those outwith settlements that require
car/van/truck travel (865).
Peat and carbon rich soils (paragraph PR1.11)
SNH has recommended providing the following link to the 2016 map referred to under
PR1.11: https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planningand-development/naturalheritage-advice-planners-and-developers/planning-anddevelopment-soils/carbon-andpeatland-2016 (506).
SEPA has clarified that the carbon and peatland classification includes Classes 1, 2 and
5. SEPA has requested the addition of a sub policy with suggested wording as follows:
“….Carbon and Peatland map 2016 as Class 1, 2 and 5, and greater than 0.5mm depth.
Where this resource is present, a soil or peat survey will be required to demonstrate that
the highest quality of soil or deepest peat have been avoided. A soil or peat
management plan will also be required to demonstrate that any unnecessary
disturbance, degradation or erosion has been minimised, and includes proposed
mitigation measures” (805).
RSPB consider that the LDP should set out a stronger presumption against peat
extraction in line with SPP paragraph 241 (782). The respondent notes that on the one
hand draft policy wording under paragraph PR1.1 states that developments that have a
negative effect will not be approved, whereas under draft Policy C3 developments
causing loss of or disturbance to peat may be allowed if it is demonstrated that there will
be no net effect on carbon dioxide (782). To address this, an addition to policy is
requested that "Commercial peat extraction will not be permitted" on the basis that it
would be very difficult for applicants to demonstrate that a damaged peatland could not
be restored (782).
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Policy PR2 Protecting important development sites (paragraphs PR2.1 – PR2.3)
There is support for protecting important potential future infrastructure sites to aid better
community planning in the future (865), and support for the policy intention overall
(909). However, it is considered that disused railway lines should be identified on
[settlement] maps (909). The respondent highlights the significant benefits in terms of
the sustainability of rural communities for providing an alternative to car travel and
freight movement (909).
The policy has been given support for the recognition and protection given to National
level projects (869). However, the respondent has a concern that there is no policy
test set out for the consideration of new electricity transmission projects and as such,
development is being assessed against more general policies.
A shift in approach
would be welcome, with the inclusion of specific support for electricity transmission
projects within policy (869).
Policy PR3 Waste Facilities (paragraphs PR3.1 – PR3.3)
The need for significant improvements around waste and recycling planning is clear but
implementation seems to lag behind. In this regard, there is a wish to see greater
opportunities within settlements rather than those outwith settlements which require
car/van/truck travel (865).
Other
There is a general concern regarding implementation of policies PR1, PR2, and PR3 in
a consistent way, in particular the protection of biodiversity rich and carbon rich sites for
the benefit of future generations (865).
Two respondents have requested a new policy to protect education resources (210,
953). It has been requested that developments will not be approved that would have a
negative impact in terms of access to pre-school, primary or secondary education,
provision of subject choices, teacher-pupil ratio, class sizes and numbers, and overall
academic attainment (210, 953). It is considered that development should only be
permitted when public economic or social benefits clearly outweigh the value of the
educational resources to the local community, and there are no reasonable alternative
sites (210).
SEPA considers a new policy should be introduced to protect cemeteries including the
application of new criteria for new sites and expansions. SEPA’s current Guidance on
Assessing the Impacts of Cemeteries on Groundwater provides guidance (805).
Environmental Impact Assessment Reports should be required to demonstrate that
developments do not have a negative effect on environmental resources (843, 980).
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3. Actions
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
The following actions and recommendations relate the draft policy wording and
numbered paragraphs set out within the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (Draft
Proposed LDP).
Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
Paragraph PR1.1
It is acknowledged that the word “air” does not read well. To be consistent with the
section headings this should be worded “air quality”, rather than the suggested “air
environment”.
As requested by SNH, it is considered appropriate to delete reference to “the value of
the site to the local community”. The sentence should be amended to state that
development will only be permitted when public economic or social benefits clearly
outweigh any negative effect of development on the protected resource.
Air Quality - Paragraph PR1.2
The support from SEPA for inclusion of this paragraph is noted, and we consider the
proposed re-wording appropriate. The policy wording should be amended accordingly.
Water Environment – Paragraph PR1.3
The request from SEPA and SNH to remove all references within the policies and
settlement statements with regard to buffer strips for ‘maintenance’, is considered
appropriate. The policy should be re-worded to identify the need to integrate buffer
strips positively into the green-blue infrastructure of the site and surrounding area (refer
also to ‘Open Space’ below).
With regard to the request made to amend the Glossary definition for ‘Buffer strips’, we
would not consider it appropriate to define these areas to be “maintained” in permanent
vegetation as policy could not enforce maintenance of these areas. It would however
be appropriate to amend wording to define these ‘Buffer strips’ as land to be “retained”
in permanent vegetation.
We agree the additional changes to wording in this paragraph requested by SEPA
regarding water quality but not to the requirement to comply with Construction Site
Licensing Regulations as this is a control outwith planning.
Water Environment – Paragraph PR1.4
The request made by SEPA to delete reference to “Ground water dependent terrestrial
ecosystems (GWDTE)” in this paragraph is considered appropriate, and policy wording
should be amended to “wetlands”. It is noted however that SEPA also request the
inclusion of a definition for GWDTE in the Glossary which may not be required if there
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are no references to GWDTE in the policy wording.
appropriate for the purposes of clarity.

However, we agree this would be

With regard to the suggested definition of the term “Waterbody and water environment”,
we agree this should be included in the Glossary.
It is noted that there may be legislative change due to Brexit, however no action is
required at this time.
Prime Agricultural Land
The minor amendment required in the opening sentence is agreed.
We acknowledge the support given to the continued protection of prime agricultural land
through this policy for land defined as classes 1, 2 and 3.1 of the Soil Survey for
Scotland, Land Capability for Agriculture (LCA) series, and the importance of this land in
terms of sustainability in the face of climate change. We note the concern raised by
the respondent that independent assessment of land can highlight variation across one
site from different test pit samples, and that as such this can contradict the LCA
classification. However, the policy does not specify the requirement for test pit
samples. We maintain that the nationally recognised LCA Survey remains the key
decision making tool for protecting this resource from irreversible development but
independent assessment should be allowed since uncertainty can arise ‘on the ground’
due to the scale of the LCA mapping. As such land owners/developers should be
entitled to seek confirmation from a specialist when the classification is legitimately
open to question for example at the edge of mapped areas.
The respondent’s request for a more robust and less subjective policy on this matter is
noted. We consider that any potential loss of prime agricultural land should be
considered on a case by case basis, with no single case being taken as setting a new
precedent. However, as already identified above, we consider it appropriate to amend
text under PR1.1 to delete reference to “value of the site to the local community”, and
amend text to state that development will only be permitted when public economic or
social benefits clearly outweigh any negative effect of development on the protected
resource. We would point out that the public benefit must be “clearly” demonstrated.
No further action is required.
Open Space (paragraph PR1.6)
SEPA’s request for a statement on the long-term protection of buffer strips to be
included in this policy is considered appropriate, and as such policy wording should be
amended from “green network” to “green-blue network”.
The revised Glossary definition proposed by SEPA for “Green-blue infrastructure” to
replace “Green network” is agreed. Whilst a Glossary definition should be provided for
“Green-blue infrastructure” based on SEPA’s proposed wording, we do not however
consider it appropriate to include the statement “…In so doing, delivering environmental,
economic and social multi-functionality unique to that place.”
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We note the importance of greenspace for health and wellbeing and agree this is an
intrinsic benefit arising from the policies. It should be noted that an Aberdeenshire
Open Space Audit is currently underway, and as a result there will be additional land
protected for open space within and around the edge of settlements.
Trees and Woodlands (paragraphs PR1.7 – PR1.9)
We note the support given by Scottish Forestry to maintaining the current policy
provision for protecting trees and woodlands, together with the clarification of ‘ancient
woodland’ proposed as a new glossary addition.
The request made by SNH to amend paragraph PR1.7 to include the developer
requirement for an ecological survey and assessment is noted, together with their
request for a cross-reference within this paragraph to paragraph E1.4 (nature
conservation sites). We consider both these requests appropriate, and policy wording
should be amended accordingly.
With regard to the request made by SNH to make a further addition to highlight ancient
semi-natural woodland as an irreplaceable resource, we entirely agree with the
importance of protecting this resource, however as confirmed by Scottish Forestry our
policies are currently in line with the Scottish Government’s policy on Control of
Woodland Removal. Notably, the Aberdeenshire Forestry and Woodland Strategy
promotes our key policy objective which is to protect all trees and woodland, with a
strong presumption against removing semi-natural woodland. We recognise there is a
lack of understanding of what is meant by ‘ancient woodland’, and consider the
proposed new definition provided in the glossary will assist in this regard.
We acknowledge the support given to protecting all woodland, not just ancient
woodland, including woodlands that hold special value to local communities. We do
not however agree with the respondent who considers that ancient woodland should be
developable. The Native Woodland Survey of Scotland (2014) has identified that
highly semi-natural and native ancient woodland is the most important woodland type
for biodiversity conservation. Furthermore, for all categories of ancient woodland, the
real value of ancient woodland is to be found in the sites themselves as they have
unique ecological properties e.g. soil structure and life forms that have evolved over
hundreds, perhaps thousands, of years.
With regard to the request by SNH to state that new planting should contribute to
improving connectivity, we consider it appropriate to amend policy wording under
paragraph PR1.8 to reflect this. In respect of woodland management plans, whilst we
consider it appropriate for woodland management plans to be prepared for new
woodlands, we do not consider that woodland management plans to improve condition
of existing woodlands would be implementable.
We note the support given by SNH to the proposed changes within paragraph PR1.9
regarding new woodland creation and/or enhancement including the restoration of
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important woodlands, and the support given by Scottish Forestry for carrying forward
the current Forestry and Woodland Strategy forward into the next LDP. No further
action is required.
Peat and carbon rich soils (paragraph PR1.11)
The link provided by SNH to the 2016 Carbon and Peatland map is considered an
appropriate addition, however it would be more appropriate to include this under Policy
C3 – Carbon Sinks and Stores.
We note that SEPA has identified the need to include reference to classes 1, 2 and 5,
and policy wording should be amended accordingly where referenced under ‘Protecting
Resources’ and ‘Climate Change’.
With regard to the request by SEPA for a sub-policy to stipulate the requirement for a
soil or peat survey and management plan to demonstrate there will be no unnecessary
disturbance including mitigation measures, and in response to the request made by
RSPB for a stronger presumption against peat extraction, we consider that adequate
provision is made under Policy C3. The Carbon calculator identified as a tool under
Policy C3 is a very onerous test. We have no concerns regarding the commercial
disturbance of established peat resources for domestic purposes meeting the Carbon
Calculator test. Restoration of a damaged peatland would be a factor in the carbon
calculation, and this would have to be considered in any decision-making process. No
further action is required.
Policy PR2 Protecting important development sites
We acknowledge the support given to the policy overall. With regard to the request for
disused railway lines to be identified on settlement maps, we consider that the policy
provides an overarching protection for these as it stands, and disused railway lines are
frequently identified as green networks and/or feature in the Core Path Plan network.
No action is required.
Regarding the request for a shift in approach to include specific support for electricity
transmission projects within policy, we consider that there is sufficient provision within
the policy as any known infrastructure or national project would be identified in the
relevant settlement statement. No action is required.
Policy PR3 Waste Facilities
We note the concern regarding implementation of waste and recycling, and the wish to
see greater opportunities within settlements. With regard to the latter point, the policy
currently stipulates the minimising of waste from source. In terms of implementation,
the Council’s recently approved Waste Strategy 2019-2023 aims to maximise reuse and
recycling largely through greater efficiency, and it is this strategy that establishes the
deliverables that Policy PR3 supports. No action is required.
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Other
We note the concern raised regarding implementation of Protecting Resources policies
in a consistent way, in particular with regard to biodiversity and carbon rich sites.
It
should be noted there is policy provision under Shaping Places and Natural Heritage to
enhance and protect biodiversity and geodiversity.
With regard to consistency in implementation, this is inherently difficult to achieve due to
the unique set of conditions each individual development presents. However, we
consider that our policy position is clear in that conserving natural resources is a major
factor in sustainable development at the same time as promoting economic
development, by retaining land resources needed for specific uses. No action is
required.
With regard to the request for a new policy to protect education resources, whilst we
fully appreciate that education capacity is a concern for communities, in particular where
large developments are proposed, the mechanism for making extra provision for
education and mitigating development impact on this resource is through Developer
Obligations in liaison with the Council’s Education Service. In respect of quality of
education provision, this is not a matter for land use planning. No action is required in
respect of the request for a new policy, however we consider that all school sites within
settlements should be designated as protected land. As such, all school sites are
proposed to be identified as ‘P’ sites within the Settlement Statements in the Proposed
LDP “For education and community uses associated with the [primary/secondary]
school, and to conserve recreational open space”.
The request from SEPA for a new policy to protect cemeteries is acknowledged.
Whilst we would consider this is included in the policy as ‘other community
infrastructure’ it would be appropriate to insert a new bullet point to identify cemeteries
under Policy PR2 as an important development site that may be needed in the future.
The Council’s Landscape Services direct the LDP with regard to new sites and
expansions and are committed to meeting SEPA’s requirements. Whilst SEPA’s
references to available guidance is noted, we do not consider any further action is
required.
With regard to Environmental Impact Assessment Reports (EIAR), the EIA regulations
establish which type and size of developments require an EIAR. No action is required.

4. Recommendations
Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
1. Under PR1.1 amend the word “air” to “air quality”.
2. In the last sentence of PR1.1 delete “the value of the site to the local
community” and reword the sentence as follows: “In all cases development
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which impacts on any of these features will only be permitted when public
economic or social benefits clearly outweigh the negative effect on the
protected resource, and there are no reasonable alternative sites”.
3. Under ‘Air Quality’ revise paragraph PR1.2 to read as follows: "New
developments should not have a significant adverse impact on air quality. An
Air Quality Assessment may be required to demonstrate that the development
has no significant adverse impact on air quality and that appropriate mitigation
to minimise any adverse effects can be provided and is implemented upon."
4. Under ‘Water Environment’ revise paragraph PR1.3 to include references to
“botanical richness”, “physical enhancement of waterbodies”, and specify that
construction work shall be undertaken in line with Construction Site Licensing
Regulations.
5. Delete reference to buffer strips for ‘maintenance’ purposes in policies and in
settlement statements, and replace the final sentence of paragraph PR1.3 with
the following text: “Adequate buffer strips will be required adjacent to protect
and enhance all waterbodies within or adjacent to development sites and these
should be integrated positively into the green-blue infrastructure of the site and
surrounding area”.
6. Amend the Glossary definition for ‘Buffer strips’ to include wording to describe
these as areas of land to be retained in permanent vegetation.
7. In paragraph PR1.4 delete “Ground Water dependent terrestrial ecosystems
(GWDTE) which are types of wetlands” and replace with “wetlands”.
8. Include within the Glossary a new item for “Ground Water Dependent Terrestrial
Ecosystem (GWDTE) - Wetlands critically dependent on groundwater”.
9. Include within the Glossary a definition for “Waterbody and water environment”.
10. Under ‘Prime Agricultural Land’ amend first sentence by changing the first use
of “as” to “is”.
11. Under ‘Open Space’ amend the term “green network” to “green-blue network”,
and add a new sentence stating: “All buffer strips will be regarded as open
space in terms of being protected under this policy”.
12. Include a revised Glossary definition for “Green-blue infrastructure” to replace
“Green network”, based on wording provided by SEPA.
13. Identify within settlement statements any additional land to be protected for
open space uses within and on the edge of settlements, as a result of the
current Open Space Audit.
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14. Under ‘Trees and Woodland’ Amend text within paragraph PR1.7 to include
“There is a presumption in favour of retaining woodland on development sites”
15. Amend text within paragraph PR1.7 to state: “the developer must submit an
ecological survey and assessment by a suitably qualified professional of the
biodiversity and amenity value of the woodland and habitat.”.
16. Incorporate text within paragraph PR1.8 to state: “…and new planting should
contribute to improving connectivity”.
17. Add text to paragraph PR1.8 to state: “Woodland management plans are
required to be prepared for all new woodlands”.
18. Include within the Glossary a definition for ‘Ancient Woodland’.
19. Under ‘Peat and carbon rich soils’ include weblink to the 2016 Carbon and
Peatland map under Policy C3.
20. Under ‘Peat and carbon rich soils’ include Class 1, 2 and 5 Carbon and
Peatland classifications. (This also applies to Policy C3).
Policy PR2 Protecting important development sites
1. Insert new bullet point under paragraph PR2.1 for “cemeteries”.
2. Designate all school sites that are located within settlements as protected land
“For education and community uses associated with the [primary/secondary]
school, and to conserve recreational open space”.
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Issue 13 Climate Change
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
9
64
105
204
210
236
318
392
409
506
524
537
547
548
550
551
560
564
570
589
600
601
610
658
711
758
782
791
805
843
849
855
865
889
891
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Respondents
Caledonia Homes
Mr Charles Taylor
Ms Maddie Thurlow
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Shell UK Limited
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Mr Lucy Thomson
Ms June Cameron
Echt & Skene Community Council
Osprey Housing
Scottish Natural Heritage
Lippe Architects + Planners
CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Don District Salmon Fishery Board
Caledonia Homes
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
NHS Grampian
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Seafield & Strathspey Estates
Savills on behalf of Airvolution Clean Energy (ACE)
Ms Aileen Salway
Innogy Renewables UK Ltd
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Ms Irene Ferguson
Mr Ian Smith
Dee District Salmon Fishery Board
RSPB Scotland
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Mr Mark Tasker
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
Holder Planning on behalf of Hallam Land
Barratt North Scotland
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967
972
980
984
998
1009
1012
1065

Homes for Scotland
Turnberry on behalf of Elsick Development Company (EDC)
Mr Paul Davison
GVA Grimley Ltd T/A Avison Young on behalf of Mr A Strachan
Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of SSE Generation Development Ltd
Historic Environment Scotland
Savills on behalf of Elgin Energy
Mr & Mrs Paula & John Houston

2. Issues
General Comments
Mass extinction is currently occurring in Scotland (711) and local action is likely to be
ineffectual against global climate change (865). A stronger policy is required (64).
Main Issue 16 – Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings and Use of Sustainability
Standards
There was a clear difference between the views of the development industry on this
matter and the views of communities and lay persons with nine respondents supporting
the proposed modified policy, including from the Scottish Environment Protection
Agency (SEPA) and Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) (105, 210, 506, 570, 805, 849,
855, 865, 1065) and sixteen suggesting that the alternative, relying on the Building
Regulations, should be used (9, 236, 392, 524, 537, 548, 550, 560, 600, 601, 610, 791,
889, 891, 967, 972). One respondent has suggested the policy should remain
unaltered (972).
A number of respondents have suggested that the policy should be left unchanged or
increased to a “platinum” level (105, 210, 506, 570, 805, 849, 855, 865, 1065).
Building regulations were observed not to be fit for purpose (64).
While support was given to increasing the standard to be sought to a “platinum”
standard (805, 865, 1065) it was also pointed out that the “platinum” standard was still
not fully defined by the Scottish Government (9, 537, 548, 610) and was unachievable,
while still providing viable developments and a “cost-optimal” solution (9, 537, 550, 791,
889, 967, 972). The proposed changed would add additional costs to all house types,
particularly large homes and affordable housing (9). It is an unenforceable policy
instrument (9) which Planners do not have the skills to implement (537, 791). Any
standard is likely to change over the life of the Local Development Plan (LDP) (600,
601).
Support was given to the promotion of “fabric first” within the policy (891, 967) although
one commentator suggested that building technology had nearly exhausted this route to
resolve climate impacts from buildings (524).
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Other issues raised included whether health and social care facilities should be exempt
from the policy (551) and whether climate change adaption should be mandatory for all
developments (570).
SNH believed that water efficiency standards identified in the Draft Proposed LDP
Policy C1 should be set at the highest possible level given the potential impacts of
additional water extraction on the River Dee Special Area of Conservation (506).
Main Issue 17 – Policy C2 Renewable Energy and Repowering of Wind Turbines
Generally Policy C2 Renewable Energy was supported (64, 210, 564, 865, 984)
although a clearer policy and more robust policy should be developed (589), particularly
to emphasise the need for an evidence based and site specific approach to future wind
farms (998). One respondent sought commitment to a site by site based assessment
(564). Concerns were voiced as to who makes the judgement that a renewable energy
development is hazardous (64).
The issue of repowering of existing wind turbine sites should not be promoted (843,
980). Support for the position proposed as a Main Issue was provided, including from
SNH (506, 564, 589). Clearer guidance was required on the concept of repowering of
existing wind turbine sites (1009). SEPA suggested that reuse of existing bases should
be introduced as a first option (805). It was suggested that repowering of existing
turbine sites should be supported, in principle, within the LDP (564). SNH suggest
changing the text in the Draft Proposed LDP from “All wind turbine sites must be
appropriate for use in perpetuity” to “All wind turbine sites must be suitable for use in
perpetuity” (506).
Two respondents, including SNH, have suggested that the issue of limited life wind
turbines should be addressed by the new policy (506, 589). A further respondent
specifically sought inclusion of a statement regarding the efficient operation of oil and
gas pipelines (204).
SNH and SEPA suggested that cross reference should be made between the Policy C2
and other policies (notably the rural development and business policies) (506, 805). A
separate respondent sought that precedence should be given to this policy over other
policy instruments (564). SEPA also suggested that provision should be made for
energy storage in the area (805).
Respondent believed that the policy in the Draft Proposed LDP required to be modified
to reflect the very tall turbines that are now being promoted, and whether it is
appropriate to use the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment to inform decisions
on these (564, 589). SNH suggested that only landscape considerations have been
taken account of in the landscape sensitivity mapping (782). One respondent noted
that Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment have limitations when considering
individual proposals and as impacts should be on a case by case basis (564).
Opportunities for very large turbines needs to be highlighted (564). Text needs to be
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introduced that reflects that “mitigation” may be a more appropriate approach than
“avoiding unacceptable environmental effects” or “adverse effect on aircraft” (564).
Support for solar energy was received, with additional text to cross reference to other
policies on Development in the Countryside and Business Development (1012). SEPA
has asked that text is introduced to ensure the siting and design of solar panel arrays is
made to avoid unacceptable environmental impacts (805).
Likewise, both SNH and SEPA have requested that text is added to draft Policy C2.6 on
Hydro-Electric Schemes to protect the interests of water quality , the natural
environment (506), migratory fish, and safeguard flood storage and conveyance
capacity by directing development away from medium to high flood risk areas (805).
A separate issue was noted, including by SEPA and SNH, relating to on-farm biomass
energy generation facilities, with a need for such plants to have their own policy to
control local amenity and air quality (64, 392, 506, 805).
There was a need to retain statements on the use of financial obligations to ensure that
disused or abandoned energy structures are removed (64).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores
A respondent indicated that stronger and more specific presumption against peat
extraction was necessary as the exception provided, adopting the “carbon calculator”
method, was not appropriate (782). Commercial peat extraction should not be allowed
as it would be very difficult for the applicant to demonstrate that a damaged peatland
could not ultimately be restored (782). SEPA have clarified that the carbon and
peatland classification also include Classes 2 and 5 (805).
In some cases, removal of woodland can benefit certain bird and mammal species and
there should not be an overarching exemption to their removal (782).
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy C4 Flooding
Aberdeenshire’s fluvioglacial legacy should dictate the site and settlement plan for
Aberdeenshire (318). Flood risk and drainage have been repeatedly overlooked in the
various stages of planning (658). Inappropriate engineering problems and increased
sediment loading can exacerbate flooding problems and will require suitable mitigation
(758).
Account must be taken of the increased flood risk for the area, recently identified by
SEPA. A definition for “freeboard” should be added to the glossary (658).
Car parks should not be promoted in areas that suffer from high risk of flooding as the
displaced cars will cause chaos and could impede emergency services access to
required areas (64).
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SEPA suggested that minor changes are required to the policy to specify the levels of
risk which are acceptable, introduce SEPA’s Land Use Vulnerability Guidance and
Technical Flood Risk Guidance and promote the use of buffer strips (805). SNH
endorse the reference to buffer strips (506). Likewise, definitions should be given in
the Glossary for “active flood plains” and “essential development” (547, 758).
SNH noted that well designed SUDS can add to the variety and distinctiveness to the
wider landscape of the area (506).

3. Actions
General Comments
The comments made regarding climate change reflect the importance that we place on
this topic, but it is difficult in the light of the current legislation and guidance to go much
further in delivering a sustainable LDP. The shift that would be required in terms of the
location and character of development would probably be significantly onerous and
would require revisiting of strategic objectives and land use strategies detailed in the
Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan.
Main Issue 16 – Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings and Use of Sustainability
Standards
On this particular issue we have to agree with the development industry that
modifications necessary to deliver a workable policy are beyond our ability to deliver,
due to issues associated with delivery of a changing aspiration which will severely
impact on delivery of development. No robust case was presented to defend the status
quo, despite SEPA and SNH promoting the existing regime.
The construction industry promotes applying the Building Regulations to deliver national
aspirations for climate change adaptation in new buildings. Concerns voiced to us over
the additional cost of climate change adaptation in new buildings are particularly
concerning. The fact that the Building Regulations are “cost optimal” (i.e. the most
effective affordable construction solution that can be delivered) is also a strong
argument for reversion to their application. This includes the “fabric first” principle.
We accept that the Building Regulations have not moved forward as fast as we would
like them but adopting a separate standard, which is un-enforceable in planning terms
and for which the information may not be available at the time of initial planning
discussions makes no sense. Skills could be brought in to assist in the implementation
of a policy as has been promoted in the last two Development Plans, and on its own the
lack of that skill set is not a good reason to dismiss the existing approach in the current
LDP.
We are still required by section 3F of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act
1997 “to ensure that all new buildings avoid a specified and rising proportion of the
projected greenhouse gas emissions from their use”. Advice has been taken through
benchmarking with other Planning Authorities on the most appropriate way of doing this,
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in a way that does not compromise development in Aberdeenshire. The current
percentage at paragraph 1.2 of the Draft Proposed LDP reflects a common standard,
rising to 30% by the end of the Plan period (2031).
Under a revised policy, exemptions for public buildings would not be an issue for
Aberdeenshire Council. All development is subject to Building Regulation and so
climate change adaption will be mandatory.
Water standards remain important and as such we propose to maintain the “Gold”
standard or BREEAM level 5 standard in the forthcoming Proposed LDP.
Main Issue 17 – Policy C2 Renewable Energy and Repowering of Wind Turbines
Support for the policy is welcomed, but we do not believe that it needs to be more
robust. Cross reference to other policies may be appropriate, remembering that all
policies apply and where there are conflicts we advocate the use of the Vision to resolve
the issue. Site by site assessment requires the context of a Development Plan to
deliver interpretation of the planning issues that may persist and determine planning
applications on their own merit. Aberdeenshire Council takes advice on potential air
quality impacts and reflects that in any planning consent issued.
The principal that repowering should be permitted seems to be generally accepted,
particularly because of the references made at paragraph 174 of Scottish Planning
Policy. We agree that reuse of existing wind turbine bases should be promoted. Not
agreed however is that support for redevelopment should be accepted “in principle” as
new re-powering proposals may have significant environmental impacts which lead to
the conclusion it may not be “suitable” and the materiality of this use as an existing site
is considerably reduced. We maintain that significant re-modelling of a turbine is likely
to result in different environmental effects. In that context, where material differences
are present, a planning application would be required. The need for Planning Advice
on re-powering should be considered. The LDP is unable to turn back the clock and
re-issue a consent in perpetuity without a new planning application.
Oil and gas pipelines are protected by the implementation of Policy P4 Hazardous and
Potentially Polluting Developments and Contaminated Land and does not require
specific reference in this policy. There are no known proposals for energy storage in
the area at the current time.
We do not agree that the Strategic Landscape Capacity for Wind Turbines is now in
some way out of date and requires updating. That document specifically considers
“very tall” turbines and we are advised by the authors that the guidance for 120m or
higher turbines also relates to 200m turbines. SPP is clear that Development
Management must take account of strategic capacity for wind turbines (para 162) and
the Strategic Landscape Capacity for Wind Turbines provides a valuable context for
Development Management to answer questions relating to cumulative and landscape
issues. Outwith this context a case by case assessment will be very difficult to deliver.
We remain of the view that there are no locations within Aberdeenshire where we would
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promote very tall turbines. We do not agree that mitigation of impacts is an appropriate
term to substitute for “avoiding” environmental effects.
Support for our solar energy policy is welcomed, but again all policies in the LDP apply
and it is unnecessary to make reference to other policies. We agree that siting and
design of solar panels is of greatest importance and the policy should be modified
accordingly.
Text on safeguarding elements associated with hydro-electric schemes are all covered
by other policies and do not need to be repeated.
On-farm biomass energy generation is given no consideration in the Draft Proposed
LDP and an additional paragraph should be added to highlight their potential impact on
amenity and air quality.
The statement on the use of financial bonds should be reintroduced, even if it is never
actually used by the Council in an environment that seeks to establish the validity of a
wind turbine site in perpetuity.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores
The Carbon Calculator is a very onerous test. We have no concerns regarding the
commercial disturbance of established peat resources for domestic purposes meeting
the Carbon Calculator test. Restoration of a damaged peatland would be a factor in
the carbon calculation, and this would have to be considered in any decision-making
process.
Clarification on the definition to be used is noted and welcomed.
The presumption in favour of conserving woodland and trees remains valid. If an
argument was presented to promote woodland removal to benefit waders and other
ground-based wildlife, this would have to be considered as an exception to the policy.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policy C4 Flooding
Fluvioglacial remnants cannot dictate the Settlement Strategy for Aberdeenshire, as
other factors also come into play in deciding the location of developments. Flooding
remains an important aspect of the decision-making process by Aberdeenshire and we
do not believe that it has been “repeatedly overlooked”. Current policies of the LDP
require safeguarding of the water environment.
Currently policy considers an allowance for global warming in addition to the 1:200 year
risk set by the Scottish Government. It is helpful that SEPA has clarified what this
should be.
Car parks are areas of low vulnerability to flooding and it is appropriate to make use of
land within the flood plain for this use. Emergency vehicles have means of removing
badly parked cars as the need arises.
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We do not believe that the levels of risk that might be appropriate in different areas
needs to be outlined in the LDP. This information is available elsewhere, and to
complement this view cross reference to the Land Use Vulnerability Guidance and
Technical Flood risk Guidance will be introduced. We see no need to define terms
such as “active flood plains” and “essential development” within the LDP and would
expect a common sense interpretation to be taken.

4. Recommendations
Policy C1 and Use of Sustainability Standards
1. Remove the second sentence of paragraph C1.1. Other modifications may also
be required to this policy text.
Policy C2 Renewable Energy
1. Introduce specific cross reference to Rural Development, Natural Heritage and
Landscape, The Historic Environment and Protecting resources chapters of the
Proposed LDP.
2. Introduce new text to the Proposed LDP to reflect repowering proposals,
including the preference for re-use of existing bases.
3. Enhance the references to siting and design as a clear consideration in the
development of solar panels.
4. A revised section on on-farm biomass energy generation should be introduced as
paragraph C2.7.
5. Reintroduce statements on the use of conditions, bonds or other legal
instruments used to remove visible elements of renewable energy generation.
Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores
1. Amendments shown in the Draft Proposed LDP should be taken forward to the
Proposed LDP.
2. No further Actions are required.
Policy C4 Flooding
1. Amendments shown in the Draft Proposed LDP should be taken forward to the
Proposed LDP.
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2. Freeboard should be defined in the glossary as: "The allowance made for
natural variations in flood levels. A factor of safety in flood protection design
(usually expressed as height above flood level), which allows for factors related
to the uncertainty in estimating flood risk (e.g. wave action, settlement,
morphological changes)."
3. No further Actions are required.
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Issue 14 Responsibilities of Developers
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
19
57
64
65
105
210
236
368
392
506
547
550
551
600
601
610
690
758
782
791
805
843
849
855
865
889
891
944
953
967
972
980
1001
1027
1044
1064
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Respondents
Nestrans
Ms Ceri Kindley
Mr Charles Taylor
Professor Ian Johnson
Ms Maddie Thurlow
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Mr Lucy Thomson
Cromar Community Council
Echt & Skene Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Don District Salmon Fishery Board
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
NHS Grampian
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Ms Irene Ferguson
Dee District Salmon Fishery Board
RSPB Scotland
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Mr Mark Tasker
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
Inverurie Community Council
Holder Planning on behalf of Hallam Land
Barratt North Scotland
Tarves Community Council
North Kincardine Rural Community Council
Homes for Scotland
Turnberry on behalf of Elsick Development Company (EDC)
Mr Paul Davison
Ms Sally Berrisford
SYSTRA on behalf of Transport Scotland
Ms Lesley Ovington
Scottish Water
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2. Issues
Introduction
A respondent has suggested that greater use is required of the mitigation hierarchy to
avoid, minimise and ultimately mitigate the impact of developments outwith designated
areas (782).
Main issue 18 – Electric and Hydrogen Refuelling
In any policy “vehicle charging” should be replaced by “electric vehicle charging” to
avoid potential confusion (64).
Nine respondents supported the preferred option to introduce on-site electric vehicle
charging and hydrogen refuelling facilities (19, 64, 105, 506, 600, 601, 805, 849, 865),
whereas a further nine did not support the new policy (236, 550, 610, 791, 855, 889,
891, 967, 972).
Supporters suggested that electric vehicle recharging should be mandatory for
businesses (64, 210), and should be extended to leisure uses as well (64). SEPA
believe that more than one charging point should be provided so as to go beyond the
current EPUK and IAQM Guidance “Planning for Air Quality” (805). Charging systems
should be linked to solar panels (865).
Some of those that do not support the policy, such as Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH),
expressed concern regarding favouring electric vehicles over Active Travel obligations
(506, 610). It remains uncertain as to whether the transition to electric vehicles is
premature (891) or will take place at all (855). Also referenced are the lack of any
legislative requirement for on-site electric vehicle charging (610), the impact on the
deliverability of homes due to the increased costs (550, 889, 972) and inherent
problems associated with providing facilities for flats (550), on-street parking areas and
other communal parking areas (64, 550), and whether wider streets would be required
(64). The ability of the electricity grid to accommodate the capacity required was also
questioned (600, 601, 791, 891, 967). The policy demonstrates lack of flexibility as
technologies evolve (392, 791, 889, 891, 972). Building Standards should be used to
deliver any requirement (392, 791, 891, 967). It was suggested that the obligation for
such facilities should be included in the Parking Standards adopted by Aberdeenshire
Council (64).
A policy that enabled retrofitting of facilities was preferred (889, 967). As was the need
for recharging facilities increases, they will become a necessity in large developments
and would be provided alongside other identified “suitable services” (972).
Clarity was required regarding hydrogen refuelling facilities as it is not currently
mentioned in the Draft Propose Local Development Plan (LDP) (64) and is perceived as
a fuel for longer distance travel and is not common in the domestic marketplace (791).
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There may be in sufficient demand for hydrogen power supply (849). This was not
supported (967).
Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services
Infrastructure should be provided before development occurs (1001).
Draft Policy RD1.2 lacks clarity in detail on home electric vehicle charging for flatted
developments and communal parking. In Policy 1.7 the Roads Construction Consent
and Transport Assessment should be separated by being in different paragraphs.
Transport Assessment could be referred to in paragraph RD1.1. Paragraph RD1.8 is
critical in resolving issues of responsibility for road upgrades, and should be retained to
resolve issues over who pays for the upgrade of private roads (64).
Provision for water (690, 805) and waste water treatment plants require to be scoped
early in the development process (805), be monitored for performance, and upgraded to
ensure sewage treatment capacity is not exceeded (547). Developers should conform
to the standards in Scottish Waters “Sewers for Scotland 4th Edition” and other policy
documents (1064). SUDS require to be assessed for performance at the design stage
of any planning application (547). Hard surfaces can allow runoff to pick up numerous
pollutants that are not captured by SUDS and this should be assessed at the design
stage (758). Sediment and pollution control controls must remain effective at all times
and the polluter pays principle should be applied (547). SEPA believe that sewage
connection should be reconfirmed / confirmed with Scottish Water and the availability
and feasibility of sewer connection, potential solutions at specific sites where capacity is
constrained, updated in the services and Infrastructure section in each settlement
statement (805).
SEPA pointed out that Policy RD1.14 should refer to the CIRA SuDS manual they also
requested that they are referred to as “SEPA”, not the Scottish Environment Protection
Agency. An additional paragraph should be added encouraging early dialogue with
SEPA regarding the Controlled Activities Regulations requirement for Construction Site
Licences for the management of run-off from major construction sites. SEPA sought
the re-naturalisation of watercourses and the provision of buffer strips as requirements
of developers (805).
Contributions should be sought for riparian improvements to decrease water
temperature and promote biodiversity (758). Major developments should result in at
least no net loss of biodiversity and should aspire to net gains to comply with the duties
imposed by the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 and Scottish Planning Policy
paragraph 194 (782).
Policy RD2 Developers’ Obligations
The full developer obligation should be made, even if the development is less than
approved (65). The full title of Scottish Government Planning of Circular 3/2012 should
be used in Policy RD2.1 (64). Communities should be consulted over the scope of
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developer obligations for the local community (843, 980). Development should not be
allowed where it will impact on infrastructure capacity (953, 1044).
Use of Supplementary Guidance lacks effective scrutiny and is not tested for
development viability (550). Financial guarantees may be required for ongoing longterm mitigation and restoration. These should be reviewed annually to avoid liabilities
falling to Aberdeenshire Council (782).
Transport Scotland confirmed that a proportional appraisal in line with the Development
Plans Manual Transport Appraisal Guidance was required to identify additional trunk
road and rail improvements will be delivered and phased. A background paper should
be produced to cover the main issues of the transportation influences on the preferred
Spatial Strategy, including delivery of the AWPR; A96 options; and the SDP Cumulative
Transport Appraisal. It should detail what is being done to progress work relating to
specific trunk road infrastructure requirements detailed as necessary in the 2017 LDP at
Ellon, Peterhead, Inverurie, Kintore, Mintlaw/Toll of Burness, update any previous work
undertaken as appropriate and provide the Council’s position on trunk road
infrastructure delivery (1027). References to the Strategic Transport Fund should be
removed (843,980). SNH believe that Active Travel should be an obligation under this
policy (506).
Contributions are required to resolve traffic issues at Taylors Recycling Village (57).
Transport Scotland provided comments on the preferred bid sites for inclusion in the
LDP in August 2018 which identified the potential for impacts at specific locations on the
AWPR, A90(T) and A96(T) and which would require further investigation, including at:
Newburgh; Potterton; Portlethen; Stonehaven; Balmedie; Blackburn and Newtonhill.
Any required mitigation measures will need to be included within the LDP and Action
Programme to identify what is needed, when, and by whom (1027).
New locations for future health facilities have been provided (551). It was considered
that the healthcare policy of the LDP was not achieving its aims (944).
SEPA believe that developer requirements for FOP sites should be provided to ensure
developers have this information well in advance (805).
SEPA, SNH and others have suggested that in kind contributions should be sought for
off-site habitat creation as has been implemented by other Planning Authorities (506,
782, 805). SEPA believed that restoration of vacant and derelict land in the vicinity of
projects or within development boundaries should be resolved using developer
obligations (805).
Maintenance of Digital signal reception should be an obligation on developers (210).
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3. Actions
Introduction
We do not believe that mitigation should be given any greater weight. Adequate
controls are in place to justify mitigation only in exceptional circumstances.
Main issue 18 – Electric and Hydrogen Refuelling
The balance between those that support the obligation to provide electric vehicle
charging (a term we now prefer) and those who do not is very interesting. With the
exception of SNH there is a very clear divide between the development industry (who
do not want this additional obligation) and communities and individuals (who do).
We do not agree that an obligation to provide more than one charging point should be
imposed but do agree that provision could be rolled out to leisure and retail uses as well
as houses and businesses. Linking such systems to solar panels is possible but could
not be stipulated in the LDP.
Given that we are planning for housing that is likely to persist for many decades it may
be a loss of opportunity if we do not require provision of such services. Active travel
will still be an issue for all developments, but it is very unlikely that personal travel by
car will become a minority activity in Aberdeenshire, and to such an extent that electric
vehicle charging points are not required or premature. We do not believe that we need
legislation to justify such a move, or that it will make development unviable. Likewise,
we do not believe that grid capacity will be an issue, given that most domestic charging
takes place over-night. A policy that suggests there is capacity to retrofit charging
points is no better than having no policy at all.
However, there are issues associated with providing such facilities for flats, on-street,
and in communal areas that present significant issues. If we had confidence that
electric vehicle charging would become a matter for the Building Regulations that would
be a suitable response, but this is not yet guaranteed. Instead it is proposed that the
policy obligation should refer to other regulations, particularly parking standards, to
achieve the change required and the text in the Proposed LDP to be modified to make
provision “voluntary” at this time.
Hydrogen powered vehicles would act in a similar manner to hydrocarbon powered
vehicles and in this instance “Hydrogen Fuel Stations” may be an appropriate
substitution for existing or new “petrol” stations. No policy response is required.
Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services
While the principle of infrastructure before development is very laudable, unless there is
public subsidy it is very unusual for the cash flow from development sites to be able to
flow before development starts. Most often phased payments are negotiated.
The lack of detail on electric car charging points will be addressed by making the policy
advisory rather than obligatory (through the use of “should” rather than “must” in the
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policy). We do not agree that comments on Roads Construction Consent would be
better placed in its own paragraph and minor changes to paragraph RD1.7 should be
implemented to draw the distinction between the two elements. We note the support
for Policy RD1.8.
Early scoping of the obligations to provide waste water treatment plants should be
added to Policy RD1.9 as requested. References to “Sewers for Scotland” the CIRA
SuDS manual and the CAR regulations should also be introduced to this policy. We do
not believe that waste water treatment works require to be monitored by the Planning
Authority, as there are strict legal tests applied by SEPA to water discharges. Provided
these are designed by a competent authority they should function as expected.
Riparian improvements, re-naturalisation of watercourses and buffer strips associated
with open streams is resolved by other policies in the LDP.
While we are sympathetic to the argument for no net loss of biodiversity from new
developments we feel that this would be very difficult to enforce and monitor. We are
clear that some developments can only be allowed where there are community benefits
that outweigh environmental damage. We do not believe that this would be contrary to
Paragraph 194 of SPP, which does not make Biodiversity Net Gain a mandatory
requirement. Biodiversity Net Gain is a clear way forward for securing this in future and
this term could be referenced as an aspiration in Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design.
Policy RD2 Developers’ Obligations
The purpose of developer obligations is to mitigate the impact of development on
infrastructure. Where developments exceed 2 housing units the Council advocates the
use of S75 Legal Agreements to phase the payment of developer obligations
contributions on completion of the housing units. This ensures that the impact of
development is mitigated as the housing units are created and complies with the
requirements of Section 75 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 as
amended by the Planning ETC (Scotland) Act 2006 and associated guidance contained
within Circular 3/2012: Planning Obligations and Good Neighbour Agreements.
However, developers have the option to pay contributions upfront prior to the issuing of
a planning permission under Section 69 of the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973.
The option to pay developer obligations contributions in full is always available to
developers.
The needs of local communities are captured during “place planning” events, within
Community Action Plans and through collaboration between Council Services, partner
organisations and the Third Sector. Therefore, local communities have direct influence
into the developer obligations process.
Development is not permitted where there will be an unacceptable and measurable
impact on infrastructure capacity.
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The points made regarding Supplementary Guidance are well made, but viability is a
key test that we use in calculating the developer obligation payments. Financial
guarantees are sought in appropriate conditions.
A Development Plans Manual Transport Appraisal is underway, managed by our
colleagues in the Transportation Service, and this will be published with the Proposed
LDP. It is likely that this will be too early to comment meaningfully on the completion of
the AWPR, and particularly the A96(T) proposals. As most of the projects at Ellon,
Peterhead, Inverurie, Kintore and Mintlaw are existing allocations we feel that a review
of the assessment undertaken for the LDP 2017 is appropriate. This review will also
look at the potential impacts at specific locations on the A90(T) and the A96(T). We
recognise the need to delete references to the Strategic Transport Fund following its
removal from the previous SDP.
Retrospective enhancement of the road network is outwith the power of the LDP.
Active travel is a requirement of all development and does not need to be reiterated.
The locations for future healthcare facilities is welcomed, but we do not believe that lack
of implementation on these sites represents any form of land use failure, merely the
pace of investment by NHS Grampian.
FOP sites are not going to be included in the proposed Local Development Plan.
There is no justification for off-site habitat creation or reinstatement of derelict and
vacant land as a developer responsibility. We believe that loss of habitats should be
first and foremost avoided and, under the terms of Scottish Government Planning
Circular 3/2012, we cannot see how either of these could be “required” to allow a
development to go ahead. Exceptionally, any off-site landscaping should be to the
betterment of the local place, and not some distant site.
There is no national obligation for developments, other than wind turbines, to ensure
maintenance of digital signal reception and this issue is covered within that policy.

4. Recommendations
1. The policy obligation for fuelling low carbon vehicles should be advisory and refer
to other regulations, particularly parking standards, to achieve the change
required. The text in the Draft Proposed LDP should be modified to make
provision “voluntary” at this time. Electric Vehicle Charging should be
encouraged for major leisure and retail uses by changes to the proposed Local
Development Plan Text.
2. Where appropriate “Hydrogen Fuel Stations” will be referred to in the Proposed
LDP.
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3. Add text to paragraph RD1.7 to draw the distinction between Roads Construction
Consent and a Transport Assessment.
4. Add references to “Sewers for Scotland”, the CIRA SuDS manual and the CAR
regulations in Policy RD1.9.
5. A DPMTA will be published with the Proposed LDP.
6. References to the Strategic Transport Fund will be removed from the Proposed
LDP.
7. Augment paragraph P1.8 to include, “In very rare circumstances, when it is not
practical to meet biodiversity net gain within a development site, we may require
off-site contributions towards biodiversity enhancement within the settlement.
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Issue 15 Issues Not Considered in the Main Issues Report
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
64
210
223
368
506
547
551
596
708
752
786
805
843
924
966
977
997
1069

Respondents
Mr Charles Taylor
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Huntly & District Swift Group
Cromar Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Don District Salmon Fishery Board
NHS Grampian
Clarendon Planning & Development Ltd on behalf of The Sluie Estate
Trust
Ms Heather Haig
Westhill and Elrick Community Council
Mr David Ellis
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of W. Maitland & Sons
Bennachie Community Council
Graham + Sibbald on behalf of Leith Properties (Aberdeen) Ltd
Crathes, Drumoak & Durris Community Council
Strutt & Parker on behalf of CHAP Homes

2. Issues
The Context of the Local Development Plan
The Local Development Plan (LDP) should include a statement that when a decision is
made by one partner, and the Authority wishes to depart from the Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) and it is detrimental to Aberdeenshire’s LDP then
Aberdeenshire Council should be obliged to object (752).
It should be made clear that planning applications require to be considered in the
context of other plans being developed elsewhere (210). Development should be
based on “locating the right development in the right place” and the 5 principles of
sustainable development set out in Paragraph 40 of Scottish Planning Policy (596).
The LDP adopts a simplistic view of location as a measure of sustainability (924).
The LDP needs to reflect and predict changing circumstances and priorities (368).
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Economic development should not be a phrase that justifies development without
evidence (368).
SEPA welcomes the reference to Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) but there are
discrepancies between the settlement statements and the strategic flood risk
assessment. Confirmation should be sought from the Flood Risk Unit of Aberdeenshire
whether other flood risks require an FRA to be undertaken (805).
Removal of local policies from the LDP would be disappointing (843). The emerging
Planning (Scotland) Bill is likely to remove Supplementary Guidance and there is
considerable policy content in these documents that are more appropriately contained in
the LDP (1069).
Public Engagement
Explicit sources of the information that has led to conclusions drawn in response to
public consultation needs to be given (64).
Elements Missing from the Local Development Pan
No assessment of risk has been undertaken in the Main Issues Report (MIR). A
PESTL analysis or Community Risk Register Assessment should have been conducted
to align the LDP with known risks, particularly considering pedestrian safety (64).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) believed that site assessments in the Settlement
Statements should reflect the findings of the Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA)
(506).
SNH believed that assessment should ensure that development avoids, protects and
enhances woodland in accordance with the Scottish Government Policy “Control of
Woodland Removal Policy” (506).
SNH believed that throughout the Settlement Statements strategic landscaping should
not be a substitute for embedding good design from the outset (506).
There is no consideration of hazardous developments in the Settlement Statements of
the Draft Proposed LDP (64).
In the Settlement Statements there is no clarity on the nature of health care facilities
that should be provided. Numerical data should be provided for each town to assist
understanding (64).
Retail decline is an issue that is missing from the MIR (64). NHS Grampian considered
that while the LDP is to be commended from a public health perspective, the density of
unhealthy food outlets in towns should be considered as an issue (551).
There is no consideration of roadside facilities within the Draft Proposed LDP (977).
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Policies on the capacity and location for cemeteries needs to be included in the
proposed LDP (997).
There is no consideration of public art within the Draft Proposed LDP. Sufficient levers
must be in the place (64).
Development of “huts” have no real place in the Aberdeenshire landscape and this
needs to be reflected in the LDP (368).
The six main impacts that can occur to watercourses are listed as demand for
wastewater treatment, increased surface water discharge, flood risk, sediment loading,
reduction of habitat complexity and biodiversity, and prevention of fish migration due to
inappropriate culvert construction or high levels of lighting on watercourses (547).
The construction of the A96 will lead to the loss of prime agricultural land (966).
A policy to support “dark skies” should be introduced to the LDP (785) to help in
attracting tourists (786).
There are errors and omissions in the Planning Advice No.5 2015 Opportunities for
Biodiversity Enhancement in New Developments that prejudices options for Swifts
(223).

3. Actions
The Context of the Local Development Plan
The Aberdeen City and Shire SDP is a document that is prepared jointly by both
Aberdeen City Council and Aberdeenshire Council. No powers are required to coerce
Aberdeen City Council to a position where they have to take a different view on the
interpretation of that Plan, and the Scottish Government already has “call in” powers to
review decisions made by Local Authorities.
We agree that interpretation of the LDP has to be undertaken in the context of other
plans and strategies, but the LDP is the document that we are required to follow, all
other documents become “material considerations” to any decision. Comprehensive
review of other strategies takes place in formulating the Proposed Local Development
Plan and reference will be made to this in a section called “Influences on the Plan”.
In a spatial planning document, we think we are correct to place significant weight on
location as a measure of sustainability. Other factors are also used, but they apply
equally to all developments through the application of the policies.
Predicting likely change over a five to ten-year period can be very difficult and is likely to
be prone to errors. Setting the strategy for the area is undertaken by the SDP, which
sets the overall direction of travel for planning matters in Aberdeenshire.
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We agree that the phrase “economic development” is overused to justify development
and when this is a material consideration in determining planning applications, we
require a statement from a suitably qualified and independent advisor.
Flood risk is taken very seriously by Aberdeenshire Council and we are pleased to have
strict policies in line with those within Scottish Planning Policy to prevent development
on areas that are likely to flood. All sites have been reviewed by the Aberdeenshire
Flood Team and where there are anomalies associated with the need for FRA then
these have been resolved.
We agree that allowing the LDP to make a local interpretation of national policy is
desirable. Most Supplementary Guidance has now been incorporated into the policies
of the Plan except where Scottish Government Planning Circular 6/2013, “Development
Planning” and its addendum specifically identify that matters should be addressed in
Supplementary Guidance (Developer Obligations and The Aberdeenshire Forest and
Woodland strategy, where both could be republished as non-statutory “planning
advice”).
Public Engagement
Providing specific references for each meeting conducted by the Policy Team is
impractical. Pre-engagement with Community Councils and early meetings with key
stakeholders were conducted and meeting notes taken. These are generally what are
being referred to when we identify that a response has been informed by public
consultation.
Elements Missing from the Local Development Plan
While the authors of the LDP take risk very seriously, and some policies have
avoidance of risk as a key element, we are not obliged to undertake a risk analysis of
the LDP by the Scottish Government. Risks associated with the process of drawing up
the documents are noted in an internal “risk register”.
We agree with SNH that the site assessments in the settlement statements should align
with the findings of the Habitat Regulations Assessment. Separate consultation was
undertaken on a Draft Habitats Regulations Assessment which informed and confirmed
risks to proposed sites from proximity to sites of importance to International Natural
Heritage.
SNH also seek reference to the Scottish Government Policy “Control of Woodland
Removal Policy”. This is proposed for the proposed Local Development Plan under
policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources, paragraph PR1.7.
We agree with SNH that strategic landscaping should not substitute for good design and
emphasise the need for good design in all developments through Shaping Places Policy
P1 “Layout Siting and Design”.
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We do not believe that additional policy is required on hazardous developments (where
separate planning legislation and procedures are in place) or the decline of retail areas.
These issues are already considered in the context of other policies (such as Shaping
Places Policy P1 “Layout Siting and Design” and P4 “Infill developments etc.”, Shaping
Business Development Policy B2 “Town Centre Development”).
Providing data on the healthcare needs of communities five to ten years into the future
is a very difficult task as needs will change within that period. We have not been made
aware by Community Councils or Grampian Health Board of any areas in
Aberdeenshire where “unhealthy food outlets” are a particular problem, and there is
currently no obligation to consider the type of food outlets with respect to health issues.
In any case such facilities can make a significant contribution to town centre vitality.
Correspondence with officers from Nestrans (the Regional Transport Authority)
confirmed that there was no need for Roadside Service facilities in the area, and if there
was then ample business land exists in appropriate locations to allow such facilities to
be provided.
Where we have been made aware by the Council’s Landscape Services of a need for
new cemeteries, we have reserved appropriate land. Until site tests are undertaken to
judge suitability, we can do no more than this.
Public art is a matter for Shaping Places Policy P1 “Layout Siting and Design” but is not
required as a mandatory element of development.
We note and agree that “huts” are alien to the Aberdeenshire Countryside and will
ensure that policy Shaping Development in the Countryside Policy R1 Special Rural
Area specifically prohibits recreational huts within Aberdeenshire.
The six main impacts on watercourses identified to us are noted. All of these are
resolved through the application of existing policy.
We note that the development of the A96 over the next 10 years will lead to the loss of
prime agricultural land. We are content that a national project that brings significant
economic and social benefits to the area is justified for support to be given to the
Government, even if it does cause loss of prime agricultural land. This is in line with
SPP paragraph 80.
We have considered a “dark skies” designation, but do not feel it is appropriate in the
LDP area due to the existing distribution of development and the size of some of our
rural towns.
Amendments to existing Planning Advice will be undertaken when it is next reviewed so
as not to prejudice Swifts.
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4. Recommendations
1. Shaping Places Policy P1 “Layout Siting and Design” should indicate that
strategic landscaping should not substitute for good design and emphasise the
need for good design in all developments.
2. Shaping Development in the Countryside Policy R1 Special Rural Area should be
modified to specifically prohibit recreational huts within Aberdeenshire.
3. Add text to Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources, paragraph PR1.7. to
make reference to the Scottish Government Policy “Control of Woodland
Removal Policy”.
4. Review Planning Advice No.5 2015 prior to adoption of the LDP 2021 to ensure
no prejudice towards Swifts.
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Appendix 1b Garioch Settlements
Issues and Actions

Issue
Number

Settlement

PDF Page

Agenda Page

95

Auchleven

1

339

96

Blackburn

3

341

97

Chapel of Garioch

9

347

98

Cluny and Sauchen

11

349

99

Dunecht

16

354

100

Durno

19

357

101

Echt

21

359

102

Hatton of Fintray

24

362

103

Insch

28

366

104

Inverurie and Port Elphinstone

34

372

105

Keithhall

47

385

106

Kemnay

51

389

107

Kingseat

59

397

108

Kinmuck

61

399

109

Kintore

64

402

110

Kirkton of Skene

73

411

111

Lyne of Skene

76

414

112

Meikle Wartle

78

416

113

Midmar

80

418

114

Millbank

83

421

115

Newmachar

85

423

116

Old Rayne

90

428

117

Oyne

93

431

118

Westhill

95

433

119

Whiteford

105

443

120

Garioch Landward

107

445
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Issue 95 Auchleven
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
318
506
725
805
966
1036

Respondents
Ms June Cameron
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mr & Mrs John & Jacqueline Curtis
SEPA
Bennachie Community Council
Mr & Mrs Tom & Sarah Robinson

2. Issues
General
Respondents highlighted that problems associated with flooding could be exacerbated
through permitting further residential development (966, 1036), as well as the need to
consider the effects of climate change (318). The village is surrounded by prime
agricultural land and development is further constrained by lack of primary school
capacity (966, 1036). Auchleven lacks services and infrastructure to support growth of
the settlement and suffers from very poor public transport links (1036). Further
expansion of Auchleven would significantly alter the character of the village (966).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Auchleven and have requested that this be
confirmed with Scottish Water to ensure sufficient capacity can be provided within the
sewage treatment works (805).
Bid GR004
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR004 (966, 1036).
Bid GR051
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR051 (318, 966, 1036).
Bid GR072
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR072 (318, 966, 1036). Development should avoid loss of woodland and integrate
existing green infrastructure (506). This site is at risk of flooding from the Gadie Burn
on the south side (1036).
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Other Sites
Land at Auchleven Croft should not be included in the Proposed LDP due to flood risk
arising from the effects of climate change (318) and lack of adequate waste water
treatment works (725).
Land adjacent to Premnay School should not be included in the Proposed LDP due to
flood risk arising from the effects of climate change (318).

3. Actions
Comments from SEPA with respect to waste water drainage are noted. Text should be
added under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current position.
Support for Officers’ assessment of bids in Auchleven is welcomed.
To ensure consistency with the Housing Land Audit it is considered appropriate to
identify in the Proposed LDP windfall sites where delivery is projected during the Plan
period. In Auchleven this includes sites at Auchleven Croft and adjacent to Premnay
School. Technical matters raised by respondents in respect of these sites would have
been addressed through the determination of relevant planning applications.
In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan sufficient
additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. It
is considered that Auchleven has an appropriate amount of land identified for housing to
meet local housing needs during the Plan period.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to reflect community concerns regarding flooding raised during
pre-Main Issues Report consultation.
2. Amend the text of sites P1 and P2 to improve accuracy.
3. Add text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current
position with regard to waste water drainage.
4. Allocate land at Auchleven Croft and land adjacent to Premnay School for 5 and
9 homes respectively as opportunity sites in the Proposed LDP.
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Issue 96 Blackburn
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
17
173
174
314
506
546
805
817
818
876
932
933
1009
1024
1025
1066

Respondents
Wood E&I Solutions UK Ltd on behalf of National Grid
Ryden LLP on behalf of Marshall Farms Ltd
Ryden LLP on behalf of Marshall Farms Ltd
Ms Lucy Thomson
Scottish Natural Heritage
Suller & Clark Planning on behalf of RAM Tubulars
SEPA
John Wink Design on behalf of Mrs Elizabeth Willis
John Wink Design on behalf of Mrs Elizabeth Willis
Woodland Trust Scotland
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Historic Environment Scotland
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Neal Still, South Fornet Estates Ltd
Burness Paul LLP on behalf of Neal Still, South Fornet Estates Ltd
Strutt & Parker on behalf of CHAP Homes

2. Issues
Vision
A respondent has expressed support for the revised Vision statement that
acknowledges demand for housing in Blackburn due to its proximity to Aberdeen City
(173). It was noted that no employment land has been allocated in Blackburn (1024).
There were differing views on the most logical expansion of the settlement with one
respondent suggesting that directing development towards the west of the settlement
provides a more natural extension than to the east (932). However, it was also noted
that the presence of pipelines constrains development to the west and that there may
also be greater landscape impact arising from development; and that development to
the north would elongate the settlement (173).
Protected Land
Respondents agreed that it is appropriate to remove the existing P5 designation (173,
314).
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Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text, “Blackburn lies within an area potentially vulnerable
to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk
Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
Oil and Gas Pipelines
It was noted that bids GR005,GR023, GR033 and GR085 cross or are located in close
proximity to gas pipelines and that statutory safety clearances between overhead lines,
the ground, and built structures must not be infringed (17).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) uses the text
“Capital Maintenance project has been triggered to deliver growth”. SEPA has
highlighted that a growth project is currently under construction at Inverurie and required
that it be confirmed with Scottish Water that this will have capacity for all sites proposed
in the LDP. Otherwise future long-term capacity issues will need to be highlighted in
the Proposed LDP (805).
Bid GR005
One respondent agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid GR005
(314). Both Historic Environment Scotland (HES) and Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH)
raised concern regarding the proximity of bid GR005 to Kinellar House, a category Blisted building (506, 1009). HES has suggested that the design and layout of any
development should consider potential impact to this and its designed landscape
setting. The cumulative impact of bid GR005 with GR033 should also be considered
(1009).
Bid GR023 and GR024
A respondent has suggested that Glasgoforest should be identified as a settlement as it
was in the Local Plan 2006 (1025), whereas another disagreed with this (818). A
respondent has suggested that these bids should have been assessed in the context of
its location in proximity to “Forest Farm” (1024).
Differing views were received in respect to bids GR023 and GR024. Two respondents
suggested that these sites do not flood; there is limited prime agricultural land;
pedestrian access could be achieved via the existing flyover; and that the presence of
pipelines should not be a constraint on development (1024, 1025). These points are
challenged by other respondents, who have agreed with the Officers’ recommendation
(“not preferred”) for these bids (314, 817, 818).
SNH has recommended that a site brief would be required for bid GR023 to identify how
woodland would be protected and enhanced and to integrate active travel links (506).
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Bid GR033
A respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR033, however the respondent also indicated that support could be given to a smaller
development on part of this site as an alternative to GR087 (314). Another respondent
has requested that the site should be allocated for 300 homes with a revised site area to
exclude the area to the west (933). SNH has indicated that should bid GR033 be taken
forward, development should be limited to the eastern part of the site, on the lower
slopes where it relates to the existing settlement. SNH also request that a site brief
would be required to protect and enhance woodland and to integrate active travel with
existing core paths (506).
HES has suggested that the design and layout should consider potential impact on
Kinellar House, a category B-listed building and its designed landscape setting and that
the cumulative impact of bid GR033 with GR005 should be considered (1009).
Bid GR085
One respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR085 (314), whereas another suggested the bid should be allocated in the Proposed
LDP (1066).
Bid GR087
One respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“preferred”) for bid GR087,
including the proposed increased capacity to 268 homes (173), whereas others have
objected to this bid suggesting the site is constrained (314, 932, 1066).
A respondent has welcomed the suggestion in the Main Issues Report that the site
boundary should be amended to exclude an area of ancient woodland and recommends
the addition of a buffer area (876). SNH has recommended that a site brief should be
required to include identification of how the core path could be retained so as to
enhance woodland connectivity and active travel connections between the wider
settlement and the forest (506).
SEPA has indicated that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required. They note
that the Black Burn is currently downgraded to “Moderate” status due to its physical
condition. Enhancement of the Burn through re-naturalisation and removal of any
redundant features would require to be investigated (805).
Bid GR088
One respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“reserved”) for bid GR088
(174), whereas others have objected to this bid (314, 1066).
SNH has recommended that a site brief be required to identify constraints, including
ancient woodland of how core paths could be retained, to enhance woodland
connectivity and active travel connections between the wider settlement and the forest
(506).
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SEPA has indicated that an FRA would be required for any development below 75m
AOD. A buffer to the Black Burn would also be required and should be integrated
positively into the development. The Black Burn is currently downgraded to “Moderate”
status due to its physical condition. Enhancement of the Burn through re-naturalisation
and removal of any redundant features will require to be investigated (805).
New Site
A respondent proposes a new site should be allocated at Kinellar (near Ellismoss Farm
and RAM Tubulars) for employment uses (Class 6). It was suggested that
development would allow for expansion of an existing adjacent business (546).

3. Actions
Vision
It is recognised that no new employment land opportunities have been identified in
Blackburn. This is due in a large part to no suitable sites proposing employment uses
coming through the call for sites undertaken in early 2018. This is discussed in more
detail below for those bids promoting employment. Additionally, employment
opportunities exist within the existing BUS site in Blackburn, along with major
employment opportunities being available in close proximity such as Kintore and Dyce.
Protected Land
Support for the removal of existing P5 site is welcomed.
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development
Plan (LDP).
Oil and Gas Pipelines
Comment highlighting the presence of pipelines is noted.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water notes that waste water is pumped to Inverurie
Waste Water Treatment Works and that a Drainage Impact Assessment (DIA) would be
required for the preferred bid GR087. The Settlement Statement text should be
updated to reflect the current position, with the requirement for a DIA for bid GR087
added to the allocation summary.
Bid GR005
Given the concern raised by both HES and SNH it is considered appropriate not to
allocate bid GR005 in the Proposed LDP. This aligns with the Officers’
recommendation in the MIR.
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Bid GR023, GR024 and New Site
It is noted that bids GR023 and GR024 fall outwith the settlement boundary of
Blackburn. However, despite it being listed in the Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2006,
Glasgoforest is not deemed to be classed as a “settlement” in terms of the LDP on the
basis that it lacks urban characteristics such as street lighting and a reduced speed
limit.
It is noted that full planning permission was granted on land submitted as a late bid on 2
July 2019 (APP/2019/0767). It is considered that circumstances have overtaken
preparation of the LDP 2021 and there is no need to allocate the site in the Proposed
LDP.
Bid GR033
Revisions made to the bid are welcomed as a means to attempt to make the site more
acceptable. It is considered that there are still a number of constraints associated with
the site that require to be overcome before the site could be taken forward as an
Officers’ preference.
At this time, the focus of future expansion should be towards the east of the settlement.
Sensitive development to the west of Blackburn should only be reconsidered when
there is a need for further major development sites to be allocated in the settlement.
Bid GR085
Comments made both in support and against bid GR085 are noted. As stated above,
the preference at this time is to focus new residential development towards the east of
the settlement, followed by development to the west. Development to the north is the
least preferred option at this time on the basis that development would elongate the
settlement away from the services and facilities available within the settlement core.
Bid GR087/ Existing Site – OP1/ P5
Comments made both in support and against bid GR087 are noted. We remain
convinced that the existing OP1/P5 site remains the most appropriate location for
expansion of Blackburn in the short term. Support for amending the site boundary to
exclude an area of ancient woodland to the north of the site is welcomed. This area
should form part of the open space requirements for the site with the ancient woodland
being protected through a protected land designation and enhanced as far as possible
through development. By amending the settlement boundary, this reduces the
developable area of the site. As such it is now considered that 240 homes could be
accommodated on the site. This is an acceptable level of growth for the settlement
given its location within a Strategic Growth Area and its anticipated impact on local
infrastructure and services. It is acknowledged that this site is not without constraint
and significant effort will be required during the early part of the Plan period to bring this
site forward.
Comments received from SNH and SEPA are considered appropriate and should be
added to the allocation summary for the site.

PDF Page 7

Item: 4
Page: 346

Bid GR088
Bid GR088 was identified as a reserved option in the MIR as a possible future
opportunity site (FOP). On the basis that the LDP 2021 is no longer expected to show
FOPs on the Settlement Statement maps, there is no need to reserve this site for future
development. It should however be noted in the allocation summary for OP1/GR087
that there is potential for expanding development to the north west of the site through
the allocation of land subject to bid GR088 in future LDPs.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. With the exception of identification of a possible future
opportunity site (bid GR088), these are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to reflect that a replacement primary school has been
delivered.
2. Remove existing P5 site as no longer required.
3. Identify the area of ancient woodland to the north of GR087 as protected land.
4. Reallocate existing R1 as protected land.
5. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement, “Blackburn lies within an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood
Risk Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
6. Text should be amended under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to
reflect the current position with regard to waste water drainage.
7. Allocate bid GR087 for 240 homes adding text to the allocation summary to
reflect comments from SNH, SEPA and Scottish Water. Text should also be
added to recognise that development should consider the potential for impact
on listed buildings situated to the north of the site. Provision for possible
future expansion to the north west should be incorporated into the layout,
siting and design of the site.
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Issue 97 Chapel of Garioch
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
506
805
966

Respondents
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Bennachie Community Council

2. Issues
Vision
Respondents expressed support for the settlement objective that seeks to create a path
linking both sections of the settlement and provide a safe route to school (506, 966).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) states that no
waste water treatment is available. SEPA has indicated that development where no
public waste water infrastructure is available is unlikely to contribute to long-term
sustainability and therefore would pose concerns for SEPA in the absence of First Time
Sewerage provision. SEPA suggested that in bringing the site forward, early
engagement with SEPA should be sought to ascertain if a private system is viable
(805).
Existing Site – OP1
One respondent supported retention of the existing OP1 allocation on the basis that it is
in close proximity to the primary school (966).
Bid GR130
One respondent agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid GR130.
Two-thirds of the site is prime agricultural land. The site is far away from the school
with no safe route available. Chapel of Garioch lacks services and infrastructure to
support growth of the village and suffers from very poor public transport links (966).

3. Actions
Support for the aspiration to create a path linking both sections of the settlement is
noted. It is acknowledged that delivering this is not without its challenges.
Comments received from SEPA in respect of waste water drainage are noted. Text
should be added under “Strategic drainage and water supply” to reflect the need for
early engagement be taken with SEPA.
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Support for Officers’ assessment of GR130 is welcomed. It is considered that the
existing site OP2 (bid GR130) should be removed from the LDP due to a lack of a safe
route to the school and potential for underdevelopment of the land as outlined in the
Main Issues Report.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision, a statement recognising that creating a safe route to
school is an aspiration of the community but that ways to deliver this are currently
limited.
2. Add text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the need for early
engagement be undertaken with SEPA.
3. Remove existing site OP2 (bid GR130) and amend the settlement boundary
accordingly.
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Issue 98 Cluny and Sauchen
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
99
100
114
115
129
506
543
545
805
819
889
1080

Respondents
Mr Phil Cropper
Ms Janina Kutscha
Ms Marjon van der Pol
Mr Matthew Brettle
Cluny, Midmar, and Monymusk Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Stewart Milne Homes
Stewart Milne Homes
SEPA
John Wink Design on behalf of Mr & Mrs Howie and Mr & Mrs Brownie
Holder Planning on behalf of Hallam Land
Sir/Madam A Simmers

2. Issues
Vision
Respondents have emphasised that Sauchen has doubled in size in the last 20 years
and therefore is not suitable for further expansion. It was considered that no further
housing development should be considered until the impacts of recent development at
Cluny Meadows has been fully assessed (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 819, 1080).
Settlement Features
The area along Cluny Burn provides crucial natural habitat for wildlife and should be
protected (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 1080).
Flood Risk
The flood risk in Sauchen has been grossly underestimated in assessing all bids (99,
100, 114, 115, 129, 1080). Another respondent suggested that development to the
north of the settlement would increase flood risk (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 819, 1080).
Services and Infrastructure
Respondents have suggested that education capacity is a constraint on development,
both at Cluny Primary and Alford Academy. It is noted that Cluny Primary school lacks
facilities including a gym hall (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 1080).
SEPA has noted that the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) uses former
text, “there is limited capacity but Scottish Water will initiate a growth project if required.”
For any future development, it should be confirmed with Scottish Water that the
proposed population growth is within the current design criteria for the sewage

PDF Page 11

Item: 4
Page: 350

treatment works, however, if not, an upgrade may be required and should be highlighted
in the Proposed LDP (805).
Existing Site – OP1
It was considered that site OP1 would have a detrimental impact on the settlement in
terms of road safety, reliance on private car and the sense of place (99, 100, 114, 115,
129, 1080).
Bid GR017
A number of respondents have objected to bid GR017 on the basis that there has been
no change in circumstances since the bid was considered in preparing the Local
Development Plan 2017 and that the current bid proposal lacked detail. Reasons to
reject the site included flood risk, waste water drainage constraints, development would
lead to car reliance and the site is good agricultural land that should be preserved (99,
100, 114, 115, 129, 1080). Another respondent raised concern at the proposed
doubling of the site capacity and suggests this would have an adverse landscape
impact. In addition, it was noted that there are no community benefits arising from this
bid (543). Concerns regarding flood risk were shared by SEPA in stating that a Flood
Risk Assessment may be required. SEPA also indicated that a buffer strip would be
required adjacent to the Cluny Burn which should be integrated positively into the
development. The buffer strip would need to allow sufficient space for restoration of
the straightened watercourse and that enhancement and removal of any redundant
features would require to be investigated (805).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) suggested that the site boundary should be amended
to exclude the burn and woodland area from the site. They also recommended
integration of existing and proposed green infrastructure and delivery of active travel
links with the settlement and school (506).
Bid GR020 and GR021
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR020. It was however noted that GR021 would provide all the facilities that are
currently missing from the settlement, however drainage, access and education would
need to be addressed. It was also believed that the Cluny Burn was unlikely to be able
to cope with the scale of development proposed (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 1080).
One respondent has disagreed with Officers’ recommendation for bid GR020 and
requested that the bid be allocated in the Proposed LDP. Bid GR021 forms part of a
wider Masterplan for how Sauchen could expand in the future. Development would
provide a sustainable mixed community, with a varied mix of house types, employment
opportunities and community hub. Vehicular access could be taken directly from the
A944, rather than an unclassified road as proposed by bid GR017. The site can
integrate well with the existing community through provision of open space, footpath
linkages and reflect the character of the surrounding area. The respondent notes that
no opportunity for further development avoids prime agricultural land (819).
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Bid GR030
A number of respondents have expressed support for bid GR030 as providing limited
enhancement to the village as community hub/retail facility. Respondents agreed that
the site would not be suitable for residential development. Drainage and sewage would
need to be given careful attention, as it is a remote location from the existing water
treatment plant. Road access off the A944 will also need to be assessed (99, 100,
114, 115, 129, 1080). SEPA indicated that an FRA may be required (805).
One respondent questioned the deliverability of this bid. It was suggested that the bid
would be unviable unless it came forward as part of a wider development proposal
(889).
Bid GR056
This bid would be a loss of good agricultural land, and a rather disjointed expansion of
the community (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 1080).
Bid GR096 and GR097
A number of respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bid GR096 and GR097. This site would add to drainage problems and increase
flood risk (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 1080). A new sewage treatment works would be
required to accommodate the proposed development.
One respondent has disagreed with Officers’ recommendation for bids GR096 and
GR097 and requested that these bids be allocated in the Proposed LDP. The proposal
forms a logical extension to the settlement and is in close proximity to existing services.
The respondent disagrees with the MIR assessment with regard to flood risk and
confirmed that a Flooding and Drainage Study has been undertaken and does not
identify any constraint that would preclude development. Perceived landscape impact
is also disputed and the respondent requests that this is reconsidered (889).
Bid GR115
A number of respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bid GR115. This site would add to drainage problems, increase flood risk and
development would destroy good quality agricultural land (99, 100, 114, 115, 129,
1080).
One respondent disagreed with the assessment of GR115 requesting that 50 homes be
allocated in the Proposed LDP for immediate delivery, with the remainder identified as
strategic reserve. The Masterplan submitted with the bid takes full account of flood risk
and proposed that over 50% of the site becomes a community parkland. GR115
provides community benefit in way of land for a hall and discussion on this element
have been held with Cluny, Midmar and Monymusk Community Council. It was
considered that provision of community hall overrides the presence of prime agricultural
land in this case. Development is not likely to have an impact on the Cluny Castle
Gardens and Designed Landscape (545).
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3. Actions
Vision
Comments in relation to the scale of development that should be promoted in Cluny and
Sauchen during the Plan period are noted. In agreeing with respondents it is not
proposed that any major new developments should be allocated in the Proposed LDP.
Settlement Features
We agree that the Cluny Burn is an important habitat. However, in promoting a
consistent approach across Aberdeenshire we think it would be appropriate to
recognise the Cluny Burn as forming part of the green/blue network and this should be
shown on the settlement map.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that there is no treatment capacity
required. Text should be updated to reflect the current position.
Flood Risk
Concerns regarding flood risk are noted. No additional information has been received
from SEPA that requires to be reflected in the Proposed LDP, nor is it understood that
development options are entirely restricted in the settlement due to flood risk.
Existing Site – OP1
Site OP1 is an effective site in the Housing Land Audit that is partially developed. As
such it is appropriate to retain the site in the Proposed LDP. Information received from
Scottish Water confirms that a Drainage Impact Assessment would be required.
Bid GR020, GR021, GR056, GR096, GR097 and GR115
Comments made both in support, and opposing bids GR020, GR021, GR056, GR096,
GR097 and GR115 are noted. None of these bids were identified as a preferred option
in the MIR. They provide no reasons to allocate these bids in the Proposed LDP. In
addition, sufficient housing land is available through existing sites to meet the
requirements of the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan. It is
considered that there is not a need for major additional housing land within Cluny and
Sauchen.
Bid GR017
Objections received to bid GR017 are noted. Although constraints associated with the
site could be overcome as part of the planning application process, sufficient housing
land is available through existing sites to meet the requirements of the Aberdeen City
and Shire Strategic Development Plan. As such it is considered that there is no need
to allocate bid GR017 in the Proposed LDP.
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Bid GR030
Bid GR030 was identified as a preferred option in the MIR as a possible solution to the
community’s aspiration for a community hub to be established in the settlement. Since
publication of the MIR, this matter has progressed and an alternative site has been
identified by the community within the existing P2 site, which is now preferred. Given a
more suitable location has been identified land subject to bid GR030 is no longer
required for this use. As such, the bid should not be allocated in the Proposed LDP.
Instead, P2 should be reserved for development of a community hub.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. With the exception of identification of bids GR017 and
GR030 as opportunity sites and reserved land for junction improvements at the A944,
these are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the “Vision” recognition that the presence of prime agricultural land
and flood risk constrains future development opportunities and that the lack of
community facilities or a meeting space within Sauchen is an issue for the local
community.
2. Amend text under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current
position.
3. Reallocate the existing P2 designation to be reserved land for development of a
community hub. Until this is developed the site should be maintained as open
space.
4. Protect the Cluny Burn as forming part of the green/blue network in the
Settlement Statement map.
5. Amend site boundary of OP1 to exclude the area now built out and add wording
to the allocation summary to require a Drainage Impact Assessment to be
undertaken.
6. Remove site OP2 as now built out.

PDF Page 15

Item: 4
Page: 354

Issue 99 Dunecht
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
392
479
506
805
1009

Respondents
Echt & Skene Community Council
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text, “Dunecht lies within an area potentially vulnerable to
flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk
Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that no reference to waste water drainage is made in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Dunecht. SEPA has recommended that it
should be confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within
the design criteria for the current sewage treatment works, and if not, an upgrade may
be required and this should be highlighted in the Proposed LDP (805).
Existing Site – OP1
SEPA has indicated that should the extant permission expire an updated Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA) may be required. A buffer to the Kinnernie Burn would also be
required and should be integrated positively into the development. The Kinnernie Burn
is currently downgraded to “Bad” status due to its physical condition. Enhancement of
the Burn through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant features would require
to be investigated (805).
Bid GR094
Historic Environment Scotland has objected to bid GR094 on the basis that
development would have significant adverse impact on the setting of a Scheduled
Monument (SM6075 – Upper Corskie) (1009). Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH)
suggested that the site is physically and visually divorced from the main settlement and
would erode its strong linear character and distinctive historical vernacular (506),
whereas another respondent believed the site relates well to the village with minimal
visual impact (479). There is concern that the scale of development possible on the
site would be very difficult to consolidate within the village (392).
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One respondent believed bid GR094 should be allocated in the Proposed LDP. It was
suggested that constraints associated with flooding and the presence of pipelines could
be readily addressed (479).
SNH has recommended that a development brief would be required for the site to
safeguard and integrate new and existing green infrastructure. This should also
include integrating SUDs required by the Pollution Prevention Plan into green
infrastructure provision (506).
SEPA has indicated that an FRA may be required. A buffer to the Kinnernie Burn
would also be required and should be integrated positively into the development. The
Kinnernie Burn is currently downgraded to “Bad” status due to its physical condition.
Enhancement of the Burn through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant
features will require to be investigated (805).

3. Actions
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Services and Infrastructure
Waste water drainage capacity has not been raised as an issue in Dunecht. As such, it
is not considered that any change is required in this regard.
Existing Site – OP1
OP1 is subject to an extant planning permission and is currently under construction. It
is not considered necessary at this point to amend the allocation summary for the site
given delivery is ongoing and expected to be complete by 2021.
Bid GR094
Whilst comments from the respondent in support of bid GR094 are acknowledged, on
reflection arguments against allocating this bid at this time outweigh those in favour.
Bid GR094 was identified as a reserved option in the MIR as a possible future
opportunity site (FOP). On the basis that the LDP 2021 is no longer expected to show
FOPs on the Settlement Statement maps, and given comments from key stakeholders,
there is no need to reserve this site for future development. In addition, it is considered
that there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective to meet the
Strategic Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a strategic need
to allocate further development opportunities, in addition to the existing OP1 in Dunecht
at this time.
Site requirements recommended by SNH and SEPA are noted. In such circumstance
that the bid did come forward as an allocation, these requirements should be stated in
the allocation summary for the site.
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The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. With the exception of identification of a possible future
opportunity site (bid GR094), these are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement: “Dunecht lies within an area
potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
2. Retain existing OP1 with increased capacity from 24 to 33 homes to reflect
planning permission subject to APP/2018/2430. The allocation summary should
recognise that the site is under construction.
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Issue 100 Durno
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
13
176
249
805
966

Respondents
Mr Stephen McMinn
Mrs Lesley Wilson
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Forestdale Homes
SEPA
Bennachie Community Council

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that there is no public waste water infrastructure in Durno (805).
Bid GR048
Three respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR048 (13, 176, 966), whereas another believed that the site should be allocated in the
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) (249).
One respondent has highlighted that the settlement is surrounded by prime agricultural
land (966). Two respondents have suggested that development would be contrary to
planning objective to protect the character and amenity of the settlement (13, 966).
Respondents have suggested that development would be severely constrained by the
absence of public sewerage provision (13,176, 966) and the lack of services and
infrastructure to support growth (13, 966). It is noted that the site is at risk of flooding
(13, 176, 966). The settlement suffers from poor public transport connectivity (13, 966)
and road safety is a concern (176). There is little demand for housing development as
this would distort the market to the detriment of existing homeowners (176). There are
existing sites with planning permission that remain undeveloped (13).
One respondent has supported bid GR048 on the basis that development acts as infill
and would support the local primary school. The respondent has argued that the lack
of sewage infrastructure has not resulted in permission not being granted for other
developments, adding that private systems have successfully been developed.
Development would also have no landscape implications. The respondent has argued
that the merits of the site have not been fully considered (249).
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3. Actions
Bid GR048
Whilst the comments in support of bid GR048 are acknowledged, including those
promoting the merits associated with the site, it is maintained that Durno lacks services
and has limited public transport connectivity such that it is not an appropriate location
for further development.
In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan sufficient
additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area
without the need to allocate land in Durno.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A change to the settlement boundary was proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the
basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Minor amendments should be made to the settlement Vision to improve
readability.
2. Amend the settlement boundary to exclude 3 homes (Woodlands, Craighead and
Birchfield) to the south west on the basis that these properties are unrelated and
detached from the settlement core.
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Issue 101 Echt
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
21
179
392
484
488
805
1065

Respondents
Ms Gail Assiter
Mrs Helen May
Echt & Skene Community Council
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates
SEPA
Mr & Mrs John & Paula Houston

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) uses former
text “a growth project has been initiated”. SEPA understands that the sewage
treatment works have been upgraded with an increased treatment capacity. However,
it should be confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within
the current design criteria for the sewage treatment works, however, if not, an upgrade
may be required and this should be highlighted in the Proposed LDP (805).
Bid GR092
Respondents have objected to bid GR093 on the basis of flood risk and encroachment
on open space and core paths. It was considered that development would go against
the planning objective of preserving the character of the settlement (21, 1065).
Other respondents have indicated that bid GR092 would be preferred over GR093 as
the site would be well related to the recent housing development in the village and site
OP1. Bid GR092 is on the same side of the B9119 as the shop and Post Office, and
the existing zebra crossing near the school allows for pedestrian access to other
services (179, 392).
One respondent has requested that bid GR092 be allocated in the Proposed LDP. It
was considered that development would sustain services and facilities in the settlement.
A landscape buffer would be created to the east and north and a Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA) would address concerns regarding flood risk. It was considered
that Echt has capacity to accommodate further growth and the primary school could be
extended to accommodate growth (484).
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Bid GR093
Respondents have objected to bid GR093 on the basis of flood risk, encroachment on
open space and core paths. It was considered that development would go against the
planning objective of preserving the character of the settlement (21, 179, 1065).
One respondent has supported the Officers’ recommendation for bid GR093 with
increased capacity to 42 homes. Development would round off the settlement
providing a defensible boundary. It was argued that Echt School could be extended
into the recreation ground (488).
It was recognised that car parking is a concern for the local community, but believed
that development of parking on site GR093 was unlikely to resolve the problem.
Parking provision within bid GR093 would be distant from the village centre and it would
be preferable to identify a site closer to the village centre. Significant improvement
could be achieved and additional parking provided from rationalisation of access to the
recreation ground from this site (488).
SEPA has indicated that an FRA would be required for bid GR093 to establish the
source and extent of flood risk at the site. A buffer strip would also be required
adjacent to the watercourse on the southern boundary which should be integrated
positively into the development (805).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water indicates that a growth project would be
triggered once development meets Scottish Water’s criteria. Text should be amended
under “Strategic drainage and water supply” to reflect the current position with regard to
waste water drainage.
Bid GR092 and GR093
Comments both in support and objection to bid sites in Echt are noted. As identified in
the Main Issues Report there is little to separate the merits of the bid proposals, but in
order to avoid overdevelopment and to ensure that an opportunity to consolidate growth
is provided, it is considered appropriate to allocate one bid site in Echt in the Proposed
LDP. Having considered comments from respondents it is now recommended that bid
GR092 should be taken forward as opposed to bid GR093. To account for flood risk
the site area should be reduced to that required to accommodate 25 homes as sought
through the bid, and an area of protected land introduced on that area which is at risk
from flooding with a specific note in the Settlement Statement that it should form open
space for this modest development.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early consultation
with stakeholders. With the exception of the identification of bid GR093 as an
opportunity site, these are captured in the recommendations below.

PDF Page 22

Item: 4
Page: 361

4. Recommendations
1. Include statement within the Vision to reflect community aspiration for additional
car parking provision to be provided within the settlement.
2. Text should be amended under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect
the current position with regard to waste water drainage.
3. Remove site OP1 as now built out.
4. Allocate part of bid GR092 for 25 homes.
5. Designate part of bid GR092 at risk from flooding as protected land. This area
should form part of the open space and biodiversity contribution from wider
development of the GR092 site, and form part of the green network.
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Issue 102 Hatton of Fintray
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
50
108
378
424
425
491
506
639
656
805
992
1009

Respondents
Mr & Mrs Wayne Gault
Dr Richard Taylor
Mr Nicholas Beeson
Mr & Mrs Simon & Vicki Glazier
Fintray Community Council
Ms M A Roberts
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mr Jim Emslie
Ms Jacqueline Turner
SEPA
Ms Colette Robertson
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
A respondent has suggested that further development should only take place once
improvements to the local road infrastructure have been made and pedestrian/cycle
route connections to Blackburn and Dyce are provided. The respondent also indicated
that rail links should be reinstated with the reopening of a railway station at Kinaldie
(378).
A respondent has indicated that further development would only increase problems in
accessing health care and impact on capacity at Hatton of Fintray Primary School (50).
SEPA has noted that no reference to waste water drainage is made in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Hatton of Fintray. SEPA recommend that
it should be confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within
the current design criteria for the sewage treatment works, and if not, an upgrade may
be required and this should be highlighted in the Plan (805).
Bid GR013
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation for bid GR013 (“not
preferred”) (378, 424, 425, 491, 656, 992, 1009). Historic Environment Scotland (HES)
has suggested that the cumulative impact of this bid alongside bid GR107 would
potentially have significant adverse effects on a Donald’s Hillock cairn (SM12346)
(1009).
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One respondent has raised no objection to bid GR013 on the basis that development is
proportionate and sympathetic to the wider settlement. The respondent has
recommended that a reduced site capacity of 20 homes rather than 40 homes would be
appropriate on the site (50).
Bid GR044/ Existing Site – OP1
Respondents have agreed that bid GR044 is the most suitable location for development
within the settlement (50, 424, 425, 992), however respondents have requested that the
site area (378) or capacity is reduced (108, 639) from 32 to either 16 homes (424, 425,
656), or 12 homes (50, 491), or removed entirely (108). Respondents raised concerns
that the increase proposed in the Main Issues Report would be disproportionate to the
size of the settlement and the settlement lacks services to support development of the
scale proposed (108, 378, 424, 425, 491, 992). One respondent was concerned that
development would have a detrimental visual impact due to the topography of the site
(108, 656).
There were requests that access should be taken directly from the B977 and not taken
from Hatton Court. Provision should also be made for pedestrian and cycle routes
around the site, linking with the settlement (50, 491, 656). In a similar vein Scottish
Natural Heritage (SNH) has recommended that new green infrastructure is integrated
with existing woodland areas and to identify locations for active travel routes to school
and the settlement (506).
SEPA has indicated that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required. A buffer
strip would also be required adjacent to the watercourse on the western boundary which
should be integrated positively into the development. The buffer strip will need to allow
sufficient space for restoration of the straightened watercourse. Enhancement of these
through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant features will be required to be
investigated (805).
Bid GR107
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation for bid GR107 (“not
preferred”) (378, 424, 425, 491, 992, 1009). HES has suggested that the cumulative
impact of this bid alongside bid GR013 would potentially have significant adverse
effects on a Donald’s Hillock cairn (SM12346).
One respondent has raised no objection to bid GR013 on the basis that development is
proportionate and sympathetic to the wider settlement. Provision for pedestrian and
cycle access would be required (50). Another respondent has suggested that the only
part suitable for development is the northern portion that could accommodate a row of
housing along the B977 between the school and cemetery (656).
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Bid GR108
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation for bid GR108 (“not
preferred”) (50, 378, 424, 425, 491, 656, 992).
HES has advised that consideration needs to be given to the impact on the setting of
Mote Hill Scheduled Monument (SM12440). It may however be possible that impacts
are not likely to be significant due to topography and trees (1009). SNH has suggest
that in the case that bid GR108 is allocated that the boundary should be amended to
avoid woodland loss. SNH has also recommended that a development brief would be
required to integrate new green infrastructure with existing woodland and to create
active travel links to settlement facilities and out to open countryside (506).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
The desire to reinstate rail connections or introduce new active travel routes from
Hatton of Fintray to surrounding settlements was not raised as an aspiration of the
community during pre-Main Issues Report engagement with stakeholders. There is
also significant dubiety regarding delivery of reinstated rail links to this settlement. It
would be inappropriate to amend the Vision or Services and Infrastructure section to
include such an aspiration at this time.
Any contributions required to mitigate against the impact to health and education
provision from development would be considered in bringing the development in the
settlement forward.
Information received from Scottish Water indicates that there is limited capacity
available at Hatton of Fintray septic tank and that a growth project may be required.
Text should be added to the Proposed LDP to reflect the current position.
Bid GR044/ Existing Site – OP1
Bid GR044 sought to retain an existing opportunity site (OP1). Acknowledgement that
this site is the most appropriate location to direct development in the settlement is
welcomed but concerns raised regarding the site capacity are also noted. As such it is
recommended that the site area be reduced to that required to accommodate 16 homes
and the settlement boundary amended accordingly. The revised site capacity should
be reflective of the density of 25 homes per hectare being promoted in the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area. Reduction to the site area and capacity should consequently
reduce the impact of traffic on Hatton Court should direct access from the B977 not be
possible. Whilst it is expected that developments will promote active travel, specific
wording could be added to the allocation summary for the site to emphasise the need
for new green infrastructure to be integrated with existing woodland areas and to
identify locations for active travel routes to the primary school and more widely within
settlement.
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Requests made by SEPA in respect to FRA and the need for a buffer strip are
considered acceptable and should be reflected in the development brief for the site.
Bid GR013, GR107 and GR108
Support for Officers’ assessment of bids GR013, GR107 and GR108 in Hatton of
Fintray is welcomed.
It is considered that there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within
the Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective
to meet the Strategic Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a
strategic need to allocate further development opportunities, in addition to the existing
OP1 (bid GR044) in Hatton of Fintray at this time.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early consultation
with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Minor changes should be made to the settlement Vision to reflect community
comments raised during pre-Main Issues Report consultation and correct
inaccuracies.
2. Add text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to state that there is limited
capacity at Hatton of Fintray septic tank. A growth project will be initiated once
development meets Scottish Water’s criteria.
3. The southern portion of the existing OP1 (bid GR044) allocation should be
retained within the Proposed Local Development Plan for 16 homes and amend
the settlement boundary accordingly.
4. Text should be added to the development brief for OP1 to emphasise the need
for new green infrastructure to be integrated with existing woodland areas and to
identify locations for active travel routes to the primary school and more widely
within settlement. An FRA may be required. A buffer strip will be required
adjacent to the watercourse on the western boundary which should be integrated
positively into the development. The buffer strip will need to allow sufficient
space for restoration of the straightened watercourse. Enhancement of these
through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant features will be required
to be investigated.
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Issue 103 Insch
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
15
19
34
157
167
176
185
186
211
212
215
273
323
346
365
506
607
798
805
960
966
989
1029
1034
1036
1044
1045
1053
1062

Respondents
Suller & Clark Planning on behalf of Ian Stuart
Nestrans
Dr Katherine Smith
Mr Allan Cooper
Suller & Clark Planning on behalf of Ian Stuart
Mrs Lesley Wilson
Mrs Julie McDonough
Mr Tony McDonough
Mr William Leask
Ms Fiona Leask
Mr Duncan Reid
Mr & Mrs Collam
Mr Tom Cochrane
Ms Elaine Lopez
Mr Graham Myers
Scottish Natural Heritage
Shepherd & Wedderburn LLP on behalf of Mr & Mrs Dix
Ryden LLP on behalf of Scotia Homes Limited and Drumrossie Homes
Limited
SEPA
Mr Nigel Badiozzaman
Bennachie Community Council
Ms Janet Hoper
Ms Janet Rennie
Ms Jane Bellamy
Mr & Mrs Tom & Sarah Robinson
Ms Lesley Ovington
Ms Patience Schell
Mr Stuart Rennie
Ms Lorna Robinson

2. Issues
Vision
It was noted that Insch has grown considerably in recent years (1062). Sites in
Inverurie, Kintore (1036), and Huntly (365, 1036), should be prioritised and any future
development informed by the route of the new A96. There is no requirement for
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additional housing allocations to be made in Insch (966). A respondent disagreed,
suggesting that by restricting development in Huntly and Inverurie means that demand
for housing in Insch would not be met (798). Another believed small-scale
development could be supported (34, 176) in order to maintain the sense of place within
the settlement (34).
It was suggested that the wording in the Vision regarding Insch needing time to
consolidate recent development was confusing and should be revised (989). Another
respondent objected to the principle of this statement suggesting that there was little
justification for this position, and that other than primary education constraints, there
were no infrastructure issues that would curtail development (798).
Respondents agreed with statement in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
(LDP) acknowledging that there is little in the way of off-street parking within the centre
of the village (346, 1062).
It was noted that the primary school is at capacity and the medical centre appears to be
at capacity (365, 1029, 1044, 1053, 1062).
One respondent indicated a need for a new police station in Insch (365) whereas
another requested that continued development should provide a new primary school
(346).
A respondent has indicated that they would wish to see encouragement of shopping
opportunities for an increased range and size of shops (346).
It was requested that the statement that a new Household Waste and Recycling Centre
(HWRC) is required in Insch should be retained in the Settlement Statement Vision.
The existing facility is inappropriate in terms of access and impact on health and a new
location for this facility should continue to be sought as identified by the Reporter in
examining the current LDP. There has been no substantive change since the Plan was
adopted (607).
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text, “Insch lies within an area potentially vulnerable to
flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk
Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft
Proposed LDP for Insch. They request that this is confirmed with Scottish Water to
ensure that the proposed population growth is within the current design criteria for the
sewage treatment works, and if not, an upgrade may be required and this should be
highlighted in the LDP (805).
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Existing Site – OP1
A respondent has raised concern regarding flood risk associated with existing OP1 site
(1053). SEPA support this view indicating that OP1 has been identified as being at a
much greater flood risk than was concluded from the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) to
support the current planning permission. SEPA has stated they would object to
development on the site should permission lapse due to new flood risk information
being provided by the Council’s Flood Study for Insch. The fluvial flood risk would
require to be carefully managed (805). It was also noted that this site is prime
agricultural land and would have negative landscape impacts (1053). One respondent
has expressed support for the retention of this site (346).
Existing Site – OP2, OP3 and OP4
Support was expressed for the retention of existing site OP2, OP3 and OP4 (346).
SEPA indicate that an FRA may be required and that a buffer strip would be required
adjacent to the watercourse on the western boundary of site OP4 which should be
integrated positively into the development (805).
Bid GR015
A number of respondents have objected to bid GR015. Reasons to discount the bid
included that it lies on prime agricultural land, flood risk, impact on the landscape setting
and there would be significant traffic impact arising from development (157, 185, 186,
211, 212, 215, 323, 960, 966, 989, 1029, 1036, 1044, 1045, 1053). Two respondents
objected to the inclusion of allotments on this site (185, 186).
Support was also expressed for bid GR015 (15, 19, 167, 346). It was requested that
the bid be brought forward and allocated in the Proposed LDP (15, 167).
There was agreement with the need for disabled access to be provided at the railway
station (19, 1044), however promoting further housing development should not be
required to meet this aspiration (1044). Other respondents have raised concern that
there is no guarantee that access would be delivered (185, 1029). One respondent
believed that platform to platform access would be the only acceptable solution (966).
SNH has recommend that a development brief would be required for the site to allow for
identification and promotion of active travel routes to the railway station and from the
settlement to surrounding woodland and enhanced woodland connectivity (506).
Bid GR029
A number of respondents have objected to the parts of the bid area identified in the
Main Issues Report (MIR) as being potentially suitable for development, or to the full
extent of bid GR029. Reasons to discount the bid included that it lies on prime
agricultural land, would have an adverse impact on the landscape setting of the
settlement, and there would be significant traffic impact arising from development (34,
157, 273, 323, 966, 989, 1029, 1034, 1036, 1045, 1053). Two respondents have
expressed support for the site, indicating that the areas identified as “reserved” in the
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MIR should be allocated in the Proposed LDP, with the remaining area allocated at such
time as the next LDP is reviewed (346, 798).
It is proposed that bid GR029 would help facilitate delivery of a new primary school. It
was also argued that the loss of prime agricultural land could be justified as
development on the site would be essential to meet the Spatial Strategy of the LDP, and
landscape impact could be mitigated (798).
SNH has recommend that a development brief should be required to mitigate for
potential loss of woodland and the tree belt, and to integrate green infrastructure
including planting and active travel routes to existing core paths, as parts of the site are
some distance from the settlement core (506).

3. Actions
Vision
Differing views regarding the need for further housing land to be allocated in Insch are
noted. Given its location within a Strategic Growth Area, Insch is considered to be a
sustainable location where development could be promoted. However, given the level
of growth experienced within the settlement, we still believe that it is appropriate to not
allocate any major new land allocations at this time to allow the extent of recent growth
to be consolidated. Additionally, in accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire
Strategic Development Plan (SDP) sufficient additional housing land allocations are
identified in the Rural Housing Market Area, without the need to allocate any further
housing land in Insch at this time.
Constraints associated with parking provision, school capacity and health provision are
noted.
No bid, or representation has been received that proposes a new police station in Insch.
It is considered that there would be sufficient infill opportunities available to
accommodate such a development should a proposal come forward during the Plan
period. There is no need to identify a specific site within the Proposed LDP for this
use. Significant new residential development would need to be allocated in Insch
before a new primary school could be provided in the village. This would be counter to
the communities’ aspiration that no additional housing allocations should be made in
Insch at this time as indicated to Planning Officers’ during pre-MIR consultation.
The text in the existing Vision related to identifying a site for a new HWRC is outdated
and no longer required following a review of all HWRCs. The Council’s Waste Strategy
initially proposed to close the site in Insch and not replace it, however, during the public
consultation on the Strategy, the final Strategy retained the Insch site at reduced
opening hours. The Waste Strategy was approved by the Infrastructure Services
Committee in January 2019. Insch is well served by HWRCs in nearby towns such as
Inverurie and Huntly whose sites are open 7 days a week.
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Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Existing Site – OP1
Site OP1 is subject to an extant planning permission for 48 homes (APP/2015/0634).
A Proposal of Application Notice has recently been received which seeks to amend the
existing permission. As an effective site in the Housing Land Audit it is appropriate to
retain the allocation in the Proposed LDP. Significant concerns by SEPA regarding
flood risk are recognised and is a matter that would need to be carefully considered in
determining any future planning applications on the site.
Existing Site – OP2, OP3 and OP4
Support expressed for existing opportunity sites is noted. It is recommended that the
existing OP2 site is removed from the Proposed LDP. The site is currently operating
as a business. Should a proposal for housing come forward on the site during the Plan
period, it would be considered to be infill development and would be determined against
relevant policies. There is no need to retain an allocation in this case.
The existing LDP states that an FRA may be required. This text should be retained
with the requirement for a buffer strip to be added to the allocation summary.
Bid GR015
Comments received both in support and objecting to bid GR015 are noted. We are not
aware of any progress that has been made with regard to identifying a solution to
providing access to the southern platform of the railway station. As such it is not clear
whether the solution included as part of bid GR015 would be taken forward. Until such
time as this matter is resolved it is not considered appropriate to allocate the bid in the
Proposed LDP.
Bid GR029
Whilst support for bid GR029 is noted, it is also acknowledged that a number of
objections were also received. Part of bid GR029 was identified as a reserved option
in the MIR as a possible future opportunity site (FOP). On the basis that the LDP 2021
is no longer expected to show FOPs on the Settlement Statement maps, there is no
need to reserve any part of this site for future development. In addition, in accordance
with the SDP sufficient additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural
Housing Market Area. As such it is not necessary to allocate any part of bid GR029 in
the Proposed LDP.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. With the exception of identification of possible future
opportunity sites (bids GR015 and GR029), these are captured in the recommendations
below.
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4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to state that, "Given the recent, substantial development that
has taken place in Insch, and in order to allow the village to consolidate and
respond to the greater demands on its services and infrastructure, no new land
allocations for development have been made in this Plan period." Minor
amendments should also be made to reflect community comments raised during
pre-Main Issues Report consultation.
2. Remove text from the Vision regarding identifying a site for a new HWRC in
Insch.
3. Add the following text to Settlement Statement “Insch lies within an area
potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
4. Remove existing OP2 site.
5. Add text to the allocation summary for existing OP4 site to require a buffer strip
to the watercourse on the western boundary of the site.
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Issue 104 Inverurie and Port Elphinstone
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
17
88
213
260
261
262
263
265
276
302
318
383
386
401
447
463
506
512
533
550
572
575
576
598
599
805
843
865
876
980
1009
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2. Issues
Spatial Strategy for Inverurie and Port Elphinstone
It was believed that development of Inverurie and Port Elphinstone has lacked the
proper planning that is necessary to create sustainable places. It is essential that the
Local Development Plan (LDP) meet demand for housing, employment land, local
facilities and infrastructure to support growth (865). Expansion of the town in recent
decades has placed increasing strain on to core infrastructure (865) and the town centre
(213).
It was considered that more needs to be done to ensure there is an adequate range and
choice of deliverable sites in Inverurie that are not just focussed on large allocations
(260, 261, 262, 263, 276, 383, 598, 599). It was also suggested that there was a need
for additional business land allocations and mixed use developments within the town
centre (865). One respondent believed there was no need for further housing
development in the town (213).
A number of respondents have objected or raised concern as to the lack of preferred
sites identified in the Main Issues Report (MIR) for Inverurie and Port Elphinstone (260,
261, 262, 263, 265, 276, 302, 383, 386, 575, 576), whereas another respondent was
concerned that further development may be permitted despite existing land for
development having not been built out (213). It was also highlighted that many of the
bids submitted could be delivered without reliance on the A96 dualling project, nor
would they affect any of the proposed routes (88, 260, 261, 262, 263, 265, 276, 302,
383, 386, 401, 463, 533, 550, 572, 865).
A respondent has raised concern that there appears to have been an inconsistent
approach to assessing bids in Inverurie and Port Elphinstone (302). Scottish Natural
Heritage (SNH) has noted that ancient woodland has not been referenced for all
relevant “non-preferred” sites (506).
Vision/ Planning Objectives
A respondent has expressed support for the objectives for Inverurie set out in the MIR
(401). SNH has expressed support for the aspiration to increase community growing
spaces and recommended that there be a focus on integrating and linking open space
throughout the town, particularly along the Don and Ury which could form significant
green networks (506). This was echoed by another respondent who emphasised that
the maintenance of green and blue networks through the town required to be addressed
(865).
It was noted that the Vision should address the need for improved footpath and cycle
connectivity and an integrated public transport system. There is a need for suitable
accommodation for clubs and community activities. There is demand for allotments,
self-build homes, live-work proposals and opportunities for small start-up businesses
(865).

PDF Page 35

Item: 4
Page: 374

Affordable and accessible housing is a priority for the town, a wider range of housing
types and tenures will be required to meet demand, particularly for one-bedroom flats,
bungalows and one-off or self-build homes. There is demand for increased garden
sizes, reduced build-to-plot ratios and creative solutions to reduce the burden of costs
for factor maintenance of public spaces (865).
Protected Land
The Uryside Riverside Park should be updated from reserved to protected land (865).
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text, “Parts of Inverurie and Port Elphinstone are in an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required” should be added to the
Settlement Statement (805).
It was suggested that the area subject to the Inverurie South Development Framework
(OP5, OP10, OP11, SR1, BUS8 and BUS9) was increasingly at risk of flooding (318).
However, SEPA has confirmed that no FRA is required for existing sites SR1, OP1 and
OP2. SEPA has also confirmed that an FRA would be required for existing sites OP3
and OP9 should planning permission lapse. Any future development should take
account of the latest Council Flood Study for Inverurie (805).
Services and Infrastructure
There is a lack of evidence on the impacts (including cumulative impacts) of
development on local infrastructure (865).
The provision of health and wellbeing opportunities needs greater emphasis in the LDP,
in particular walking and cycling routes (865).
SEPA has noted that the Draft Proposed LDP uses the former text, “Capital
Maintenance project has been triggered to deliver growth”. However, a growth project
is currently under construction at Invrurie. They request that this is confirmed with
Scottish Water and that this will have capacity for all sites proposed in the LDP.
Otherwise long-term capacity issues would need to be highlighted in the Proposed LDP
(805).
Existing Site – OP4 and OP11
A respondent has objected to retention of site OP4 and OP11 on the basis of
transportation and access issues (980). It was suggested that consultation was
required to be undertaken by the developer with the community (843). It was also
noted however that the site description is out of date as permissions are now extant and
development commenced in late 2018, with landscaping also having been agreed and
confirmation that a grade separated interchange is no longer required. A revised site
description was provided by the respondent (447).
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Existing Site – OP12
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation that site OP12 should be
removed from the Local Development Plan (843, 865, 980). One respondent has
requested that the site be retained in the Proposed LDP (512).
Existing Site – OP14
Respondents have objected to retention of site OP14 on the basis of potential impact on
roads (843, 980).
Existing Site – OP16
Respondents have objected to retention of site OP16 on the basis of potential flood risk
(843, 980).
Existing Site – BUS5, BUS6, BUS7, BUS8, BUS9 and BUS10
Respondents have objected to retention of site BUS5 and BUS6 on the basis of
potential impact on roads (843, 980).
A respondent has objected to retention of site BUS7 (843) given the proximity to
pipelines (980).
Support is expressed for retention of site BUS8 (980) but issues associated with impact
on the Thainstone roundabout and pedestrian access need to be adressed (843).
It was noted that BUS9 appears to be fully developed (843).
Respondent has objected to retention of BUS10 (980) on the basis that it is unsuitable
for more developments (BUS10).
Bid GR009, GR010 and GR138
A respondent has requested that bid GR009 be allocated in the Proposed LDP (88).
Another respondent has requested that bid GR138 (incorporating the site area of bids
GR009 and GR010) be allocated in the Proposed LDP (261). It was felt that GR138
had potential to meet a community aspiration in providing community growth space
(865).
Bid GR027, GR028 GR046
A respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid GR027
(865). Another respondent has requested that bid GR027 be allocated in the Proposed
LDP (383), for 100 homes, with the southern proportion of the site identified as a future
opportunity site for 260 homes (386). It was noted that part of GR027 is located within
the P15 site to enable the relocation for St Andrews Special School if required. Clarity
is required as to whether this is still a requirement. If not, the site could still be retained
for community uses (386).
SNH has noted that GR027 would extend development beyond and over the broad
summit of Backhill of Davah which forms the natural landscape setting to Inverurie to
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the west. Any development at this locale should be strictly contained to the eastern
extent of the site. SNH also noted that the Davah Hill core footpath extends through
the southern part of bid GR027. It was suggested that this should be retained and new
links provided (506).
A respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid GR028
(865), whereas another respondent has requested that bid GR028 be allocated in the
Proposed LDP for 100 homes as a logical extension to the settlement (383).
SNH has noted that a core path runs along the northern boundary of bid GR046 to
Dillys Hill Cairn; and should be retained and provide new linkages (506).
Bid GR037 and GR038
A respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid GR037
and GR038 (865). SNH has indicated that the core path should be retained, and new
linkages promoted (506). For bid GR037, SNH has recommended that a development
brief be required to protect/enhance woodland and integrate green infrastructure with
existing habitats and paths.
Bid GR057, GR058, GR059 and GR137
A respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bids
GR057, GR058 and GR059 (865). Another respondent has requested that bids
GR057, GR058 and GR059 be allocated in the Proposed LDP as a natural extension to
the settlement and a site identified as an “F” future site in the Aberdeenshire Local Plan
2006. It is considered that the site can provide excellent pedestrian and cycle
connections, enable a new secondary school as well as provide improvements to the
local road network. Landscape impacts could be mitigated (572).
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) has advised that the cumulative impacts of bids
GR057, GR058 and GR059 on the inventory battlefield should be considered. Whilst
the potential for archaeological remains may be low, this should be considered and
assessed. There is potential for impact on the understanding and appreciation of the
battlefield landscape and character (1009).
A respondent has noted that GR137 lies within the flood plain and requested that this be
given reserved status as a future extension to the Ury Riverside Park. The respondent
has suggested that there may be scope for a small-scale development within the central
part of the bid site on an enabling development basis to allow for footpaths and cycle
connectivity to be made between the riverside park and development sites at OP3 and
BUS1 (865). Another respondent has requested that the bid be allocated in the
Proposed LDP. It was argued by the respondent that the presence of prime
agricultural land is not a reason to disregard the site. Development would deliver an
extension to the Riverside Park. It was considered that infrastructure solutions could
be delivered without reliance on the A96 dualling project (260).
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Bid GR061, GR062 and GR114
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bids
GR061 (865), GR062 (865, 876) and GR114 (865).
A respondent has requested that sites GR061, GR062 and GR114 be allocated in the
Proposed LDP. It was considered that infrastructure solutions could be delivered
without reliance on the A96 dualling project and it was also noted that none of the
routes considered for the A96 would directly impact on the bid sites. It was suggested
that strategic landscaping could mitigate any landscape impact arising from
development. In relation to bids GR061 and GR062 it was argued that flood risk
should not be seen as a constraint to development and that the area at risk of flooding
could contribute towards meeting the open space requirement for the site. It was noted
that bid GR114 is bound by the exiting settlement boundary and acts as a natural
extension to the settlement. Pedestrian access could be provided via an existing
footpath (575).
SNH has advised that considerable earthworks may be required to accommodate bid
GR062 and that this could have landscape impacts. SNH has also indicated the
ancient woodland should be retained and extended to enhance connectivity and that
there should be links to the riverbank to allow for continuation of informal access.
Should GR061 or GR062 be allocated in the Proposed LDP, SNH has recommended
that a development brief be required to integrate new green infrastructure with existing
paths and protection and enhancement of woodland (506).
Bid GR084
A respondent has raised no objection to bid GR084 on the basis that the proposed use
is compatible with the town centre and would add to the housing mix (865). SEPA has
noted that bid GR084 is adjacent to activities which are regulated by SEPA under a
Waste Management License, Pollution Prevention and Control (PPC) Permit or
Controlled Activities (CAR) License. There may be co-location issues and
Environmental Health would need to advise on the compatibility of these sites with
existing adjacent regulated activities. SEPA has confirmed that an FRA would not be
required (805).
Bid GR089, GR090 and GR091
HES has advised that bids GR089, GR090 and GR091 have potential for significant
impacts on the Keith Hall Inventory Garden and Designed Landscape and that there is a
need to preserve the integrity of the designed landscape. The cumulative impacts of
bids GR050 and GR060 in Keithhall also needed to be considered (1009). SNH has
noted that the bids could significantly compromise and impact on the wider setting of
these important local resources, including mature policy woodland and the distinctive
mosaic of open to enclosed space (506). Another respondent has indicated any impact
could be mitigated through woodland planting (533).
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A respondent has requested that bid GR091 be allocated in the Proposed LDP with bid
GR089 identified as an extension to the riverside park. It is noted that the site was a
site identified as an “F” future site in the Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2006. The site is in
close proximity to the town centre. Development could resolve education constraints
associated with the town through development of a new primary school. The bid
proposer has indicated commitment to delivering 35% affordable homes. It was not
anticipated that the site would be affected by the A96 dualling. An updated Flood Risk
Assessment has identified the developable area and an updated Ecology Report and
Otter Survey identifies that development could take place without adverse impact on
ecology (533).
Bid GR117
Respondents, including HES have agreed with the Officers’ recommendation (“not
preferred”) for GR117 (865, 1009). SNH has indicated that should the site come
forward that a development brief would be required to mitigate for any tree loss and to
integrate green infrastructure proposals with existing woodland. Provision of active
travel routes through the site to settlement facilities and to the countryside would be
required (506).
A respondent has requested the bid GR117 be allocated in the Proposed LDP as an
extension to existing development. The bid area is mentioned in the Uryside
Development Framework and the Imagine Inverurie and Kintore Study which support
this area for development. It is considered that flood risk is minimal and could be
addressed through sustainable flood management and drainage infrastructure on the
site. Potential tree loss could be mitigated through robust and high-quality open space
and landscaping. Likewise, any impact on category A-listed Bourtie House could be
addressed through careful design and landscaping to reduce any visual impact (302).
Bid GR131
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR131 (843, 865, 980), whereas one respondent requested the site be allocated as an
extension to employment uses at Thainstone Business Park (401). It was noted that
development is unlikely to be affected by the A96 dualling project and the presence of
pipelines should not be seen as a constraint on development (401). SNH has identified
that any proposal on the site would require a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(506). This was accepted by the bid proposer (401). HES has highlighted that
development would have potential impacts on the setting of Bruce’s Camp, a Scheduled
Monument, including views to and from if tress are felled in this area (1009).
Bid GR139, GR140, GR141, GR142 and GR145
It was requested that one or a combination of bids GR139, GR140, GR141, GR142 and
GR145 be allocated in the Proposed LDP. It was noted that there are few constraints
associated with these sites and that none of the routes considered for the A96 would
directly impact on the bid sites (262, 263, 265, 598, 599, 865).
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SNH has indicated that a development brief would be required for sites GR141 and
GR145 to integrate and connect existing woodland and to promote active travel links to
schools and community facilities in the town centre (506). It was noted that bid GR145
crosses or is in close proximity to gas pipelines. The statutory safety clearances
between overhead lines, the ground, and build structures must not be infringed (17).

3. Actions
Spatial Strategy for Inverurie and Port Elphinstone
Inverurie and Port Elphinstone is situated within the Aberdeen to Huntly Strategic
Growth Area (SGA). The Spatial Strategy for this SGA is discussed under “Issue 6 The
Spatial Strategy”. As outlined in the MIR and the Issues and Action Paper for Issue 6,
it is maintained that in accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire SDP sufficient
housing land allocations have been identified across Aberdeenshire, and within this
SGA. Likewise, there is no need to allocate further strategic employment land in
Inverurie and Port Elphinstone in the Proposed LDP.
However, additional sites that promote relatively small-scale developments in relation to
the size of the settlement and existing opportunity sites could be taken forward to the
Proposed LDP to further augment the existing land supply. As such, we have identified
additional bid sites that could be considered to be an “Officers’ preference” and as such
could be allocated in the Proposed LDP, where they are located in the right place, are
without constraint and have been supported by respondents to the MIR. These sites
are identified below. It is not considered that identification of these additional preferred
sites drastically effects the Spatial Strategy for Inverurie and Port Elphinstone, or its
position within the SGA. Neither do these sites affect the anticipated delivery of other
allocations in the settlement. It is expected that these sites will add an element of
choice and address respondents concerns that there is a lack of preferred sites in
Inverurie.
We accept that several of the bids received associated with Inverurie and Port
Elphinstone could be delivered without affecting the proposed routes of the A96
dualling, that have emerged since publication for the MIR, however we continue to
believe that to account for continuing uncertainty associated with the project that a
precautionary approach is an appropriate course of action at this time. Significant
additional traffic is likely to make access into and out of the town more difficult at peak
times and it is very likely that developers would wait for the A96 dualling project to
resolve these matters for them. In order to support comments made regarding an
apparent “lack of proper planning” we think it advisable to take no action at this time to
enable us to fully assess and mitigate possible future traffic issues.
Concerns from SNH regarding consistency are noted. However, the presence of
ancient woodland was a factor considered for all bid sites received. A lack of reference
in the MIR does not necessarily mean that impact on ancient woodland was not
assessed.
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Vision/ Planning Objectives
Comments received in relation to the Vision and Planning Objectives are noted.
Review of the Vision statement to be included within the Proposed LDP is ongoing and
should account for comments received and wider recommendations made through the
Issues and Actions for Inverurie and Port Elphinstone.
Protected Land
We agree that the Uryside Riverside Park designation should be changed from being
reserved land to protected land.
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Text should also be added to reflect that an FRA would be required for existing sites
OP3 and OP9 should planning permission subject to these sites lapse.
Services and Infrastructure
Wording should be added to the Vision to recognise that Inveurie and Port Elphinstone
is defined as an Integrated Travel Town by the Local Transport Strategy and that an
active cycle route is being provided between Aberdeen and Inverurie.
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that there is available capacity to
treat predicted waste water. Wording should be amended to reflect the current
position.
Existing Sites
Sites OP4 and OP11 are subject to Planning Permission in Principle (APP/2013/0267)
granted in December 2018. It is therefore appropriate to retain these sites within the
Proposed LDP. We agree that the allocation summary should be updated to reflect the
current position.
Support for removing existing site OP12 from the Proposed LDP is welcomed. We
acknowledge that the site is referenced in the Inverurie South Development Framework
approved in February 2013, however no progress has been made in delivering this site
and Full Planning Permission (APP/2012/3648) subject to the site lapsed some time
ago. It is not considered that removal of the site would prejudice the delivery of other
allocated sites referenced in the Development Framework, nor the wider Spatial
Strategy for the settlement. There are sufficient employment land allocations
elsewhere within the settlement that provide opportunities for employment. It continues
to be our preferred option to remove site OP12 from the Proposed LDP.
Whilst objections to existing OP14 site are noted, the site forms part of the effective
housing supply. The site was allocated by the Reporter in examining the current LDP
2017. It is considered appropriate to retain the site in the Proposed LDP to allow
sufficient opportunity for the site to come forward. Should the site fail to come forward
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by the mid-term review of the LDP 2021, it may be appropriate at that time to remove it
from the LDP. In addition, based on a 25 house per hectare being applied to
undeveloped housing sites in the Aberdeen Housing Market Area it is considered that
the site is capable of accommodating 54 homes. The site allocation should be
amended accordingly to reflect this standard density.
Existing site OP16 forms part of a redevelopment opportunity associated with the former
paper mill. As a significant brownfield opportunity that is also subject to Planning
Permission in Principle (APP/2017/1398) it is considered appropriate to retain the site
within the Proposed LDP. The allocation summary already recognises the need for an
FRA to be undertaken.
BUS sites are safeguarded for businesses uses. As such it is considered appropriate
to retain these sites within the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR009, GR010 and GR138
No specific comments were received in relation to bid GR010. However, support for
bid GR138 which incorporates bids GR009 and GR010, and the comment received
specifically in relation to GR009 is noted. The MIR acknowledged that there were few
constraints associated with any of these bids. We feel that to allocate these sites
would be premature, and there would be a greater case for allocating GR009 or GR138
during a future review of the LDP. At this time we maintain these bid sites should not
be allocated in the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR027, GR028 and GR046
For reasons set out in the MIR, and having given consideration to comments received
from SNH, we maintain that bids GR027 and GR046 should not be allocated in the
Proposed LDP.
It is noted that part of bid GR027 lies on land protected to enable the relocation of St
Andrews Special School, if required (P15). The Draft Proposed LDP indicates that this
site should be removed from the settlement as this site is no longer required for that
use. The settlement boundary should be amended accordingly.
For bid GR028, whilst the MIR acknowledges that there are few constraints associated
with the site, based on a 25 per hectare calculation, the site could accommodate 158
homes. We consider that there is not a strategic need to allocate a bid site of this scale
in the Proposed LDP. Additionally, with the removal of P15, the site is considered that
the bid area is not well related to the existing urban form and would represent a
significant additional incursion of development into the countryside.
Bid GR037 and GR038
No support was expressed for allocating these bid sites in the Proposed LDP. As per
the Officers’ recommendation neither of these bid sites should be allocated in the
Proposed LDP.
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Bid GR057, GR058, GR059 GR061, GR062, GR114 and GR137
For reasons set out in the MIR, and having given consideration to comments received
from HES (bids GR057, GR058, GR059 and GR137) and SNH (GR061, GR062 and
GR114), we maintain that none of these bids should be allocated in the Proposed LDP.
We consider that there is not a strategic need to allocate further development
opportunities at the scale that could be accommodated by these bids at this time.
Bid GR084
No objection to identifying bid GR084 as an Officers’ preference was received to in
response to the MIR. As such it is considered appropriate to allocate the bid as an
opportunity site in the Proposed LDP. Comments received from SEPA are noted and
should be reflected in the allocation summary for the site. In allocating this bid, it is
considered appropriate to revise the existing OP2 allocation to reflect the current
position with regard to completed development and remaining opportunities.
Bid GR089, GR090, GR091 and GR117
For reasons set out in the MIR, and having given consideration to comments received
from HES and SNH, we maintain that none of these bids should be allocated in the
Proposed LDP. We consider that there is not a strategic need to allocate further
development opportunities at the scale that could be accommodated by these bids
(based on 25 homes per hectare), at this time.
Bid GR131
Support for the Officers’ recommendation is welcomed. For reasons set out in the MIR,
and having given consideration to comments received we maintain that bid GR131
should not be allocated in the Proposed LDP. Sufficient employment land is available
through existing sites to meet the requirements of the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan. It is considered that there is not a particular need for additional
employment land within Inverurie and Port Elphinstone and existing sites are available
without constraint. In light of this it is not proposed to allocate any additional
employment land in Inverurie and Port Elphinstone at this time.
Bid GR139, GR140, GR141, GR142 and GR145
Support expressed for bids GR139, GR140, GR141, GR142 and GR145 is noted.
Several of these sites were subject to support from the Community Council. The MIR
acknowledged that there were few constraints associated with any of these bids and
indeed, GR139 forms part of an existing opportunity site. We consider that bids GR139
and GR140 should be allocated as a single opportunity site for 130 homes, and bid
GR142 should be allocated for 50 homes and 2 hectares of employment land. In
allocating bids GR139 and GR140 it is expected that a landscape buffer would be
provided along the western boundary. This should be stated in the allocation
summary. We are aware that there are areas of woodland and mature trees within the
GR142 bid area, particularly at the north-western side of the site. As such trees along
the boundary of the site and to the north-west of the site should be given protected land
status to protect the landscape buffer and contribute towards amenity. It should be
stated within the allocation summary that woodland, and in particular any mature trees
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within the developable area should be retained as far as possible and incorporated
positively into the development, forming part of the open space requirements from the
site. Given the relative scale of development associated with bids GR141 and GR145
for which there is not a strategic need for at this time, it is considered appropriate not to
allocate these sites in the Proposed LDP.
Draft Proposed Local Development Pan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.
To ensure consistency with the Housing Land Audit it is considered appropriate to
identify in the Proposed LDP windfall sites where delivery is projected during the Plan
period. This includes development of the Former Hatchery for 64 homes.

4. Recommendations
1. Review the Vision statement to account for comments received to the MIR and to
reflect further engagement undertaken with the Inverurie Community Council.
2. Add text to the Vision to recognise that Inveurie and Port Elphinstone is defined
as an Integrated Travel Town by the Local Transport Strategy and that an active
cycle route has been provided between Aberdeen and Inverurie.
3. Remove area of protected land known as P15 as this land no longer required and
amend settlement boundary accordingly.
4. Remove area of reserved land known as R1 as use has been delivered.
5. Amend reserved land status of the Uryside Riverside Park (R2) to protected land.
6. Add the following text to Settlement Statement “Parts of Inverurie and Port
Elphinstone are in an area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the
National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
7. Add text to require an FRA for existing sites OP3 and OP9 should planning
permission subject to these sites lapse.
8. Amended text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current
position with regard to waste water drainage.
9. Remove site OP5 as now built out.
10. Remove site OP12 from the LDP on the basis of non-delivery and amend the
settlement boundary accordingly.
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11. Increase the capacity of site OP14 to 54 homes.
12. Rationalise existing opportunity sites to reflect the current position (e.g. align site
allocations and boundaries with relevant planning permissions) and consolidate
sites where appropriate.
13. Allocate the Former Hatchery as an opportunity site for 64 homes
14. Allocate bid GR084 as an opportunity site for 50 homes (supported
accommodation). The allocation summary should highlight that the site lies
adjacent to activities that are regulated by SEPA under a Waste Management
License, Pollution Prevention and Control (PPC) Permit or Controlled Activities
(CAR) License and there may be co-location issues that may need to be taken
into account. Early discussions should take place with Environmental Health to
ensure compatibility.
15. Allocate bids GR139 and GR140 as a single opportunity site for 130 homes.
Requirement for a landscape buffer along the western boundary should be stated
in the allocation summary.
16. Allocate bid GR142 as an opportunity site for 50 homes and 2 hectares of
employment land. The allocation summary for the site should include a
statement emphasising that woodland, and in particular any mature trees within
the developable area should be retained as far as possible and incorporated
positively into the development, forming part of the open space requirements
from the site.
17. Trees along the boundary of bid GR142 should be identified as protected land.
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Issue 105 Keithhall
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
213
259
506
576
805
865
876
1009

Respondents
Mr & Mrs Innes & Sarah Simpson
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Bancon Developments
Scottish Natural Heritage
Bancon Homes Ltd
SEPA
Inverurie Community Council
Woodland Trust Scotland
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
Vision
Keithhall is a suitable location for low density housing development, particularly where it
can deliver a community need. The opportunity to support or secure the future of the
primary school is not in itself a good enough reason to support development in
unsustainable locations (865). Another respondent has suggested that Keithhall is an
appropriate option for delivering the housing requirement for Inverurie, and the Strategic
Growth Area as a whole (576).
The reference to Capability Brown should be removed from the Vision as this is factually
incorrect (865).
One respondent is concerned about the lack of delivery of the existing development
opportunity (OP1) (213).
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text "Parts of Keithhall are in an area potentially
vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood
Risk Assessments may be required" should be added to the Settlement Statement
(805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan uses former text
“Capital Maintenance project has been triggered to deliver growth”. The progress of
the growth project should be verified with Scottish Water. It should be ensured that the
proposed population growth is within the design criteria for the sewage treatment works
(805).
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Bid GR050
Two respondents, including Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) have objected to bid
GR050 on the basis of potential impact on ancient woodland (506, 876), whereas
another has suggested that any loss of trees on ancient woodland could be addressed
through compensatory planting (259).
SNH and SEPA have highlighted that bid GR050 is within the Keith Hall Inventory
Designed Landscape (506,1009) with SEPA emphasising the need to preserve integrity
of the designed landscape and consider cumulative impacts including bid sites in
Inverurie, namely GR089, GR090 and GR091 (1009). SNH has agreed with
recommendations in the Main Issues Report that bid GR049, GR128 and GR129 are
more suitable alternatives for development (506). Another respondent has commented
that the bid is on the periphery of the designed landscape (259).
One respondent has requested that GR050 be allocated in the Proposed Local
Development Plan on the basis that the site relates well to the settlement and is on the
same side of the road as the primary school (259). A respondent agreed with this
suggesting that a low density development would integrate into the settlement, and
more closely align with the Vision for the settlement, than larger scale bid proposals
(865).
SEPA has confirmed that no Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) is required (805).
Bid GR060
Two respondents, including SNH have objected to bid GR060 on the basis of potential
impact on ancient woodland (506, 876). SNH and SEPA have highlighted that bid
GR050 is within the Keith Hall Inventory Designed Landscape (506,1009) with SEPA
emphasising the need to preserve integrity of the designed landscape and consider
cumulative impacts including with bid sites in Inverurie, namely GR089, GR090 and
GR091 (1009). SNH has agreed with recommendations in the Main Issues Report that
bid GR049, GR128 and GR129 are more suitable alternatives for development (506).
One respondent has requested that GR060 be allocated in the Proposed Local
Development Plan. The respondent also believed that the site should have been
considered in the context of Inverurie and Port Elphinstone rather than Keithhall. The
respondent has considered that it is inappropriate for the Local Development Plan not to
identity land for development until a preferred route for the A96 dualling is selected. It
is highlighted that none of the proposed routes would directly impact on the bid and this
should not be seen as a constraint on development (576).
Bid GR128 and GR129
Respondents have raised concern regarding the proposed density of bids GR128 and
GR129 suggesting the proposed density would not be in keeping with adjacent
properties (259, 865). One respondent questioned whether open space and
infrastructure could be accommodated within the density proposed (259). One
respondent has suggested that 15 homes would be more appropriate (865).
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SEPA has indicated that an FRA may be required for bid GR129 and GR128. SEPA
suggest that a buffer strip would be required adjacent to the watercourse on the
southern boundary which should be integrated positively into the development. Remeandering would not be appropriate (805).

3. Actions
Vision
Comments in relation to the settlement Vision are noted. It is intended that housing
development in Keithhall will provide an element of choice in the Aberdeen Housing
Market Area in proximity to Inverurie and support other facilities in addition to the
primary school. Keithhall is not within a Strategic Growth Area and as such
development is intended to meet local needs. It is not considered that the Vision
statement needs to be amended in this regard.
Confirmation has been received from the Council’s Environment Team in respect of the
history of the designed landscape. As such the reference to Capability Brown should
be removed from the Vision statement.
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development
Plan.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that there is no capacity at Anvil
Terrace septic tank and a Growth Project would be required. Text should be amended
under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current position with regard to
waste water drainage.
Bid GR049
No comments were received in relation to bid GR049. This bid was identified as a
reserved option in the MIR as a possible future opportunity site (FOP). On the basis
that the LDP 2021 is no longer expected to show FOPs on the Settlement Statement
maps, there is no need to reserve this site for future development.
Bid GR050 and GR060
Whilst the comments in support of bids GR050 and GR060 are acknowledged, it is
maintained that constraints associated with the location of these bids within the
designed landscape and loss of ancient woodland do not override any benefits
associated with development of these sites. In addition, it is considered that there are
currently sufficient existing development allocations within the Aberdeen Housing
Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective to meet the Strategic
Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a strategic need to allocate
further development opportunities, in addition to those identified in Keithhall at this time.
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Bid GR128 and GR129
Concern regarding the proposed density of bid GR128 and GR129 is noted. Site
densities are consistent with the conclusions of Issue 8 Shaping Homes and Housing.
In order to address concerns regarding the scale of development that could take place
in Keithhall during the Plan period, bid GR128 should not be taken forward to the
Proposed Local Development Plan. The existing OP1 (bid GR129) should be retained
for an increased capacity of 36 homes (based on 25 homes per hectare). The
settlement allocation for OP1 (bid GR129) should state that the layout of the site should
allow for longer term expansion of the settlement to the west in a future Plan period.
Text should be added reflecting SEPA’s comments regarding the likelihood for an FRA
to be required and the need for a buffer strip to be included.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. With the exception of identification of a possible future
opportunity site (bid GR049), these are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Remove from the Vision the text, “whilst the grounds of Keithhall Estate were
landscaped by Capability Brown in the 18th Century”.
2. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement “Parts of Keithhall are in an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
3. Amend text under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to state that the septic
tank is at capacity and that a growth project will be initiated once development
meets Scottish Water’s criteria.
4. Retain existing OP1 allocation with increased site capacity of 36 homes. Text
should be added to the allocation summary to state that the layout of the site
should allow for longer term expansion of the settlement to the east of the
allocation in a future Plan period. An FRA may be required and a buffer strip will
be required adjacent to the watercourse on the southern boundary.
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Issue 106 Kemnay
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
7
40
68
284
299
437
506
509
551
556
630
658
672
690
797
805
810
873
1017

Respondents
Mr David Noakes
Kemnay Community Council
Suller & Clark Planning on behalf of Malcolm Allan Housebuilders Ltd
Kemnay Community Council
Mr Terry Reeve
Mr David Evans
Scottish Natural Heritage
Greener Kemnay
NHS Grampian
Ms Anne Reid
Mr Peter Gedge
Ms Irene Ferguson
Ms Caroline Susan Wainman
Ms Irene Ferguson
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
SEPA
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Ms Lorna Forsyth
Mr & Mrs Louise & James Tough
Pilot Youth Engagement Project – Kemnay Academy

2. Issues
Vision
It was highlighted that Kemnay has a small, congested centre with limited shops, local
amenities, and employment opportunities, and that given the recent flooding, there
should be no large scale housing development allocated in the next Local Development
Plan (LDP) (437, 690). Another respondent however, argued that Kemnay was well
served in terms of services and facilities (797).
It was suggested that any expansion to the village should focus on providing an
environment and facilities that ensures the safety of people and property and to
enhance the quality of life of residents (658, 690). Respondents indicated that there
was a need for bungalows in the settlement (7, 658, 690).
Respondents have requested that the Vision reflect a community aspiration for a new
Scout/Guide hut in the Kemnay area (284, 658). A number of respondents have noted
that there is a shortage of garden and allotment space in the settlement (509, 658).
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Electric charging points should be made available (658, 672). Road safety is an issue
on Station Road and the primary school on Victoria Terrace (658, 690).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has expressed support towards the aspiration
highlighted in the Main Issues Report for the provision of safe active travel routes to
Inverurie, Kintore and surrounding settlements (506).
Flood Risk
A number of respondents raised considerable concern regarding flood risk associated
with the settlement (40, 299, 437, 556, 658, 690).
The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) has requested that the text, "Parts
of Kemnay are in an area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National
Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required" should be added
to the Settlement Statement (805).
SEPA has requested that the status of the waste water infrastructure be confirmed with
Scottish Water, and the Proposed LDP text altered accordingly (805).
Settlement Features
Respondents requested that site P1 be retained (40, 672, 873).
believed site P1 should be extended to the north to the road.

Kemnay Academy

Kemnay Academy suggested that site P2 should be protected and extended to include
the cairn and path network to the north east of the current protected area.
Kemnay Academy noted that Kemnay Granite needs to be protected therefore the area
of Kemnay Quarries should be protected.
Kemnay Academy suggested that the area north of McCombie Crescent should be
protected with the facilities improved.
A respondent has requested that site R1 should be safeguarded for a possible Flood
Risk Management Scheme/Conservation Area (658). Kemnay Academy suggested
that site R1 would be good for 3G pitches for the local community as well as for the
local football club.
Existing Site – OP1
Several positive comments were received from Kemnay Academy in relation to this site
including that it is a good location for housing. The site is close to services and open
space including a play park. It was commented that the site would allow new houses
in Kemnay which would bring more people into the area to support local businesses.
Comments were also received in terms of the fact that the housing should make best
use of the whole site. It was noted that the houses that are on the site are too tightly
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packed and have increased the noise within the area.
distance of travelling to school (Kemnay Academy).

Concerns were raised with the

Existing Site – OP2
A respondent has requested that this site be retained as an effective site and noted that
a planning application is pending, with two permissions already in place. It was argued
that physical constraints can be overcome and the site acts as a logical infill site that
could offer good connectivity to the settlement (68).
It has been noted that OP2 was allocated in 2012 and has not yet come forward for
development (797). Concern was raised regarding flood risk (672). Other
respondents have requested that OP2, along with R1 should be designated as
Protected Land to protect the wildlife and habitat and mitigate flood risk (658, 690).
Kemnay Academy noted that this site would allow new housing to be built in the town,
and could potentially allow people to move from other areas. Another positive noted
was that it is close to facilities including primary schools, all weather pitch and health
centre (if built). The site is also in close proximity to the golf course and woodlands
which was noted as a positive for the site.
There were also a number of concerns raised with regard to the site, notably the site
being located too far from the school, site being at risk from flooding and that it was
located too far out of Kemnay for new housing. A comment was also received noting
whether there was demand for the site (Kemnay Academy).
Existing Sites – BUS1, BUS2 and BUS3
Respondent has requested that existing BUS sites are retained (658, 690), whereas
another respondent noted that there is low demand for employment land in Kemnay and
BUS2 should be reallocated to residential uses (810).
Kemnay Academy supported retention of BUS sites.
Bid GR036
A number of respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation
(“not preferred”) for bid GR036 (437, 506, 658, 690, Kemnay Academy). SNH has
noted that the bid is located outwith the settlement boundary and is separated by an
extensive area of woodland and the river. There are landscape issues as it sits within
the Fetternear Estate designed landscape (non-designated). SNH has advised that
there are other preferred sites which provide more suitable options for development
(506). In addition comment was made by SNH that bid GR147 was “physically and
visually divorced from the main settlement by the River Don and policy woodlands to
Fetternear House, which are an important part of the western setting to Kemnay”. We
believe that these comments relate to this bid site and were made in error against bid
GR147 (506).
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Bid GR083
A number of respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation
(“preferred”) for bid GR083 (40, 551, 658, 690, Kemnay Academy). It was however
noted that compensatory planting would be required (658, 690), the site may be
contaminated (658) and the pavements accessing the site are narrow (672, 873). It
was suggested that bid GR083 be linked to bid GR147 and the existing nursing home
(672, 873).
Bid GR134, GR135 and GR136
A number of respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation
(“not preferred”) for bids GR134, GR135 and GR136. Reasons to disregard the site
included the impact of increased traffic in the settlement, school capacity and drainage,
landscape impact, topography, flood risk and the lack of coalescence with other
residential areas. It was suggested that GR134 should be retained as a BUS site (7,
299, 437). Kemnay Academy suggested that these sites were situated too far away
from schools.
Other respondents have requested that bids GR134 and GR135 be allocated in the
Proposed LDP. It was considered that development would meet housing demand and
that constraints could be overcome (797, 810).
Bid GR147
One respondent expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“preferred”) for
bids GR147 (437), whereas others have objected to the site (40, 556, 658, 690, 1017,
Kemnay Academy). It was requested that the community garden be retained and that
compensatory planting would be required should the site be developed (437, 509, 556.
630, 658, 873, 1017). Other respondents raised concern regarding the delivery of the
site and potential for tree loss (810, 797). It was noted that access to Kemnay Primary
involves walking on narrow pavements (672). One respondent believed the site should
be reserved for a recycling centre (690) and/ or community uses (556, 810, 873).
New Sites
Comments were received from Kemnay Academy noting three areas which were
thought to be suitable for additional housing within the settlement including land to the
south of OP1, land to the south of GR083 and land to the west of South Lodge.

3. Actions
Vision
Kemnay has a defined town centre in the LDP but is not subject to a Town Centre
Health Check, nor is it subject to the Town Centre First Principle adopted by the
Council. Development in Kemnay would however be expected to comply with policies
in the LDP related to town centre developments. Based on observation it is considered
that due to its size, Kemnay is relatively well served in terms of town centre uses and
services available more widely within the settlement. It would be appropriate to add
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further text to the Vision to reflect the need to preserve and where possible enhance the
town centre, particularly supporting opportunities for retail uses.
It is considered that sites identified in the LDP would contribute towards the sense of
place felt in Kemnay through support for the town centre and employment opportunities
identified. Areas of open space will also be reviewed to ensure it is preserved going
forward as Protected Land. A desire for development of bungalows within the town
should also be included as a community aspiration within the Vision statement.
It is considered appropriate to include within the Vision a statement to reflect the
community aspiration for a Scout/Guide Hut to be provided within the settlement. At
this time, no site has yet been confirmed for this use, and as such it is not possible to
reserve land within the Proposed LDP. A similar position should be adopted with
regard to allotments, in that this is a community aspiration, but no site has come forward
for this use. There are policies within the Proposed LDP that will address electric
charging points. Road safety is a concern widely for the Council. However, it is not
considered that the sites identified for inclusion within the Proposed LDP will resolve
issues associated with Station Road and Victoria Terrace. Support expressed by SNH
in respect to active travel is welcomed.
Flood Risk
Concern raised by respondents in respect to flood risk are noted. The request made
by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement is considered
appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP. Information received from
Scottish Water does not suggest that that position with regard to waste water drainage
has changed since preparation of the current LDP. As such, it is considered
appropriate to retain the existing wording.
Settlement Features
To ensure consistency with other Settlement Statements it is considered appropriate to
extend site P1 to include the extent of the secondary school to protect recreation
ground.
The request by Kemnay Academy to extend the boundary of the P2 site to include the
cairn and path network to the north east of the current protection area is seen as a
reasonable request. Therefore, this change should be included within the Proposed
LDP.
It is not an action at this time to locate any new facilities within site P3, however, should
a new location be sought for facilities mentioned above this would be a location that was
assessed along with the other protected areas within the LDP.
We agree that Kemnay Quarries is an important asset within Kemnay, however it is not
deemed that including the site within the LDP as a protected site is the most appropriate
action to take. As mentioned above, the area outwith the settlement boundary is
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classified as countryside which provides some protection for the site to continue to
operate.
With regards to the open space north of McCombie Crescent it would seem appropriate
to protect this area as an amenity for the village as there is already an established play
area for children along an open area of grass.
It is proposed that R1 (sports pitches) is removed from the LDP. As such land subject
to this designation will be considered part of the countryside. Additionally, we are not
aware of any Flood Prevention Scheme for Kemnay that requires land to be reserved.
Existing Site – OP2
The MIR proposed to remove site OP2 on the basis of non-delivery. A planning
application seeking full planning permission for 20 homes has since been received by
the Planning Service (APP/2019/0490). This application is currently pending decision.
As the site forms part of the effective housing land supply, and it is expected that
physical constraints associated with the site can be overcome it is considered
appropriate to retain the site in the Proposed LDP.
Existing Sites – BUS1, BUS2 and BUS3
Existing BUS sites form part of the established employment land supply and promotion
of these sites is supported by the local community. Ensuring there is sufficient
opportunities for employment in Kemnay is
important and the existing sites are
considered to be the most appropriate locations in which to promote business uses to
come forward.
Bid GR036, GR083, GR134, GR135 and GR136
Support for Officers’ assessment of bids Bid GR036, GR083, GR134, GR135 and
GR136 is noted. Issues raised by respondents in respect to GR083 would be
addressed at the planning application stage.
Comments made in support of bids GR134 and GR135 are also acknowledged.
However reasons outlined in the MIR to discount the proposed development of these
sites is maintained. We continue to be of the opinion that these sites should not be
allocated in the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR147
Comments made both in support, and opposing bid GR147 are noted. It is considered
appropriate, given the relationship of the Community Garden to the settlement, to
protect this asset in the Proposed LDP. We also propose to reserve the area of
woodland to the rear of the community garden to allow for further expansion of the
community garden. It would be expected that as many trees as possible would be
retained and the woodland enhanced as an asset for the community providing
recreation opportunities. Given that redevelopment of the depot site could come
forward as a brownfield proposal at this time it is considered appropriate to allocate the
site as an opportunity site in the Proposed LDP. We are now of the belief that
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brownfield element of the bid site should be identified for employment uses, targeted at
small-scale and start-up businesses, rather than promoting the site for housing.
Additionally, it is noted that the bid is situated immediately adjacent to the drive towards
the A-listed Kemnay House which is part of the landscape around the house visible on
the Roy Military Maps of 1747 – 55, forming an important part of its setting. This would
need to be a consideration for any future application and should be highlighted in the
allocation summary.
New Sites
A number of additional sites were proposed through the exercises undertaken with
pupils from Kemnay Academy. It should however, be noted that the sites put forward
through the Pilot Youth Engagement Project have not been subject to comment by the
wider community nor have they been subject to any bid. It is therefore not proposed to
include any of the additional development sites proposed by Kemnay Academy.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Add text to the Vision to reflect the need to preserve and where possible
enhance the town centre, particularly supporting opportunities for retail uses and
that BUS sites should promote the start-up of small and medium sized
enterprises. The Vision should also be amended to reflect a desire for
development of bungalows, allotments, cycle routes and aspiration for a Scout/
Guide Hut to be developed. Text should also be added to recognise flood risk
as a particular concern for the local community. Some of these issues have
already been identified in the settlement vision from the Draft Proposed LDP.
2. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement “Parts of Kemnay are in an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
3. Remove R1 as this site is no longer required.
4. Extend the P2 site the north east to include the cairn and path network at the
Place of Origin.
5. Designate the Kemnay Community Garden as protected land.
6. Introduce a new protected site into the Proposed LDP for the area north of
McCombie Crescent as an amenity for the town.
7. Remove OP1 as now built out.
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8. Retain site OP2 for 20 homes.
9. Reserve part of bid GR147 for future expansion of the community garden.
10. Identify the extent of the brownfield element of bid GR147 for as a BUS
(Safeguarded for Business Uses) site.

PDF Page 58

Item: 4
Page: 397

Issue 107 Kingseat
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
506
805

Respondents
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Kingseat. Kingseat is however connected
to the Newmachar network which is at capacity and requires a growth project. The
Proposed LDP will need to highlight there are waste water capacity issues and a
technical solution is still being sought. The growth project cannot be confirmed until a
technical solution is found, and SEPA has indicated that they cannot advise on the
timescales for this at present. This may limit development in the Plan period (805).
Bid GR011 and GR012
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has recommended that a development brief would be
required to safeguard and integrate new and existing green infrastructure (506).
Bid GR034
SNH has noted that the southern boundary of the site overlaps slightly with an area of
woodland and carbon rich soils. It was recommended that a development brief would
be required to safeguard and integrate new and existing green infrastructure (506).

3. Actions
Comments received from SEPA are noted. Text to reflect SEPA’s comments should
be included under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current position
with regard to waste water drainage.
The requirement for a development brief to be provided for bids GR011, GR012 and
GR034 is noted. These bids are not preferred for development as per the Officers’
recommendation in the Main Issues Report. In such circumstance that any of these
bids did come forward a development brief should be a requirement in delivering the
site.
The development priority for Kingseat is to redevelop the remaining derelict buildings of
the former Kingseat Hospital. To ensure consistency with the Housing Land Audit it is
considered appropriate to identify in the Proposed LDP windfall sites where delivery is
projected during the Plan period.
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It is considered that there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within
the Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective
to meet the SDP requirements. On this basis, there is not a strategic need to allocate
further development opportunities in Kingseat at this time.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.
No comments were received in respect of recommendations made by Officers in the
Main Issues Report to extend the settlement boundary, reinstate a BUS (safeguarded
for business uses) designation over the remaining part of Kingseat Business Park and
to protect areas of open space within the village. As such, these changes are
considered to be acceptable.

4. Recommendations
1. Add text the Vision to state that opportunities for redeveloping the former
Kingseat Hospital buildings should be promoted.
2. Introduce a BUS (Safeguarded for Business Uses) designation on the Kingseat
Business Park.
3. Add text under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current
position with regard to waste water drainage.
4. Allocate the remaining undeveloped parts of the former Kingseat Hospital as an
opportunity site for housing.
5. Introduce a protected land designation to land south of King Malcolm Drive to
protect the play park.
6. Extend the settlement boundary to the north to include Kingseat Farm, Kingseat
Farm Cottages, Wood Cottages and warehouses.
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Issue 108 Kinmuck
1. List of Respondents
Number
347
506
580
805
865

Respondents
Ms Lorraine Hawkins
Scottish Natural Heritage
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr John McIntosh
SEPA
Inverurie Community Council

2. Issues
Vision
The Vision should not solely reference Keithhall Primary School but refer also to the
village hall in Keithhall and other community facilities available nearby in Inverurie (865).
One respondent indicated that there is no need to allocate housing land in Kinmuck at
this time, and that any future housing should be allocated to the north of the settlement,
to the west of existing OP1 allocation (865).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has suggested that the Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) should highlight
that there is no public waste water infrastructure available in Kinmuck (805).
Bid GR045
One respondent has suggested that bid GR045 would not contribute towards
sustainable development (865). Scottish Natural Heritage has highlighted that the bid
overlaps with a tree belt identified on the Scottish Semi-Natural Woodland Survey and
that this woodland should be protected (506).
Bid GR047
One respondent has suggested that bid GR047 is not located in an appropriate nor
sustainable location (865).
Bid GR118
Two respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation for bid GR118 (“not
preferred”) (347, 865), whereas another believed that the bid should be allocated in the
Proposed LDP (580). It is suggested that the bid does not provide any benefits for
Kinmuck and that the proposal would severely damage the aspect and amenity of
Friends Cottage, a category B-listed building (347). Another respondent suggests that
the impact could be addressed through careful design, landscaping and provision of
open space to provide visual separation (580). Trees bordering the bid area are
subject to a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) (347).
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In supporting the site, a respondent believed that the bid provided an opportunity to
deliver proportionate expansion of the settlement. It was noted that the Main Issues
Report suggested that the site was capable of accommodating 30 homes, however it is
unlikely this density would be achieved. It was suggested that 15 homes could be
delivered. The respondent suggested that a private drainage solution would be viable
and that the presence of pipelines should not be seen as a constraint on development
as potential safety impacts could be addressed (580).

3. Actions
Vision
The request for acknowledgement of community facilities in Keithhall beyond the
primary school, and those in Inverurie is considered acceptable and appropriate
wording should be added to the Vision statement to capture this fact.
No bid was received to the north of the settlement, to the west of OP1.
Services and Infrastructure
The existing LDP notes that there is no public sewerage provision within the settlement.
It is not considered that any change is required.
Bid GR045 and GR047
Neither bid GR045 nor bid GR047 is identified as a preferred option in the Main Issues
Report as Kinmmuck lacks any services capable of supporting such a scale of
development. Comments rejecting these sites are noted. In such circumstance that
the bid did come forward the developable area should be reduced to exclude the tree
belt.
Bid GR118
Historic Environment Scotland has not provided comment on the bid in response to the
Main Issues Report, but this does not indicate support for the proposal. For clarity, it is
noted that the TPO was revoked in October 2018. Whilst comments from the
respondent in support of bid GR094 are acknowledged on reflection arguments against
allocating this bid outweigh those in favour. As noted above it is maintained that it
would be inappropriate to promote further housing development in Kinmuck during the
Plan period. In addition, it is considered that there are currently sufficient existing
development allocations within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are effective or
capable of becoming effective to meet the Strategic Development Plan requirements.
On this basis, there is not a strategic need to allocate further development opportunities
in Kinmuck.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.
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4. Recommendations
1. Modify the Vision within the Settlement Statement to reflect the aspirations as
expressed in early consultation by local stakeholders, including the Community
Council.
2. Add text under Strategic drainage and water supply to state that no public waste
water infrastructure is available in Kinmuck.
3. Remove site OP1 as now built out. Open space associated with this site should
be identified as protected land in the Proposed LDP.
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Issue 109 Kintore
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
240
250
419
428
477
506
550
805
843
980
1009

Respondents
Lippe Architects + Planners
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Mr M McDonald
Ryden LLP on behalf of The Kintore Consortium
Mr John Brownie
John Wink Design on behalf of Mr Kenneth Marshall
Scottish Natural Heritage
Norr on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
SEPA
Kintore and District Community Council
Mr Paul Davison
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
Spatial Strategy for Kintore
One respondent has indicated that the rate of delivery in Kintore is unrealistic (550).
It was felt that investment in services and infrastructure provision has not kept pace with
the rate of development experienced in Kintore. Facilities would require to be improved
before any more housing development could take place (843, 980).
Clarification was sought in respect to the meaning of “reserved” status in the MIR (843,
980).
Vision/ Planning Objectives/ Protected Land
Respondents fully supported the planning objective to preserve and enhance existing
open spaces including Tuach Hill, and provide new formal open spaces (843, 980).
However, another requested that the text, “Encroachment on Tuach Hill from
development and infrastructure is of concern to the local community and should be
avoided at all costs to preserve this amenity” should be removed from the Vision (419).
A respondent supported the continued presence of protected areas P1 and P6 in the
LDP but would welcome reassurance on what measures the Council have to protect
these areas from potential developments (843).
It was requested that the surviving sections of the Aberdeenshire Canal, between the
Inverurie Bridge and the sluice on the River Don, and land within three metres of the
canal bank should be designated as a protected area (843, 980). The land containing
the visible stretches of canal bed and wall, between Rosebank Gardens, past Brae
Farm and onto Dalwearie, should be also be designated as a protected area (843).
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Settlement Boundary
A respondent sought amendment to the settlement boundary to include Hillhead
Caravan Storage. It was considered that this area formed part of the settlement
boundary and would be a sensible addition being more appropriate in an urban setting
rather than in the open countryside (240).
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text, "Parts of Kintore are in an area potentially vulnerable
to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk
Assessments may be required" should be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has indicated that the Draft Proposed LDP uses former text “Capital Maintenance
project has been triggered to deliver growth”. They note that a growth project is
currently under construction at Inverurie and request that confirmation is received from
Scottish Water that this will have capacity for all sites proposed in the LDP, not just
Inverurie itself. Otherwise future long term capacity issues would need to be
highlighted in the Plan (805).
Existing Site – OP1 / Bid GR078
It was noted that the plans to date show that the neighbourhood centre and open space
associated with the development are on land identified as protected land. This is
unacceptable, and inconsistent with Council policies. No parts of the OP1
development should involve protected land. A large housing estate on the Midmill site
is remote for Kintore town centre and needs to be self-contained with regard to
supporting facilities (843).
A respondent has expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation for parts a (“preferred”), b - (“reserved”) and c - (“not preferred” but protected as open space) of bid
GR078 (419), whereas another has objected to the full extent of the site (980). It was
considered that the bid represents an overdevelopment of land that could not be
justified. There was also concern that the site is detached from the town centre and
services could not sustain the level of development proposed (843). It was suggested
that the south east corner of GR078c be protected for future strategic landscaping
proposals (419). Historic Environment Scotland (HES) welcomed the Officers’
recommendation for part GR078c (1009).
HES has noted that bid GR078 includes four Scheduled Monuments – Midmill
(SM3958), Tuach Hill (SM50), Aberdeenshire Canal (SM7674 and SM7675). HES
raised concern regarding the potential impact on these monuments and on their settings
and noted that any direct impact on these would unlikely get Scheduled Monument
Consent. It was considered that direct impacts could be avoided by redrawing the
allocation boundary. Specific areas of concern for HES were concerns that GR078a
could impact on a Scheduled Monument (Midmill) that would be exacerbated as it is
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already surrounded by development; and GR078c in that the area includes Tuach Hill
and parts of the former Aberdeenshire Canal (1009).
SNH has recommended a development brief be required to safeguard existing
woodland and core paths and integrate new green infrastructure proposals. SNH also
state that Tuach Hill should be maintained as open space for informal recreation,
something that is supported by other respondents including HES (506, 1009).
SEPA has indicated that should the extant permission lapse any new development may
require an updated FRA to be submitted. They requested that any new Masterplan
should highlight buffer strips will be required adjacent to the Tuach Burn and the small
watercourses through the site and should be integrated positively into the development.
The buffer strips will need to allow sufficient space for restoration of the straightened
watercourses. Enhancement of these through re-naturalisation and removal of any
redundant features will be required to be investigated (805).
Existing Sites – OP2, OP3 and OP4
SEPA has indicated that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required for sites
OP2, OP3 and OP4. SEPA also state that a buffer strip would be required adjacent to
the watercourse on the northern boundary which should be integrated positively into the
development (805).
It was noted that no details of the proposed town park facilities have been confirmed.
The respondent would not support development of 207 houses without these details
being made available, and the benefits to the community (843, 980).
Existing Site – OP5
Support for the retention of existing site OP5 was expressed. However, the statement
about a retail supermarket was considered to be confusing and the position regarding a
supermarket and petrol station on this site should be clarified (843, 980).
Existing Sites – BUS1, BUS2, BUS3 and BUS4
It was noted that with completion of the railway station, development will be complete on
BUS1, BUS2, BUS3 and BUS4 (843).
Bid GR052
A respondent has supported the view given in the assessment that it would be
reasonable to include the area subject to bid GR052 within the settlement, even though
it was identified as being “not preferred” in the Main Issues Report (250).
It was noted that the bid subject to GR052 sought only to amend the settlement
boundary to include existing uses in this area (250).
SNH has indicated that much of bid GR52 overlaps with woodland contained within
the Semi-Natural Woodland Inventory, although much of this appears to be arable
ground (506).
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Bid GR053
SEPA has indicated that an FRA may be required due to the presence of a
watercourse. A buffer strip would also be required adjacent to the watercourse on the
northern boundary which should be integrated positively into the development (805).
Bid GR076
Respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bid GR076 (843, 980). One respondent has requested that bid GR076 be allocated
in the Proposed LDP on the basis that the presence of pipelines was not a reason to
dismiss the site and that compensatory planting would be provided on site (428).
Bid GR077
One respondent has objected to bid GR077 (980). SNH has recommended that a
development brief be required to integrate green infrastructure with existing core paths
and areas of woodland to the north and south. It should also promote active travel
routes to school and settlement facilities including the new Kintore railway station (506).
SEPA has indicated that should the extant permission lapse any new development may
require an FRA. They request that any new Masterplan should highlight buffer strips
required adjacent to the Tuach Burn and the small watercourse on the east side of the
site boundary and should be integrated positively into the development (805).
Bid GR124
Respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bid GR124 (843, 980), whereas another respondent has requested that the site be
allocated in the Proposed LDP as an extension to the development of site GR077. The
respondent proposes that the site area could be reduced to provide a more connected
area of land for future development. The inclusion of open spaces and strategic tree
planting will ensure that the area does not feel overdeveloped (477).
SNH has indicated that much of bid GR124 overlaps with woodland contained within the
Semi-Natural Woodland Inventory, although much of this appears to be arable ground
(506).
Bid GR126
Respondents have objected to bid GR126 stating that the proposal appears to be
unnecessary infill removing valuable open space from the centre of Kintore (843, 980).
SEPA has confirmed that no FRA would be required (805).

3. Actions
Spatial Strategy for Kintore
Projected rates of delivery are reported in the Housing Land Audit that is updated on an
annual basis following a process of engagement and consultation. Build out rates in
the HLA are taken on good faith based on the experience of those providing information
that is included within the Audit.
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The need for services and infrastructure to keep pace with the rate of new development
is noted and is a principle that is supported by the Planning Service.
The Main Issues Report included a description of what “reserved” status meant in terms
of assessing the bids. However, since publishing the MIR the decision has been taken
not to identify any possible future opportunity sites/reserved bids in the Proposed LDP
(Issue 8 Shaping Homes and Housing).

Vision/ Planning Objectives/ Protected Land
Support for areas of Protected Land in the Draft Proposed LDP is welcomed.
Preservation of Tuach Hill is of upmost importance as was emphasised during pre-MIR
engagement with the Community Council using the Place Standard tool. Rather than
remove the statement regarding Tuach Hill from the Vision, it is proposed that clarity is
provided to state that, it is recognised that development associated with Kintore East
requires that access is taken through site P1, however in developing the road, care
should be taken to minimise the impact on Tuach Hill and that access to this amenity
should be retained, and enhanced in the community interest.
It is considered appropriate to protect the remaining sections of the Aberdeenshire
Canal which ran from Inverurie to Aberdeen.
Settlement Boundary
It is considered that Hillhead Caravan Storage does not contribute toward the built-up
area of Kintore and is detached from the existing settlement boundary. No change is
required in this respect.
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that waste water is pumped to
Inverurie. It is noted that a growth project is currently under construction. As such,
text should be updated in the Proposed LDP to reflect the current position.
Bid GR077/ Existing Site – OP1
Bid GR077 seeks to retain part of an existing opportunity site for employment uses.
The site is subject to an approved Masterplan and is partially developed. It is
considered appropriate to retain the bid area as an opportunity site in the Proposed
LDP. Comments from SNH and SEPA are noted and requirements stipulated by these
organisations should be included within the allocation summary for the site, where not
already mentioned. As per the Draft Proposed LDP, to provide clarity in terms of
delivery, it is considered appropriate to allocate GR077 as a standalone opportunity site.
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Existing Site – OP1 / Bid GR078
Comments in respect to bid GR078/ OP1 are noted. In assessing the bid, it was
considered appropriate to attempt to divide the site to reflect the agreed Development
Framework, Masterplan and Planning Permission in Principle (PPP). Concerns raised
by respondents in respect of potential for adverse impacts on protected sites and open
space are recognised, and those matters would have been considered within the
context of the planning history associated with the site. Impact on Tuach Hill is
regrettable but is considered to be the only means of access to the site. Mitigation
through new planting and landscaping would help to reduce the impact. In order to
provide clarity, it is considered appropriate to show indicatively the proposed access
road for site OP1 that is provided through Tuach Hill (P1). A Matters Specified in
Conditions application is currently pending on the site. The OP1 site boundary should
be redrawn to reflect the agreed Development Framework, Masterplan and PPP.
The Draft Proposed LDP sought to identify part of the site as a future opportunity site.
However, it is no longer expected that the Proposed LDP will identify such sites. Given
the extent of the PPP, and the fact that the existing allocation summary for the site
acknowledges that the site is capable of accommodating 1000 homes, it is considered
appropriate to amend the allocation for the site to read, “Allocation: 1000 homes”.
Revision to the text and the associated opportunity sites for employment and
commercial and community included within the Draft Proposed LDP should ensure that
the current position in respect to all parts of the Kintore East development are reflected.
For completeness we also propose to protect an area of land to the east of site OP1
that includes acid grassland, fen and woodland. This area does not lie within the red
line for the existing PPP.
Comments from SEPA, HES and SNH are noted and should be incorporated into the
allocation summary where relevant.
Existing Sites – OP2, OP3 and OP4
The existing LDP already states that an FRA is required for site OP2, OP3 and OP4.
OP3 and OP4 are built out and should be removed from the Proposed LDP. No
change is required in respect to flood risk for OP2. Text should however be added to
the allocation summary to require a buffer strip to be provided.
It is recognised that delivery of a town park has not been forthcoming. We share
frustration with the community at the lack of progress being made in this respect.
However, this is in large part due to a need to find a solution for the B994/ B987/
Tumulus Way junction that has involved discussion over a number of years. We are
pleased to note that since publishing the MIR that PPP has been granted that
addresses the junction improvements required. This should now allow for the project to
progress. It is currently projected that a Matters Specified in Conditions application
should be submitted during 2019, with the first new homes being delivered in 2021. It
is expected that the town park should be delivered prior to the completion of the 50th
home, or completion of 25% of the total number of homes to be delivered on the site,
whichever is the sooner.
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Existing Site – OP5
Support for the retention of site OP5 is welcomed. The site is currently allocated for a
mix of uses including offices, community facilities and, subject to the findings of a
Retail Impact Assessment, a supermarket. It is noted that a convenience shop has
been delivered within the BUS3 site and Full Planning Permission granted for a
supermarket as part of the existing OP1 site. Given there continues to be a community
aspiration for a petrol station it is considered appropriate to retain the allocation as a
mixed use site to allow a range of uses to come forward.
Existing Sites – BUS1, BUS2, BUS3 and BUS4
It is considered appropriate to retain BUS sites in the Proposed LDP as the designation
is intended to safeguard land for business uses. BUS2 is discussed in further detail
below.
Existing Site – BUS2 / Bid GR053
Comments from SEPA regarding flood risk and the need for a buffer strip are noted. It is
considered appropriate to reallocate BUS2 as a mixed-use development.
Bid GR052
It is appropriate to include the area subject to bid GR052 within the settlement boundary
as contributing to the built up area. As much of the site is at risk from flooding, a
protected land designation should be given to the extent of the undeveloped area and
the football pitch. BUS4 should be extended to include the business premises found
within the bid area.
Bid GR076
Support for the Officers’ recommendation for GR076 are welcomed. It is maintained
that the bid site is remote from the town centre and local services. Additionally, based
on a 25 house per hectare density, it is considered that 62 homes could be
accommodated on the site. This is not a level of development that would be
considered suitable on the periphery of the main settlement core.
Bid GR124
Support for the Officers’ recommendation for GR124are welcomed. It is maintained
that the bid site would not form a logical extension to the settlement. In addition,
sufficient employment land is available through existing sites to meet the requirements
of the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan. It is considered that there
is not a particular need for additional employment land within Kintore and existing sites
are available without constraint.
Bid GR126
It is noted that the Section 75 Plan does not show the area subject to bid GR126 as
forming part of the town park. Considering this, along with the potential to develop
100% affordable homes it is considered appropriate to allocate the site for 24 affordable

PDF Page 70

Item: 4
Page: 409

homes. The allocation summary should state that development should only come
forward following delivery of the town park.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to recognise the importance of Tuach Hill and ensure that
in developing the access road to site OP1, care should be taken to minimise
the impact on Tuach Hill and that access to this amenity should be retained,
and enhanced in the community interest.
2. Protect part C of bid GR078 to preserve the former Aberdeenshire Canal
found at that location and protect the area of land to the east of site OP1 that
includes acid grassland, fen and woodland.
3. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement “Parts of Kintore are in an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood
Risk Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
4. Amend text under, ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current
position with regard to wastewater.
5. Show the possible road associated with site OP1, indicatively on the
Settlement Statement map as running through site P1.
6. Amend the allocation for site OP1 to 1000 homes and amend the site
boundary for site OP1 to reflect the agreed Development Framework,
Masterplan and PPP. For clarity, opportunity site status should be given to
the area earmarked for commercial and community uses. Text linking all
relevant sites forming part of the Kintore East development should be
provided in the allocation summary.
7. Add text to the allocation summary for site OP2 to require a buffer strip to be
provided.
8. Remove sites OP3 and OP4 as now built out.
9. Retain site OP5 but remove reference to possible development of a
supermarket.
10. Extend the settlement boundary to include the area proposed by bid GR052
and give protected land status to the extent of the undeveloped area and the
football pitch and extent BUS4 to include the existing business premises.
11. Reallocate BUS2 as a mixed use opportunity site for employment uses and
32 homes. The allocation summary should state that an FRA may be
required and a buffer strip will be required.
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12. Allocate GR077 as a standalone opportunity site for employment uses. The
allocation summary should state that an FRA may be required and a buffer
strip will be required. Active travel routes should also be promoted,
particularly to the railway station.
13. Allocate site GR126 for 24 affordable homes to follow completion of a town
park.
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Issue 110 Kirkton of Skene
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
39
64
195
221
267
392
506
938

Respondents
Mr Colin Harvey
Mr Charles Taylor
Mr Stewart Wallace
Dr R.M. Livingstone
Mr Scott Dingwall
Echt & Skene Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Savills (UK) Ltd on behalf of Barratt North Scotland

2. Issues
Vision
Two respondents have agreed with the statement made in the Main Issues Report that
Kirkton of Skene is not an appropriate location for further expansion (39, 392). One
respondent has suggested that no housing development should take place until the
impact on roads and services can be assessed following completion of the Aberdeen
Western Periphrial Route (AWPR) and the Kingsford Stadium (195).
Respondents expressed support for the settlement objective that seeks to preserve the
character and setting of the village, including the countryside between Kirkton of Skene
and Westhill (64).
There is a need to prevent coalescence of Kirkton of Skene and Westhill (39, 195, 267).
Protected Land
A respondent has expressed support for areas of protected land identified as P1, P2
and P3 (64).
Bid GR116
One respondent has requested that bid GR116 be allocated to the Proposed Local
Development Plan (LDP) for 45 homes. The respondent has provided a Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment that concluded that development would have no impact
on the setting of the countryside or listed buildings. Development of the site would
avoid coalescence and preserve and enhance the identity, character and setting of
Kirkton of Skene (938).
One respondent has objected to development of GR116 on the basis that utilities
serving adjacent properties are found within the bid area (195). Development would
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negatively affect the listed church (39, 195) and Kirkton House (39). A respondent has
expressed concern that development would place pressure on local services (195).
One respondent has suggested that development would create capacity issues at
Skene School and/or other nearby primary schools (195), whereas another has stated
that there is ample capacity at Skene Primary School (938).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has highlighted that drainage from bid GR116 leads
into the Loch of Skene Special Protection Area which lies 1km to the west.
Construction method statements and drainage assessments would be required to avoid
any adverse effect on the integrity to Loch of Skene from pollution runoff and
sedimentation (506).
Bid GR127
One respondent has highlighted that protected species are found adjacent to the site,
and the site is adjacent to a category B-listed building. There are mature trees on two
sides (221). Another respondent has suggested that development would create
capacity issues at Skene School and/or other nearby primary schools and place
pressure on local services (195).
SNH has highlighted that drainage from bid GR116 leads into the Loch of Skene
Special Protection Area which lies 1km to the west. Construction method statements
and drainage assessments would be required to avoid any adverse effect on the
integrity to Loch of Skene from pollution runoff and sedimentation (506).

3. Actions
Bid GR116
Whilst comments in support of bid GR116 are noted, it is maintained that constraints
associated with the bid outweigh the benefits of development, and it would not be
appropriate to allocate additional housing land in Kirkton of Skene. It is considered that
there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective to meet the
Strategic Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a strategic need
to allocate further development opportunities in Kirkton of Skene at this time.
Bid GR127
Concerns regarding bid GR127 are noted. The site was not identified as a preferred
option in the MIR and is not recommended for inclusion in the Proposed LDP.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes to the Vision and Protected Land were proposed in the Draft Proposed
LDP on the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.
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Comments in relation to the Vision and Planning Objectives in the MIR are noted, as is
support for existing areas of protected land in Kirkton of Skene.

4. Recommendations
1. Add text to the Vision to acknowledge that car parking provision associated with
the church requires to be addressed, but note that options to deliver this
community aspiration poses a challenge due to limited site options.

PDF Page 75

Item: 4
Page: 414

Issue 111 Lyne of Skene
1. List of Respondents
MIR Rep
195
392
443
805

Respondents
Mr Stewart Wallace
Echt & Skene Community Council
Stewart Milne Homes
SEPA

2. Issues
Vision
One respondent has agreed with a statement made in the Main Issues Report that Lyne
of Skene is not an appropriate location for further expansion (392), whereas another
disagrees with this statement suggesting Lyne of Skene is a sustainable location for
development (443). One further respondent has highlighted that any development
should be dependent upon investment in a new or expanded primary school which
would have to absorb any additional capacity. The same respondent has suggested
that housing development should not take place until the impact on roads and services
can be assessed following completion of the AWPR and the Kingsford Stadium (195).
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text, “Parts of Lyne of Skene are in an area potentially
vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood
Risk Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement
(805).
Bid GR031
One respondent has requested that bid GR031 be allocated in the Proposed Local
Development Plan for 40 homes and a retail/community facility. It is suggested that the
site can be delivered in a phased manner over 2 or 3 Plan periods. The development
of this site provides the opportunity to round off the village and landscaping around the
southern boundary of the site will enhance the setting of the village. Provision could be
made to offer self-build housing opportunities within the site. The lack of drainage
infrastructure is recognised but there is scope for connecting the development to the
mains drainage infrastructure or to create a standalone system. Either option is
deemed viable by the respondent and would not undermine the delivery of the proposed
development (443).

PDF Page 76

Item: 4
Page: 415

3. Actions
Vision
Given the lack of services and limited public transport connectivity it is maintained that
Lyne of Skene is not a suitable location for substantial additional development. No
change is required to the settlement Vision in this respect. The requirement for any
future expansion of Lyne of Skene to account for services and infrastructure is noted.
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development
Plan.
Bid GR031
This site constitutes significant expansion of Lyne of Skene. Given that the Vision for
the settlement outlines that Lyne of Skene is not a suitable location for development,
allocation of bid GR031 would be contrary to this statement. In addition, it is
considered that there is currently sufficient land identified for development within the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective to
meet the Strategic Development Plan housing requirement. On this basis, there is not
a strategic need to allocate this site for housing development at this time.

4. Recommendations
1. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement “Parts of Lyne of Skene are in
an area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood
Risk Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
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Issue 112 Meikle Wartle
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
62
63
97
198
350
813
966
1033

Respondents
Wartle Community Association
Wartle Community Association
Ms Margaret Donaldson
Mr Ewan Grant
Mr William Michie
John Wink Design on behalf of A & D Hunter
Bennachie Community Council
Mr & Mrs Heather & Mike Czarnecki

2. Issues
Bid GR111
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR111 (966).
Bid GR112
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“preferred”) for bid GR112
(62, 350, 813, 966), whereas others have objected to the bid proposal (97, 198, 1033).
Reasons to reject the site include landscape impact, traffic impact, low demand for
housing and a lack of services to support development.
It was requested that the integration of car parking provision for the hall be included
within the site (97, 350, 1033).
Other issues
A respondent is concerned regarding the possible route of the A96 dualling being in
close proximity to the settlement (1033).
It was requested that Wartle Community Association is added to the consultation
database (63).

3. Actions
Bid GR111 and GR112
Support for Officers’ assessment of bids in Meikle Wartle is welcomed. Objections to
bid GR112 are also acknowledged, however on balance it is considered appropriate to
allocate the bid as a relatively small-scale proposal that can be easily absorbed within
the settlement. It is noted from the indicative site plan submitted that provision has
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been included for a car park associated with the hall. This is a welcome inclusion and
should be a requirement of bringing the site forward.
Other Issues
The preferred route for the A96 Dualling Project has not yet been announced. This is a
matter for Transport Scotland and is not something that can be resolved by the Local
Development Plan (LDP).
As a respondent to the Main Issues Report, Wartle Community Association will receive
notification of publication of the Proposed LDP and subsequent publications. The
Planning Service prefers to encourage non-statutory groups to keep informed through
subscribing to the LDP e-newsletter.

4. Recommendations
1. Include text within the Vision acknowledging that creation of a safe route to
school is a community aspiration, but also note that delivery may be challenging
due to the distance from the settlement to the primary school.
2. Allocate bid GR112 for 12 homes and include a requirement within the allocation
summary for car parking provision to be provided in order to serve the village
hall.

PDF Page 79

Item: 4
Page: 418

Issue 113 Midmar
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
99
100
114
115
129
506
805
876
910
1080

Respondents
Mr Phil Cropper
Ms Janina Kutscha
Ms Marjon van der Pol
Mr Matthew Brettle
Cluny, Midmar, and Monymusk Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Woodland Trust Scotland
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Corsindae Estate
Sir/Madam A Simmers

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that no reference to waste water drainage has been made in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Midmar. SEPA understands that only a
portion of the settlement is currently connected to the public sewer network. It should
be confirmed with Scottish Water if there will be capacity issues for developments
wishing to connect unless the works are upgraded. It should be ensured that the
population growth is within the design criteria for the sewage treatment works otherwise
the need for a growth project should be highlighted (805).
Bid GR054
A number of respondents have expressed support for bid GR054 on the basis that the
development would provide affordable homes, in safe walking distance of the primary
school (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 910, 1080).
One respondent has objected to this bid citing that development is within an area of
ancient woodland (876), whilst others have challenged the status of this designation
(99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 910, 1080). Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has questioned
whether the area has been replanted following recent clear felling (506).
Bid GR055
A number of respondents have expressed support for bid GR055 on the basis that the
development would support Midmar Primary School to which safe access can be
provided (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 910, 1080).
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Bid GR074
A number of respondents have objected to bid GR074 requesting that the site be
protected for a public garden (99, 100, 114, 115, 129, 1080) and not housing as
supported by Officers. SNH has advised that GR074 is a more suitable location for
housing than bid GR054 (506).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirmed that there is no capacity within the
septic tank and a growth project would be trigged once development has met Scottish
Water’s criteria. Text should be added under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to
reflect the current position with regard to waste water drainage.
Bid Sites
Comments in support of bids GR054 and GR055 are noted.
SNH has not disputed the status of bid GR054 in respect to its inclusion on the Scottish
Ancient Woodland Inventory and have advised that GR074 may be a more suitable
location for housing development. The Planning Service is not aware that the felled
woodland within bid GR054 has been replanted. In any case, it is important to
preserve the integrity of soil ecological processes and associated biodiversity
associated with areas of ancient woodland as an important and irreplaceable natural
resource.
As discussed in the Main Issues Report (MIR) there does not appear to be a project in
place to deliver a public garden adjacent to the village hall. This has been a long term
aspiration which has not been delivered. As such it would be appropriate to consider
alternative uses for the site. The MIR determined that the site was capable of
accommodating 20 homes, based on a density of 25 homes per hectare. We are now
of the view that allocating 12 homes on this site would be more appropriate given the
landscape buffer likely to be required.
It is considered that there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within
the Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective
to meet the Strategic Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a
strategic need to allocate further development opportunities, in addition to bid GR074 in
Midmar at this time.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes to the Vision and Protected Land were proposed in the Draft Proposed
LDP on the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.
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4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision, a statement recognising that housing development
should reflect the character of the settlement, particularly in terms of scale and
density of development.
2. Text should be added under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the
current position with regard to waste water drainage.
3. Remove existing P4 designation and allocate bid GR074 in the Proposed Local
Development Plan for 12 homes.
4. Extend the settlement boundary to include the overflow carpark adjacent to the
hall.
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Issue 114 Millbank
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
805

Respondents
SEPA

2. Issues
SEPA has indicated that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required for bid site
GR146 and that a buffer to the watercourse adjacent to the south eastern corner should
be provided (805).
SEPA also noted that the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) states that
there is “insufficient capacity at Anvil Terrace”. SEPA has indicated that only part of
the settlement has public waste water drainage and that it should be confirmed with
Scottish Water that future population growth is within the design criteria for the sewage
treatment works. If not, the need for an upgrade may be required to be highlighted in
the Proposed LDP (805).

3. Actions
The existing Settlement Statement for Millbank already acknowledges that an FRA may
be required for the existing OP1/bid GR146. As such, no change is required in this
regard. Text should however be added to the development brief for the site to require
a buffer strip to be provided.
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that there is no capacity at Anvil
Terrace septic tank and a Growth Project would be required. Text should be amended
under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current position with regard to
waste water drainage.
In addition it is noted that bid GR146 is directly adjacent to a category C-listed grouping
and therefore any development would need to consider its setting in accordance with
Historic Environment Scotland’s Managing Change Guidance.
As identified in the Main Issues Report, it is proposed that the site area should be
reduced that required to accommodate the level of development promoted through the
bid. As such only part of bid GR146 should be allocated in the Proposed LDP.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan on
the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.
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4. Recommendations
1. Amend text under ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to state that the Anvil
Terrace septic tank is at capacity.
2. Remove two areas currently allocated as part of OP1 to the north of the A944
and east of the B933, and allocate the extent of bid GR146 required to
accommodate 30 homes and 270m2 employment land. The settlement
boundary should be amended accordingly.
3. Add text to the allocation summary for bid GR146 to require that a buffer strip be
provided along the watercourse adjacent to the south eastern corner of the site.
Text should also be added to note the proximity of the C-listed buildings and the
need to develop the site with sympathy for this designation.
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Issue 115 Newmachar
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
127
191
321
506
770
805
885

Respondents
Wardrop Strategic Planning Limited on behalf of Strategic Planning
(Scotland) Ltd
Michael Gilmour Associates on behalf of John Barclay
Parish of Newmachar Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
SEPA
Ryden LLP on behalf of Barratt North Scotland

2. Issues
Vision
A respondent has agreed with the assertion that delivery of an eastern relief road and
rail link would require significant expansion of the village (770). One respondent has
objected to all proposals for Newmachar (321).
It was requested that the employment allocation for Newmachar be significantly
increased, and that no new residential land should be allocated until such time as the
employment opportunities have increased (321).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has indicated that there are significant waste water capacity issues at
Newmachar and has confirmed that a growth project is still looking for technical
solutions. The growth project cannot be confirmed until a technical solution is found,
and that timescales are unknown at this time and that this may limit development in the
Plan period. Any development may be regarded as premature until the growth project
is completed (805).
Existing Site – OP1
SEPA has advised that should the extant planning permission lapse a revised Flood
Risk Assessment (FRA) and Masterplan may be required. Any new Masterplan will be
required to review the buffer strip provision adjacent to the watercourse and the
possible enhancement of the watercourse through re-naturalisation and removal of any
redundant features (805).
Existing Site – OP2 / Bid GR008
A respondent has confirmed that the remaining capacity of site OP2 is 115 homes, not
95, and that there are no ownership constraints on the land, or any other delivery
concerns (127). It was noted that a pre-application enquiry for site GR008 proposed to
increase the number of units as a consequence of economic changes to create a more
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sustainable use of development land. An area of agricultural land was included to
rationalise an illogical settlement boundary. There are no technical impediments to the
development of this whole site for 205 units, with the anomalous land being used for
landscaping. The inclusion of white land would increase this number to 225 units
(127).
Existing Site – OP3 / Bid GR075
A respondent has expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“preferred”) for
bid GR075. The bid would meet a key planning objective to provide opportunities for
employment. The respondent did however object to development of the site having to
adhere to the 2012 Development Framework (191). It was requested that the existing
OP3 should be reallocated for 40 homes and 5ha of employment land (770).
SEPA has advised that a buffer strip would be required adjacent to the watercourse
running through the site which should be integrated positively into the development.
The buffer strip would need to allow sufficient space for restoration of the straightened
watercourse. Enhancement of these through re-naturalisation and removal of any
redundant features should also be investigated (805).
Bid GR006 and GR007
A respondent welcomed positive statements regarding site GR006. It was requested
that bid GR007 be allocated in the Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) to follow
development of GR006 (127).
Bid GR079 and GR086
A respondent has expressed support for reserving bid GR079 as a future opportunity
site but requests that the employment element of the site should be allocated in the
Proposed LDP. It was noted that bid GR079 could be readily delivered and would
assist in delivering the proposed eastern relief road through developer contributions
(770). Another respondent has suggested that bid GR086 should be delivered prior to
GR079 and should be allocated in the Proposed LDP as the most logical area for
development (885). It was also noted that bids GR079 and GR086 were reliant on
other sites coming forward in order to secure the development of an eastern relief road.
Additionally, there is no support in the Strategic Development Plan for development of
the scale proposed as part of these bids (127).
An FRA is required to determine the developable area of bid GR079 (770, 805, 885).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has advised that development on the sloping land to
the north of GR079 should be avoided. SNH has commented that development of bid
GR086 would erode the clarity of Newmachar’s setting and development on the upper
slopes may contribute to significant adverse landscape and visual impacts. SNH has
recommended that a development brief be required to integrate green infrastructure
with existing woodland and Straloch designed landscape. Additionally, SNH believed
that the proposal lacked open space and green corridors for informal recreation and
wildlife (506).
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SEPA has indicated that buffer strips would be required adjacent to the watercourses
running through both bid sites which should be integrated positively into the
development. Buffer strips would need to allow sufficient space for restoration of any
straightened watercourses. Enhancement of these through re-naturalisation and
removal of any redundant features will be required told be investigated (805).

3. Actions
Vision
The provision of employment land is discussed below.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that a growth project is underway
and is due to be completed during 2021. Capacity has not been allowed for new
allocations therefore compliance with Scottish Water’s five growth criteria would be
required for subsequent proposals. Text should be updated to reflect the current
position with regard to waste water drainage.
Existing Site – OP1
OP1 is an effective site in the Housing Land Audit. A Masterplan has been agreed for
the site and planning permission obtained. As construction has not yet commenced
should any revised proposal come forward for the site it should include a revised FRA
and review the provision of the buffer strip adjacent to the watercourse. Text should be
added to the allocation summary to reflect these requests from SEPA.
Existing Site – OP2 / Bid GR008
It is acknowledged that the area of white land that bid GR008 seeks to have included as
part of the OP2 allocation, is contained within the agreed Masterplan for the OP2 site as
open space. With this in mind, and in order to create a defensible boundary it is
proposed to include the area of white land within the settlement boundary as protected
land. The allocation summary for site OP2 should state that this area contributes
towards the open space requirement for the allocated site.
The Housing Land Audit confirms that the remaining capacity of site OP2 is 95 homes.
We understand that the site is no longer constrained in terms of “ownership” and we are
pleased the respondent is able to confirm this is the case. We propose to amend the
site boundary of OP2 to exclude the area now built out.
Existing Site – OP3/ Bid GR075/ GR079 and GR086
The Newmachar Development Framework recognises that land subject to bids GR075,
GR079 and GR086 could potentially be developed in the future. Whilst it is recognised
that in order to deliver an eastern relief road, these bids would need to come forward at
some point in the future, given that Newmachar does not lie within a Strategic Growth
Area and the extent of existing allocations for housing in the village, it is not considered
appropriate to allocate these sites in the Proposed LDP. Bids GR079 and GR086 were
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identified as reserved options in the MIR as a possible future opportunity site (FOP).
On the basis that the LDP 2021 is no longer expected to show FOPs on the Settlement
Statement maps, there is no need to reserve this site for future development. Bids
GR079 and GR086 should not come forward until the existing OP1 and OP2 sites are
completed. Sufficient housing land is available through existing sites to meet the
requirements of the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan. This
position is also reflective of the community view on this matter. In addition, there are
considerable issues associated with waste water drainage that have been highlighted
by SEPA that would require to be resolved prior to the allocation of any major new
allocations.
In order to meet a community aspiration for greater opportunities for employment within
the village, it is considered appropriate to extend the existing OP3 (bid GR075)
allocation to the north east to provide additional land for employment uses to come
forward. The part of GR075 falling outwith the existing OP3 sites should not form part
of this revised site area for site OP3.
Bid GR006 and GR007
Neither bid GR006 or GR007 were identified as preferred options in the MIR. No
evidence has been presented to change this view.
Bid GR101, GR102, GR103, GR104 and GR105
For clarity, no comments were received on the above bids.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. With the exception of identification of GR079 and
GR086 as possible future opportunity sites, these are captured in the recommendations
below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend text under, ’Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current
position.
2. Add text to the allocation summary for OP1 to state that a revised FRA would be
required along with review of buffer strip provision should any new Masterplan or
planning application come forward for the site.
3. Amend site boundary of OP2 to exclude the area now built out and allocate
remaining part for 95 homes.
4. Amend the settlement boundary to show the extent of bid GR008 with the area to
the south west to be protected as open space.
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5. Extend site OP3 for employment uses.
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Issue 116 Old Rayne
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
80
176
233
257
274
318
805
966
1009

Respondents
Mr Lee Steed
Mrs Lesley Wilson
Mr Lee Steed
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Mr A Walker & Mr G Skinner
Mr Alexander Hardie
Ms June Cameron
SEPA
Bennachie Community Council
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
Vision
It was suggested by a respondent that only small-scale development allocations should
be permitted in Old Rayne (176).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that no reference to waste water drainage was made in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Old Rayne. They request that this be
confirmed with Scottish Water that future population growth is within the design criteria
for the existing sewage treatment works and if not, the need for an upgrade will be
required to be highlighted in the Proposed LDP (805).
Existing Site – OP2
Two respondents have objected to the retention of site OP2. It was suggested that the
scale of development proposed would be out of keeping with the settlement (274),
development would bring no benefits to the settlement and would increase road safety
issues, particularly associated with the A96 junction (80). Other respondents have not
necessarily indicated that they object to the site but have raised concern regarding the
impact on waste water drainage (233) and flood risk (318). SEPA has indicated that a
Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) would be required (805).
Bid GR002 and GR003
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bids
GR002 and GR003 (233, 966). Another respondent has indicated that they would
object to these bid sites unless a new access road was constructed to connect to the
A96 (274).
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Bid GR035/ Existing Site – OP1
Respondents, including Historic Environment Scotland (HES) have agreed with Officers’
recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid GR035 (966, 1009).
Bid GR067
A respondent has agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“preferred”) for bid GR067
(966). SEPA has indicated that an FRA may be required (805).
New Site
A respondent seeks allocation of 12 homes at East of Old Rayne at Strathorn Road as a
replacement for existing site OP1 (GR035) that is proposed to be removed from the
LDP. The site is screened to the south by trees so fits well into the landscape. The
site is within walking distance of the primary school to the north-west and the playing
fields lie in the immediate west. The site otherwise has no constraints (257).

3. Actions
Vision
Comment that only small-scale development should be promoted in Old Rayne is noted.
It is however considered that there is capacity within the settlement to accommodate
growth of a greater scale of development than small-scale.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirm that capacity is available. As such no
change is required.
Existing Site – OP2
Whilst objections to existing OP2 site are noted, the site forms part of the effective
housing supply. The site was allocated by the Reporter in examining the current LDP
2017. As a mixed use site, it is considered that this site will contribute towards creating
a sustainable mixed community at Old Rayne. Issues raised by respondents can be
addressed at such time as a planning application comes forward. The existing
allocation summary for site OP2 states that an FRA is required. As such no change is
required in this regard.
Bid GR002, GR003, GR035 and GR067
Support for Officers’ assessment of bids in Old Rayne is welcomed. It is considered
appropriate to allocate bid GR067 as a brownfield opportunity to replace the existing
OP1 (GR035) site which should be removed from the LDP on the basis of non-delivery.
It is noted that bid GR067 sits immediately adjacent the category B-listed Pitmachie
Farmhouse. It is expected that in delivering the site that any impacts on the setting of
the farmhouse will be considered with appropriate mitigation measures put in place. In
accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan sufficient
additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. It
is not considered that additional land should be allocated in Old Rayne in addition to the
existing OP2 and bid GR067.
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New Site
Land East of Old Rayne at Strathorn Road was not submitted as a bid in response to
the Council’s Call for Sites in 2018 and as such has not been subject to public scrutiny
as part of the Main Issues Report consultation. The respondent has not indicated that
any community engagement exercise has been undertaken independently of the MIR.
As a result, the community view of such a proposal is unknown at this time. It is
argued that the site would be a suitable replacement for site OP1 which is
recommended to be removed from the LDP. An acceptable bid has already been
identified as a replacement for OP1 and as such no further land allocations in addition
to those identified are required in Old Rayne at this time.

4. Recommendations
1. Remove site OP1 on the basis of non-delivery.
2. Allocate bid GR067 for 10 homes.
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Issue 117 Oyne
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
155
272
453
506
640
805
966
1009

Respondents
Ms Karen Lanyon
Mr & Mrs George & Anne Mathers
Mr Michael Whitcombe
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mr Christopher Fryer
SEPA
Bennachie Community Council
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that no reference to waste water drainage is made in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Oyne. However, only part of the
settlement has public waste water drainage. It should be confirmed with Scottish
Water that future population growth is within the design criteria for the sewage treatment
works and if not, the need for an upgrade will be required to be highlighted in the
Proposed LDP (805).
Existing Site – OP1
Two respondents have supported retention of the existing OP1 allocation as it is a
disused site, centrally located within the settlement (272, 453).
Bid GR069
A number of respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bid GR069 (155, 272, 453, 640 966). Respondents have highlighted that the bid is
almost entirely on prime agricultural land, is at risk from flooding and is not considered
to be a logical extension to the settlement (272, 453, 966). Respondents have raised
concerns regarding road safety, particularly in respect to providing a safe route to the
primary school (155, 272, 640, 966). One respondent has suggested development
would have an adverse effect on local amenities and involve the loss of an avenue of
trees (272). It was suggested that development is constrained by the absence of public
sewerage provision (155, 966).
Respondents, including Historic Environment Scotland have raised concern regarding
the potential for significant adverse impact on the setting of Westhall House, a category
A-listed building (453, 966, 1009).
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Scottish Natural Heritage has advised that, should the site be promoted, a development
brief would be required to safeguard woodland and promote green infrastructure and
active travel links to settlement facilities (506).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water indicates that there is limited capacity
available at Oyne septic tank and that a growth project may be required. Text should
be added to the Proposed LDP to reflect the current position.
Bid GR069
Support for Officers’ assessment of GR069 is welcomed. The requirement for a
development brief to be provided for bid GR069 is also noted. The bid is not preferred
for development as per the Officers’ recommendation in the Main Issues Report. In
such circumstance that the bid did come forward a development brief should be a
requirement in delivering the site.
In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan sufficient
additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. On
this basis, delivery of OP1 is considered to be sufficient to meet local housing needs in
Oyne during the Plan period.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A minor change to the Vision is proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of
early consultation with stakeholders. This is captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision, a statement recognising that development proposals
that could lead to ribbon development and unsustainable patterns of
development should be avoided in order to conserve the character of the village.
2. Add text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to state that there is limited
capacity at Oyne septic tank. A growth project will be initiated once
development meets Scottish Water’s criteria.
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Issue 118 Westhill
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
1
6
17
19
22
39
53
64
65
76
193
195
205
207
226
267
282
289
392
400
438
474
480
506
526
566
587
588
590
657
668
693
742
752
782
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Respondents
Ms Aileen Osborne
Mr Michael Fraser
Wood E&I Solutions UK Ltd on behalf of National Grid
Nestrans
Mr Paul Sharp
Mr Colin Harvey
Mr Allan Pirie
Mr Charles Taylor
Professor Ian Johnson
Mrs Heather Cook
Mr C J Middleton
Mr Stewart Wallace
Mr Giancarlo Pia
Mr Tim Dean
Ryden LLP on behalf of Westhill Developments (Brodiach) Ltd
Mr Scott Dingwall
Ms Layla Degan
Cults Bieldside and Milltimber Community Council
Echt & Skene Community Council
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of ANM Group Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of The Margaret Mitchell Discretionary
Trust
John Wink Design on behalf of Mr Kenneth Marshall
Ms Maureen Patricia Taylor
Scottish Natural Heritage
Bancon Homes Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Ltd
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Mr & Mrs Michael & Kay Melville
Emac Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Mr Donald MacDonald
Mr Peter Watts
Westhill and Elrick Community Council
RSPB Scotland

Item: 4
Page: 434

805
810
876
929
978
1009
1050

SEPA
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Woodland Trust Scotland
Farningham Planning Ltd on behalf of Barratt North Scotland and
Dunecht Estates
Mr Fraser Tavendale
Historic Environment Scotland
Mr Tom Byrne

2. Issues
Spatial Strategy for Westhill
A respondent has agreed with the statement in the Main Issues Report (MIR)
conclusion for Westhill highlighting that the cumulative impact of future development will
need to be determined in relation to the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route (AWPR).
However, the respondent suggested that this should be widened to recognise the
cumulative impact on the strategic road network generally, including roads and junctions
in Aberdeen City, and the need for cross-boundary working with the relevant bodies to
assess and mitigate the cumulative impacts of development (19).
A number of respondents have objected to any significant development being allocated
in Westhill (53, 195, 267, 742, 978). Respondents stated that Westhill is already
overdeveloped (64), particularly to the west (267, 282). This was countered by
respondents suggesting that new allocations should be made in Westhill (400, 566, 587,
590, 668, 810, 929). Concern was expressed regarding the ability for services and
infrastructure to cope with further development in Westhill (267, 282, 752).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) expressed concern that Westhill already suffers from
widespread suburban development with limited or no services, and no distinctive
settlement core (506). One respondent indicated that Westhill remains predominantly
a community town (53). It was requested that reference be made to the impact that the
Kingsford Stadium development will have on the settlement (64,195).
A respondent has requested that the strategy for Westhill be community led, via the
Community Council, rather than developer led (752).
Vision
Support was expressed for the suggestion that Westhill needed a period of time to
consolidate the extensive development that has taken place (752).
A respondent suggested that it is incorrect to promote Arnhall Business Park as the
focus for subsea engineering businesses as this is unlikely to be sustainable over the
long-term, nor adds diversity to employment opportunities (64).
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It was suggested that the phrase used in the Banchory Settlement Statement "need for
sheltered and accessible housing, affordable housing and opportunities for downsizing"
should be echoed for Westhill (64, 76, 193, 267, 752).
The Westhill Settlement Statement highlights that its "significant traffic congestion also
remains an issue" for Westhill but no reference is made to any proposals to improve
matters, including what consideration might be made to the AWPR on this matter (64).
A respondent suggested that any new development should make improvements to the
A944 to ease congestion (76).
Planning Objectives
The first bullet point should be revised to "To maintain existing opportunities for
employment". This highlights that no further expansion of employment opportunities
beyond existing allocations is required (64).
The second bullet point should be revised to “To sustain and improve community
facilities and services” (64).
It was noted that no site has been identified to deliver a community sports facility as
outlined in the third objective (64).
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text "Parts of Westhill are in an area potentially vulnerable
to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk
Assessments may be required" should be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
Bid GR025
Support was expressed for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR025 (64, 65). One respondent has requested that bid GR025 be allocated in the
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) (400). Reasons to support the site include its
relationship to the settlement and ability to meet market demand (400).
Bid GR032
A number of respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation
(“not preferred”) for bid GR032 (39, 64, 205, 267, 392, 657), whereas one respondent
has requested that bid GR032 be allocated in the Proposed LDP on the basis that the
site can accommodate residential development which is situated in an area of high
market demand (588).
Bid GR039, GR040 and GR041
A number of respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation
(“not preferred”) for bids GR039 (1, 22, 39, 64, 205, 392), GR040 (1, 22, 39, 64, 205,
392) and GR041 (1, 6, 22, 39, 64, 205, 267, 392, 506, 782, 876, 1009). Support was
also received for these bids (929).
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In supporting the bids, the respondent suggested that development could be
accommodated without adversely impacting on landscape character, coalescence and
pipelines. It was believed that these bids compared favourably to other bids put
forward (929).
SNH has indicated that bids GR039 and GR040 are located just over 1km from the
Loch of Skene and should these sites be allocated, that construction method statements
and drainage plans would be required to avoid an adverse effect on integrity from
pollution run-off and sedimentation (506).
SNH has suggested that bid GR041 is likely to incur significant adverse landscape and
visual impacts on the setting and approach to Dunecht House designed landscape.
SNH believed that this site should be considered as part of a wider framework for
growth in Westhill that takes cognisance of the findings of the Aberdeen Landscape
Study to the east. Some opportunity exists to reduce the prominence of the visually
‘hard’ suburban edge of housing from recent development on the immediate east of the
B979 and enhancing and extending the recreational opportunities currently afforded at
Cairnie Woods. SNH does however note that potential impacts to the Loch of Skene
could possibly be mitigated through construction method statements and drainage
impact assessments to reduce sedimentation and pollution run-off. Development
would reduce the foraging area for geese, and the site boundary would need to be
amended to safeguard larger ancient and protected woodland areas (506).
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) has noted that bid GR041 has potential for
significant impact on the scheduled monument at Springhill (SM6078) and its setting,
and as such any direct impact is unlikely to get scheduled monument consent. HES
has also indicated that should the bid be allocated, consideration of the impact on the
scheduled monument at Woods of Cairnie (SM6077) should be considered as views to
this monument may open if trees are felled (1009).
It was noted that bid GR041 crosses or is in close proximity to gas pipelines. The
statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and built structures
must not be infringed (17).
Bid GR042 and GR043
A number of respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation
(“not preferred”) for bids GR042 (64, 65, 207, 480) and GR043 (64, 65).
Bid GR063
Support was expressed for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR063 (64, 65). Another respondent has requested the bid be allocated in the
Proposed LDP for 100 homes (526).
In supporting the site, a respondent indicated that no objection has been received from
the Health and Safety Executive in respect to pipelines and that suggested that there
was no evidence that the bid area contributes to the objectives of the green belt.
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Reference was made to the recent Capacity Study which identified this bid area as one
of the most suitable areas for development in Westhill (526).
SNH has suggested that should bid GR063 be allocated that a development brief would
be required to reduce loss of woodland and carbon rich soils and to integrate green
infrastructure with existing habitats along the watercourse and promote active travel
links (506).
Bid GR064, GR070, GR100 and GR132
Respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bids GR064 (53, 64), GR070 (64), GR100 (64) and GR0132 (53, 64, 392).
One respondent has requested that bid GR064 be allocated in the Proposed LDP on
the basis that the site can accommodate residential development which is situated in an
area of high market demand (590). Another respondent has requested that bid GR132
be allocated in the Proposed LDP as a future opportunity site to follow development of
bid GR064 (438).
HES has noted that bids GR064, GR070, GR100 and GR132 have potential setting
impacts on the scheduled monument at Berryhill (SM12334). Whilst the impact is not
likely to be significant if new development is kept small-scale and is well related to the
extent of the existing built up area, the potential for cumulative impacts with these bids
would need to be considered (1009).
SNH has advised that development of GR132 would extend beyond the natural confines
of the pronounced sloping landform (Hill of Keir and two adjacent tops) which forms the
northern setting of Westhill and that development would suburbanise an area that is
characteristically a rural agricultural landscape, incurring significant landscape and
visual impacts (506).
Bid GR066
A number of respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation
(“not preferred”) for bid GR066 (64, 65, 289, 752).
One respondent has requested that bid GR066 be allocated in the Proposed LDP on
the basis that the bid area was identified as being suitable for development in the
Westhill Capacity Study. It was considered inevitable that land to the south of the
B9119 is the preferred direction of growth for Westhill (668) however, conversely,
concern was raised regarding this approach (289).
Bid GR106
One respondent has objected to the Officers’ recommendation (“reserved”) for bid
GR106 (64), whereas another respondent has expressed support for bid GR106
suggesting it should be allocated in the Proposed LDP, and made available for
immediate development (226). It was noted that bid GR106 represents the first phase
of a wider long-term development allocation (668).

PDF Page 99

Item: 4
Page: 438

Bid GR119
A number of respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation
(“not preferred”) for bid GR119 (39, 64, 267, 392, 657, 1050).
Bid GR120, GR121, GR122, GR123 and GR133
Respondents have expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bid GR120, GR121 (64), GR122 (693), GR123 (64) and GR133 (64, 978).
One respondent believed that bid GR121 should be given further consideration and be
allocated in the Proposed LDP, with GR120 reserved as a future opportunity site (474).
Other respondents have requested that bid GR133 be allocated in the Proposed LDP
on the basis that the constraints associated with the site could be easily overcome (566,
587) and the bid area was identified as being suitable for development in the Westhill
Capacity Study (587).
SNH has advised that bids GR121, GR123 and GR133 would suburbanise an area that
is characteristically a rural agricultural landscape, incurring significant landscape and
visual impacts. SNH notes that the MIR states the likelihood for landscape and visual
impacts and disconnect from the settlement boundary arising from bids GR123 and
GR133. Additionally, development of GR121, GR123 and GR133 would extend
beyond the natural confines of the pronounced sloping landform (Hill of Keir and two
adjacent tops) which forms the northern setting of Westhill. SNH also notes that a core
path runs through bid GR133 (506). HES has noted that bid GR133 has potential
setting impact on the scheduled monument at Berryhill (SM12334) (1009).
Bid GR125
Support was expressed for allocating bid GR125 (64, 267). It was suggested that this
could deliver a new community sports facility, thus meeting a planning objective for the
settlement (64).
New Sites – Protected and Reserved Land
It was suggested by respondents that land adjacent to the B9119 and the 6-mile
junction should be reserved for potential future upgrade to A-road standard, if not a dual
carriageway (64, 65).
A respondent has suggested a number of additional areas that should be designated as
protected land. These include land to the west of Broadstraik Road, immediately north
of OP1; land north of Old Skene Road, to the east of Dawson Drive and west of
Crombie Acres and Lea Rig; the area surrounding the pond, north of Cairnie Crescent
and south of Burnland Place; land at the eastern entrance of Westhill to the north of the
A944 and south of Lawsondale Playing Fields. The caravan park in Elrick should also
be protected to safeguard this use (64).

PDF Page 100

Item: 4
Page: 439

Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Support was expressed for sites P1 to P11 as protected land. It was however
suggested that P2 be split into two separate protected areas, with the area to the west
of Westhill Drive forming one area and the east of Westhill Drive forming the second.
Following completion of the Kingsford Stadium and any new Westhill community sports
facility, the requirement for Lawsondale Playing Fields may disappear (64).
The mapping for FOP1 and FOP2 appears to be incorrect (64, 226, 805).
SEPA note that no reference is made to waste water drainage. Westhill is part of the
sewer network served by Nigg Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW). Capacity
should be confirmed with Scottish Water to ensure that the proposed population growth
is within the design criteria for sewage treatment works at Nigg (805).
SEPA has recommended that a buffer strip be required adjacent to the watercourse
which should be integrated positively into the development (805).

3. Actions
Spatial Strategy for Westhill
The cumulative transport impact from development is something that is already
considered in preparing the LDP and is addressed through Policy RD2 Developer
Obligations. It is not considered necessary to duplicate this in the Westhill Settlement
Statement. Should specific transport interventions be identified it would however be
appropriate to reflect these within the Services and Infrastructure section of the
Settlement Statement.
Mixed response has been received as to the need for major developments to be
identified in Westhill at this time. As outlined in Issue 5 The Spatial Strategy, Westhill
remains a sustainable location for development, given the significant constraints that
operate in the settlement, significant new development should not be promoted.
The Kingsford Stadium development lies outwith the settlement boundary and does not
contribute towards the built-up area of the settlement. We still do not know if Aberdeen
Football Club will develop this facility, or when.
The Westhill and Elrick Community Council were engaged in pre-Main Issues Report
consultation. We welcome the Community Councils, as well as the wider communities’
contribution in preparing the LDP.
Vision
It is recognised that the occupants of Arnhall Business Park are not restricted to those
operating in the subsea industry. However, the subsea engineering sector remains an
important area for focus and Westhill continues to be seen as a centre of subsea
excellence. As such it would be appropriate to continue to promote this. Given the
current, and predicted future climate with regard to oil and gas in the North East, it
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would also be prudent to amend the Vision to recognise the other existing, and
emerging, industries that are attracted to Westhill, and thus promote Westhill as an
established employment hub.
The Vision should be amended to reflect housing need in a similar way to text used in
the Banchory Settlement Statement.
Planning Objectives
Comments made in respect to the planning objectives listed in the MIR are noted. It is
not proposed to include these bullet points in the Proposed LDP, but instead reflect
these objectives as part of the Vision statement for the settlement. It is considered that
these objectives are already included within the Vision and as such no change is
required.
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR025, GR032, GR039, GR040, GR041, GR042, GR043, GR063, GR066, GR064,
GR070, GR100, GR119, GR120, GR121, GR122, GR123, GR132 and GR133
Comments made both in support of and opposition to these bids are noted. None of
these bids were identified as a “preferred option” in the MIR. As outlined above, Issue
5 The Spatial Strategy concludes that significant constraints operate in the settlement,
and significant new development should not be promoted.
Comments from key stakeholders including SNH, SEPA and HES are also noted.
In supporting a number of these bids, respondents make reference to the Westhill
Capacity Study, updated in 2014. Whilst it is recognised that many bids lie within areas
identified as being “most suitable” or “suitable” for potential development, the study
does not identify the timeline of when it would be suitable, or most suitable in terms of
delivery. Additionally, the Study identified that in order to facilitate development it
would be necessary to undertake a number of significant improvements to the transport
network around Westhill. The Study also recommends that a number of further studies
should be undertaken to consider the more sustainable way for Westhill to develop in
the future. These studies include a Transport Infrastructure Feasibility Study, a review
of the green belt and a Westhill Strategic Masterplan, amongst others. Issue 7
Shaping Development in the Countryside addresses the need to review the green belt
and makes commitment to delivering this by the mid-term review of the LDP. Other
studies could be undertaken during the early part of the Plan period to establish exactly
what sites should be allocated to facilitate future growth of the settlement, ensuring an
infrastructure led approach to delivery. This would be undertaken in consultation with
stakeholders to ensure that development is located in the right place.

Bid GR106 / Existing Site – R1
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Comments both in support of, and in objection to, bid GR106 are noted. Whilst it is
recognised that part of the bid site is reserved in the current LDP, on reflection it is
considered appropriate to not allocate any part of GR106, or the existing R1 site in the
Proposed LDP. As respondents highlight, giving reserved status to land south of the
B9119 could be interpreted as indicating the Council’s preferred direction of future
growth. This may be somewhat premature given the conclusions of the Westhill
Capacity Study update suggesting that areas not limited to southern expansion may be
“most suitable”. By removing site R1 and amending the settlement boundary to align
with the B9119 road, further allows for detailed consideration to be made regarding the
future expansion of Westhill, in the most sustainable way, once all the relevant evidence
has been compiled.
Bid GR125
Support for bid GR125 is welcomed. It is noted that since publication of the MIR, a
Proposal of Application Notice has been submitted on the site for a residential
development promoting 100% affordable homes. The bid proposal justified the loss of
business land at this location which was deemed to be acceptable on the basis that it
will provide affordable housing and contribute to delivering an aspiration of the
settlement.
The site is not considered capable of accommodating a community sports facility.
New Sites – Protected and Reserved Land
Until such time as there are any land requirements, and timescale for delivering any
transportation improvements to Westhill are known, it would not be appropriate to
reserve land adjacent to the B9119 for such works. Instead, as recommended above,
it is considered appropriate to retain the area to the south of the B9119 as “countryside”
so as not to jeopardise any future requirement of this land to contribute towards
improvements needed to facilitate future growth of the settlement.
An update to the Open Space Audit has been undertaken. This included a review of
the areas identified by the respondent for protecting as open space.
It is considered overly restrictive to reserve the caravan park for that use and to do so
would lead to an inconsistent manner in which caravan parks are identified in the LDP.
There are existing policies in the LDP (Policy B3 Tourist Facilities) that address the
change of use of such developments.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan on
the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. With the exception of identification of
a possible future opportunity site (GR106), these are captured in the recommendations
below.
To ensure consistency with the Housing Land Audit it is considered appropriate to
identify in the Proposed Local Development Plan windfall sites where delivery is
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projected during the Plan period. In Westhill this includes land at Burnland which is
subject to an extant planning permission for 38 homes.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to reflect community concerns raised during pre-Main Issues
Report consultation.
2. Amend the Vision to recognise existing, and emerging, industries that are
attracted to Westhill as an established employment hub.
3. Add text to the Vision to state that, "there is a need for sheltered and accessible
housing, affordable housing and opportunities for downsizing in Westhill".
4. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement “Parts of Westhill are in an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
5. Allocate bid GR125 for affordable housing. The BUS (Safeguarded for Business
Uses) boundary should be amended accordingly.
6. Remove existing R1 site and amend settlement boundary accordingly.
7. Allocate land at Burnland as an opportunity site in the Proposed LDP for 38
homes.
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Issue 119 Whiteford
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
771

Respondents
Ryden LLP on behalf of Drumrossie Land Development Company
Limited

2. Issues
New Site
A respondent sought extension to the settlement boundary to encompass land
associated with an extant permission for 3 homes (APP/2013/2710) at Whiteford Road.
It was requested that the land subject to this permission be identified in the Proposed
Local Development Plan for 9 affordable homes. The site was previously identified as
fH1 for 15 homes in the Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2006 and subsequently removed in
the LDP 2012. Discussions have taken place with the Council’s Housing Strategy
Team about a potential development of 12 to 15 homes. Discussions are ongoing
between the respondent and a number of Housing Associations regarding the potential
to deliver the site for affordable housing as a joint venture. The site is free from
infrastructure constraints and provides an opportunity to sustain Logie Durno Primary
School which is forecast to be under capacity. There is no flood risk associated with
the site (771).

3. Actions
There has been no material change in circumstances since preparation of the current
LDP 2017, particularly in addressing comments raised by the Reporter in examining a
wider proposal for 15 homes (2013 bid reference Ga043). Despite a reduced site area,
the site capacity appears to be undefined at somewhere between 9 and 15 homes. It
is considered that constraints associated with the lack of services in the locality resulting
in high car-dependency and concerns regarding the A96 junction remain.
Development of the site is not deemed to be essential to sustain the primary school. In
addition, the site was not submitted as a bid in response to the Council’s Call for Sites in
2018 and as such has not been subject to public scrutiny as part of the MIR
consultation. The respondent has not indicated that any community engagement
exercise has been undertaken independently of the MIR to gauge community feeling
towards the proposal. As a result the community view of such a proposal is unknown
at this time.
It may be appropriate once the 3 homes subject to APP/2013/2710 have been built out
to include the application site within the settlement boundary as contributing towards the
built up area of Whiteford.
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4. Recommendations
1. No Action is required.
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Issue 120 Garioch Landward
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
58
140
163
169
218
229
238
283
291
318
392
414
424
425
481
491
506
541
683
805
811
843
864
865
867
876
923
924
966
980
1006
1007
1009
1029
1053
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Respondents
Mr David Simon
Mr Moray Macdearmid
Ms Kirsten Campbell
Mrs Susan Redshaw
Dr James Black
Ms Lisa Strachan
Mr Stephen McMinn
Mr John Horsburgh
Mrs Margaret Buglass
Ms June Cameron
Echt & Skene Community Council
John Wink Design on behalf of Mr Graeme Sutherland
Mr & Mrs Simon & Vicki Glazier
Fintray Community Council
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates
Ms M A Roberts
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mr & Mrs Booker
Mrs Maxine Callow
SEPA
Morris Associates Architects
Kintore and District Community Council
Ms Michele Clark
Inverurie Community Council
Ms Karen Barker
Woodland Trust Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Drum Property Group
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of W. Maitland & Sons
Bennachie Community Council
Mr Paul Davison
Savills on behalf of Cullerie Estate
Savills on behalf of Cullerie Estate
Historic Environment Scotland
Ms Janet Rennie
Mr Stuart Rennie
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2. Issues
Bid GR098 and GR099, Cullerlie
Two respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bids
GR098 and GR099 on the basis that Cullerlie is not a settlement and the area lacks
facilities and access to public transport (291, 392).
Another respondent has requested that bid GR098 be allocated in the Proposed Local
Development Plan (LDP) as a small-scale, mixed use site offering opportunities for selfbuild and employment uses. The respondent considered that the bid should not be
dismissed due to proximity to pipelines (1006).
One respondent has requested that bid GR099 be allocated in the Proposed LDP as an
extension to an existing employment site, include proximity to Westhill. It was argued
that many sites in rural areas are not accessible by public transport, and this should not
be a reason to disregard the site. Screening would be provided to soften any
landscape impact and reduce impact on nearby scheduled monuments. The
respondent considered that there would be demand for such a site in the location.
Constraints associated with waste water could be resolved (1007).
Historic Environment Scotland has noted that development of bid GR099 could have
potential for impacts on the setting of a scheduled moment at Tillyorn (SM12161),
including views to and from. However, it was considered likely that some views could
be screened (1009).
Bid GR095, Garlogie
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR095 on the basis of lack of infrastructure, promotion of ribbon development and
proximity to archaeological sites (58, 392).
Another respondent has requested that bid GR095 be allocated in the Proposed LDP on
the basis that development would enhance the village and support existing services.
Garlogie has not experienced any development for 30 years. Development would help
sustain Skene Primary School. It was contended that development would have no
impact on the setting of the archaeological site. It was noted that in examining the
current LDP, the Reporter acknowledged the site would be well contained in landscape
terms and create a core to the settlement. The scale of development proposed in the
Main Issues Report (MIR) based on a 25 house per hectare would be out of character
(481).
It was also requested that Garlogie be identified as a settlement on the basis that it has
numerous services and facilities, and that it is a conservation area (481).
Bid GR143 and GR144, Goval Junction, Dyce
One respondent has challenged the Officers’ assessment of bids GR143 and GR144.
These sites have not been appropriately appraised. It was considered that bid GR143
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offered an opportunity to plan for appropriate roadside commercial facilities that serve
the new A90 Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route (AWPR) rather than deal with future
ad-hoc applications for such uses. A revised bid layout has been presented to
increase the buffer area to eliminate the impact on woodland. Bid GR144 could act as
a small extension to an existing settlement. A revised site area for bid GR144 has
been presented showing an area suitable for 15 homes (923).
A respondent has objected to bid GR143 on the basis of potential impacts on ancient
woodland (876). Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has commented that ancient
woodland found in both bid areas should be protected and enhanced (506).
Bid GR113, Keithney, Inverurie
SNH has commented that ancient woodland found in the bid area should be protected
and enhanced (506).
Bid GR110, Kellockbank, Insch
A respondent has requested that bid GR110 be allocated in the Proposed LDP on the
basis that the principle of employment in this location has been established through the
approval of APP/2017/2607. It was not considered that development would have
impact on listed buildings or the Newton House Gardens and Designed Landscape
(414).
Bid GR073, Kirkton of Rayne
A significant number of respondents object to Officers’ recommendation (“preferred”) for
bid GR073 (163, 238, 318, 541, 683, 864, 867, 966, 1029, 1053). Reasons to dismiss
the site included lack of infrastructure, including drainage provision, road safety, flood
risk and presence of prime agricultural land.
One respondent does not object to the bid but raises similar concerns to those who
have formally objected to the bid (229).
SEPA has requested that the Proposed LDP highlight that there is no public waste
water infrastructure available in Kirkton of Rayne. SEPA consider that development
where no public waste water infrastructure is available is unlikely to contribute to longterm sustainability and therefore would pose concerns for SEPA in the absence of First
Time Sewerage provision. SEPA's preference would be for all proposed properties
within this development to be connected to a single adoptable waste water treatment
works. SEPA would be reluctant to approve any proposal for single individual waste
water discharges (805).
Bid GR109, Lamington Court, Fintray
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation for bid GR109 on the basis
that the site is situated in the green belt, road safety and development would constitute
suburbanisation of the countryside (283, 424, 425, 491).
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Bid GR080 and GR081, Lethenty
A number of respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bids GR080 and GR081 on the basis of lack of infrastructure, road safety, impact on
biodiversity, presence of pipelines and prime agricultural land (140, 169, 218, 865).
A revised proposal for bid GR081 has been presented with a request that the 7 homes
in the northern proportion of the site be allocated in the Proposed LDP, with a further 7
homes to the south identified as strategic reserve. The respondent has challenged
reasons presented in the MIR for dismissing the site (924).
It was requested that Lethenty be identified as a settlement. There are smaller, more
remote places across Aberdeenshire classified as settlements in the LDP. In the Draft
Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2000 Lethenty was identified as a settlement with a housing
allocation, at that time it was viewed as appropriate and since then Lethenty has
increased in size with individual dwelling houses being consented making a strong case
for it being identified as a settlement in the LDP 2021 in line with the strategy for other
similar places (924).
Bid GR018, Leylodge
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR018 (843, 980).
Bid GR026, The Blair, Fintray
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR109 on the basis that development would constitute suburbanisation of the
countryside (424, 425, 491).
Bid GR068, Upper Cottown
Respondents have agreed with Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid GR068
(843, 980). The respondent has indicated that no further development should be
permitted until road safety issues have been addressed (843).
Bid GR014, Wester Ord
One respondent has challenged the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”) for bid
GR014. It was suggested that the site forms part of the curtilage of a farmhouse and
contains the ruins of a former mill. As such the site should be considered as brownfield
with a capacity of 7 homes. It was suggested that the site was well within cycle
distance to both Westhill and Peterculter and that impact on roads has reduced
significantly with the opening of the AWPR (811).

3. Actions
Bid GR098 and GR099, Cullerlie
Whilst comments in support of bids GR098 and GR099 are acknowledged, it is
maintained that Cullerlie is an unsustainable location and that development should be
focused towards existing settlements, as per Scottish Planning Policy. No established
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need for housing or employment has been demonstrated. In addition, it is considered
that there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective to meet the
Strategic Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a strategic need
to allocate further development opportunities, in addition to those identified within
settlements at this time.
Bid GR082, Drum of Wartle
No comments were received in response to bid GR082. The site was not identified as
a preferred option in the MIR and it is not recommended that the site be allocated in the
Proposed LDP.
Bid GR095, Garlogie
Whilst comments in support of bid GR095 are acknowledged, it is considered that there
are currently sufficient existing development allocations within the Aberdeen Housing
Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective to meet the Strategic
Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a strategic need to allocate
further development opportunities in Garlogie at this time.
Arguments put forward that Garlogie should be considered as a settlement are
accepted. Garlogie does meet the criteria of being classed as a “settlement” in that it
serves a residential function with at least 15 homes and has sufficient urban
characteristics and facilities. Although there are no protected, reserved, or opportunity
sites identified it would be appropriate to include Garlogie within the “Settlement
Statement” Appendix of the Proposed Local Development Plan on the basis that it has a
Conservation Area. This is consistent with the approach taken for other settlements in
Aberdeenshire, such as Pennan.
Bid GR143 and GR144, Goval Junction, Dyce
Whilst the comments in support of bids GR143 and GR144 are acknowledged, it is
maintained that constraints associated with these bid proposals do not override any
benefits associated with development of these sites. In addition, it is considered that
there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective to meet the
Strategic Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a strategic need
to allocate further development opportunities at Goval at this time.
Bid GR113, Keithney, Inverurie
The comment received from SNH in respect to bid GR113 is noted. The site was not
identified as a preferred option in the MIR and it is not recommended that the site be
allocated in the Proposed LDP. No other submissions were received.
Bid GR110, Kellockbank, Insch
Whilst comments in support of bid GR110 are acknowledged, it is maintained that the
bid is sited in an unsustainable location and that development should be focused
towards existing settlements, as per Scottish Planning Policy. Outwith settlements it is
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expected that only small-scale employment uses should be permitted. In addition, it is
considered that there is not a particular need for additional employment land and
existing sites are available within existing settlements that are without constraint. In
light of this it is not proposed to allocate any additional employment land at Kellockbank
at this time.
Bid GR073, Kirkton of Rayne
Based on the body of objection to bid GR073 and having considered comments from
SEPA it is considered that there is no need at this stage to identify land for housing
development in Kirkton of Rayne. There are sufficient development opportunities
identified at Old Rayne to meet local housing need and support the primary school roll
at Rayne North. Consequently, the Settlement Statement for Kirkton of Rayne
prepared and included in the Draft Proposed LDP would not need to be included in the
Proposed LDP.
Bid GR109, Lamington Court, Fintray
Support for Officers’ recommendation for bid GR109 is noted. The site was not
identified as a preferred option in the MIR and it is not recommended that the site be
allocated in the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR080 and GR081, Lethenty
Support for Officers’ recommendation for bids GR080 and GR081 is noted. Despite
efforts to address the impact of development through phasing, it is maintained that
constraints associated with the bid proposal do not override any benefits associated
with development of the site, either in part or as a whole.
Although Lethenty was identified in a previous Draft Local Plan it was not identified in
the eventual Local Plan 2006, nor any subsequent LDP. In addition, inclusion within
the Settlement Statements does not set a precedent for inclusion in future LDPs.
Lethenty does not meet the criteria of being classed as a “settlement” as it does not
have sufficient urban characteristics or facilities to support it as a settlement. Transport
access is very poor. In addition, as there are no protected, reserved, or opportunity
sites identified it would not be appropriate to include Lethenty within the “Settlement
Statement” Appendix of the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR018, Leylodge
Support for Officers’ recommendation for bid GR018 is noted. The site was not
identified as a preferred option in the MIR and it is not recommended that the site be
allocated in the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR071, Marionburgh, Midmar
No comments were received in response to bid GR071. The site was not identified as
a preferred option in the MIR and it is not recommended that the site be allocated in the
Proposed LDP.
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Bid GR026, The Blair, Fintray
Support for Officers’ recommendation for bid GR026 is noted. The site was not
identified as a preferred option in the MIR and it is not recommended that the site be
allocated in the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR068, Upper Cottown
Support for Officers’ recommendation for bid GR068 is noted. The site was not
identified as a preferred option in the MIR and it is not recommended that the site be
allocated in the Proposed LDP.
Bid GR014, Wester Ord
Whilst comments in support of bid GR014 are acknowledged, it is maintained that the
site does not form a brownfield opportunity on the basis that it has become naturalised
and development would lead to suburbanisation of the countryside. In addition, it is
considered that there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective to
meet the Strategic Development Plan requirements. On this basis, there is not a
strategic need to allocate further development opportunities in addition to those
identified within settlements at this time.

4. Recommendations
1. Include a Settlement Statement for “Garlogie”. The Settlement Statement
should emphasise the importance of the Garlogie Conservation Area and protect
areas of open space. No opportunity sites should be identified.
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Appendix 2a

Draft Proposed Local Development Plan – Policies
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Draft Proposed Local Development Plan 2019
Explanatory Note
Introduction
The Development Plan Scheme 2018 stated that Officers would prepare a Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan to be published alongside the Main Issues Report. The reason for
preparing this document is twofold:



Firstly, to aid in the interpretation of the Main Issues Report by outlining how
preferred options could be translated into draft policy wording and through updates to
the Settlement Statements; and
Secondly, as a reaction to proposals associated with the review of Scottish planning
that suggested that the Main Issues Report should be abolished in favour of direct
publication of a Proposed Plan, we have taken this opportunity to explore options for
how Aberdeenshire Council could adapt to a new plan-making process within the
existing legislative framework.

Format of the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan illustrates how the changes that we think
should be made to the Local Development Plan 2017 (LDP 2017) could be accommodated.
This is achieved through track changes made by Officers to a copy of the current Plan. This
follows extensive pre-Main Issues Report engagement with Community Councils and
stakeholder groups during the last 15 months.
Not all sections of the LDP 2017 have been amended. The Draft Proposed Local
Development Plan contains the introductory and policy sections as well as Settlement
Statements (Appendix 8 of the LDP 2017) for all 6 Administration Areas. Other appendices
and supplementary guidance have not been updated at this time. As we expect
supplementary guidance to be removed from the LDP, it is our intension at this stage all but
two supplementary guidance documents be brought into the Proposed Plan as appendices.
This is indicated in the Draft Proposed Plan through grey text in the Contents page.
Existing allocations have been updated to reflect the current position and some have been
removed either as a recommendation arising from the Main Issues Report, or because they
are now built out and as such are no longer required to be shown in the Plan. Preferred bids
in the Main Issues Report have been added as opportunity sites to the Plan and policy set
for the nature of development on these sites created. These are working drafts based on
information available to Officers in assessing the bid. These are is likely to be expanded on
the basis of any relevant information received through the Main Issues Report consultation.
Reserved bids, sites for which we have neither a need for at this time or the quality of
information required to justify their inclusion in the Main Issues Report, are shown as “Future
opportunity sites” or “FOPs” in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan. These are not
formal land allocations in the LDP and are not available for development in the early part of
the new Plan period. They do however give an indication of possible future land allocation
and allow for early consideration of these sites to be made. For example, through
considering future road layout and connectivity. These sites will be reviewed at the mid-point
of the Plan period and may be drawn down should a shortfall in supply be established, or to
replace another site that has been found to be undeliverable and is due to be removed.
Likewise, a FOP site may also be removed at any such time as the Plan is reviewed.
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The “Services and Infrastructure” section of the Settlement Statements have not been
reviewed by Officers and this text has been changed to grey for the purposes of the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan. This section will be updated following further
engagement with relevant stakeholders prior to the Proposed Plan.
Function and Materiality of the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
The Draft Proposed Local development Plan is an online resource available to aid in
interpretation of the Main Issues Report. It is available to view during the period of public
consultation on the Main Issues Report (14 January to 8 April 2019). The Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan has not been subject to scrutiny by any Committee and is not the
settled view of the Council. It holds no material weight in the determination of planning
applications.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan is also available through an interactive online
Main Issues Report (story-map) which allows greater and easier interaction between these
two documents.
The Draft Proposed Local Development is not a consultative document i.e. we are not
formally seeking comments on this document. However, should you wish to make comment
on any of draft wording specifically, it should clear in any response you make to which
section of the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan your comment relates, e.g. stating
page number, policy section, or settlement, and why you would wish to see the proposed
text changed, or not, should this be the case. It would be helpful that if any comments made
in relation to the Draft Proposed Local Plan were submitted separately to any comments on
the Main Issues Report. Any comments made in relation to the Draft Proposed Local
Development Plan will not be reported to any Committee but will be considered by Officers in
preparing the eventual Proposed Local Development Plan.
Next Steps
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan is very much a draft document and is expected
to be further amended and refined following consideration of responses to the Main Issues
Report. The Proposed Local Development Plan, expected in December 2019 may look quite
different to the current draft.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan will be removed from the Council’s webpage
following the public consultation period on the Main Issues Report.
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Forward
Aberdeenshire, from the mountains to the sea, is an exceptional place. This pPlan has an
important role to play in making sure that this continues for generations to come.

T

As a result of wide-ranging consultation with our communities, those with an interest and the
development industry, we are confident that the pPlan will achieve the aims of helping to
develop a strong and resilient economy, while maintaining our high quality of life and our
exceptional environment. New development* will be sustainable, what we do and how we
live today should not leave our children unable to achieve a similar quality of life in the future
and should take into account the important issues of climate change and reducing carbon.

AF

Aberdeenshire has had a fully up-to-date development plan for a number of years. This is
helping us to make sure that new developments take place alongside providing facilities
such as schools and other facilities and in places where the transport system is either
suitable for dealing with the increased travel demand or can be improved. The benefits of
development following a plan-led system are helping enormously in providing services and
scheduling transport improvements, as well as giving certainty about the future both to the
communities and developers. This lLocal dDevelopment pPlan will continue to give that
certainty for at least the next five years.

This pPlan will direct decision-making on all land-use planning issues and planning
applications in Aberdeenshire. Only on in exceptional occasions circumstances and with
overriding material considerations good planning reasons will we make decisions which that
do not follow the policies and land allocations in this pPlan.

DR

*Development is defined as the carrying out of building, mining, engineering or other
operations in, on, over or under the land or the making of any material change of the use of
any buildings or land.
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1

How to Use This Plan

This pPlan is part of a set of documents which make up the statutory development plan for
the area. We share the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan with Aberdeen
City, who themselves also produce a lLocal dDevelopment pPlan. The part of Aberdeenshire
which is within the Cairngorms National Park has its own separate development plan.

T

The sStrategic dDevelopment pPlan sets out the shared vision that we have for the
Aberdeen City Region – a vision that this pPlan must be consistent with. It tells us how much
land we should set aside for development, and broadly where this should be. It sets out
broad principles for development in the area.

AF

The lLocal dDevelopment pPlan sets out the policies we will use for assessing determining
planning applications. It sets out exactly where development is expected to take place over
the next five years, and beyond up to 203126. We will review it in 2022 and replace it with a
new plan that will consider the next 10-year period. This is shown by way of an allocation
outlined within a Settlement Statement and outlines the way in which the Council would wish
to see an allocation to be delivered.
The lLocal dDevelopment pPlan is supported by sSupplementary gGuidance which provides
extra detail to some of the policies and proposals of the pPlan. This sSupplementary
gGuidance has the same weight in decision-making as the pPlan itself. In line with Scottish
Ministers’ vision for development plans, sSupplementary gGuidance has only been used to
provide additional detail to policy principles that are established within the pPlan. Where
sSupplementary gGuidancean Appendix is used, it is clearly cross-referenced in the pPlan.

DR

However, in general, we would encourage you to contact your local planning and building
standards office for detailed advice as all policies in the pPlan, and in the sStrategic
dDevelopment pPlan, can apply. You will find contact details for the six planning offices
across Aberdeenshire on the back cover.
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2

Influences on the Plan

T

We have prepared a mMonitoring rReport that has looked at the principal things that affect
the use of development land within Aberdeenshire. This has helped us identify the important
issues that the pPlan has to tackle. These issues were highlighted in a mMain iIssues
rReport published in October 2013 January 2019, and on which we asked for comments
(see Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 Main Issues Report 20193). The Main
Issues rReport also looked in detail at sites that the development industry wanted to see
taken forward in the new Plan (these are known as bid sites).
The lLocal dDevelopment pPlan is not the only plan we use in decision-making. We also use
the lLocal hHousing sStrategy, the Local Transport Strategy and the Economic Development
Strategy, all of which have influenced the content of this pPlan.











AF

A number of other important documents also relate to Aberdeenshire. We have written the
pPlan to be in line with the plans of other organisations, including our neighbouring planning
authorities, and national and regional strategies such as:
the Regional Economic Development Strategy;
the Regional Transport Strategy;
the City Region Deal;
the National Waste Plan;
the Health and Social Care Strategic Plan;
The Council’s Capital Plan Programme;
the emerging Flood Risk Management Plan;
Scotland’s National Marine Plan; and
the Scotland River Basin Management Plan.

DR

Scottish Planning Policy and the National Planning Framework have also been significant
influences on the content of the pPlan (see ‘Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan: How
the proposed plan supports strategies and plans of other authorities’). Finally it should be
noted that the Local Development Plan 20172, the Action Programme, the Housing Needs
and Demand Assessment, the Housing Land Audit, and the Employment Land Audit have all
provided important sources of information we have used.
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3

Vision for the Plan

The National Vision
The National Planning Framework and Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) identifies four
planning outcomes to support the general vision for the planning system in Scotland:

AF

These four outcomes are as follows:

T

“We live in a Scotland with a growing, low-carbon economy with progressively
narrowing disparities in well-being and opportunity. It is growth that can be achieved
whilst reducing emissions and which respects the quality of environment, place, and
life which makes our country so special. It is growth which increases solidarity –
reducing inequalities between our regions. We live in sustainable, well-designed
places and homes which meet our needs. We enjoy excellent transport and digital
connections, internally and with the rest of the world”.
(SPP paragraph 11)

Outcome 1: A successful, sustainable place – supporting sustainable economic growth
and regeneration, and the creation of well-designed, sustainable places.
Outcome 2: A low carbon place – reducing our carbon emissions and adapting to climate
change.
Outcome 3: A natural, resilient place – helping to protect and enhance our natural and
cultural assets, and facilitating their sustainable use.
Outcome 4: A more connected place – supporting better transport and digital connectivity.
(SPP pages 6 and 7)

DR

Building on the Scottish Government’s purpose “to create a more successful country, with
opportunities for all of Scotland to flourish through increasing sustainable growth”, Tthis plan
encourages high-quality development that accords with this vision and the outcomes that the
Scottish Government supports. It promotes the efficient use of land to deliver long-term
benefits for the public, while protecting and improving nature and local culture. It sets out
Ppolicies and development land allocations thatmust deliver the four outcomes that the
Scottish Government expects: successful, sustainable, places; low-carbon places; natural
and resilient places; and better connected placesand resilient places..
The Regional Vision

We have reflected tThe Scottish Government’s purpose is reflected in the strategic Strategic
development Development plan’s Plan’s vision for Aberdeen City and Shire (see Page 2 of
the Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2018). By 2040 tThat
plan imagines identifies an Aberdeenshire the area as that isan even more attractive,
prosperousprosperous, resilient, and sustainable European City Region, that and which is
an excellent place to live, visit and do business. . Key to the Strategic Development Plan’s
vision is the specific support that it gives to developments related to energy,
biopharmaceuticals, tourism, food and drink, fishing and primary industries.
The Local Vision

The Local Development Plan 2021 promotes the elements that make Aberdeenshire special.
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To fulfil the aims of the Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2018
tThe plan Local Development Plan 2021 balances economic growth with the urgent
challenges of sustainable development and climate change. . We have included further aims
that:

T

deliver quality of life;
help protect and improve our natural and cultural heritage;
can create sustainable mixed communities; and
make the best of our existing transport network.
This plan adopts the vision and aims of the strategic development plan.
We can help support the area to grow as an international centre for the oil and gas industry,
to spread into the renewables sectors, and improve the knowledge and service sectors. The
area around Aberdeen City continues to be the powerhouse of economic activity in the
region and so the land allocations made in the settlements around Aberdeen City reflect this.

AF

On the other hand there are significant challenges in terms of improving the economies of
our remoter more remote communities, particularly those that in the past depended more on
the tourism, ffishing, and agriculture industries.
This local Local development Development plan Plan helps promote Aberdeenshire as:






DR



aAn area where residents, businessbusiness, and social enterprises are encouraged
to make their communities more self-sufficient.
It provides aA supportive environment for business investment
An area that . For these areas, the future harnesses opportunities for may depend
on people being able to work in places distant from centres through the internet or
exploring existing strengths such as tourism and food and drink.
Being well connected, where
Ttransportation and communication are add to basic to the quality of life in more
accessible locations and the prosperity of less well-connected locationsareas.
An area that The plan takes a balanced approach. It promotes development in
locations that do not result in further traffic congestion and which are well served by
public transport, but also recognisesing that in more remoter locations there may be
no alternative to using cars.
An area where nQuality of life is also reflected in the need to make sure new
developments are designed as effectively as possible to improve quality of life
and An areas where of natural and cultural heritage are protected, recognising that
localthe ‘green areas’spaces on the doorstep on the doorstep are very important to
how people view where they live, and help define t; their heir ‘place’.




Quality of life is also reflected in the need to make sure new developments are designed as
effectively as possible and areas of natural and cultural heritage are protected, recognising
that the ‘green areas’ on the doorstep are very important to how people view where they live;
their ‘place’.
The Purpose of the Plan and its Outcomes

Applying policies in the Plan may not lead to the achievement of all these goals. The vision
of the Plan has a specific role in assisting Aberdeenshire Council in weighing up potentially
conflicting objectives to achieve clearly definable outcomes that accord with those promoted
by national and regional strategies. In all cases the vision of the Plan should be used to
guide granting of planning permission where conflicts arise and one policy cannot be
applied at the expense of another.
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Above all the plan tries to make sure that we are indeed delivering, as stated in
Scottish Planning Policy, “the right development in the right place”.



To promote sustainable mixed communities with the highest standards of
design
We need to achieve excellence in design across all developments in Aberdeenshire
with a design process that makes sure planning takes place early and over the long
term to provide the infrastructure which will be needed. We must consider issues
including the balance and mix of uses, and the type and affordability of housing. We
have included policies to tackle these important concerns.



To take on the challenges of sustainable development and climate change
We have introduced policies and proposals to both tackle and cope with climate
change. Policies say that new developments must reduce greenhouse gas
emissions. Managing waste generated by development is also a central part of the
policy. We have tested allocations to make sure that planning considers reducing the
need to travel, encouraging active travel, and avoiding long-term risks associated
with flooding. We have introduced new policies to encourage the development of
renewable energy resources in a sensitive way. These policies recognise the need to
balance economic growth and development with the need to protect and improve our
environment. In the identification of development allocations included in the plan this
has been a key consideration.



To protect and improve assets and resources
Aberdeenshire provides important assets for the city region and Scotland as a whole.
Our policies insist that all development must give an appropriate level of protection to
internationally, nationally and locally designated sites of built heritage, archaeological
and environmental importance. They must also use any opportunities to improve the
natural and built environment as a whole..



To increase and diversify the economy
We continue to identify a range of employment sites in line with the sStrategic
dDevelopment pPlan’s spatial strategy which offer a choice of size, location, and
environmental and other facilities. The range also allows flexibility to cope with
uncertainty in the market. We promote the idea of providing employment land in
proportion to the scale of housing proposals. We have also introduced policies to
encourage employment development in rural areas and regeneration areas, and to
stimulate wider economic growth., if we can identify a need, or in response to
demand.

DR

AF

T





To promote the creation of green networks within and between settlements
Connected areas of green space and habitats such as parks, pathspaths, and
woodlands (green networks) within and on the edge of our villages and towns can
provide a range of social, ecologicalecological, and economic benefits. Putting our
open-space, design and infrastructure policies into practice will create and improve
these green networks across the area.Developments must help to provide these
important green links between development sites, the wider countryside, and our
urban areas.



To make efficient use of the transport network, reduce the need to travel and
promote walking, cycling, and public transport.
We promote the principles included in ‘Designing Streets - A Policy Statement for
Scotland (2010)’ for all new developments, and have made land development
opportunities available in places where we can encourage methods of travel other
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than using cars. Existing strategic transport infrastructure must be protected from
local traffic. Sometimes the need for sustainable transport infrastructure requires that
other plan policies can be disregarded in the interests of a wider public benefit.

DR

AF

T

Above all the pPlan tries to make sure that we are indeed delivering, as stated in Scottish
Planning Policy, “the right development in the right place”.
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The sSpatial sStrategy

AF

T

The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan defines two broad policy areas
which we are taking forward in this plan. These are strategic growth areas and local growth
and diversification areas. The strategic growth areas are centred on Aberdeen and the main
public transport routes, and are those areas where 75% of the anticipated growth in the city
region will take place. Local growth and diversification areas are those areas where growth
will be matched to local needs. We also identify the boundary between the accessible and
less accessible area around the city (this is an “intermediate” area in the definitions
contained in Scottish Planning Policy), the Energetica area, and regeneration priority areas
where positive steps are needed to help these areas meet their full potential.
This plan provides boundaries for these areas, as well as introducing other areas associated
with specific policies. We have defined a coastal zone and an Aberdeen City greenbelt, both
to support rural development and make sure that the right development is in the right place.
Across the six administrative areas of Aberdeenshire, the policies and proposals of the plan
will have different effects. These will always be based on the principles of the size of the
community to accommodate the development proposals without harm to its character or
sense of place, and its needs.
Aberdeenshire is a diverse area that spans from the economically successful areas that
provide homes and businesses around Aberdeen City, to the areas of stunning character
and natural beauty in the peripheral towns and countryside around Aberdeenshire. As well
as accommodating the immediate needs of the City and its growth, we need to consider the
conservation of our built and natural heritage, and specifically our “regeneration towns” of
Banff, Macduff, Fraserburgh and Peterhead, where development opportunities may be
constrained.
Housing and Employment Land

DR

The Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan identifies that within
Aberdeenshire sufficient land is required to maintain a housing land supply over the period
2020 to the end of 20321 and that 60 hectares of employment land needs to be available at
all times within the Strategic Growth Areas2. Allowances for 4,168 additional homes are
required to be identified over the period 2020-20323. This is derived from an 80% / 20%
division of allowances between the Aberdeen Housing Market Area and Rural Housing
Market Area, and a 50% / 50% divide between Aberdeen City Council and Aberdeenshire
Council.
Table 1: Proposed Strategic Development Plan housing land supply
Allowances
Total Effective
(New allocations to
housing supply
be included in the
(Housing Land Audit
ALDP 2021-2031)
2016)
Aberdeenshire part
of the Aberdeen
Housing Market
Area
Rural Housing
Market Area
Both areas

Combined housing
land supply in the
ADLP 2021
(New allocations
and effective supply)

2,501

11,641

14,142

1,667

7,185

8,852

4,168

18,826

22,994

1

See Paragraph 4.15, Proposed SDP
See Column 4 of Table 4 Employment Land Allocations (all hectares), Proposed SDP
3 See Column 5 of Table 3 Local Development Plan Housing Allowances, Proposed SDP
2
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T

Housing projections for the period of the Plan have been informed by the robust and credible
Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire Housing Need and Demand Assessment 2017 as the
context for development changes over time. The effective supply, the sum total of all houses
that are anticipated to be built over the next 5 years, is determined through the Housing
Land Audit process and it changes year on year. While the Local Development Plan can
allocate housing land it cannot guarantee that it will become part of the effective land supply.
Given this, we will make allocations for the 2020-2032 period of the Proposed Strategic
DDevelopment Plan within this Plan. This takes account of the difficulty in predicting the
anticipated adoption date of the Local Development Plan.

AF

We need to be confident that land can be brought forward for development within the Plan
period, and that the range of new sites allocated alongside the existing effective supply will
maintain a sufficient housing land supply. We cannot have confidence that long term
constrained sites will be brought forward for development, and we have removed many of
these sites from the Plan. They do not promote the confidence for stakeholders that Scottish
Planning Policy promotes, i.e. that the spatial strategy is both sustainable and deliverable.
The Employment Land Audit 2015/16 identified that there was 558 hectares of established
employment land allocated in Aberdeenshire. Following through a ten year average take up
rate of 15 hectares per year4, we can be confident that the target in the Proposed Strategic
Development Plan of a minimum 60 ha at all times in the Strategic Growth Areas will be
maintained well beyond the lifespan of the Local Development Plan 2021.
Consistency with the Strategic Development Plan

DR

The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2021 remains consistent with the extant and
Proposed Strategic Development Plan. We are comfortable that, with Aberdeen City
Council, we will be able to achieve the housing land obligations across all tenures and both
housing market areas, and maintain at least a 5-year supply of effective housing land at all
times. Employment land allocation is not an issue. The opportunity to review new
development areas at a mid–term review in 2026 allows us to fine tune the allocations made,
and identify new development sites for the period 2031-2036 should this be necessary.
Development remains focused on the Strategic Growth Areas of the Proposed Aberdeen
City and Shire Strategic Development Plan, using the pattern of development set out in the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 as a base, and seeking to augment this with
new allocations. Planned expansion around existing settlements is essential to deliver a
sustainable settlement pattern. A high quality of development within an attractive and safe
environment will promote a high quality of life for residents. Each development site has
been tested through a Strategic Environmental Assessment exercise and subjected to
assessment under the Habitats Regulations. A number of core criteria have been used to
govern where development should be allowed, including future capacity of schools, capacity
of unclassified roads and the need to protect the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route from
local traffic movements.
We are aware of the need to promote the use of previously developed land (brownfield land)
as a first opportunity for development and, wherever possible, have tried to exploit the
brownfield sites within our settlements. Specific policies promote infill and other forms of
development within our towns, but predicting whether such sites are deliverable remains a
challenge, particularly in our peripheral areas where the greatest volume of our brownfield
land exists. Where possible these sites have been incorporated into the allocations within
towns and villages. The majority of allocations in the Plan are greenfield allocations due to
the cost differences to be found in developing brownfield land when compared to greenfield
sites. Development to meet needs would not come forward if it were restricted to brownfield
land.
4

See paragraph 4.1.1 Employment Land Audit 2015/16
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Infrastructure requirements from new development will largely be met through appropriate
developers’ obligations according to the scale and impact of the development.
Aberdeen to Huntly Strategic Growth Area

T

Within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area, the area in the Aberdeen / Inverurie / Huntly
Strategic Growth Area (an area identified for future strategic development options) is still
constrained by uncertainty regarding the proposed dualling of the A96. Even once a
preferred route is identified it would not be prudent to promote development until there is a
completion date for the works to be undertaken. Currently we have no knowledge as to what
the solution to this constraint is likely to be, either at Inverurie or Huntly, and this restricts
opportunity for further development in this area. Development of existing opportunity sites
and, where available, brownfield land remains sufficient to meet housing demand.
Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Strategic Growth Area

AF

In the Aberdeen / Stonehaven / Laurencekirk Strategic Growth Area the existing and
substantial allocations at Laurencekirk have been slower than anticipated to come forward,
and while the decisions regarding the southern grade separated junction at Stonehaven are
welcome, there remain questions regarding the capacity and desirability of the town to
accept additional growth. The rate of growth in Chapelton has been unexpectedly slow,
however the local aspiration for a model town here is likely to be constrained unless
development land elsewhere in the corridor is restricted. Rationalisation of some sites has
been undertaken to reflect a realistic housing density on the land and to incorporate the
Blairs development fully into the Plan. Some new development opportunities exist in
Stonehaven, reflecting decisions already made by the Kincardine and Mearns Area
Committee, and small additional allocations are identified in the Marykirk, Portlethen and
Newtonhill settlements. In order to meet the needs of the Proposed Aberdeen City and
Shire Strategic Development Plan a significant new allocation has been proposed north of
Thistle Drive, Portlethen for 300 homes.
The Aberdeen to Peterhead Strategic Growth Area

DR

The Aberdeen / Ellon / Peterhead Strategic Growth Area has been the focus of the emerging
spatial strategy to accommodate additional housing allocations. Two of the largest
allocations (Cromleybank, Ellon, and Inverugie, Peterhead) have been retained, as has the
Menie development north of Balmedie as a development that has planning permission in
principle and on which progress has been made. Additional smaller developments in
Newburgh, Foveran, Bellhelvie and Potterton are included to promote the Energetica
corridor. Future choices for major residential development are promoted for the period
beyond 20312032 in the area immediate north and west of Balmedie to allow these
proposals to be fully assessed by the developers for deliverability.
Other Locations in Aberdeenshire

Elsewhere in Aberdeenshire, opportunity has been promoted where there are deliverable
options. This has resulted in the re-evaluation of allocations that are currently stalled in
significant Rural Housing Market Area settlements such as Banff and Portsoy, and
increasing the allocations in Aberdeen Housing Market Area towns such as Oldmeldrum and
Pitmedden, where growth is more likely. Emphasis has been given to the four regeneration
towns of Banff, Macduff, Fraserburgh and Peterhead to assist with economic growth.
Rural development policies for development in the countryside are continued, but with
rationalisation of the “remote” rural area to a new boundary, defined by the Scottish
Government. This will restrict the growth of “clustered” housing in this area and will promote
a more sustainable settlement pattern. Development promoting opportunities on rural
brownfield land have also been revisited in order to help conserve the heritage and sense of
12
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place of rural Aberdeenshire and prevent older buildings from being demolished to create a
number of suburban style homes.

T

We have recognised that modern business developments are either small scale “working
from home” type developments or have an affinity for other businesses due to the need for
specialist access and servicing requirements. Proposals for employment land allocations
have to be very carefully thought out to allow them to come forward as part of a mixed
development, or as an extension to employment areas already identified in the Plan. In
some places employment land allocations have been removed due to their lack of progress,
and very few new allocations have been made.

DR
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The Local Development Plan continues to recognise national developments, as identified in
the National Planning Framework, and both national designated sites such as Special Areas
of Conservation, Sites of Special Scientific Interest and carbon rich soils, to help conserve
the best of the Aberdeenshire environment. Existing local designations such as the Special
Landscape Areas, Local Nature Conservation Sites, and Coastal Zone have been retained
from the previous Plan.
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05 Shaping Banff and Buchan
Banff and Buchan includes the important coastal towns of Portsoy, Banff, Macduff, and
Fraserburgh, their related communities, and the smaller villages such as Aberchirder,
Cornhill, New Byth, and Fordyce. All of these communities suffer from a fall in traditional
industries.

T

Policies promote widespread opportunity for business development and new homes but the
plan is realistic in its ability to draw new development into these areas. Other initiatives such
as the ‘Framework for Regeneration’ and its associated action plans target the major coastal
towns for improvements to the built and natural environment, and to improve opportunities
for employment (see A Framework for Regeneration in Aberdeenshire 2013).

AF

Fraserburgh in particular is being encouraged to grow based on harbour-related businesses
and to develop as a service centre. Challenges faced in Banff, Macduff, and Portsoy relate
to maintaining and actively using the exceptional built heritage within these towns. In each of
these areas there are significant issues of distance from markets and the quality of the
buildings in the old parts of the town that limit opportunities for growth, despite the capacity
that each town has.

Throughout the area we are promoting new approaches to development to reflect the greater
financial uncertainty associated with investment in these areas.
To make the best use of existing infrastructure, wherever possible, we promote development
on unallocated sites near to the smaller settlements and as part of existing groups through
the plan’s rural development policies. There may be substantial opportunities for medium to
large wind turbines and turbine groups across almost all of the area apart from the Deveron
Valley and Windyheads Hill.

DR

You can find more detail on shaping individual places within the Banff and Buchan
settlement statements in appendix 8.
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06 Shaping Buchan
Buchan supports vibrant agricultural communities as well as the deep-water port of
Peterhead with the fishing and oil-related business that this brings. Communities such as
Strichen, Maud and New Deer provide an important role as service centres for the rural
community while Boddam, Crimond, Mintlaw, Longside and Cruden Bay also have a
significant role supporting the housing needs of those working in Peterhead, the St Fergus
Gas Terminal, and the wider Aberdeen City area.

T

Peterhead is the northern point of the Peterhead to Aberdeen strategic growth area,
recognising the regional role that this area can play. It is also part of the regeneration area.
We recognise that Peterhead is quite distant from key markets and opportunities and suffers
from deprivation despite relative economic success. Peterhead is also the northern hub of
the ‘Energetica area’, a lifestyle and leisure project designed to promote a change in the
world’s view of the north-east coast as a quality location for the energy industry.

AF

Peterhead is also an important centre identified in the National Planning Framework, for
developing facilities to allow for the transfer of electricity from overseas and off-shore
sources to and from the National Grid, and for the equipment needed to allow carbon dioxide
to be stored in depleted North Sea oilfields. We have made large land allocations to take
advantage of these business development opportunities and the town has a significant
proportion of the total housing growth expected in this strategic growth area.
Some settlements in the area show high demand for developing new homes, but attracting
businesses to these areas can be more difficult. Opportunities for business developments
are promoted in most villages, either through specific land allocations or through the plan’s
supporting policies on business development.
The need for new development to sustain inland communities, and the problems associated
with the scale of demand for new homes that can be expected, mean that we must use a
rural development policy that promotes development on unallocated sites near to the smaller
settlements and as part of existing groups.

DR

Most of the area may be suitable for developing medium to large wind turbines apart from
Mormond Hill and the high-quality landscape between Maud and Mintlaw.
We have included more detail on shaping individual places within the Buchan settlement
statements in appendix 8.
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07 Shaping Formartine
Formartine can be seen as three distinct areas:





the strategic growth and Energetica areas centred on the A90 and leading
northwards from Aberdeen City through Balmedie and Ellon ending at Peterhead;
the accessible area around Oldmeldrum, Methlick, Udny, and Pitmedden; and
the more remote intermediate areas around Turriff, Cumminestown and Fyvie.
(see section ‘Shaping Development in the Countryside’ for an explanation of
these terms).

T



AF

Within the strategic growth area there is significant demand for both homes and business
land, and this demand is likely to increase with the upgrade of the A90 to a full dual
carriageway as far as Ellon. Lack of public services such as schools and sewage treatment
currently restricts what can be planned and, as a result, we have had to make a small
number of large allocations to justify large scale new investment. Blackdog and Ellon will
start to see significant growth over the plan period. Other communities will also see growth,
but proportionate to their scale. The vision of the Energetica area is vitally important for this
area to build the unique characteristics that will make it a distinct location for energy
business. As recognised by the strategic development plan, achieving economic growth
through the continued development of the Trump International Golf Resort is still an
important part of this change.
Oldmeldrum, Tarves, Udny Green, Udny Station and Pitmedden are also under a lot of
pressure for development, but we have made appropriate allocations to meet these
demands within the available infrastructure. Limited opportunities for rural development are
also provided.

DR

The Turriff and Fyvie areas are experiencing considerably less pressure for new
development. However, Turriff in particular fulfils a role as a major service centre for the
wider rural population and so we have made allocations to reflect this role. Our policy also
provides opportunity for a greater level of rural development to reflect the character of the
settlement pattern in the surrounding area.
Medium to large wind turbines may be appropriate across almost all of the area apart from
the Ythan Valley around Rothienorman, Fyvie and stretching up to Turriff, and the sensitive
landscape associated with Haddo and Ythanbank.
You can find more detail on shaping individual places within the Formartine settlement
statements in appendix 8.
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08 Shaping Garioch
Garioch, with the two centres of Inverurie and Kintore, and Westhill, represents a key
development area for Aberdeenshire. It is mostly within the Huntly to Aberdeen strategic
growth area. The area has very good connections with Aberdeen City by both road and rail.

T

We have made substantial land allocations in Inverurie and Kintore to meet demand for
development. Inverurie fulfils a role as a wider service centre for a very large rural catchment
and we are promoting continued development of this role. Kintore currently has a role that is
typical of a suburb of the City itself. We are proposing two major mixed-use development
areas on the south-east of the village to try to ensure that as Kintore grows it does so as a
sustainable mixed community.

AF

Villages such as Kemnay and Newmachar play a different role and development allocations
here are more matched to meeting the needs of the communities themselves. Westhill, due
to past popularity and the rapid growth of companies involved in developing underwater
technology for the oil industry here, finds itself significantly restricted by overstretched
infrastructure. However, the local need to sustain the town as a world centre of excellence
for the sub-sea sector means extra business land in the community needs to be provided.
Many of the small rural communities in the area have seen sustained growth over a number
of years and have very little capacity for new development without substantial investment.
The scale of development needed to deliver that investment is not appropriate for the
character of these communities. Outwith the pressured areas there are opportunities for
rural development proposals.

Communities such as Oyne and Insch, while no longer within the area defined in this plan as
“pressured” still attract significant demand for homes (see ‘Shaping development in the
countryside’ for an explanation of these terms). Business development is more difficult to
attract to these areas but we are providing opportunities for this kind of development. The
size of these villages makes them inappropriate for substantial new development.

DR

While business development proposals are targeted at the major land allocations at Kintore
and Inverurie almost all communities have opportunity for the growth of local business.
Bennachie, which represents an iconic local landscape feature and plays a central role in
terms of tourism, recreation and leisure, has a huge role to play over much of Garioch and
beyond. To protect the landscape, large wind turbines are only appropriate in the eastern
part of the area, but medium-sized proposals may be appropriate across the area between
Kemnay and the Aberdeen City boundary, or between Insch and Meikle Wartle.
You can find more detail on shaping individual places within the Garioch settlement
statements in appendix 8.
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09 Shaping Kincardine and Mearns
Kincardine and Mearns reflects the vibrancy and demands for land associated with good
connection to Aberdeen City. Portlethen, Newtonhill, Stonehaven and Drumoak all prosper
as a result of their closeness to Aberdeen. The communities to the south are also heavily
influenced by the high level of connection, but here the traditional character of the villages
like Auchenblae, Fettercairn, and Luthermuir is protected. Despite seeing a major reduction
in small boat fishing, the coastal communities of Inverbervie, Gourdon, Johnshaven and St
Cyrus still have a distinctive and characteristic appeal.

T

The Chapelton new settlement represents a courageous proposal to meet the demand for
housing and business land in the strategic growth area, while also promoting the very best
ideals of urban design. Because of the size of this development, there is less need for
development allocations in other settlements in the ‘pressured’ Aberdeen housing market
area.

AF

Issues associated with providing a major supermarket in Stonehaven have still not been
solved, despite this being a topic in the main issues report. The lack of reasonable towncentre or edge-of-centre sites that would keep to the ‘town centre first’ approach set out in
national planning policy results in the current plan of promoting a modest commercial centre
at Spurryhillock as the most appropriate option.
At Laurencekirk, the need for an improved junction on the A90 to the south of the village is
also still not resolved, and is now having a wider effect on capacity for development as far
away as Montrose. Nestrans and Transport Scotland are assessing options for improving
access at this important junction but are unlikely to affect the major allocations made in the
village, which are centred on the new secondary school and re-opened railway station.
There is still concern that developing Laurencekirk as a sustainable settlement could be
affected by industrial and business developments on both the Fordoun and Edzell disused
airstrips.

DR

The potential for future unconventional gas extraction or fracking operations is still a
significant concern for local communities, as a large part of the area (south of Stonehaven)
has been released for licence for extracting gas. However, within a recent study carried out
by the British Geological Survey (The Carboniferous Shales of the Midland Valley of
Scotland: Geology and Resource Estimation) no part of Aberdeenshire has been recognised
as having reserves that are likely to be enough to justify commercial extraction. Because of
this, this activity is considered a remote possibility at this time. Any future planning
applications for unconventional gas extraction or fracking operations could be considered
properly through application of policies in the plan, including policies on protecting resources
(see Policy PR1 on page 40), natural heritage (see Policy E1 on page 34) and landscape
(see Policy E2 on page 35). Large wind turbines could be considered within a strip largely
between the A90 and the A92.
You can find more detail on shaping individual places within the Kincardine and Mearns
settlement statements in appendix 8 of the plan.
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10 Shaping Marr

T

In terms of the local development plan in Marr, we share responsibility with the Cairngorms
National Park, with the most remote parts of upper Deeside and Donside under the planning
control of that authority. Marr shows a great variety of types of places ranging from important
strategic growth area settlements such as Huntly, through major settlements that in part
serve the housing for those working in Aberdeen (such as Banchory and Alford) and more
isolated settlements, such as Lumsden and Tarland that fulfil a role as centres for the rural
community. Patterns of land ownership in Marr are very different from other parts of
Aberdeenshire, with land ownership frequently held by ‘estates’, particularly in Deeside and
Donside.

AF

We promote significant growth in Huntly. The advantages associated with the road and rail
network at this location, and the restrictions on scale and development associated with other
settlements within the strategic growth area, outweigh the short-term difficulties of servicing
land in Huntly. It is clear that without the confidence of a relatively large allocation, we
cannot overcome the access issues to the south of the town.
Banchory is also an important town in the area which can accept significant development.
Despite the popularity of this town for the development industry, there are major restrictions
in terms of landscape and heritage on its growth, which has to be of a scale to meet local
needs. Central to this is to identify a new site for an expanded health centre and the plan
covers this.

Alford will benefit from the new Alford Community Campus, but the scale of development in
the town in recent years has been, and will continue to be, relatively large for a community of
its size. We need to be careful to avoid affecting the character of the community through
excessive new development. There is still a need for business development to reduce the
town’s dependence on Aberdeen City and promote a sustainable settlement.
Otherwise we have made modest development allocations to meet local needs associated
with the small communities of the area, to secure the right development in the right place
and maintain local services.

DR

There is no real opportunity for wind turbines within Marr except for areas to the north west
and east of Huntly, and even in these areas there is only room for a small number of small
wind turbines due to how they could affect existing sites.
You can find more detail on shaping individual places within the Marr settlement statements
in appendix 8.

19

Item: 4
Page: 474

5

Shaping bBusiness dDevelopment

Developing business is very important to the economic health of the region. Aberdeenshire
must be ‘open for business’ to become a successful and sustainable place, meeting the
many different and changing needs and locational requirements of the different sectors and
sizes of business. The pPlan is closely matched to the priorities of the Regional Economic
Development Strategy 2011 to 2016.

AF

T

We take the view that business development is not just about industrial estates and that it is
important to provide a policy framework that supports existing business sectors and
promotes and protects new ones as part of the way land is used within settlements. Policies
promote a ‘town centres first’ principle and consider the specific development needs of both
the regeneration area and the Energetica corridor area, an area where a particular emphasis
is being placed on high-quality, low-impact developments to support the continued growth of
energy-related companies in the North East. Overall we will support the development of
business and sustainable economic growth in all areas by taking account of the economic
benefits of proposed development when we make decisions in managing developments.
The business land allocations are listed in aAppendix 1.
Policy B1 Employment and bBusiness lLand

B1.1 We will approve new employment uses on land allocated or identified in the pPlan for
business as set out in the settlement statements in Appendix 810. We will not approve nonemployment uses on these sites. In exceptional circumstances, the early release of
strategic reserve employment land will be supported if there is a justified economic need or if
it is required for design reasons. Developments other than those for primary industries which
generate more than 10 Heavy Goods Vehicle movements per day will only be permitted on
land accessible to suitable railheads, harbours or the trunk road network.

DR

B1.2 Existing land used for business, usually identified as BUS (safeguarded for business
uses) site within settlement statements, will be retained safeguarded for this use unless
there is a constraint on the site whereby there is no reasonable prospect of it ever becoming
marketable for business development or it is poorly located for employment use. The
alternative use must benefit the local community and must not prejudice the strategic
employment land requirement. It must respect the character of the area and be compatible
with nearby uses. Proposals for the change of use of business use will not normally be
permitted if it removes all business land opportunities within the settlement.
B1.3 We may allow change of use to other types onfrom land previously used for business
uses and identified as a BUS site to other uses. Change of use to shops, financial,
professional and other services, premises for the sale of food and drink, hotels and hostels,
residential institutions and houses (use classes 1 to 3 and 7 to 9 under the Town and
Country Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997) will not be allowed under this policy.
The site must be advertised for a minimum of 12 months both locally and nationally for
redevelopment as a business site, and it must be demonstrated that the site is no longer
viable. Justification must be provided for the proposed development to demonstrate its
suitability in the proposed location. It must also be proven that the new development shall
have no negative impacts to the other business land uses on the site and there is an
overriding public interest in allowing the development to proceed, specifically addressing
economic and social benefits. The design of the building should blend in with the
surrounding buildings and the overall character of the whole BUS allocation should be
retained as suitable for business uses. Planning advice has been published regarding the
character of any advertisement used for this purpose
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B1.4 We will not allow houses, even if also designed as workplaces, on land identified in
the plan specifically for business uses. Home / work proposals may be appropriate on land
identified for mixed-use development depending on the criteria set out in Policy P3 Infill and
householder developments within settlements (including home and work proposals).
Policy B2 Town cCentres and oOffice dDevelopment

AF

T

B2.1 We will allow retail and other uses which that a lot of people will visit only in defined
town centres unless a sequential assessment shows that another site is more appropriate.
Other uses include office developments, commercial leisure uses, community and cultural
facilities and, where appropriate, other public buildings such as libraries and education and
healthcare facilities. In the case of office developments, where it can be shown that there is
no suitable town centre location, they will normally be accommodated on identified
employment and business land in accordance with Policy B1. Town centre sSites are
required tomust be conveniently accessible by modes other than the private car to the
projected catchment of the facility. In the case of major retail proposals a retail impact
assessment must demonstrate there will not be a significant adverse effect on the viability or
vitality of existing town centres and does not make worse any issue identified by a Town
Centre Health Check or Town Centre Strategy. In the case of office developments, no
account will be taken of public car parking in assessing compliance with parking standards.
Small convenience shops designed to meet a need in a local neighbourhood and leisure
developments designed to cater for a tourism market are not covered by this policy.

B2.2 Retail and commercial facilities must be appropriate to the scale and function of the
settlement and support an appropriate mix of uses within the town centre. Any new
development adjacent to the town centre, or adjacent to footpaths leading to the town centre,
should be connected to the town centre via a footpath. The network of centres is set out on
the proposals map and in aAppendix 2.
Policy B3 Tourist fFacilities

DR

B3.1 We will support the development of new tourist facilities or accommodation.
Generally these that aremust be well related to settlements and deliver net economic and
social benefits. Major high value tourist developments that are dependent on the physical
characteristics of a site may also be acceptable outwith settlements, provided they do not
cause significant damage to the site, or its interest. Proposals must take account of the
potential cumulative impact of similar developments in close proximity. With the exception of
reinstatement to a dwelling from a 1-4 bedroom “bed and breakfast” accommodationuse,
Wwe will protect existing tourist sites from being converted to other uses unless there is
evidence that the business has been marketed for at least 12 months, including in the local
area, and is no longer viable. With the exception of reinstatement to a dwelling house from a
small (1-4 bed) bed and breakfast facility, we will protect existing tourist sites from being
converted to other uses unless there is evidence that the business has been marketed for at
least 12 months locally and nationally. Planning advice has been published regarding the
character of any advertisement used for this purpose. A suitable professionally qualified
person, such as a chartered accountant, must demonstrate that the site is no longer viable,
based on evidence of the financial standing of the business
B3.2 We will also support shops which will act as a new tourist destination. We will also
support shops that make use of an existing tourist destination and which will make a
contribution to the development of the area. The expansion or intensification of existing
retail uses in the countryside, including established farm shops, will be supported as long as
the increased scale of development is appropriate to the rural character of the area. In any
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of these cases, the applicant will need to demonstrate that there will be no significant
negative effect on existing town centres by submitting a retail impact analysis. Such
development is encouraged on brownfield land where possible.

T

We will also consider new tourist facilities against other appropriate policies in the plan.
These will mainly be Policy R2 Housing and business development elsewhere in the
countryside, and Policy P3 Infill and householder developments within settlements (including
home and work proposals).
Policy B4 Special dDevelopment aAreas

AF

B4.1 We will consider helping start-up businesses in the regeneration priority area (as
defined on the proposals maps and in detail in the “Regeneration Priority Area”
sSupplementary gGuidance No.2Appendix 3 The Regeneration Priority Area) by allowing
co-funding through modest housing developments where these are essential to allow the
development to proceed and this is not a substitute for normal development funding. The
housing development should be suitably located and it is preferred to be close to the
business site. Evidence and justification must be provided how the development profit shall
be used to fund the business. The “co-funding” is required to be developed in full by the
applicant and not sold on to ensure that the full development profit from the sites is factored
into business. Wider public benefit must significantly override the disadvantages of the
development. The level of development should not exceed five houses in all but exceptional
cases. For clarity, housing development allowed under this policy is not considered a
‘housing cluster’ under the terms of Policy R2 for a period of at least five years from the
completion of the development.

DR

B4.2 Development in the Energetica corridor area will need to keep to a design and
sustainability vision agreed with Aberdeen City and as presented in the Supplementary
Guidance No. 3 Appendix 4 Energetica.
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6

Shaping dDevelopment in the cCountryside

T

We want to create a welcoming approach to development in the countryside that meets
needs and encourages prosperous, sustainable communities and businesses while
protecting and improving the quality of the environment. We need to recognise the effect that
rural living can have on wider aims shared with stakeholders on reducing the need to travel
and on issues of climate change and sustainable development. Policies and allocations
promote a pattern of development that is considered to be appropriate to the ‘pressured’ and
‘intermediate’ ‘remote’ rural character of the area. (Pressured and intermediate areas are
terms used in paragraphs 76 to 78 of Scottish Planning Policy. The Aberdeen housing
market area boundary marks the boundary of the two areas.)

Some development proposals, such as extracting minerals, need a rural location or can have
a significant effect on our landscape, and as such we design policies to tackle these
concerns. We consider our policy on wind turbines under the ‘Climate change’ section.

AF

Policy R1 Special rRural aAreas

R1.1 Housing and employment development oOpportunities for small-scale development
will be significantly restricted in the green belt 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.
R1.2





the extension of an existing non-building or use that is ancillary to the main use;
development for the purposes of agriculture, forestry, and horticulture;, nature
conservation or essential public infrastructure;
development for a recreational use that is compatible with its agricultural or natural
setting;
development identified as a national priority in the National Planning Framework or
established need under Policy R3, Policy PR2 or Policy PR3, where no other
suitable site is available;
intensification of an established use subject to the new development being of a
suitable scale and form;
the sensitive restoration, conversion or extension of a vernacular building or other
building of architectural merit;
accommodation within the immediate vicinity of the place of employment required for
a worker in a primary industry which is appropriate to the countryside and where the
presence of a worker is essential to the operation of the enterprise and there is no
suitable alternative residential accommodation available;.
development identified as a national priority in the National Planning Framework;
development of minerals under Policy R3 and waste facilities under Policy PR3 may
be permitted where an essential need is identified;
developments (including community infrastructure) under Policy PR2 may be
permitted in the greenbelt where they meet an established need and where it can be
adequately demonstrated that no alternative location can be found; and
it is the replacement of a single non vernacular building on the same footprint, and
for the same use. The replacement building must be consistent in scale, and no
more intrusive than the existing building. In addition, it is generally expected that the
new building will demonstrate a significant improvement in design to that of the
existing building.

DR



In the green belt the following development is permitted:




R1.3 In the coastal zone development must require a coastal location, and the social and
economic benefits must outweigh any adverse environmental impact. or it must be the
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redevelopment of an existing building, or within the curtilage of an existing building. In any
caset There must be no coalescence of coastal developments or significant adverse impacts
on natural coastal processes or habitats. Great care must be taken to assess flood and
erosion risk.




In both the green belt and coastal zone we will also allow:

the sensitive restoration, conversion or extension of a traditional vernacular
building or other building of architectural merit;
replacement of a single non vernacular building within the curtilage of the building
to be replaced, and for the same use. The replacement building must be
consistent in scale, and no more intrusive than the existing building. In addition, it
is generally expected that the new building will demonstrate a significant
improvement in design to that of the existing building.

AF

R1.5

T

R1.4 We will approve proposals for coastal protection works if an assessment of the
implications of the works shows that they work with natural processes and there will be no
significant adverse impact on coastal processes or habitats, and that the development will
not result in increased coastal erosion or flooding elsewhere on the coastline. The full range
of management options should be considered over the lifetime of the development and
against appropriate climate change projections.

R1.6 The boundaries of the green belt are shown in aAppendix 35. Coastal zone areas are
shown on the proposals maps and shown in detail in the sSupplementary gGuidance
No.4Appendix 6 “The Coastal Zone”.
Policy R2 Housing and eEmployment dDevelopment eElsewhere in the cCountryside
R2.1

Siting and design of any new development will be a primary consideration.

DR

R2.2 We will restrict development proposals in the countryside area outwith the Aberdeen
green belt and coastal zone to small-scale development that would: be appropriate in the
green belt (see Policy R1: Special rural areas).; or



involve the refurbishment or replacement, on the same site, of an existing house or
disused building; or
involve remediation of redundant brownfield land opportunities.

R2.3 For the replacement of an existing house by a single house or non-domestic building,
at a very minimum the original footprint of former house, with some parts (such as low wall)
of the structure must be evident upon inspection. The replacement house or non-domestic
building does not necessarily need to replicate the existing footprint, however development
must be contained within the curtilage. Conditions will be applied to ensure that the original
house will be demolished on occupation of the replacement house or non-domestic building.
R2.4 In the case of traditional vernacular houses and non-domestic buildings, full or partial
restoration will be favoured in the first instance where the house or non-domestic building is
of traditional form and construction or is otherwise of architectural merit. Where full
replacement of a traditional vernacular house or non-domestic building is proposed, this will
only be permitted where it is demonstrated that the whole house or non-domestic building(s)
is not structurally sound and no part is capable of retention. Such evidence should be
prepared by an appropriately professionally qqualified and reputable firm or individualperson.
It is expected that any materials that can be salvaged from the existing house or nondomestic building(s) will be incorporated into the new development either through use in the
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design, or construction of new house(s) or building(s), landscaping or as a development
feature.
R2.5 Vacant or derelict land that has become naturalised will not be available for
redevelopment as brownfield land.

T

R2.6 To promote a planned approach to rural brownfield development, developments
proposing redevelopment of two or more non-domestic buildings, including traditional
vernacular buildings that are grouped together in a very distinctive and commonly
recognised way, such as farm buildings, should not be divided into their component parts
with permission being sought for small-scale development on each part.

AF

R2.7 In such circumstances proposals for more than three new houses on larger rural
brownfield sites will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances where the planning
authority is satisfied that a larger development can be acceptably accommodated on the site
and it can be demonstrated beyond reasonable doubt that the scale of development
proposed will not cause adverse social or environmental impacts, including suburbanisation
of the countryside.
R2.8 Development of large brownfield sites will be capped at 7 homes. Sites capable of
accommodating 8 or more homes should be promoted through allocation of an opportunity
site in the Local Development Plan.
R2.9 Development approved under this policy in the remote rural area will be exempt from
further development through the housing clusters and groups policy during the Plan period.
Small-scale growth of settlements where a particular need for development has been
identified, by the addition of groups of no more than 3 houses within 200m of the settlement
boundary, is also promoted. These identified settlements are listed in appendix 4. No more
than an additional 20% growth of the settlement, up to a maximum of 10 new homes, will be
permitted under this policy during the plan period.

DR

R2.10 Small-scale growth of identified settlements, where a particular need for development
has been established by the planning authority, will be permitted. No more than an additional
20% growth of the settlement, up to a maximum of 10 new homes, will be permitted during
the Plan period. The development site must lie within 200m of the settlement boundary and
should represent a logical extension and not prejudice the character of the settlement.
Identified settlements are listed in Appendix 7.
R2.11 Single homes will also be permitted for the retirement succession of a viable farm
holding within, or in immediate vicinity to the main farm hub.

R2.12 In remote rural areas small-scale employment proposals will be supported where no
other suitable site is available. We will also allow the extension of existing housing clusters
or groups consisting of between 5-14 separate habitable or occupied homes on the date the
Plan is adopted. Clusters and groups should be well related to each other, usually achieved
through aspects such as design or layout i.e. through the sharing of curtilage boundaries,
and there should be a clear relationship between the cluster or group.
R2.13 A maximum of 3 additional homes will be permitted during the Plan period. The size
of a cluster not to exceed 15 homes. Larger housing groups of greater than 15 houses
should not be sub-divided. Proposals will in most cases provide an “infill” opportunity and
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proposals that contribute towards ribbon development will not be supported. All proposals
must respect the character, layout and building pattern of the cluster/group.

T

We will also allow development proposals in the rural housing market area (which are
classed as ‘intermediate’ rural areas) if they are small-scale employment proposals, or a
small-scale addition to an existing cluster or group of at least five houses which is of a scale
and character that is in keeping with that cluster or group. No more than an additional 20%
growth of the cluster, up to a maximum of 2 new homes, will be permitted under this policy
during the plan period.
Because of the problems associated with restricting use and occupancy, we treat all forms of
lodge or chalet leisure accommodation as housing proposals under this policy. (Proposals
for new tourist accommodation will be assessed in accordance with Policy B3: Tourist
facilities.)

AF

Siting and design of any new development will be a primary consideration. The retention and
refurbishment of vernacular buildings and the reuse of brownfield land will always be
preferred and the character of these buildings should be retained. Where development
relates to a building with vernacular architectural merit, physical replacement will only be
supported in exceptional circumstances. In such cases, retention, redevelopment and remodelling should be undertaken.
Policy R3 Minerals and hHill tTracks

R3.1 We generally 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. The following information must be provided to
support the application:
Details details of phased working and restoration;
waste management;
land restoration and aftercare;
after use; and
public road maintenance and restoration. This will require to be agreed with the
planning authority as part of anybefore any planning application is approved.

DR







R3.2 Minerals development will not be permitted if a transport assessment shows that
development will have significant negative transport impacts on local communities, or a
waste management plan does not show how secondary materials from mineral workings,
such as overburden, waste rock and fines, will be reused. With respect to sand and gravel
construction aggregates we will seek to maintain a minimum landbank of permitted reserves
of at least 10 years within the market area, but we will generally not allow development that
would result in the minerals landbank within the market area exceeding 15 years, in order to
avoid unnecessary blight from unimplemented permissions. The market area is defined as a
50km travel distance from the Aberdeen City boundary and the sStrategic gGrowth aAreas
defined in the sStrategic dDevelopment pPlan. We may allow the extraction of construction
aggregates to meet the needs of a specific local area where it can be demonstrated that
these cannot be adequately served by existing minerals sites or reserves within the overall
market area.
R3.3 In all cases an environmental statement will have to show acceptable environmental
impacts of the minerals development. Proposals will need to address, amongst other
considerations:

26

Item: 4
Page: 481







the effect on natural heritage and habitats, taking into account Policy E1: Natural
heritage;;
landscape and visual impacts, taking into account Policy E2: Landscape; the effect
on natural heritage and habitats, taking into account Policy E1: Natural heritage;
the effect on the historic environment, taking into account Policy HE1 and HE2; to:
Protecting listed buildings, sites and monuments and Policy HE2: Protecting historic
and cultural areas;
impacts on local communities, individual houses, sensitive receptors and economic
sectors important to the local economy;
disturbance from noise, blasting and vibration; and
potential pollution of land, air and water.

T



R3.4 A statement outlining any benefits to the local and national economy as a result of
the minerals development will be required as part of any application.

AF

R3.5 As appropriate for a minerals development we will require financial guarantees
through planning conditions or legal agreements to ensure that a high standard of site
restoration and aftercare is managed effectively and that such work is undertaken at the
earliest opportunity. Provision will be made for the monitoring and review of such guarantees
as necessary.
R3.6 Where development would result in three or more consented mineral developments
within a 5km radius of a settlement consideration will be required of cumulative impacts and
any adverse impacts identified adequately mitigated.

R3.7 All conditions attached to mineral permissions will be reviewed every 15 years unless
postponed by written agreement with the Planning Serviceplanning authority (subject to the
flexibility provided by Scottish Planning Policy to postpone reviews), to ensure that the
development is not adversely affecting the natural or historic environment, landscape
character or local amenity. Guidance is given in Scottish Office Development Department
Circular 34/1996 and Scottish Executive Development Department Circular 3/2011.

DR

R3.8 A buffer distance restricting development around minerals sites will be agreed with
the developer in consultation with the local community, prior to permission being granted.
This will need to take into account the specific circumstances of the proposals, including
factors such as site location, topography, expected duration of operations, and method of
working.
R3.9 Protecting important minerals development sites is achieved through Policy PR1
Protecting important resources.
R3.10 We will only allow development involving hill tracks if it can be satisfactorily
integrated in the landscape and it respects existing and historic pathways. 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.

27

Item: 4
Page: 482

7 Shaping hHomes and hHousing
Providing land for housing development is a central way in which the pPlan will contribute to
Aberdeenshire being a successful sustainable place.

Policy H1 Housing lLand

FT

This pPlan allocates housing sites for the period 2017 to 2026 in line with Schedule 1 of the
Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan. The allocations are summarised in
aAppendix 5 9 and are also identified in the settlement statements in aAppendix 10. Policies
allow us to develop land on allocated sites to make sure there is a continuing five-year
effective housing land supply. We will monitor the maintenance of a five-year effective land
supply using the Housing Land Audit (see
www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/statistics/land/index.asp) while the Action Programme will
monitor progress with delivering the allocated sites (see
www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans_policies/development.asp).

H1.1 We will support the development of housing on sites allocated for that purpose within
the local development plan and as shown in the settlement statements.
H1.2 We will not allow other types of development on designated housing land unless it is
linked to the housing use and still allows the site to be developed to approximately the
housing numbers shown in the settlement statements.

DR
A

H1.3 Capacities of sites shown in aAppendix 5 9 of this plan and the settlement
statements are based on a capacity of 25 homes to the hectare, and the settlement
statements are indicative at this stage. Higher densities would only be considered where
any associated negative impacts on infrastructure, open space and residential amenity can
be addressed and where the development has been justified, including through an
approved masterplan or design statement that has been subject to appropriate public
consultation.
Policy H2 Affordable hHousing

H2.1 The Housing Need and Demand Assessment 2017 identifies a minimum requirement
of around 48% of all new homes to be affordable.The 2011 Housing Need and Demand
Assessment identified a requirement for around 38% of new homes to be affordable While it
will not be possible to meet all affordable housing needs through the pPlan’s housing
allocations, this is still an important part of creating sustainable mixed communities. The
development industry should be aware of the deficit between the obligation required by the
Scottish Government (25%) and the actual level of need that exists. 23% of all housing
need will not get built without concerted action from housebuilders or public agencies.
H2.2 All new housing developments of four or more houses must include 25% of the
serviced plots for affordable housing according to the definitions in the current Housing Need
and Demand Assessment (i.e. housing made available at a cost below full market value, to
meet this identified need. It includes social rented housing, subsidised low cost housing for
sale (discounted, shared ownership or shared equity) and low cost housing without subsidy
(entry level housing for sale). Private rented accommodation available at lower cost than
market rents should also be considered within the affordable housing category). This policy
does not preclude the developer offering a greater level of affordable housing, however
proposals will have to conform with the principle of sustainable mixed communities and meet
an established local need. Such proposals shall also require to demonstrate that a greater
level of affordable housing can be delivered with little or no public subsidy. Only in
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exceptional circumstances will we accept a lower figure. The Supplementary Guidance
NoAppendix 8 “Affordable Housing” supplementary guidance supports this policy by
providing further detail on the forms that the affordable housing contribution could take, and
outlining the exceptional circumstances where a lower contribution or an alternative to onsite
provision may be appropriate.
Policy H3 Special nNeeds hHousing



it is on the edge of a settlement;
provided the site is compatible with neighbouring uses;
that there is easy access to public transport, local services and public open space;
and
that the site’s topography and access are appropriate for those with disabilities.
Matters of specific design fall under policy P1 Layout, siting and design.

AF
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H3.1 Where there is an obvious need which can be demonstrated, we will generally
support non-mainstream housing proposals for people with disabilities or specialist housing
for the elderly.Where there is an obvious need which can be demonstrated, we will generally
support housing proposals for the elderly or those with special support needs If the
developer demonstrates there are no suitable sites within a settlement, we will allow special
needs housing to be developed on if:

H3.2 Self-contained continuing care retirement communities which provide health care will
be approved outwith edge of settlement sites providing the applicant demonstrates that the
development will be self-sufficient in the provision of facilities or would otherwise not have an
adverse impact on the existing facilities enjoyed by local residents.
Policy H4 Residential cCaravans

DR

H4.1 We will not generally support proposals for permanent residential caravans,
residential caravan parks, or residential caravan park extensions as a form of permanent
accommodation. In cases where a temporary need has been demonstrated by the applicant,
we will allow the temporary siting of a residential caravan providing the siting respects the
character and amenity of the surrounding area and the caravan can be satisfactorily
serviced. Conditions will be imposed to limit the duration of permission and to ensure the
caravan is removed and the site made good after the permission lapses. (Proposals for
tourist accommodation will be assessed in accordance with Policy B3: Tourist facilities.)
Policy H5 Gypsy/ies and travellersTravellers

H5.1 Specific gypsyGypsy / traveller Traveller sites have been identified in the settlement
statements to meet an identified need and to provide certainty to both Ggypsy/ Ttravellers,
and the settled community.
H5.2 We will generally approve permanent sites, transit sites or stopping places for We will
generally approve permanent or temporary halting sites for gypsies and Gypsy/ travellers
Travellers on sites allocated for that purpose in the pPlan, or on unallocated sites where
there is a proven need subject to other policies. In either case, the applicant must
demonstrate that the site would not appreciably detract from the character, appearance or
amenity of the area. Developers of private gypsyGypsy / traveller Traveller sites for their
own use do not have to prove a specific need for their proposals but they will still need to
meet the remaining policy tests.
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H5.3 Proposals must also provide a secure environment and essential services (in the
case of halting sitestransit sites or stopping places: water connection, refuse facilities and
portable toilet), and allow reasonable access to employment, education and other
community infrastructure, and the main road network. In the case of sites that are not
intended solely for private use, applicants will need to demonstrate that the site will be
properly managed.
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8

Shaping pPlaces

T

Scottish Planning Policy encourages planning authorities to create high-quality places by
taking a design-led approach to development and to direct the right development to the right
place. The Aberdeenshire Design Review Panel recognises that good design needs an
overall approach, from the choice of site to its layout and detailed design, and covering the
whole range of factors that contribute. It is not about copying the past, but promoting
appropriate design, whether that is new or traditional.
We promote a broad approach to design which provides a template for a complete and
effective process, and from which high-quality design can begin to emerge. This in turn will
involve using design statements, methods of design assessment, and public involvement
when developing the designs.

AF

Policy P1 Layout, sSiting and dDesign

P1.1 Residential proposals that fall within the category of a major development will be
required to participate in a Design Review Process. Other types of development, in terms of
scale and nature, may be required to participate in a Design Review Process at the
discretion of the Planning Service.
P1.2 Design statements and masterplans must be written to reflect the whole of the
allocated site. Only if there is a previously agreed development framework for the whole
allocation will masterplans be accepted for smaller parts of the site, and then only if it
accords with the overarching design statement.
P1.3 A masterplan that has been subject to public consultation, must be prepared for all
major developments. We will support:


DR



major developments (more than 50 homes, or more than 2 hectares of employment,
retail or mixed-use development) that have Planning Permission in Principle; or
new development on sites we have identified within the settlement statements as
requiring a development framework or masterplan, if they keep to a previously agreed
statement(s) on the proposed design for the site.

P1.4 We will assess all development, whether on sites we have allocated or elsewhere,
using a process that includes appropriate public consultation. Any proposal for a national or
major development should meet the prescribed criteria/ level of public and stakeholder
engagement, as outlined in Planning Advice 01/2018: SP=EED® (Successful Planning =
Effective Engagement and Delivery) – Planning Advice for development management and
prospective applicants.We will support major developments (more than 50 homes, or more
than 2 hectares of employment, retail or mixed use development), or new development on
sites we have identified within the settlement statements as requiring a development
framework or masterplan, if they keep to a previously agreed statement(s) on the proposed
design for the site. We will assess all development, whether on sites we have allocated or
elsewhere, using a process that includes appropriate public consultation.
P1.5 We Development designs should demonstrate that they meet the relevant six
qualities of successful places, that are applicable to the proposal’s use, scale and character,
which are:will only approve dDevelopment designs should that demonstrate that they meet
the six qualities of successful places, that are applicable to the proposal’s use, scale and
character, which are to be:
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distinctive with a sense of local identity through creation of a sense of place and the
aesthetics of the design features and elements;
safe and pleasant, encouraging both activity and privacy, providing security and
protecting amenity;
welcoming through visual appeal, style and the creation of a welcoming environment;
adaptable to future needs through the balance of land uses, building types, density,
sizes and tenures (including housing for people on modest incomes), and the
flexibility to adapt to the changing circumstances of occupants;
efficient in terms of resources used in terms of waste management, water use,
heating and electricity, the use of recycled materials and materials with low embodied
energy, and responding to local climatic factors associated with cold winds, rain,
snow and solar gain; and
well connected to create well connected places that promote intermodal shifts and
active travel.

T
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P1.6 All new development should enhance rather than erode settlement character or
sense of place.

P1.7 All residential, business, commercial or retail developments in the countryside (i.e.
outwith settlements identified in Appendix 810) must demonstrate that they fit appropriately
with existing local landforms (see Policy E2: Landscapes), neighbouring uses and patterns
of development, that they are resource efficient, adaptable and accessible, and that their
scale, massing, materials and design fits within their local setting.
P1.8 Measures require to be identified to enhance biodiversity or geodiversity in proportion
to the opportunities available and the scale of the development opportunity. and tTo accord
with the Zero Waste Plan, a Site Waste Management Plan will be submitted where
necessary, to demonstrate that developers have minimised the generation of waste during
the construction and operational phases of new development. These obligations may be
controlled by conditions.
Policy P2 Open sSpace and aAccess in nNew dDevelopment

DR

P2.1 All new developments should must be accompanied by adequate public open space
appropriate to the standards shown in the Aberdeenshire Parks and Open Spaces Strategy
and which is safe, welcoming, distinctive, well connected and accessible (see
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/5024/documentr2parksandopenspacestartegyappr
oved27january2011.pdf) . Open space may make a significant contribution to green
networks in communities, particularly when it is natural in form and has a significant impact
in both the area and the edges it presents to other land uses. Low maintenance Ccommunity
woodlands and community food growing areas, such as allotments, are encouraged.
P2.2 We will generally expect 40% of each major development site to be devoted to good
quality open space. In each case the actual proportion will take account of the location,
function and characteristics of the development proposal and site; the function of the open
space proposed; and, where appropriate, the function and characteristics of existing open
space in the area. Alternatively, the developer should demonstrate that the site is a
constituent part of an approved development framework or masterplan, and will contribute to
the 40% open space component within that area.
P2.3 At least 120m2 of public open space per home must be provided for proposals on
allocated sites of less than 50 homes. Alternatively, and expressly for windfall sites, this may
take the form, in whole or part, to improving existing open space within the settlement where
the Open Space Audit identifies a need (see
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/communities-and-events/parks-and-open-spaces/openspace-strategy-audit/).
P2.4 Open space contributions will only be acceptable when arrangements for the
establishment and maintenance of the open space have already been agreed and may be
part of a Section 75 aAgreement for the site. Permanent, temporary or advanced greening is
encouraged.

T

P2.5 We will support proposals of temporary green infrastructure on unused or underused
land within a settlement, as identified in Appendix 810. This type greening could contribute to
a future proposal’s open space requirement if it forms part of its landscape framework.

AF

P2.6 Existing and potential public access routes (including core paths) should be protected
and new developments must include appropriate opportunities for informal recreation, and
promote walking or cycling as a means of transport. Statements or plans detailing proposals
should be included in design frameworks or masterplans or submitted with the planning
application. Construction of new paths must comply with published best practice.
Policy P3 Infill dDevelopments wWithin sSettlements and hHouseholder
dDevelopments within settlements (including home and work proposals)

P3.1 Sites within settlements, as identified in Appendix 810 that have no specific land use
designation may provide development opportunities that can usefully contribute towards
housing and employment land requirements. We will support development on vacant sites
within a settlement boundary that have no specific land use allocation (also known as infill
developments), as long as the development respects the scale, density and character of its
surroundings, and will not erode the character or amenity of the surrounding area.
Applicants will also need to demonstrate that there will be no significant interference with the
existing or proposed use of neighbouring sites, or the accessibility of future potential
development areas. For clarity, this policy also applies to applications to change the use of
existing buildings within settlements.

DR

P3.2 We will approve a house extension or an ancillary development associated with an
existing house providing it respects both the character of the surrounding area and the
design/ scale of the existing house, and does not significantly reduce the amenity of
neighbouring residents. The design principles outlined in Appendix 12 “House extensions
and ancillary developments” should be applied to the consideration of any house extension
or ancillary development proposal. We encourage ‘working from home’ proposals if they do
not cause significant loss of amenity to neighbouring properties through noise, traffic
movements or other nuisance, and do not change the overall character of the property’s use
as a single dwelling.
Policy P4 Hazardous and pPotentially pPolluting dDevelopments and cContaminated
lLand
P4.1 We will refuse development if there is a risk that it could cause significant pollution,
create a significant nuisance (for example through impacts on air quality or noise), or present
an unacceptable danger to the public or the environment. This includes developments we
are told by the Health and Safety Executive to be near facilities they have identified as
hazardous. Pipelines, agricultural buildings, wastewater treatment plants, waste disposal/
treatment facilities and heavy industrial uses are all examples of development which that
could create a nuisance, pollution or hazard. In any circumstances where development of
this kind is, on balance, considered acceptable by the appropriate authorities, satisfactory
steps must be taken to mitigate any residual negative development impacts.
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P4.2 In determining planning applications for development within the consultation zones
for hazardous installations (including oil and gas pipelines) we will consult with, and take full
account of advice from, the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and the facility’s owners and
operators, and will seek to ensure that any risk to public safety is not increased. Prospective
applicants should check whether their proposed development is within the consultation zone
of a major hazard site or a major accident hazard pipeline, and should seek further advice if
this is the case. This confirmation and advice can be obtained from the HSE Planning Advice
Web App at www.hse.gov.uk/landuseplanning/developers.htm or from the cCouncil’s
Development Management Team.
P4.3 Planning permission may be refused for potentially hazardous developments, or for
other forms of development in close proximity to existing hazardous developments, in the
event that insufficient information has been submitted to demonstrate the impacts or where
the impacts are unclear or unknown.
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P4.4 We will not allow development on land that is known or suspected to be
contaminated unless appropriate site investigations have been undertaken to identify any
actual or possible risk to public health or the environment (including possible pollution of the
water environment), and effective remedial actions are proposed to ensure the site is made
suitable for its new use. Where site conditions are appropriate, consideration should be
given to both radioactive and non-radioactive sources of contamination. Both the site
investigations and any remedial actions should be proportionate to the scale and nature of
the proposed development, and be in accordance with National Planning Advice Note 33:
Development of Contaminated Land and the advice of the Council’s Infrastructure Services
(Contaminated Land) section.

P4.5 Any proposed development which that could have a significant detrimental impact on
air quality or noise levels, including the exacerbation of existing air quality issues, may be
required to provide an Air Quality Assessment or a Noise Impact Assessment, as well as
must provide appropriate mitigation measures.

DR

Policy P5 Digital iInfrastructure

P5.1 We will support development that provides digital infrastructure to homes and
businesses, subject to it complying with the other policies in this plan.
P5.2 In considering proposals for telecommunications equipment, we will take into account
the extent to which the development involves mast or site sharing; installation on buildings or
other existing structures; the installation of the smallest suitable equipment to meet the
technological requirements; concealing or disguising masts, antennas, equipment housing
and cable runs through design or camouflage techniques; or whether it involves the
installation of a new ground-based mast.
P5.3 Applications will be required to be accompanied by a range of additional information
including: an explanation of how the proposed equipment fits into the wider network; a
description of the siting and design options explored and the reason for the chosen solution;
details of the design, including height, materials and all components of the proposals; a
landscaping and screen planting plan (if appropriate); and an assessment of the cumulative
effects of the development in combination with existing equipment in the area; and a visual
impact assessment (if relevant).
P5.4 Where necessary the application should be accompanied by a declaration that the
equipment and installation is designed in full compliance with the appropriate guidelines of
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the International Commission on Non-Ionising Radiation Protection on public exposure to
radiofrequency radiation.
Policy P6 Community iInfrastructure

T

P6.1 We will support the provision of new community infrastructure which that is in
accessible locations within settlements and available to all community residents. Major
footfall generating uses should be directed to town centres. There may be circumstances (for
example, if development is taking place on land protected by Policy PR1) where we will seek
to ensure through an appropriate legal agreement that the new infrastructure is available to
all members of the community for a reasonable amount of time on a regular basis.

DR
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P6.2 Where existing community infrastructure within settlements has become surplus to
requirements, due to new or updated facilities being provided elsewhere, we will approve
proposals for its re-use or redevelopment subject to compliance with other policies in the
pPlan.
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9

Natural hHeritage and lLandscape

The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 gives all public organisations a duty to help
protect the diversity of living organisms and biodiversity through direct action, educating
others and raising awareness. We also support the approach set out in the European
Landscape Convention (2000), which encourages sustainable management, protection and
improving all landscapes.

T

The following policies will make sure we meet our duties and responsibilities when making
decisions on planning applications. They will make sure that we improve and protect
Aberdeenshire’s natural environment and landscape, and contribute to Aberdeenshire being
a successful, sustainable, natural place where natural systems are able to recover from the
effects on them.

AF

We continue to be concerned about the loss of, or damage to, landscapes, habitats and
biodiversity due to construction, quarrying and environmental engineering for controlling
floods and the cumulative effects of incremental changes. Research continues into the
effects of planning how land should be used on the rates of decline of species and habitats,
and planning decisions have to take this uncertainty into account.

Where development is likely to have significant effects on the environment an
“Environmental Impact Assessment” (EIA) will be required. Further information on screening
and scoping provisions is available in the EIA Regulations and Circular 3/2011.
In all cases when there is uncertainty regarding the impact of development but there are
good scientific grounds that significant irreversible damage could occur, the precautionary
principle will apply. The developer should modify the development to eliminate the risk of
irreversible damage.
Policy E1 Natural hHeritage

DR

Nature conservation sites
E1.1 We will not allow new development where it may have an adverse effect on a nature
conservation site designated for its biodiversity or geodiversity importance, except where the
following circumstances apply.
E1.2 In the case of an internationally designated nature conservation site, we will not allow
development which may have an adverse effect on its integrity, except where there are
imperative reasons of overriding public importance and there is no alternative solution. In all
cases, suitable compensatory measures must be implemented.
E1.3 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 site has been designated are
clearly outweighed by social, environmental or economic benefits of national importance. In
all cases, any impacts must be suitably mitigated.
E1.4 For other recognised nature conservation sites (such as Local Nature Conservation
Sites, nature reserves, designated wetlands, woodland in the Scottish Natural Heritage
Ancient Woodland Inventory and the Native Woodland Survey of Scotland) the proposal’s
public benefits must clearly outweigh the nature conservation value of the site. In all cases,
impacts must be suitably mitigated and, for any proposals involving the removal of
woodland, the Scottish Government Control of Woodland Removal Policy will apply.
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E1.5 We, along with others with an interest, including Scottish Natural Heritage, Royal
Society for the Protection of Birds, Scottish Wildlife Trust and Aberdeen University, have
identified about 100 Local Nature Conservation Sites which are introduced by this plan.
These replace a previous local designation of Sites of Interest to Natural Science and are
also shown on the proposals map and in detail in sAppendix 13 “ Local Nature Conservation
Sites”.

AF

T

Protected species
E1.6 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 that the population will be 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 be no other satisfactory solution.

E1.7 Lists of species protected by legislation are available from Scottish Natural Heritage
at http://www.snh.gov.uk/.
Wider biodiversity and geodiversity
E1.8 A baseline ecological survey should be prepared for all major developments and for
smaller proposals where there is evidence to suggest that a habitat, geological feature or
species of importance may exist on the site.
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E1.9 If development may affect undesignated habitats listed in Annex I of the EC Habitats
Directive, species listed in Annex II of the EC Habitats Directive, species listed in Annexes I
and II of the EC Birds Directive, habitats or species on the Scottish Biodiversity List, Local
Biodiversity Action Plan priority habitats/ species, other 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;
when the development has been designed to avoid impacts where possible; and
where impacts cannot reasonably be avoided, an ecological or geological
management plan demonstrates public benefits that outweigh the ecological or
geological value of the site.

If development may affect undesignated habitats listed in Annex I of the EC Habitats
Directive, species listed in Annex II of the EC Habitats Directive, species listed in Annexes I
and II of the EC Birds Directive, habitats or species on the Scottish Biodiversity List, Local
Biodiversity Action Plan priority habitats/species, other 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; the development has been designed to
avoid impacts where possible; and, where impacts cannot reasonably be avoided, an
ecological or geological management plan demonstrates public benefits that outweigh the
ecological or geological value of the site.
E1.10 Development will not be allowed if it fragments habitats or is not designed to
minimise any adverse impact on the sites environmental quality, ecological status or viability.
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E1.11 Policy P1 also says that all developments should identify measures that will be taken
to improve biodiversity and geodiversity in proportion to the potential opportunities available
and the scale of the development.
Policy E2 Landscape

T

E2.1 We will refuse development that causes unacceptable effects through its scale,
location or design on key natural landscape elements, historic features or the composition or
quality of the landscape character. These impacts can be either alone or cumulatively with
other recent developments. Development should not otherwise significantly erode the
characteristics of landscapes as defined in the Landscape Character Assessments produced
by Scottish Natural Heritage (see www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/looking-afterlandscapes/lca/) or have been identified as Special Landscape Areas of local importance.

DR
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E2.2 Boundaries and qualifying criteria for Special Landscape Areas are identified in the
supplementary guidance Appendix 14 Special Landscape Areas. Developments located
within Special Landscape Areas will only be permitted if the qualifying interests are not being
adversely affected or effects of the development are clearly outweighed by social,
environmental or economic benefits of at least local importance.
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10

The hHistoric eEnvironment

T

Protecting and improving the historic environment is important to the distinctiveness and
sense of place within Aberdeenshire. Local history helps create a clear identity for the area
and strengthens connections between people and places. We recognise the importance of
the historic environment to the character of the area and to the quality of life of the people
who live here. We also recognise that it is an economic asset to the area. We want to
maintain and strengthen our commitment to protecting and making sustainable use of the
historic environment, both by putting the Aberdeenshire Historic Environment Strategy into
practice and in the way we manage development (see
www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/built_heritage/HistoricEnvironmentStrategy.pdf).

Policy HE1 Protecting hHistoric bBuildings, sSites, and mMonuments

AF

HE1.1 We will protect all listed buildings contained on the statutory list of Buildings of
Special Architectural or Historic Interest for Aberdeenshire, archaeological sites and
scheduled monuments. We will encourage their protection, maintenance, enhancement,
appropriate active use and conservation. All development affecting historic buildings, sites
and monuments must be justified through a design statement.

HE1.2 We will not allow development that would have a negative effect on the character,
integrity or setting of listed buildings, or scheduled monuments, or other archaeological sites.
HE1.3 Alterations to listed buildings will only be permitted if they are of the highest quality,
and respect any features of special architectural, cultural or historic interest the original
structure in terms of setting, scale, design and materials.
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HE1.4 Development on nationally or locally important monuments or archaeological sites, or
on their setting, will only be allowed if there are imperative reasons of overriding public
interest, including those of a social or economic nature, and there is no alternative site. It is
the developer’s responsibility to provide information on the nature and location of the
archaeological features prior to determination of the planning application and either mitigate
impacts or, where preservation of the site in its original location is not possible, arrange for
the full excavation and recording of the site in advance of development.
Policy HE2 Protecting hHistoric and cCultural aAreas
HE2.1 We will not allow development, including change of use or demolition that would not
preserve or enhance the character or appearance of a conservation area. This applies both
to developments within the conservation area and proposals outwith that would affect its
setting.
HE2.2 The design, scale, layout, siting and materials used in development within a
conservation area must be of the highest quality and respect the individual characteristics for
which the conservation area was designated. Development should be in accordance with
any agreed conservation area management plan or appraisal (see
www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/environment/built-heritage/what-is-a-conservationarea/#designations). All details must be provided under the cover of a full application and
any trees contributing to the setting should be retained. Appendix 6 12 provides details on
the controls provided by the 38 conservation areas in Aberdeenshire.
HE2.3 Development on or outwith a battlefield, designated historic garden or designed
landscape will only be permitted if:
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the proposal would not have an adverse impact that compromises the objectives of
the designation, or the overall integrity, character and setting of the designated area,
OR;
any significant adverse effects are outweighed by long-term social or economic
benefits of overriding public importance and there is no alternative site for the
development.

T

Development on or outwith a battlefield, designated historic garden or designed landscape
will only be permitted if the proposal would not have an adverse impact that compromises
the objectives of the designation or the overall integrity, character and setting of the
designated area, or any significant adverse effects are outweighed by long-term social or
economic benefits of overriding public importance and there is no alternative site for the
development. In either case, measures and mitigation must be taken to conserve and
enhance the essential characteristics of the site as appropriate.
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HE2.4 All development affecting the character and/or the appearance of conservation areas,
historic gardens or designed landscapes, including any associated landscape, streetscene
or open space, must be justified through a design statement.
Policy HE3 Helping to rReuse lListed bBuildings at rRisk

HE3.1 We will approve development on unallocated sites to provide finance for works to
secure the long-term future of and reuse of a building that is listed and on the buildings at
risk register (referred to below as enabling development). This policy does not apply to
enabling new commercial developments such as golf courses.
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HE3.2 In exceptional cases, this policy could be applied to a vernacular a non-designated
historic asset building agreed with the Planning and Building Standards Service to be
exceptionally worthy of conservation and reuse and which has been proven to be seriously
at risk of imminent collapse or further decay. The wider public benefits of securing the
conservation and reuse of the building through enabling development must significantly
outweigh any disadvantages of allowing the development.
HE3.3 Evidence that all other possibilities of funding to secure the conservation and reuse
of the building must have been exhausted and the property offered to another group, such
as the North East Building Preservation Trust, or placed on the open market for sale for a 12
month period.
HE3.4 The amount of enabling development sought must be the minimum required to
achieve a sympathetic re-use. Any enabling development should be undertaken at a suitable
location which, although unallocated otherwise satisfies all other relevant policies of the plan.
Any enabling development should take place within the curtilage of the building to be
conserved. Off-site enabling development will only be supported in exceptional
circumstances with clear justification as to why the enabling development could not take
place on the site. Although unallocated, enabling development must otherwise satisfy all
other relevant policies of the pPlan. The enabling development is required to be developed
in full by the applicant and not sold on to ensure that the full development profit from the
sites is factored into conserving the building.
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11 Protecting rResources

T

Conserving natural resources is a major factor in sustainable development and important to
the distinctiveness and sense of place within Aberdeenshire. These policies make sure that
we do not lose opportunities for future generations. At the same time we are promoting
sustainable economic development by making sure that we keep hold of major land
resources which are needed for specific uses, and that we do not lose them to other types of
development. This will guide the development industry to the most appropriate areas for
large developments. This will also give local communities elsewhere some reassurance that
they will not be living next to these developments.
Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources

AF

PR1.1 We will not approve developments that have a negative effect on important
environmental resources associated with air, the water environment, important mineral
deposits, prime agricultural land, peat and other carbon rich soils, open space, and important
trees and woodland. In all cases development which impacts on any of these features will
only be permitted when public economic or social benefits clearly outweigh the value of the
site to the local community, and there are no reasonable alternative sites.
Air Quality
PR1.2 Major new developments should not have an impact on air quality. An Air Quality
Assessment may be required to demonstrate that the development has no impact on air
quality issues and that suitable mitigation has been put in place to resolve issues.

DR

Water Environment
PR1.3 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
management 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 so as to contribute to the improvement of the
ecological status of the water body. 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.
PR 1.4 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 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 and appropriate mitigation will be required.
Prime Agricultural Land
PR1.5 Prime agricultural land, as defined as classes 1, 2 and 3.1 of the Soil Survey for
Scotland, Land Capability for Agriculture series. Land falling within this classification should
not normally be developed unless it is allocated in the local development plan or an
independent assessment of the site confirms a lesser quality of land. For clarity, time-limited
proposals for renewable energy generation or mineral extraction may be acceptable on
prime agricultural land providing the site will be restored and returned to its original status. In
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addition, small-scale development proposals that are directly linked to a rural business may
be permissible where they are located on prime agricultural land.

T

Open Space
PR1.6 Development will not normally be permitted on any areas of public open space,
including outdoor sports facilities, unless the new use is ancillary to the use as open space.
Important areas of open space are identified as "protected land" within the settlement
statements. Exceptionally, the development of essential community infrastructure may be
allowed if it will not result in a deficit of open space of the type affected within the settlement,
as evidenced by the Open Space Audit, or prejudice the continuity of a green network.
Where loss of open space occurs as the result of a new development then replacement must
be made of an appropriate type, quantity, accessibility and quality within the settlement.

AF

Trees and Woodlands
PR1.7 Development resulting in the loss of, or serious damage to, trees and woodlands of
significant 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 and amenity value of the woodland and habitat, including both
its current and potential future benefits. We will protect woodland carbon sinks and stores
from disturbance or destruction under pPolicy C3.
PR1.8 Where development is considered appropriate, damage to existing trees must be
minimised and there must be no unnecessary fragmentation of existing or potential
woodlands networks. Compensatory planting must also be undertaken to an agreed
standard in order to mitigate the impact of the removal on landscape, sequestered carbon,
character, amenity and ecological diversity.

DR

PR1.9 We will support opportunities for new woodland creation and/ or enhancement,
including the restoration of important woodlands e.g. ancient and semi-natural woodlands, in
line with the Aberdeenshire Forest and Woodland Strategy to be published as
sSupplementary gGuidance No.1 Aberdeenshire Forestry and Woodland Strategy to provide
a focus for new planting, restocking, enhancement, and management of woodlands.
Minerals
PR1.10 We identify important mineral safeguarded sites where other types of development
should not generally be allowed, and wider areas of search where mineral resources should
not be sterilised by inappropriate developments. Major non-minerals developments will be
permitted in the areas of search if an opportunity is given for the extraction of mineral
resources before the development commences. On safeguarded sites non-mineral
developments will be refused unless they are small-scale and ancillary to existing uses, or of
a temporary nature. Safeguarded sites and areas of search are identified on the proposals
map and detailed in sSupplementary gGuidance No.6Appendix 15 Areas sSafeguarded or
iIdentified as aAreas of sSearch for mMinerals dDevelopment.
Peat and carbon rich soils
PR1.11 This resource is protected under Policy C3 ‘Carbon sinks and stores’ which refers to
soils defined by Scottish Natural Heritage’s Carbon and Peatland map 2016 as Class 1 and
2, and greater than 0.5 mm depth.
Policy PR2 Protecting Reserving important development sites
PR2.1 We will protect and not allow alternative development on sites that may reasonably
be needed in the future for:
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delivering improvements to transportation including projects identified in the
settlement statements, the Local or Regional Transport Strategy, or the Strategic
Transport Projects Review, routes recognised in the Core Paths plan network, closed
railways and their abutments, embankments and cuttings, existing airports and
airfields and operational areas of ports and harbours.
generating and providing energy;
waste management facilities;
education facilities;
other community infrastructure; and
sites to support the national developments identified in National Planning Framework
(see http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2014/06/3539/7).

T



AF

PR2.2 National developments that directly affect the area covered by this plan include
proposals for contribution to capturing and storing carbon and making use of heat
generation. , sCarbon Capture is specifically promoted at the St Fergus Gas Terminal but
also at other locations associated with the pipeline from the central belt to St Fergus, and .
Hhigh-voltage electricity transmission infrastructure, including cabling, substations, and
converter stations, again will be at a range of locations but are expected to include sites
associated with the electricity substation south of Peterhead.

PR2.3 Where we know about the above, we have identified them in the relevant settlement
statements.
Policy PR3 Waste fFacilities

DR

Existing sites and facilities
PR3.1 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) and mixed use development in the pPlan (subject to compliance with other
plan policies), or sites reserved in the settlement statements for this use. Waste
management facilities must conform to the Zero Waste Plan, minimise the transport of waste
from source, and utilise the best available techniques. In addition, consideration should be
given to the anticipated waste operational capacity need, including the Scottish Government
waste capacity tables, to deliver Zero Waste Plan targets.
Proposed sites and facilities
PR3.2 Waste developments proposals must be supported by sufficient information to make
a full assessment of the likely effects of the development together with proposals for
appropriate control, mitigation and monitoring. Design documents will be required to support
the application, as will details of land restoration, aftercare and after-use (including
submission of bonds).
PR3.3 Neighbouring developments We will not approve any inappropriate neighbouring
developments that may compromise waste handling operations at an existing waste
management site.
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12

Climate cChange

T

Climate change is possibly the greatest challenge facing the world today. Scottish Planning
Policy favours development that contributes to sustainable development and policies and
decisions are needed to support action to tackle climate change and adaptation, including
taking account of flood risk. For Aberdeenshire, this means reducing the use of energy (both
in the distribution of development and within developments themselves), conserving water,
promoting energy generation by renewable sources, sustaining existing carbon stores (such
as peat and wood), and dealing with long-term flood risks.
We recognise that other strategies, such as the Local Transport Strategy will also contribute
to these aims.
Policy C1 Using rResources in bBuildings

AF

C1.1 All developments must be designed to reduce carbon-dioxide emissions. Proposals
should aim wherever feasible to achieve a Gold Platinum sustainability label under section 7
of the building standards technical handbook and by 2019 a platinum label. Appropriate
standards for water efficiency to achieve both environmental protection (particularly to avoid
any adverse effect on the interest of the River Dee Special Area of Conservation) and to
reduce energy costs should also be applied. For water efficiency a Gold Sustainability level
would apply and a BREEAM level 5 standard for non- domestic buildings. Limited exceptions
may apply but all proposals must at least meet the standards established through the current
building regulations.*
C1.2 A target will be applied to increasing increase over time in the range 15-30% of the
CO2 reduction from 15% to 30% should be achieved through installing low or zero carbon
generating technologies in new development will be applied.

DR

C1.3 The master-planning process for major new development should assess the
feasibility of meeting the standard in part through a district heating scheme. This should
include the appropriate infrastructure in at least so far as from the edge of the development
site to a location adjacent to the rising main of each property for the future installation of
metered heat. In areas not served by gas consideration should be given to alternative
technologies such as hot rock geothermal or biomass sources.
C1.4 If it is clearly demonstrated that no suitable low and zero carbon generating
technologies are appropriate, tThe full carbon reduction requirement must can be achieved
through energy efficiency measures. Alterations, extensions, changes of use or conversion
of existing buildings, development of ancillary buildings of less than 50 square meters, or
buildings heated solely to provide frost protection are exempt from these requirements.
Buildings with an intended life of less than 2 years are also exempted from the requirements
of this policy.
C1.5 An Energy Statement should be submitted at the planning application stage to
demonstrate how the proposed development will satisfy the requirements of this policy.
Suspensive conditions may also be used to deliver this policy to avoid any unnecessary
delays in processing determining planning applications.
* The council will prepare guidance on the detail of this policy specifically the standards that
would apply and where exceptions might be made including to take account of financial
viability. The guidance would also set out the circumstances and timescales in applying an
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increase in the target for low or zero carbon generating technologies and the parameters for
assessing the feasibility of district heating schemes in major developments.
Policy C2 Renewable eEnergy

T

C2.1 We will support solar, wind, biomass (energy from biological material derived from
living, or recently living organisms) and hydro-electricity developments which are in
appropriate sites and of the right design. We treat biomass schemes as industrial processes
suitable for business land. These may be hazardous developments through their impact on
air quality.

AF

Wind Energy
C2.2 We will approve wind energy developments in appropriate locations taking into
account the spatial framework mapping on page 63. The more detailed guidance set out in
the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for wind turbines and the associated
mapping on page 63 under the heading Additional Locational Guidance is also a relevant
consideration. The areas shown in orange hatching have been assessed as having strategic
capacity for turbines over 15 metres when local landscape considerations are taken into
account. This guidance remains valid even for the very large turbines now being proposed.
C2.3 All windfarms must be appropriately sited and designed and avoid unacceptable
environmental effects taking into account the cumulative effects of existing and consented
wind turbines. All wind turbines sites must be appropriate for use in perpetuity. Full
repowering, where the wind turbines are dismantled and new wind turbines are installed, is
likely to require revision of environmental information and a new planning application.
Lifetime extension, where new technology is installed, or components are upgraded and
replaced but the overall external layout of a wind farm remains unchanged (e.g. hub height,
siting, size), may not require a new application provided the scale and predicted impacts are
no greater than those anticipated from the original proposal. The existence of a consent for
a wind turbine will be a material consideration for proposals for repowering existing wind
turbines.

DR

C2.4 Turbines must not compromise health and safety or adversely affect aircraft or
airfields (including radar and air traffic control systems, flight paths and ministry of defence
low flying areas) and/or telecommunications. Unacceptable significant adverse effects on the
amenity of dwelling houses, such as from noise, or on tourism and recreation interests
including core paths and other established routes used for public walking, riding or cycling
should also be avoided.
Solar Panels
C2.5 We will approve applications for solar panel arrays greater than 50kW if
 their cumulative impact with other arrays has been assessed and can be dismissed,
 account has been taken of glint and glare issues
 it has been demonstrated that any significant impacts will have a duration of less
than five minutes on any receptor in any one day,
 there are no objections from the Ministry of Defence, the National Air Traffic Services
or civil airport operators,
 boundary treatments limit vehicular access to the site through means designed to
make any security fencing unobtrusive and screen the development.
Hydro–eElectric sSchemes
C2.6 We will approve hydro-electric schemes if they are located, sited and designed to
have no individual or cumulative adverse impact on the water environment. This may be
relaxed for larger schemes (annual output equal to or greater than 0.35 gigawatt hours) if the
deterioration can be justified on the basis of wider social or economic benefits, or impacts on
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other users of the water environment. In all cases mitigation will be required to protect river
flow, river continuity for fish and provide for sediment transfer, and otherwise comply with the
“Guidance for developers of run-of-river hydro-power schemes” published by SEPA.

T

Other Renewable eEnergy tTechnologies
C2.7 Other renewable energy developments are required to relate well to the source of the
renewable energy required for operation and satisfactory steps must be taken to mitigate
any negative impacts on occupiers of nearby properties.
In all cases, conditions, bonds, or other legal agreements may be imposed to remove visible
renewable energy structures whenever the consent expires or the project ceases to operate
for a specified period.
Policy C3 Carbon sSinks and sStores

AF

C3.1 We will protect carbon sinks and stores, such as woodland and high-carbon peat rich
soils (defined by Scottish Natural Heritage’s Carbon and Peatland map 2016 as Class 1 and
2, and greater than 0.5m depth), from disturbance or destruction. Development proposals
that may result in the loss of or disturbance to peat will only be permitted if tools such as the
“Carbon Calculator” demonstrate that the development will, within its lifetime, have no net
effect on CO2. Removal of woodland will only be permitted if an equal area is replanted,
preferably as part of the open space requirement and as part of the green network in the
settlement, so as to maintain the carbon balance.
C3.2 We support the development of carbon capture and storage developments, including
proposals for woodland that can store carbon for long periods of time. In line with the
national planning framework, we also support the development of carbon networks aimed at
storing CO2 in offshore oil and gas fields, especially around Peterhead and the gas fired
power station.
Policy C4 Flooding

DR

C4.1 Flood risk assessments will be required for development in the medium to high
category of flood risk of 0.5%-10% annual probability (1 in 200 years to 1:10 years).
Assessment may also be required in areas of lower annual probability (0.25-0.5%) in
circumstances where other factors indicate a potentially heightened risk. Assessment should
include an allowance for climate change and freeboard. Development should avoid areas of
medium to high risk, functional floodplain or other areas where the risks are otherwise
assessed as heightened or unacceptable except where:





It is a development to effect flooding or erosion.
It is consistent with the flood storage function of a floodplain.
It would otherwise be unaffected by flooding (such as a play area or car park).
It is essential infrastructure. The location is essential for operational reasons for
example for water based navigation, agriculture, transport or utilities infrastructure
and an alternative lower risk location is not available.

C4.2 If development is to be permitted on land assessed as at a medium to high risk of
flooding it should be designed to be flood resilient and use construction methods to assist in
the evacuation of people and minimise damage. It must not result in increased severity of
flood risk elsewhere through altering flood storage capacity or the pattern and flow of flood
waters.
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C4.3 Maintenance buffer strips must also be provided for any water body. These
measures may also be required in areas of potentially lower risk of flooding (annual
probability of more than 1:1000 years) or in coastal areas below the 10 metre contour should
local evidence demonstrate a heightened risk.

T

C4.4 In such areas land raising and/ or excavations will only be permitted if it is for a flood
alleviation measure, 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.

DR

AF

C4.5 We will not approve development that may contribute to flooding issues elsewhere.
Sustainable Urban Drainage principles apply to all sites.
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13

The rResponsibilities of dDevelopers

Development needs important infrastructure to function and we must have the power to
refuse planning permission for development sites which fail to deal with these needs. We
expect developers to overcome these obstacles so we can grant planning permission.
They must do this by:



providing on-site facilities to serve the reasonable expectations of the people who will
be living in or using the buildings; and
providing or improving off-site facilities, if the existing facilities will be placed under
extra pressure that results in extra requirements or the development has a negative
effect on what is there.

T



AF

In some cases advance provision of the necessary infrastructure may be required to
facilitate planned development. Subsequent developments which would also rely on this
provision would then be expected to contribute on a proportionate basis. This approach will
be further detailed through Supplementary Guidance and the Action Programme.

Policy RD1 Providing sSuitable sServices

RD1.1 We will only allow development that provides adequate vehicle charging, road,
waste-management, water or waste water facilities, connections and treatment as
appropriate.
Vehicle Charging Points
RD1.2 All new homes should include at least one home electric vehicle charging points.
Workplace charging points are discretionary but, as a guide, one charging point is
appropriate for every 25 employees.

DR

Access to nNew dDevelopment
RD1.3 We will support new development if it is well related to existing developments, is in
accordance with the national policy “Designing Streets” and does not create an impermeable
barrier to further development. Development must be close to existing public transport
services (if available) or deliver major improvements to public transport services, in scale
with the development.
RD1.4 All developments must include provision for access by wheelchair users, people with
sensory disabilities, the elderly, those accompanied by small children and other less mobile
groups. As appropriate, safe and convenient access should also be provided for service,
delivery and other goods vehicles required by the development.
RD1.5 When development requires the formation of new accesses, these should be
designed to an agreed standard, and must be resource-efficient, safe and convenient for
cyclists, pedestrians and public transport. New accesses must also cause minimal impact on
the character of the site and surrounding area and satisfactory arrangements for future
maintenance of these access facilities should also be made.
RD1.6
Any new private access onto a public road must be designed to the
satisfaction of Aberdeenshire Council’s Road Development department and, in the case of a
trunk road, Transport Scotland.
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RD1.7
Developers should be aware of the need for Roads Construction Consent in
most instances. A Transport Assessment may be asked for to show that the development
(and any proposed mitigation measures) will not have significant transport impacts on
existing transport infrastructure and services.

T

RD1.8 Six or more new individual dwellings must be served by a road which will require
Roads Construction Consent and the submission of a Road Bond. Where new development
on an existing private road or private access results in the total number of individual
dwellings being twelve or more, then the additional dwellings must be served by a public
road which will require Roads Construction Consent and the submission of a Road Bond.
This remains the case even if the private road has two or more points of access onto the
public road.

AF

Water and wWaste wWater
RD1.9 We will support development when the developer satisfactorily meets the required
standards for water, waste water and surface water drainage servicing in the new
development. These standards are set out below.

RD1.10 All new developments must be served satisfactorily either by a mains water supply
or by a private water supply if the developer is able to show that the private water supply is
adequate (including potable water where necessary). It will be the responsibility of the
developer to demonstrate that any new supply is adequate to serve the proposed
development and that, for domestic use, it is safe to be consumed as drinking water.
Groundwater abstractions must comply with Scottish Environment Protection Agency
policies and guidelines.
RD1.11 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.

DR

RD1.12 Where a connection to the public drainage infrastructure is demonstrated to be
unfeasible, connection to a private drainage infrastructure can be supported, if it is
demonstrated satisfactorily that disposal of sewage can be achieved without negative
impacts on public health, amenity or the environment and where cost and practicability show
it to be a reasonable alternative. Appropriate supporting evidence should be provided to
support using a private drainage infrastructure. Planning permission may be granted on the
condition that private drainage infrastructure may be used temporarily with the requirement
to connect to public drainage infrastructure when it becomes available.
RD1.13 Scottish Water and the Scottish Environment Protection Agency are key consultees
regarding water and waste water infrastructure and should be approached at an early stage
to establish what capacity may be available or if the provision of new capacity can be made
available. Development should comply with SEPA’s policy and supporting guidance on the
provision of Waste Water Drainage in Settlements.
RD1.14 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.
RD1.15 A Pre-Development Enquiry or other forms of investigation may be necessary to
identify the impacts of development on current infrastructure. This would involve Scottish
Water and will be the responsibility of the developer. These are likely to be required for all
non-domestic developments and residential developments of 10 houses or more.
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Policy RD2 Developers’ oObligations

T

Waste mManagement rRequirements
RD1.16 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 minimisation, re-use, recycling and composting of all wastes during construction and
operational phases of the development. It must also show how any remaining wastes will be
disposed of. Adequate space must also be provided within the development to allow efficient
and effective separation, storage and collection of all waste generated. The area and
requirements for this space is set out in aAppendix 7 16 for varying development types.

AF

RD2.1 Contributions will be sought towards the provision of the necessary infrastructure.
Contributions must fairly and reasonably relate in scale to the proposed development and
will be needed to make the proposed development acceptable in planning terms, all in line
with the policy tests contained in Circular 3/2012. Proportionate contributions are required to
address any identified individual or cumulative impacts on local facilities as well as any wider
impacts of the development (for instance on the regional transport network or in the high
school catchment area) as detailed below and in the settlement statements.
RD2.2 This advice takes no account of development on sites not identified in the pPlan
which may result in a need for infrastructure which is not expected at this time. We provide
further guidance on developer obligations in the settlement statements. We have prepared
sSupplementary gGuidance No.2 “Developer Obligations: Methods for Calculation" to shows
how we work out the exact levels of developer obligations.
RD2.3 If we know the specific location of new infrastructure, this has been shown on the
proposals maps and in the settlement statements in the form of reserved sites.
RD2.4 Our Action Programme provides information on phasing developments in terms of
infrastructure needs, and we will give details of those needs as we identify them in the
masterplanning process.

DR

RD2.5 In all cases we will review the need for and scale of any contribution in the light of
circumstances at the time the planning application is made.
RD2.6 Early discussion should take place between usAberdeenshire Council, developers
and the relevant authorities to make sure that investment in necessary new infrastructure is
dealt with in a timely way.
Transport
RD2.7 We need contributions to make transportation improvements as shown in aAppendix
8 10 (the settlement statements) and in the Action Programme. These will include work on
the trunk road network and in Aberdeen City. The approach to delivering identified projects
and to establishing a strategic transport fund is to be detailed in tThe Aberdeen City and
Shire Strategic Development Plan is preparing a cumulative transport appraisal to inform
their strategic transport advice.supplementary guidance. This could also include
improvements to rail infrastructure.
Local tTransportation iInfrastructure
RD2.8 We will need contributions to fully tackle the effect of individual developments. We
may also need contributions if more than one development affects transportation
infrastructure. We provide details of this in the settlement statements. All new development
within a settlement will contribute to any identified need.
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Open sSpace and aAccess
RD2.9 In very rare circumstances, when it is not practical to meet the open space
obligations within the pPlan on the development site, we will ask for contributions elsewhere
in the settlement towards those items identified in the Open Space Audit as being locally
lacking or to improve the main path network in the local area as shown in the Core Path Plan
(see https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/paths-and-outdoor-access/core-paths-plan/
www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/outdooraccess/core_paths_plan/index.asp).

T

Primary eEducation
RD2.10 We will need contributions to deal with not having enough school places for an
increase in the number of school pupils likely to result from new residential developments.
We give details in the settlement statements. All new housing developments within a primary
school catchment area will contribute to any identified need.

AF

Secondary eEducation
RD2.11 We will also need contributions if the education authority expects there not to be
enough places to fully accommodate pupils expected as a result of proposed development,
as shown in aAppendix 8 10 (the settlement statements).

Community fFacilities
RD2.12 We will need contributions to deal with the effects of a development on communities
where a specific shortfall is identified and extra development will make this situation worse.
We give details of this in the settlement statements. Community facilities are generally public
assets such as halls, libraries, or sports facilities. For larger developments providing the land
for building these facilities is commonly needed as well as a proportionate contribution to the
construction costs. We give details in the settlement statements.
Waste and rRecycling
RD2.13 We will need contributions for facilities in line with waste-management thresholds for
types and sizes of development, as shown in aAppendix 15, and the settlement statements.
In some cases this will involve the developer fully accommodating waste facilities on their
site.

DR

Health fFacilities
RD2.14 The Council recognises that the scale of proposed development may also impact on
other infrastructure including health facilities. The settlement statements provide information
on where such provision may be required. Whilst it may be appropriate to seek contributions
for such provision any requirement would need to be considered on a case by case basis.
Other oOff-sSite Contributions
RD2.15 In exceptional circumstances, we may also need off-site contributions towards
affordable housing needs and public open space, as set out in Policy H2 Affordable housing
(and its associated supplementary guidance) and Policy P2 Open space and access in new
development.
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Glossary
Glossary of terminology used in Draft Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan.
A

T

Aberdeen housing market area: A geographical area covering Aberdeen and surrounding
settlements which is relatively self-contained in terms of reflecting people’s choice of location
for a new home i.e. a large percentage of people settling in the area will have sought a
house only in that area.

AF

Action Programme: Document that supports delivery of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan and sets out actions required to deliver the policies and proposals
contained in the plan; responsibilities for carrying out the identified actions and timescales
for conclusion of each action.

Active Travel: An approach to travel that focuses on physical activity such as walking and
cycling.
Advanced greening: The implementation of landscaping plans before the start of
development.

Affordable housing: “hHousing of a reasonable quality that is affordable to people on
modest incomes.” (Scottish Planning Policy).
Allocations: Areas of land identified for development in the local development plan for
development.

DR

Ancient woodland: (a)‘semi-natural’ woodland that has been continuously wooded since
either 1750 ‘Roy’ maps or 1st Edition 1860 Ordnance Survey maps; if subsequently planted
with non-native species during the 20th Century these are ‘Plantations on Ancient Woodland
Sites’ (PAWS); (b) plantations dating from 1750 or 1860 maps and continuously wooded
since, are ‘Long established woodlands of plantation origin’ (LEPO); (c) other woodlands
shown on ‘Roy’ maps with a short break in continuity of woodland cover that may still retain
features of ancient ‘semi-natural’ woodland.
Areas of search: To identify Identified areas of extensive mineral deposits where
appropriate from which a choice of development sites might be acceptable.
B

Biodiversity: The total range of the variety of life forms on earth or any given part of it, the
ecological roles they perform, and the genetic diversity they contain. The range and diversity
of ecosystems; plants, animals, species and genes, and the ecological processes that
support them.
Biomass: Energy from biological material derived from living or recently living organisms.
Brownfield land: Sites which have previously been developed or used for some purpose
that has now ceased and on which a new use has not been established. They exclude
private and public gardens, sports and recreational grounds, woodlands and amenity open
spaces. In rural areas and in the context of policy R2 it is necessary for a brownfield site to
be redundant and only exceptionally will buildings that are (or could be) used for storage
purposes (including silage clamps or other specialised agricultural structure), temporary
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buildings, hardstandings, reinstated sites or sites disused or redundant for so long that they
have become naturalised be considered a redundant brownfield development opportunity.
More guidance on rural brownfield sites is provided by planning advice. Land which has
been built on or used in the past for some purpose. Brownfield land does not include private
or public gardens, sports pitches, woodlands or open spaces used for leisure and recreation
purposes.

C

T

Buffer strips: Vegetated land adjacent to a watercourse that helps protect and improve
water quality, run-off and biodiversity. Adequate buffer strips should be allowed for the
maintenance of water bodies all year round. Buffer strips should be at least 6 metres 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.
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Carbon sinks and stores: Areas where carbon is accumulated or stored.

Catchment: An area where collection takes place, usually of water (as in ‘river catchment
area’), but also of people (such as the ‘large rural catchment of Inverurie’).
City Regional Deal: City Region Deals are agreements between the Scottish Government,
the United Kingdom Government and Local Government designed to bring about long-term
strategic approaches to improving regional economies. Each deal is tailored to its City
Region, reflecting its individual economic strengths and weaknesses, and comprises a
programme of interventions to support positive, transformative change.
Class 4 uses: a) use as an office other than an office where services are provided
principally to visiting members of the public; b) use for research and development of
products or processes; c) use for any industrial process; in every case being a use which
can be carried on in any residential area without detriment to the amenity of that area by
reason of noise, vibration, smell, fumes, smoke, soot, ash, dust or grit.

DR

Commercial centre: Where business activities such as shops and services are
concentrated. Proposals for a retail development must however demonstrate that a
sequential approach to site selection has been followed.
Conservation area(s): Area of special architectural or historic interest, the character of
which it is desirable to enhance and which should be protected from insensitive or
inappropriate development.
Core Path Plan: A plan prepared by the Council to identify, develop, manage and maintain
a series of core paths, routes, waterways etc to facilitate the exercise of access rights. The
Core Path Plan can be viewed online at: http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/paths-andoutdoor-access/core-pathsplan/core-paths-plan-maps/.

Curtilage: The area of land surrounding a building and visually linked to that building.
Garden ground is usually defined as its “curtilage” but this term can also apply to areas of
land associated with other building types.
D

Design Review Process: A process of evaluating and assessing the quality of design in
development proposals and encourages the adoption of a holistic approach to design. This
process may include participation in the Aberdeenshire Design Review Panel or other such
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forum as agreed by the Planning Service. This process is expected to be carried out at the
pre-application stage.

E

T

Developer obligations: Contributions obliged to be made by developers to provide, or help
provide, new infrastructure, facilities or amenities, or to supplement existing provision, where
these are required as a consequence of the development being proposed, on its own, or as
a result of the cumulative impact of development in the area. Obligations, are frequently
subject to a legal agreement between the developer and the Council.

Effective housing land supply: The part of the total housing land supply (sites that are
allocated or with planning permission) which is free, or expected to be free, of development
constraints in the period under consideration and will therefore be available for the
construction of housingbuilding of new homes.
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Embodied energy: The energy required to make a thing (e.g. from the extraction and
processing of natural resources to manufacturing, transport and product assembly).

Energetica corridor: A development framework between initiative between Aberdeen and
Peterhead to create a world-class business and residential location within a high-quality
environmental setting. to improve the economy and promote the energy industry, endorsed
by Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2014.
Employment land/ employment uses: In accordance with the strategic development plan,
the local development plan maintains a supply of land for industrial, business, and other
employment uses, normally classes 4, 5 and 6 of the Use Classes Order.
F
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Flood risk: The combination of the probability of a flood and the potential adverse
consequences associated with a flood, for human health, the environment, cultural heritage
and economic activity.
Fracking: The extraction of oil or gas reserves through exploiting reserves made available
through explosive fracturing of subterranean oil or gas bearing rocks.
Freeboard: The allowance made for natural variations in flood levels.
Future opportunity site “FOP”: Land identified as a possible future development land
allocation. Land subject to this designation are not available for immediate development and
will be reassessed at such time as the Local Development Plan is reviewed.
G

Geodiversity: The variety of earth materials, forms and processes that constitute the shape
of the Earth.
Green belt: An area of countryside where strict planning controls are in place exist with the
intention to protect the landscape setting and, maintain the identity of towns and citiesa
place and provide land for recreation.
Green network(s): Linked open space within and between settlements used for recreation,
nature conservation and landscape protection. Connected areas of green infrastructure and
open space that together form an integrated and multi-functional network.
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Gypsy/ Traveller: Gypsyies/Ttravellers are a small but distinctive ethnic and cultural
minority within the Scottish population. The current definition of Ggypsyies/ Ttravellers
excludes Travelling showpeople/ circus and new (age) travellers (Source: Report by
Craigforth on behalf of Scottish Government Social Research - Gypsies/Travellers in
Scotland: The Twice Yearly Count: No 16, 2009).

T

H
Habitats: The environment in which a species lives.

Hot rock geothermal: Power derived from exploiting naturally occurring subterranean rocks
which contain significant heat resources. Generally opportunities for hot rock geothermal
energy are found over the Cairngorm Granite deposits.
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Housing Need and Demand Assessment: Document considers current housing markets,
identifying key drivers within the housing system to assess the future housing market and
the housing needs of current and future residents.
Housing land supply: Sites that are allocated or with planning permission.
I

Infrastructure: The facilities and other items needed to support development. This includes
roads and transportation facilities, sewage and water facilities, and community infrastructure
including education and lifelong learning, health and sports facilities.
Infill developments: Existing sites within urban areas that are suitable for redevelopment.
Intermodal shifts: Change of how people travel, for example changing from the private car
to public transport is an intermodal shift.
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L

Landscape character: The particular variations in topography, drainage, vegetation and
land-use which define the perception of an area.
North East Local Biodiversity Action PlanLBAP Priority habitats/ species: The species
and habitats included in the Local Biodiversity Action Plan at both national and local levels.
Listed buildings: The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1997
requires the compilation of a list of buildings of special architectural, cultural or historic
interest. The purpose of listing is to ensure that a building’s special architectural, cultural
and/or historic interest is fully recognised and that any demolition, alteration or repair that
would affect its character is brought under statutory control.
Local Development Plan: A strategic document that sets out the cCouncil’s detailed
policies and proposals for the development and use of land throughout the Aberdeenshire
area.
Local Housing Strategy: An assessment of housing needs and conditions in
Aberdeenshire. The Strategy covers not just Council housing but housing of all tenures
including owner occupiers, housing associations and the private rented sector. For Gypsy/
Ttravellers, the requirement is not for a house or flat but for a secure stopping site.
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N
National developments: Designated in the National Planning Framework, these are the
Scottish Government’s priority projects for the development of Scotland.

M

T

Naturalised: Vacant or derelict land where there is no clear indication of what the previous
use of the land was. The land has reverted back to a natural state or the site appears to
have blended back through a degree of vegetation into the surrounding landscape.
Naturalisation is a dynamic process that is best judged based on a review of the site visit.
Land that has been vacant or derelict for at least 15 years is likely to demonstrate signs of
returning to a naturalised state, usually through the presence of trees and shrubs.
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Major development(s): Development of more than 50 homes or with a site area of above
2ha of business land.

Masterplan(s): A document that explains how a site or series of sites will be developed. It
will describe how the proposal will be implemented, and set out the costs, phasing and
timing of development. A masterplan will usually be prepared by or on behalf of an
organisation that owns the site or controls the development process.
Mineral resource(s): A concentration or occurrence of material of intrinsic economic interest
in or on the earth’s crust in such form, quality and quantity that there are reasonable
prospects for eventual economic extraction.
O
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Office development(s): A place of work usually in Class 2 (financial, professional and other
services which it is appropriate to provide in a shopping area, and where the services are
provided principally to visiting members of the public) or Class 4 (an office other than within
Class 2) of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997, as
amended.
Open space: Space within and on the edge of settlements comprising of green
infrastructure, such as parks, trees, allotments and community food growing areas, and/or
civic areas such as squares, market places and other paved or hard landscaped areas with
a civic function. Detailed typologies of open space are included in Planning Advice Note 65:
Planning and Open Space. Any open space which provides, or has the potential to provide,
environmental, social and/or economic benefits to communities, whether direct or indirect,
within and around urban area. It includes greenspace and hard landscaped areas, with a
civic function, as well as aquatic open spaces. Whilst private garden space can provide
benefits in terms of the design and character of a development it does not provide the
community benefits associated with open space that is accessible by the public.
P

Planning application(s): An application made to the Council for the development of land or
property.
Policy: A statement of the Council’s attitudes or intentions, relating to a particular issue or
site.
Prime agricultural land: A limited resource of national significance providing the best
quality land that falls into classes 1, 2 and 3.1 as categorised by the Soil Survey for
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Scotland, Land Capability for Agriculture series (Macaulay Land Use Research Institute
1982, now the James Hutton Institute).
Primary industry/ industries: Types of industry associated with agricultural production,
minerals and mining, forestry and fishing. It does not include general servicing of these
industries such as engineering, haulage or accountancy. Primary industries are defined by
Sections A and B of the Standard Industrial Classification 2007.

T

Precautionary principle: The principle that authorities should act cautiously to avoid
damaging the environment or well-being of communities (in a way that cannot be reversed)
in situations where the scientific evidence is not proven, but the possible damage could be
significant.

Proposals map(s): Map illustrating each of the detailed policies and proposals in the written
statement, defining sites for particular developments or land uses.

R
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Protected land: Land that conserves or safeguards areas of open space for its setting,
recreational, educational or leisure use. It can include conservation areas and town centres
existing business sites and reserved sites.

Ramsar site: Wetlands of international importance particularly those containing large
numbers of waterfowl. Sites include marshes, fens, peatlands, estuaries, open water, and
inshore marine areas.
Regeneration priority areas: Is the Aberdeenshire Council’s attempt to reinvigorate and
support run down communities in addressing problems of economic and social
disadvantage, to achieve improved prosperity, well-being and quality of life.
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Regional Transport Strategy: Sets out the policies implemented by Aberdeenshire Council
over the next few years to ensure the authority meets its overall transport vision, ‘To develop
an integrated transportation system for Aberdeenshire which contributes to the development
of an inclusive and safe society, a sustainable economy and which reduces environmental
damage caused by transport.’
Renewable energy: Energy flows that occur naturally and repeatedly in the environment, for
example from the wind, water flow, tides or the sun.
Reserved land sites: Are sSites that are safeguarded for a specific use e.g. reserved for
transportation, energy or waste management projects, or for education, recreation or
community uses.
Riparian habitat: Habitats associated with the banks of rivers and lochs.
Rural brownfield development/ sites: Land which has previously been developed outwith
settlements. The term may cover vacant or derelict land, or land occupied by redundant or
unused building. Private and public gardens, temporary buildings, sports and recreational
grounds, woodlands, quarries, redundant wells and pumping schemes, modern agricultural
buildings and amenity open spaces are excluded.
Rural housing market area: A geographical area covering rural Aberdeenshire which is
relatively self-contained in terms of reflecting people’s choice of location for a new home i.e.
a large percentage of people settling in the area will have sought a house only in that area.
This is equivalent to the “intermediate” area as noted by Scottish Planning Policy.
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S
Safeguarded sites: Identify specific mineral outcrops, such as slate, building stone or
precious metals, that are very limited in occurrence and are likely to be economically
exploitable.

T

Scheduled monuments: Nationally important monuments, usually archaeological remains,
that enjoy greater protection against inappropriate development through the Ancient
Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979.
Section 75 Agreement: A legal agreement made between the landowner and the planning
authority (often with other parties) which that restricts or regulates the development or use of
land. It is normally used to agree and to secure developer obligations. contributions from
developers. The Section 75 agreement was previously referred to as a Section 50
agreement.
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Sequential assessment: An approach for choosing sites for retail development which
requires developers to demonstrate that there are no suitable town centre sites, before
considering sites on the periphery of the town centre and before considering other out of
town sites.

Settlements: Any built up area with a community function. Each settlement in
Aberdeenshire is defined by a settlement boundary shown by a dotted line on the maps in
the settlement statements.
Sequestered carbon: Carbon tied up for the medium to long term in woodland and forests,
peatland or in geological strata.
Serviced plots: Plots of land incorporating the necessary infrastructure that can be
developed for homes.
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Small-scale: Development of a scale that would be appropriate either:
• on a site at most no bigger than 350 m2 (i.e. a single large house plot);
• in the case of housing, up to 3 single houses (unless otherwise specified in the policy); or
otherwise
• in the case of employment, a site of less than 0.5 hectares and employing 5 or less full time
people according to context in the plan.
Development proposals for larger sites which seek more than 3 houses are expected to
come forward through a bid in the next local development plan. The sub-division of larger
sites to allow multiple developments of 3 houses will not normally be supported.
Strategic growth areas: The main focus for development in the area up to 2035, as defined
in the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2014.
Strategic employment land requirement: The amount of employment land required by the
Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic dDevelopment pPlan.
Strategic Development Plan: The strategic policy framework document for the
development and use of land within Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire and prepared by the
Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Planning Authority. It guides the physical
growth of communities – to 2035, and establishes a broad framework for development and
the way in which the use of land should evolve and is approved by Scottish Ministers.
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Supplementary guidance: These dDocuments that form part of the lLocal dDevelopment
pPlan and set out details of how the policies or proposals should be put into practice.
Suspensive conditions: Conditions applied to a planning permissions that result in a
development not proceeding unless certain actions have been undertaken. These are
sometimes referred to as “Grampian conditions”

T

Sustainable development: “Development that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. It has increased in
importance in both National and European policy guidance and is a pivotal consideration in
the planning process.

Sustainable economic growth: Building a dynamic and growing economy that will provide
prosperity and opportunities for all, while ensuring that future generations can enjoy a better
quality of life too.

T
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Sustainable mixed communities: Settlements which have a wide range of uses within
them that allow for living, working and undertaking recreation within them.

Traditional vernacular house/ building: A house or building that has been constructed
using local or traditional materials and methods of construction.
Tourist Facilities: A development which is dependent on people travelling from outwith the
immediate area to make use of the facilities as part of a recreational trip.
Town centres first: A Town Centre First principle is intended to support city/town centres,
where these exists, or new centres which are supported by the Local Development Plan.
V
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Vernacular building: A building which forms a distinctive part of the town or country scene
by reason of its traditional design, use of materials and building techniques. Such buildings
are often agricultural in nature and over 100 years old.
Viability or Vitality of existing town centres: Vitality is a reflection of how busy a town
centre is in different parts and at different times. Viability is a measure of its capacity to
attract ongoing investment, for maintenance, improvement and adaptation to changing
needs.
W

Windfall sites: Development sites which that are not allocated in the local development plan
(i.e. as an opportunity site), identified through forward planning processes but become
available for various ad hoc reasons.
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If you need a copy of this document in an alternative
language, easy read format, in BSL or in large print or

FT

in Braille please telephone 01467 536230.
Jeśli chcesz otrzymać kopię tego dokumentu w innym
języku, napisanego dużą czcionką lub w języku

Braille’a, proszę zadzwonić pod numer 01467 536230.
Ja Jums ir nepieciešama šī dokumenta kopija citā
valodā, lielformāta drukā vai braila rakstā, lūdzu,
zvaniet pa tālruni: 01467 536230.

Если Вы нуждаетесь в копии этого документа на

другом языке, укрупненным шрифтом или шрифтом

DR
A

Брайля, просим Вас позвонить по телефону 01467 536230.
Prašau skambinkite tel. 01467 536230, jei jums

reikalinga į jūsų kalbą išversto dokumento kopija ar
pageidaujate didelėmis raidėmis ar Brailiu.

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Woodhill House
Westburn Road

Aberdeen, AB16 5GB
Tel. 01467 536230

Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk
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AUCHLEVEN
Vision

AF

Settlement Features

T

Auchleven is a small settlement located approximately 4 km south of Insch on the B992. The
settlement is centred on the cross roads of the B992 and the Leslie/Oyne road. The settlement is
surrounded by open countryside, with important views of Bennachie to the east. Auchleven’s
location away from main service centres, along with significant capacity constraints at Premnay
Primary School, mean that the scope for significant expansion of the settlement is limited. Flooding
associated with the Gadie Burn running to the south of the settlement is of concern to the
community. However, there may be opportunities for development of a small-scale ‘organic’ nature
through the plan’s rural development policy. The primary planning objective during the lifetime of
the pPlan is to preserve the amenity of the village.

Protected Land
P1
To provide a landscapeing buffer for the recent development at Hermit Seat and to
protect conserve open space.
P2
To conserve the playing field as an important local amenity.For education and
community issues associated with the primary school and to conserve recreational
open space.
Services and Infrastructure



DR



Primary education: All residential development must contribute towards an extension at
Premnay Primary School
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards an extension or
reconfiguration at the Gordon Schools.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Auchleven or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Insch. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community
Action Plan
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Auchleven or towards facilities in the
wider catchment area at Insch. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in Insch.





OP1: Auchleven Croft

Allocation: 5 homes

This is a newly allocated site. The site form part of a larger development subject to a number of
consents previously approved as “organic growth”. The site is under construction with development
of the remaining allocated land due to be completed in 2021.

OP2: Adjacent to Premnay School

Allocation: 9 homes

This is a newly allocated site. The site is subject to a number of consents previously approved as
“organic growth”. The site is programmed to start in 2019 and is due to be completed in 2023.
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BLACKBURN
Vision

AF

T

Blackburn is a successful popular commuter town situated on the A96, that which also benefits
from an significant industrial estate offering employment opportunities. The location of the town,
and the demand for housing in close proximity to Aberdeen City, has driven development within the
settlement but has placed pressure on existing facilities. A, particularly the primary school.
replacement primary school was delivered in 2018. Much of Blackburn is surrounded by prominent
hillsides, whilst with the A96 providinges a physical boundary to the south of the settlement.
Proposals to construct a new primary school are in progress. The council had intended that the
new school would be erected on a site on the east side of the town and that the site of the existing
school would be reserved as a redevelopment opportunity. At a late stage in the preparation of
this plan, the council decided that the new school should be on the site of the existing school and
on land on the west side of Fintray Road.
The landscape setting of Blackburn should be conserved and improvedenhanced where possible.
Footpaths The path network should be improved and extended, with a long-term objective of
providing a walking / cycle walking route around the whole of the town.
Settlement Features

DR

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the playing fields as an important local amenity.
P2
To conserve the landscape/setting, which contributes to the green network.
P3
To conserve the landscape/setting, which contributes to the green network.
P4
To provide a landscape buffer.
P5
To protect the primary school as an important local amenity.This site was to have
been reserved for provision of a replacement primary school: see “Vision”, above.
Determining the future use of site P5 will require a review of development
opportunities at Blackburn.
P6
To conserve the landscape/setting, which contributes to the green network
Reserved Land
R1
This site was to have been reserved as a development opportunity: see “Vision”,
above. The council now intends to use the site and other nearby ground for
erection of a new primary school.
Other Designations
BUS
Safeguarded for employment business uses. A core path runs along the northern
boundary. A high-pressure gas transmission pipeline crosses part of the site. The
design of development must take into account need to safeguard the pipeline and
safety advice from the Health and Safety Executive.
FOP1
Future opportunity site for housing (6 hectares).
(Bid
GR088)

Flood Risk


Part of sites BUS, R1 and OP1 have a small watercourse running through or adjacent to
the site. A Fflood rRisk aAssessment may be required.

Oil and Gas Pipelines


Part of the settlement is within the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance
associated with one or more oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity. Developments within this

5

Item: 4
Page: 521

distance must comply with Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
and contaminated land, and with the HSE “Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations”.
Services and Infrastructure










T



Strategic transportation: Contributions will be required for cumulative strategic
transportation improvements including interventions on the A96 and in Aberdeen City.
Strategic drainage and water supply: There is currently available capacity at Inverurie
Waste Water Treatment Works, however it is insufficient to treat all development allocated
at Blackburn, Inverurie, Keithhall and Kintore. A Capital Maintenance project has been
triggered at Inverurie Waste Water Treatment Works which will deliver growth.
Primary education: All residential development must contribute towards to the provision of a
replacement primary school in Blackburn.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards provision of
capacity at Kemnay Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Blackburn or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area including Kintore or Kemnay. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Blackburn or towards facilities in the
wider catchment area including Kintore or Kemnay. These may be identified in the
Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards a new health centre in
Bucksburn or Blackburn.

AF



Allocated Sites
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OP1 (Bid GR087): Caskieben
homes

Allocation: 50 268

This site was previously allocated as site M1 OP1 and P5 in the 2012 LDP2017. A masterplan
will be required to demonstrate integration with the existing town and the school. A buffer strip
and proposals for enhancement of the nature conservation value of the Black Burn to extend
the green network to this area, and up to the woodlands of “Sycamores” and Caskieben Road,
should be pursued as part of the open space obligations requirement for the site. The core path
should be retained. A fFlood rRisk aAssessment may be required. A Water Impact Assessment
will be required as the site crosses two water supply zones. A Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment may also be required.
The Caskieben Road is unlikely to be appropriate as a route for a major access to the site, due
to its narrow nature and the significant contribution that the mature trees make to the setting of
the town, but may allow for minor access to the site. Pedestrian access to the Caskieben Road
should be promoted. Consideration should be given to taking access through adjacent to the
Blackburn Garage site., with a possible relocation of that use to business land to the west of
the village.
Development should be orientated to exploit the southern aspect of the hill slope, particularly
for solar collection, and a mix of house sizes should be provided. It is expected that 12
affordable homes will be provided on site by the developer, integrated into the design of the
development. A range of detached and semi-detached houses is likely to be most appropriate
6
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so as to echo the design theme provided by the adjacent Dalrymple Circle. It is expected that
the site will contribute towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable Housing.
This should be delivered as part of the early phases of development.
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CHAPEL OF GARIOCH
Vision

T

Chapel of Garioch is a small settlement set in the foothills of Bennachie and surrounded by rolling
agricultural land. The settlement is defined into two separate sections, with the church being the
focus of the southern area part and the school being the focal point in the northern areapart. The
spacing between existing buildings and the presence of mature trees create a strong sense of
place within the settlement, withhilst views of Bennachie are alsoalso being particularly important.
Within these constraints there is an opportunity for modest and sensitively designed development
to support and sustain local services, provide housing for local needs and help maintain the school
roll.
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Provision for pedestrian movement between the two sections of the village is unsatisfactory,
particularly for children walking to school. Creating a safe route to school is an aspiration of the
community, however ways to deliver this are currently limitedOpportunity should be taken to
improve footway provision between the two sections and at the school.
Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.To conserve the playing field as an important local
amenity.
P2
To conserve the area of open space, which contributes to the village setting.
P3
To conserve the cemetery.
P4
To conserve the area of open space, which contributes to the village setting.
Flood Risk

Part of site OP2 is located adjacent to a small watercourse. A Flood Risk Assessment may
be required.

DR



Services and Infrastructure









Strategic drainage and water supply: There is currently no public wastewater treatment
available. The Scottish Environment Protection Agency would need to be consulted and full
authorisation sought for relevant licensing of private treatment.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards providing
capacity at Inverurie Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Chapel of Garioch or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan. One facility that is needed is improved footway provision between
the two sections of the village and at the school.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Chapel of Garioch or towards facilities in
the wider catchment area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards a new health centre in
Inverurie.
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Allocated Sites
OP1: Land at Pitbee

Allocation: 10 homes

The site was previously allocated as OP1 asin the LDP 2017 site H1 in the 2012 LDP. It is
located within the northern part of the settlement in close proximity to the primary school.

AF

T

Development should reflect the character of existing housing in the vicinity, which is
predominantly of a 1½ storey design, and should include a range of house types. Sensitive
landscaping should also be incorporated within the development in order to reflect the character
of the surrounding area. Access arrangements should make provision for a footway link to the
primary school. It is expected that the development will contribute 2 affordable homes,
integrated into the design of the development. Full planning permission (APP/2014/3849) for 10
homes was approved in February 2016. Delivery of the site is expected in the period 2020 to
2022.

OP2: The Glebe

Allocation: 15 homes

This site was previously allocated as site H2 in the 2012 LDP. Part of the site is located
adjacent to a small watercourse, and a flood risk assessment may therefore be required
depending on the site layout.

DR

Development will need to be sensitively designed in order to reflect the prominence of the site on
the southern entrance to the village. It should include a mix of house types that respect the
character of existing housing within the vicinity, which is largely of a 1 and 1½ storey nature.
Strategic landscaping is likely to be necessary on the southern and eastern boundaries to create
a defensible site boundary and provide screening of the development. It is expected that the
development will contribute 3 affordable homes, integrated into the design of the development.
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CLUNY AND SAUCHEN
Vision

AF

T

Sauchen is a quiet commuter village set in a flat plain bounded by a tributary of the River Don, and
is located just off the A944 west of Westhill. Cluny is small cluster of buildings located
approximately 1 km north of Sauchen and is focused around the primary school which serves both
communities. Recent development pressure has largely been driven by the proximity accessibility
toof Westhill and Aberdeen, but the nature of the settlements means that a modest level of
development is appropriate. This would help to meet the need for housing within the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area and sustain local services, particularly the primary school. Development
could also help to deliver a safe route from Sauchen to the primary school.The presence of prime
agricultural land and flood risk constrains future development opportunities. The lack of community
facilities or a meeting space within Sauchen is an issue for the local community. This is not easily
delivered without significantly increasing the population and size of the settlement. Options to
develop a community garden should be explored.
Natural and Historic Environment

The Cluny Castle Gardens and Designed Landscape is situated in close proximity to the north west
boundary of Cluny.
Settlement Features

DR

Protected Land
P1
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and
conserve the recreational open space and landscape setting.To provide a safer
route to school.
P2
To conserve the open space, which is an important local amenity area, and the
landscape setting.
P3
To conserve the play area and open space as an important amenity for the village.
P4
To conserve the landscape setting.
P5
To conserve the open space and landscape setting.
Reserved Land
R1
For future traffic improvements.
R2
To provide a safer route to school.

Flood Risk


Part of sites OP1 and OP2 lie within the Scottish Environment Protection Agency’s (SEPA)
indicative 1 in 200 year flood risk area. Detailed Flood Risk Assessments will be required
to accompany any future development proposals for these sites.

Services and Infrastructure





Local transportation infrastructure: An upgrade of the Sauchen to Cluny road with new
footway/cycle provision will be required (see P1).
Strategic drainage and water supply: There is capacity at Sauchen Waste Water Treatment
Works, however it is insufficient to treat all development allocated at Cluny and Sauchen.
Scottish Water will initiate a growth project, should demand from committed development
exceed available capacity. Site OP2 may wish to consider private treatment; SEPA would
need to be consulted in full.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards additional
secondary school provision at Alford Academy.
12
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Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Cluny and Sauchen or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Kintore or Kemnay. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Cluny and Sauchen or towards facilities
in the wider catchment area at Kintore or Kemnay. These may be identified in the
Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
healthcare facilities in Kemnay.

Allocated Sites

Allocation: 99 76 homes

AF

OP1: Main Street

T



The 2012 LDP previously allocated the northern part of this site for up to 50 homes. However,
flood risk issues meant that an area along the eastern side of the original allocation was not
able to be developed, and it was not possible to accommodate the full allocation of 50 houses
on the site. The boundary of the allocation has been extended further to the south-east. This
will allow construction of 50 houses, as originally envisaged, and construction of an additional
49 houses.
A Masterplan1 for the site was approved in October 2012, and future development proposals
should accord with the principles set out in this document. A flood risk assessment will be
required to accompany any future development proposals.

DR

Full planning permission (APP/2012/4176) was granted for 23 houses on the original allocated
area in May 2013, and site works commenced in June 2013. It is anticipated that this initial
phase of development will be completed by 2017. The remaining 76 houses (on the extended
part of the allocation) should include a mix of house types, including nineteen affordable
homes.
This site was previously allocated as part of OP1 in the 2017 LDP. Full Planning Permission for
27 was approved on the northern part of the site in July 2016. A Proposal of Application Notice
has been submitted for the remaining developable area. No planning application has been
received. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required to reflect any new information. An
emergency access is required for the site.

OP2 (Bid GR017): Land at Burnside

Allocation: 30 homes

This is a newly allocated site forming a logical extension to the settlement. Development of this
site should not prejudice delivery of a safe route to school (site R2) and the development
should connect to this route. The site is located in proximity to a watercourse. A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required with an appropriate buffer strip identified. It is expected that the
site will contribute towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable Housing.

OP2: Opposite the school

1

The Masterplan can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/8731/sauchenh1masterplan.pdf
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This site was previously allocated as site EH1 in the 2012 LDP.

T

Planning permission in principle was granted in June 2012 for the development of 8 houses
(APP/2008/3075) and approval of matters specified in conditions was granted in December
2013 (APP/2013/3014). It is anticipated that the development will be completed either by 2017
or during the early part of the plan period.
Any future planning application for the site will need to be supported by a detailed Flood Risk
Assessment.

OP3 (Bid GR030): Land South West of Sauchen

Allocation: Retail Use/ Café

AF

This is a newly allocated site. A Traffic Impact Assessment may be required to determine the
likely effect on the road junctions. Provision of waste water treatment will require to be
confirmed.

DR

The site is allocated for a specific use to help meet a community aspiration. The site is not
suitable for residential development and any subsequent change of use application to Class 9
will not be supported by the Planning Service.
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DUNECHT
Vision

Natural and Historic Environment

T

Dunecht is a small linear village centred on the junction of the B977 and A944. The village has a
number of traditional characteristics which contribute significantly to the setting of the village and
theseis should not be compromised. The village benefits from a good range of services and
facilities given its size and these should be maintained. A housing allocation made will help to meet
need by increasing the availability of housing stock in the area.

AF

Dunecht House Gardens and Designed Landscape boundary is situated to the south east of the
settlement.

The Upper Corskie stone circle and pictish symbols Scheduled Monument is located to the north
west of the settlement boundary, in close proximity to site OP1.
Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the playing field as an important local amenity.
P2
To provide a landscape buffer and should be included in the design of site OP1.
P3
For education and community issues associated with the primary school.
Other Designations
FOP1
Future opportunity site for housing (6.8 hectares).
(Bid
GR094)
Flood Risk

DR



Site OP1 lies within the Scottish Environment Protection Agency’s 1 in 200 year flood risk
area.

Oil and Gas Pipelines


Part of the settlement is within the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance
associated with one or more oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity. Developments within this
distance must comply with Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
and contaminated land, and with the HSE “Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations”.

Services and Infrastructure




Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Dunecht or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Westhill. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community
Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Dunecht or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Westhill. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
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Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to household waste and recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.

Allocated Sites
Allocation: 24 homes

T

OP1: Land west of the school Land to the west of Tillybrig

DR

AF

This site was previously allocated as site OP1 in the 2017 LDP. EH1 in the 2012 LDP. Planning
permission Permission in pPrinciple for residential development on the site was approved in May
2014 (APP/2011/2651)with Matters Specified in Conditions approved in October 2017. Delivery of
the site is expected in the period 2019 to 2021.
The approved indicative layout plan shows 24 houses, along with an area of land in the eastern
part of the site for the potential future provision of a playing field for the adjoining primary school
(this would need to be the subject of a separate planning application). SEPA has indicated that a
flood risk assessment may be required for any future application. A proposed core path with
footbridge over the Corskie Burn runs along the northern boundary of the site, and the
development should provide connectivity to this.
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DURNO
Vision

Settlement Features

T

Durno is a small rural settlement located to the north of Whiteford and is made up of a scattering of
mainly modern houses of 1 – 1 ½ storeys. There are also some attractive traditional granite
buildings in the centre of the settlement, which provide a sense of character and place. Durno’s
location Owing to its location away from the largerlocal service centres, there is limited
development pressure in the settlement. Durno’s location, along with constraints on primary
school provision at Logie Durno Primary School and the lack of public sewerage provision, mean
that the settlement is not an appropriate location for significant new development. The key
planning objective for Durno is to preserve the amenity and character of the settlement.

AF

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the area of open space as an important local amenity.
Services and Infrastructure





DR



Strategic drainage and water supply: There is no public sewerage provision within the
settlement.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Durno or towards facilities in the wider catchment area
at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community Action
Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Durno or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
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ECHT
Vision

AF

Settlement Features

T

Echt is a small village situated on the junction of the B977 and the B9119. The majority of the local
facilities and services are situated in close proximity to the crossroad. Car parking provision
required to support these facilities is an issue for the local community, particularly at peak times.
To meet a community aspiration development of a car park of an appropriate scale and location
within the village may be supported should a suitable site be identified. Housing development has
taken place in the village which has been designed in a way which is sensitive to the existing
character and sense of place within the village. It is expected that there will continue to be demand
for housing and as such further allocations are expected to follow the same sensitive approach to
development.

Protected Land
P1
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and church
and to conserve recreational open space.To conserve the recreation ground as an
important local amenity.
Flood Risk


A small watercourse runs through or adjacent to site OP1. A Fflood rRisk aAssessment
may be required for site OP1.

Services and Infrastructure


DR



Strategic drainage and water supply: A growth project has been initiated for Echt waste
water treatment works. Assessments may be required to assess network and capacity at
Westhill Service Reservoir.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Echt or towards facilities in the wider catchment area
at Westhill. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community Action
Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Echt or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Westhill. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards a new health centre in
Banchory.






Allocated Sites

OP1: Nether Mains

Allocation: 25 homes

This site was previously allocated as site H1 in the 2012 LDP. The site has planning permission
for 24 houses and it is anticipated that the site will be complete either by 2017 or during the early
part of the plan period. A flood risk assessment may be required.
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OP1 (Bid GR093): Land South East B9119

Allocation: 42 homes

This is a newly allocated site. It is situated to the west of the settlement and in close proximity to
the primary school and recreation ground.

DR

AF

T

The design and layout of the site should be reflective of the style and character found in Echt.
Strategic landscaping will be required to minimise landscape impact along the eastern and
southern boundaries of the site. A Flood Risk Assessment and a Water Impact Assessment may
be required. It is expected that the site will contribute towards affordable housing in line with
Policy H2 Affordable Housing. Where a phasing scheme is promoted affordable housing should
be delivered as part of the early phases of development.
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HATTON OF FINTRAY
Vision

AF

T

Hatton of Fintray is a small village located close to the River Don approximatelysome 3km 6km
east of Kintore. The village is well served by public open spaces, including onea tennis court / and
an all-weather pitch, and has a pub-restaurant at its core. The village is located on the edge of the
former designed landscape associated with the former Fintray House, and the eastern part of the
settlement is surrounded by the Aberdeen Ggreen Bbelt which plays an important role in protecting
the setting of the village. Trees found in and immediately surrounding the village contribute
towards the distinctive character of the village. Capacity issues within the local primary school are
forecast for the early part of the plan period. Given these constraints, a modest level of
development located in the western part of the settlement is appropriate. This will contribute
towards housing growth within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area, provide housing for local needs
and help to sustain some local services. Delivering a safe route to Fintray Primary School from Mill
of Fintray is an issue for the local community.
Natural and Historic Environment

Donald’s Hillock cairn/war memorial scheduled monument is situated immediately to the south of
the settlement along Station Road. The Jasmine Cottage scheduled monument is situated outwith
the settlement boundary, but is in close proximity to site OP1.
Settlement Features

DR

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the setting of the church.
P2
For recreation uses as an amenity for the village.
P3
To conserve the play area as a local amenity.
P4
To conserve the setting of the village.
P5
For education and community issues associated with the primary school.
Other Designations
GB
Aberdeen Ggreen belt.

Services and Infrastructure








Local transportation infrastructure: Footway connections are required from site OP1 to
Hatton of Fintray Primary School.
Primary education: All residential development must contribute towards additional primary
school capacity to serve Hatton of Fintray.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards a new build
Garioch Academy, for which options are being finalised, in order to address capacity issues
at Inverurie Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Hatton of Fintray. These may be identified in the
Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Hatton of Fintray. These may be
identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards household waste and
recycling centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards a new
health centre in Kintore. A site for the health centre in Kintore requires to be identified.
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Allocated Sites
OP1 (Bid GR044): North of B977

Allocation: 328 homes

DR

AF

T

This site was previously allocated as OP1 in the as site H1 in the 2012 LDP 2017. Located on
the edge of the village, the site is visible to those approaching the settlement from the west.
Strategic landscaping is therefore likely to be required along the western boundary to avoid
potential adverse impacts on the village setting. Access should be considered from the road to
the south and a footway along this road to the school. Alternative Aaccess may be possible
either via the B977 or through the adjoining development at Hatton Court., although an extension
to the existing footway would be required in the event of access being taken from the B977. The
development should include a range of house types and sizes that respect the character of
adjoining development, which is largely of a 1 and 1½ storey design, and should include 2
affordable homes.. It is expected that the site will contribute towards affordable housing in line
with Policy H2 Affordable Housing. Where a phasing scheme is promoted affordable housing
should be delivered as part of the early phases of development.
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INSCH
Vision

AF

T

Insch is a large village which lies within the Huntly to Pitcaple Strategic Growth Area as identified
by the Strategic Development Plan. Insch is considered to have a good housing mix as seen
through significant development seen within the village, however the lack of affordable housing and
housing provision for elderly people e.g. sheltered / very sheltered housing is an issue for the local
community. Given the recent development, no significant additional land allocations have been
made to allow the village to consolidate and react to the level of growth and assess. Ament of the
local infrastructurewill be required to ensure it could continue to support any further growth in the
village. As such there has already been significant development within the village and it is
expected that this will continue through the life of the plan via the allocations made. The railway
station is a major attraction for the village and increases its accessibility as a commuter village.
The provision of access to and from the railway station for the disabled and people with children in
buggies and /or heavy luggage is an important objective for the future.The provision of disabled
access to the railway station is an important objective for the future. Care should be taken not to
detract from the existing sense of place within the village while at the same time sustaining and
enhancing existing services, facilities and providing local employment opportunities. Congestion
within the centre of the village is increasing, particularly HGV and farm traffic. This issue is
exacerbated due to a lack of parking provision.
A site for a new household waste and recycling centre is required. The Council is in the process of
identifying a site suitable for a new centre. Consideration will be given to possible new uses for the
site of the former roads depot off Commercial Road, in order to improve the appearance of the site
and provide some benefit to the community.
Natural and Historic Environment

The Old Parish Church and associated memorials is a scheduled monument and situated at the
heart of the village.

DR

Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the playing fields.
P2
To conserve the bowling green.
P3
For a replacement primary school.
P3P4
To conserve the cemetery.
P4
For education and community issues associated with the primary school.
Reserved Land
R1
For environment and access improvements.
R2
For a town park.
R3
For the enhancement of the walkways.
R4
For the future expansion of the hospital.
R5
For town centre environmental improvements.
R6
For a replacement primary school.
Other Designations
BUS
Safeguarded for employment business uses.
TC
Insch town centre.
FOP1
Future opportunity site for housing, employment and a car park serving Insch
(Bid
Railway Station (3.8 hectares).
GR015)
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FOP2
Future opportunity site for housing (8.5 hectares).
(Bid
GR029a)
Flood Risk



T




Parts of OP1, OP5, P3, R4 and BUS are identified by Scottish Environment Protection
Agency (SEPA) as being potentially vulnerable to flooding. A Flood Risk Assessment may
be required to accompany future development proposals on these sites.
SEPA has indicated that site OP1 is at significant risk of flooding from the Shevock.
SEPA has indicated that a small water course along site OP5 boundary may be culverted
downstream of the site. This may increase flood risk at the site in the instance that the
culvert becomes blocked.
SSEPA has indicated that site R4 is at medium risk of flooding and any civil infrastructure,
such as a hospital, must be designed to be capable of remaining operation and accessible
during extreme flood events.

AF



Services and Infrastructure





DR



Strategic transport: A contribution may be required to address the cumulative impact of
development on the trunk road network.
Strategic drainage and water supply: The water trunk main going into Insch will require
substantial upgrade. Network investigations will be required, preferably through a joint
Water Impact Assessment including all opportunity sites.
Primary education: All residential development must contribute towards an extension to
Insch Primary School.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards reconfiguration
or permanent extension at the Gordon Schools, or provision of capacity at Inverurie
Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Insch. These may be identified in the Community Plan
or relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Insch. These may be identified in the
Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to a household waste and recycling
centre in the Insch area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards an extension of Insch
Medical Practice.





Allocated Sites

OP1: Land at North Road

Allocation: 48 homes

This was previously allocated as OP1 as site H1 in the 2012 LDP 2017. Full Planning Permission
for 48 homes was approved in March 2016. Construction is programmed to start in 2018 with 12
homes remaining in 2022.It is situated in the west of the settlement and offers good road and rail
connections found near to the site.
SEPA has indicated that a Flood Risk Assessment will be required to assess the risk of flooding
from the Shevock. It is believed that the risk from flooding could restrict the developable area,
however this could contribute towards the open space requirement. A Drainage Impact
Assessment may be required to address network issues.
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The design and layout of the site should be reflective of the style and character found in Insch.
Routes allowing for safe pedestrian and cycle routes to the train station and town centre should be
integrated into the site design.

OP2: Land at South Road

T

It is expected that 12 affordable houses will be provided onsite by the developer, integrated into
the design of the development which should include a range of detached and semi-detached
houses as well as flats.

Allocation: 12 homes

AF

This site was previously allocated as site H2 in the 2012 LDP. The site is currently occupied by a
house, car repair workshops, a kiosk, a portakabin office and an associated yard/parking area. It
represents a redevelopment opportunity, which should include a mix of house types and sizes in
keeping with the character of the surrounding area. Three affordable houses should be integrated
within the site design. A contaminated land assessment is likely to be required owing to the
previous use of the site.
An application for planning permission in principle for residential development is currently under
consideration, and this provides a range of layout options to show how the site could be
developed (APP/2014/1334).

OP23: Hillview, South Road

Allocation: 10 homes

This site was previously allocated as site H3 OP3 in the 2012 LDP 2017. The site is now coming
forward on a plot by plot basis.

OP34: North of Insch Business Park

Allocation: 5ha employment land

DR

This site was previously allocated as site E1 OP4 in the 2012 LDP 2017 and is identified as an
employment land development opportunity should demand arise. SEPA has indicated that a
Fflood Rrisk assessment Assessment may be required.

28

DR

AF

T

Item: 4
Page: 544

29

Item: 4
Page: 545

INVERURIE AND PORT ELPHINSTONE
Vision

T

Inverurie is a thriving market town which sits in the Don Valley and straddles both the River Don
and the River Ury. It is located within a Sthe A96 strategic gGrowth aArea and acts as a significant
service and retail centre for the Garioch area and beyond. The town centre is not geographically
central, but provides a focal point and is dominated by the grand Town Hall and the informal open
area in front. Within the town centre are many successful locally owned shops, an increasing
number of larger national and international chain stores, a range of businesses and services,
along with public art and signage that provide character and identity. Inverurie and Port
Elphinstone are classified as a single settlement, but the bridge across the Don between the two is
a key gateway feature with the flood plain providing a significant open space buffer.

AF

The town will play a key role in delivering both housing and employment development to meet
requirements within the sStrategic gGrowth corridor Area, and this will help to support Inverurie
and Port Elphinstone’s role as a sub-regional service and retail centre. The provision of affordable
and accessible housing is a priority for the town. However, there are significant challenges in
relation to traffic congestion, and uncertainty regarding both the Scottish Government’s proposals
to dual the A96 Aberdeen to Inverness and the local justification for developing an eastern relief
road currently restrictings options for future expansion. The council recognise the need to address
town centre congestion and junction capacity issues. This will be required to avoid delay in
delivery of housing and employment land and to enable long term growth. This approach will be
clarified as a matter of priority through the next development plan. Nevertheless, there remain
significant development opportunities within and adjoining the town centre, at Uryside / Portstown
and within the Crichie area, where development will help address traffic congestion issues through
the provision of a new grade separated interchange on the A96..
Natural and Historic Features

DR

The Keithhall Gardens and Designed Landscape stretches along much of the eastern and north
eastern boundary of Inverurie, although just outside the settlement boundary. There are three
scheduled monuments within the Keithhall Gardens and Designed Landscape, two of which are
found in close proximity to the Inverurie and Port Elphinstone boundary. A scheduled moment is
found to the east of Parkview in Inverurie. The Broomend Henge scheduled monument is situated
in Port Elphinstone and is given additional protection through site P14.
The Kinkell Belt Local Nature Conservation Site is found within the Keithhall Gardens and
Designed Landscape, just out with the settlement boundary.
Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the landscape setting.
P2
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.To conserve the recreation area and playing
fields.
P3 – P4 To conserve the playing fields.
P4
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.
P5
To conserve the open space and amenity area.
P6
To conserve the playing fields and recreation area.
P7
To conserve the amenity area, which contributes to the green network.
P8
To conserve the landscape/setting, which contributes to the green network.
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P9 P10
P10

To conserve the playing fields, which contribute to the green network.

DR

Flood Risk

AF

T

For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.
P11
To conserve the playing fields and adjoining cemetery, which contribute to the green
network.
P12
To allow for environmental improvements, which will help enhance the green
network.
P13
To conserve the historic setting, which contributes to the green network.
P14
For aTo protect the Uryside Primary School.
P15
To enable the relocation of St Andrews Special School, if required.
P156
Safeguarded for health-care facilities.
Reserved lLand
R1
For a northern link road and landscaping improvements.
R2
For a Uryside Park and points of access to Uryside.
R3
To enable development of community and education facilities.
Other Designations
BUS1 - Reserved Safeguarded for business uses. Core paths are found in close proximity to
BUS10 many of the BUS sites and connections to these are encouraged. Sites BUS5-9
may be required to contribute proportionally in relation to the required road and
junction capacity possibly including the construction of a new grade separated
interchange to replace the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone roundabouts. Whilst
BUS10 is reserved safeguarded for employment use the site may be required to
facilitate necessary road improvements.
SR1
9.4ha of strategic reserve employment land (2027-2035).
SR2
17ha of strategic reserve employment land (2027-2035).
A halting site for gypsy/travellers is required within the Thainstone/Crichie employment area,
which is made up of sites OP12, OP113 and BUS6-10, or the area of unallocated land between
sites BUS5 and BUS6.





Part of sites P14, BUS4, BUS8, OP34, OP9, OP146 and SR1 lie within the Scottish
Environmental Protection Agency’s (SEPA) indicative 1 in 200 year flood risk area. A
detailed Flood Risk Assessment will be required to accompany any future development
proposals for these sites.
Part of sites BUS5, BUS6, BUS7, BUS9, BUS10, OP2 and OP54 are located adjacent to
SEPA’s indicative 1 in 200 year flood risk area or have a small watercourse running through
or adjacent to the site. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required to accompany future
development proposals for these sites.

Oil and Gas Pipelines


Part of the settlement is within the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance
associated with one or more oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity. Developments within this
distance must comply with Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
and contaminated land, and with the HSE “Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations”.

Services and Infrastructure


Strategic transportation: Contributions will be required for cumulative local and strategic
transportation improvements including interventions on the A96 and in Aberdeen City.
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Local transportation infrastructure: Trunk road network issues require resolution. The main
requirements will be major improvements to the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone
roundabouts/junctions during the early part of the plan period, and the construction of a
new grade separated interchange to replace the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone
roundabouts in order to facilitate later stages of development at Crichie/Thainstone.
Development at Crichie/Thainstone will need to contribute towards a Kintore train
station/transport interchange.
Strategic drainage and water supply: A new dedicated trunk water main is required to
supply southern Inverurie sites. Kingshill Service Reservoir will need to be assessed for its
storage capacity. There is currently available capacity at Inverurie Waste Water Treatment
Works, however, it is insufficient to treat all development allocated at Blackburn, Inverurie,
Keithhall and Kintore. A Capital Maintenance project has been triggered at Inverurie Waste
Water Treatment Works which will deliver growth.
Primary education: All residential development must contribute towards additional primary
school capacity, which is most likely to take the form of two new primary schools.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards provision of
capacity at Inverurie Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community
Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Inverurie. These may be identified in the
Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan. Where not provided on site, open
space requirements should include contributions towards formal sports facilities at Uryside,
additional pitches (3) and associated changing facilities, and the development of the
regional Ury Riverside Park and allotments.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards a new health centre in
Inverurie.

AF



DR

Allocated Sites

OP1: Conglass
and 0.35 ha of employment land57 homes

Allocation: Mix of uses including 58 homes

This site was previously allocated as site M1 in the 2012 LDPOP1 in the LDP 2017. It is located
on the north-western edge of the town and is bounded by the A96 to the south, the old A96 to the
north and existing housing development to the east. Full Planning Permission for 57 homes is
subject to S75 Agreement.
There are open views to the west and strategic landscaping is likely to be required along this
boundary to soften the settlement edge and reduce the visual impact of development.
A masterplan is required to detail how the development, and its access, will integrate with the care
home and associated uses in the northern part of the site (see further comments below). The
development should comprise a mix of house types and sizes in keeping with the character of the
surrounding area, and should include 14 affordable homes integrated within the site design.
A drainage impact assessment will need to be undertaken and full SUDS implementation, along
with adequate buffer zone provision, will be required.
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Planning permission has been granted for the development of a 60-bed care home and 8
associated dwellings within the northern part of the site (APP/2011/3487 and APP/2013/0151).
Full planning permission for 57 homes is subject to S75 Agreement.

OP2: Inverurie Town Centre

T

Construction programmed to start in 2019 and is likely to be completed in 2021.

Allocation: Mix of uses including 180 homes,
0.5 ha of employment land, community facilities
and a variety of retail uses

AF

This site was previously allocated as site M2 OP2 in the 2012 LDP 2017. It adjoins, and partly
contains, the defined town centre of Inverurie. The site is bounded by Harlaw Way to the north,
Burn Lane/Station Road to the south, Constitution Street/Harlaw Road to the west, and the railway
line to the east. It incorporates a range of existing buildings and land uses, including the Colony
Park, Harlaw Park and the various industrial/business properties on the eastern side of Harlaw
Road. A masterplan/masterplans will be required to support future development proposals.
A Development Brief was prepared for the site in 2004, and a Development Framework was also
drafted in 2008. Development proposals will be expected to be in general accordance with the
principles set out within these documents. All development proposals will be expected to ensure
a clear physical relationship between the site and the traditional heart of the town through the
provision of a network of safe and convenient pedestrian and cycle routes. Development must
also respect the urban fabric of the surrounding area, including adjacent housing areas.
Residential development proposals should provide a mix of house types, sizes and tenures,
including affordable housing integrated within the site layout in order to deliver a balanced and
sustainable community.

DR

The site contains the Garioch Health Centre, which is expected to become vacant during the
pPlan period. This part of the site is located within the town centre, and any redevelopment
proposals will therefore be expected to incorporate significant retail provision at ground floor level.
Water iImpact aAssessments and dDrainage iImpact aAssessments will be required. The
demand for water and wastewater capacity for the non-domestic element of the development will
depend on the business use, and early engagement with Scottish Water is recommended.
Drainage impact assessments should be undertaken, and fFlood rRisk aAssessments may be
required depending on proposed development layouts.
A number of planning permissions have been granted, or are pending consideration, for housing
and retail development within the site.

OP3 (Bid GR084): Land at Harlaw Park

Allocation: 50 homes (supported accommodation)

This site was previously allocated as part of OP2 in the LDP 2017 and offers remediation of
brownfield land. A Masterplan is required. The development should be designed in such a way
that meets the needs of residents living in supported accommodation. The development should
also be sympathetic to the wider re-development of the former Loco Works (OP2). A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required.

OP43: Phase 2 Portstown

Allocation: 250 homes416 homes and commercial land
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This site was previously allocated as site M3 OP3 and OP9 in the 2012 LDP 2017. Full Planning
Permission for 416 homes and 4 commercial units was approved in April 2018. The site is under
construction with delivery continuing throughout the lifetime of the Plan. It lies on a hill to the north
of Inverurie, with levels rising from the south and west to a high point in the east. The site is
bounded by the proposed northern link road to the north, the proposed riverside park on the
floodplain of the River Ury to the south, the B9001 to the west and the B9170 to the east. It
adjoins site OP9 to the south-east. A number of access points are required to serve the site,
given the scale of development. These are expected to include access to the northern link road
and connectivity to the adjoining OP9 site. Residential development proposals should include a
mix of house types and sizes in keeping with the character of the surrounding area, to include
affordable housing integrated within the site layout.

AF

A water impact assessment and drainage impact assessment will be required. A new reservoir is
required at Hillbrae. A flood risk assessment will also be required to support any future
development proposals for the site.
Planning permission for 253 houses and 4 commercial units on the site has been granted on
appeal (APP/2008/4145).

OP54: Crichie

Allocation: 737 homes, including
community facilities and a primary school

This site was previously allocated as site H1 in the 2012OP4 in the LDP 2017. Planning
Permission in Principle for 737 homes, business and industrial development, community facilities
including primary school, is subject to S75 Agreement. It is located to the west of Port Elpinstone
on the western side of the A96.

DR

A Development Framework including the site was approved in February 2013, and a Masterplan
for the site was subsequently approved in June 20131. Future development proposals should take
account of these documents, which identify key principles for the urban form and design of the
development.
The lower lying area of the site along the river should be retained and enhanced as a natural
corridor to secure the setting of the River as well as to provide opportunities for enhanced
recreational linkages.
The site must contribute proportionally towards major improvements in relation to the required
road and junction capacity possibly including the construction of a new grade separated
interchange to replace the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone roundabouts to facilitate later stages
of development. Accesses to the initial phase of development (no more than 300 dwellings) are
expected to be via the B993 Kemnay Road, although subsequent stages of development will
require an additional access to the south of the site from the new grade separated interchange.
Pedestrian and cycling linkages will be required, particularly to ensure accessibility between the
site and the existing built up areas of Port Elphinstone. Significant areas of woodland within and
adjoining the site should be retained and enhanced wherever possible.
The northern part of the site is at risk of flooding from the River Don, and a fFlood rRisk
aAssessment will be required to support any development in this part of the site. Full SUDS
implementation and adequate buffer zone provision will be required. Water impact assessment
and drainage impact assessments will be required. The demand for water and wastewater

1

The Development Framework and Masterplan can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/masterplans/masterplans-garioch/
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capacity for the non-domestic element of this development will depend on the business use and
early engagement with Scottish Water is recommended in this respect.

OP5: Adjacent to Golf Course

T

Planning permission in principle is pending (subject to a section 75 legal agreement) for the wider
Crichie development (APP/2013/0267). This wider development includes 737 houses, business
and industrial uses, community facilities including a primary school, retail and associated
infrastructure, and entirely incorporates the OP4 site.

Allocation: 20 homes

This site was previously allocated as site H2 in the 2012 LDP. It is located to the south of the
Blackhall roundabout, on the western side of the A96, and is accessed via an underpass beneath
the A96 which will be upgraded to serve the development.

AF

Full planning permission for the development of 18 houses on the site was granted in March 2012
(APP/2011/3733). The development is expected to be completed during the period to 2017.

OP6: Conglass Cottages

Allocation: 27 65 homes

This site was previously allocated as site H3 OP6 in the 2012 LDP 2017. Full planning permission
for 65 homes was approved in March 2017. The site is under construction with completion
expected in 2019. It is located on the northern side of the old A96, on the north-western edge of
Inverurie. The site is accessed directly from the old A96.
Planning permission has been granted for the development of 31 homes and open space on the
site (APP/2013/2283). The development is expected to be completed by 2017 or during the early
part of the plan period.
Allocation: 150 651 homes

DR

OP7: Uryside Phase 2, North

This site was previously allocated as site H4 OP7 and OP8 in the 2012 LDP 2017. It is located to
the north-east of Inverurie and bounded by an unclassified road to the east. There are open
agricultural fields to the north, whilst site OP8 adjoins the western and southern boundaries of the
site. The site occupies a relatively high position within the local landscape, and is visible when
approaching Inverurie from both the north and west. Extensive strategic landscaping is therefore
required to mitigate the visual impact of development. The site will need to be fully integrated with
the adjoining development on the site OP8, and access will need to be gained via the OP8 site.
The development should include a mix of house types and sizes in keeping with the character of
the surrounding area, to include affordable housing integrated within the site layout.
A water impact assessment and drainage impact assessment will be required. A new reservoir is
required at Hillbrae. Full SUDS implementation and adequate buffer zone provision will be
required.
Planning permission for a total of 611 houses over sites OP7 and OP8 was granted on appeal in
December 2013 (APP/2009/2542). Full Planning Permission for 611 homes was approved in
December 2013 with an additional 40 homes approved in December 2013. Construction has
commenced on the site.

OP8: Uryside Phase 2

Allocation: 465 homes

35

Item: 4
Page: 551

T

This site was previously allocated as site EH1 in the 2012 LDP. It is located to the north-east of
Inverurie and is bounded by the B9170 to the south and an unclassified road to the east. There
are open agricultural fields to the north of the site, whilst site OP7 is located adjacent to the northeastern site boundary. The site occupies a relatively high position within the local landscape,
rising northwards from the B9170, and is visible when approaching Inverurie from both the north
and west. Extensive strategic landscaping is therefore necessary to mitigate the impact of
development. A number of access points from the B9170 are required to serve the site, given the
scale of development. Pedestrian and cycling links, to provide connectivity with the town centre,
will also be required. The provision of linkages to the adjoining OP7 site will be necessary. The
development should include a mix of house types and sizes in keeping with the character of the
surrounding area, to include affordable housing integrated within the site layout.

AF

A water impact assessment and drainage impact assessment will be required. A new reservoir is
required at Hillbrae. Full SUDS implementation and adequate buffer zone provision will be
required. SEPA surface water flood maps highlight that the site has a natural depression running
through it which could act as a flow path during wet periods, and there are records of flooding from
overland flows from the site. The drainage arrangements for the site should take these factors into
consideration.
Planning permission for a total of 611 houses on the majority of site OP8 (excluding a small area
in the west) and site OP7 was granted on appeal in December 2013 (APP/2009/2542). An
additional full planning permission for 40 houses on the remaining part of site OP8 was granted in
December 2013 (APP/2010/3002).
OP8: Former Hatchery

Allocation: 64 homes

DR

This is a newly allocated site. Full Planning Permission for a total of 64 homes has been granted.
Construction is programmed to start in 2020 with 35 homes remaining in 2022.

OP9: Portstown Phase 1

Allocation: 175 homes

This site was previously allocated as site EH2 in the 2012 LDP. It is located to the north of
Inverurie and is bounded by the B9170 to the east. The site of the proposed Uryside Primary
School is located to the south, whilst development site OP3 is located to the immediate north-west
and recent housing development is located to the immediate south-east. The proposed riverside
park on the floodplain of the River Ury adjoins the western boundary of the site. A number of
access points are required to service the site, given the scale of development. These are
expected to be via B9170 and through the recent housing development to the south-east.
Connectivity to the proposed northern link road, via the adjoining site OP3, will also be required.
Proposals should include a mix of house types and sizes in keeping with the character of the
surrounding area, to include affordable housing integrated within the site layout. Given the
sensitivity of the location strategic landscaping is necessary to mitigate the impact of
development.
A water impact assessment and drainage impact assessment will be required. A new reservoir is
required at Hillbrae. A flood risk assessment will also be required to support any future
development proposals for the site.
Full planning permission for the development of 163 houses on the site was granted in December
2013 (APP/2006/0866).
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OP910: Blackhall Road, Westgate South

Allocation: A mix of uses including 250
homes and up to 3.6 ha of employment land

T

This site was previously allocated as site OP10EH3 in the 2012 LDP 2017. It is located to the
west of the A96, adjacent to the Blackhall Roundabout, and lies on the north-eastern slopes of the
Hill of Ardtannes and Davah. A line of pylons runs along the western boundary of the site and
essentially forms the edge of the settlement, whilst the Inverurie Golf Club is located to the southeast of the site. Access will be via a new 5th exist from the A96 Blackhall Roundabout, and will
require the formation of a new road running through the site from the new roundabout exit to rejoin
Blackhall Road in the western part of the site. Proposals should include a mix of house types and
sizes in keeping with the character of the surrounding area, to include affordable housing
integrated within the site layout. Employment development should be located in the northern-most
part of the site, in the triangle of land between the BUS3 and P17 sites. A water impact
assessment and drainage impact assessment will be required.

AF

Full pPlanning pPermission for the construction of 221 homesuses on the site was granted in
August 2013 (APP/2011/2682). The site is under construction with completion of the site expected
in 2021. It is anticipated that approximately 60 of the houses will be developed prior to 2017, with
the remainder being developed post 2017.

OP101: Crichie

Allocation: 23.7 ha of employment land

This site was previously allocated as site OP11E1 in the 2012 LDP 2017, although the site
boundaries have since been amended. It is located on the western side of the A96 to the
immediate south of site OP54. A Development Framework including the site was approved in
February 2013, and a Masterplan for the site was subsequently approved in June 20132. Future
development proposals must accord with these documents, which identify key principles for the
urban form and design of the development. The development must make provision for 5 ha of
high quality business use.

DR

The site must contribute proportionally towards major improvements in relation to the Thainstone
and Port Elphinstone roundabouts/junctions, including the construction of a new grade separated
interchange on the A96 to replace the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone roundabouts. Full SUDs
implementation and adequate buffer zone provision will be required to take account of the small
watercourse which runs through the site.
Planning permission in principle is pending (subject to a section 75 legal agreement) for the wider
Crichie development (APP/2013/0267). This wider development includes business and industrial
uses, along with 737 houses, community facilities including a primary school, retail and associated
infrastructure, and entirely incorporates the OP11 site.

OP12: Adjacent to Axis Business Centre

Allocation: 1.5 ha of employment land

This site was previously allocated as site E2 in the 2012 LDP. The allocation is to include office
development only (Class 4). The site must contribute proportionally towards major improvements
in relation to the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone roundabouts/junctions, including the
construction of a new grade separated interchange on the A96 to replace the Thainstone and Port
Elphinstone roundabouts. Full SUDS implementation and adequate buffer zone provision will be
required.

2

The Development Framework and Masterplan can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/masterplans/masterplans-garioch/
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Full planning permission for the formation of an access road and strategic landscaping on the site
was granted in June 2013 (APP/2012/3648).

OP113: Thainstone

Allocation: 10 25.8 ha of employment land

Allocation: 25 homes

AF

OP124: Pineshaw, Port Elphinstone

T

This site was previously allocated as site E3OP13 and SR2 in the 2012 LDP 2017. Any
application will require to demonstrate integration with the wider Crichie development (sites OP4,
OP11 ad SR1). Layout, design and landscaping should take into account existing access routes
and established features. The site must contribute proportionally towards major improvements in
relation to the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone roundabouts/junctions, including the construction
of a new grade separated interchange on the A96 to replace the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone
roundabouts. Full SUDs implementation and adequate buffer zone provision will be required.

This newly allocated site was previously allocated as site OP14 in the LDP 2017. The south facing
site is located off the B993 Kemnay Road and is contained by the OP54 site. It is well screened
by topography and vegetation.
Development must be designed to integrate into the wider Crichie development at sites
OP4OP5/OP101. Access is expected to be from the Kemnay Road. The site must also contribute
proportionally towards major improvements in relation to the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone
roundabouts/junctions, including the construction of a new grade separated interchange on the
A96 to replace the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone roundabouts. Development should provide a
mix of house types and sizes, in keeping with the character of the surrounding area, to include a
minimum of 6 affordable houses integrated within the site layout.

DR

Wet habitats may be present on site. Appropriate investigation and adequate buffers/protection
will therefore be required. Water network reinforcement may be required.

OP135: North Street, Inverurie

Allocation: Mix of uses including 80 homes

This newly allocated site lies within the Inverurie settlement boundary, and is located on North
Street some 500m from the town centre. Old Chapel Road forms the southern boundary of the
site. The site represents a significant redevelopment opportunity, and is appropriate for a mix of
uses including up to 80 homes. Primary access is expected to be from North Street, with the
potential for a secondary emergency access to Old Chapel Road. Opportunities for improved
pedestrian linkages through the site to enhance connectivity between North Street and Old Chapel
Road should be exploited as far as possible. All development should be in keeping with the
character of the surrounding area, and residential development should include a mix of house
types and sizes. to include a minimum of 20 affordable homes integrated within the site layout.
Opportunities for solar gain should be exploited as far as possible. There is existing 100mm PVC
pipework within the site which will need to be cut and capped.
Planning permission in principle for residential development on this site is pending, subject to the
signing of a section 75 legal agreement (APP/2014/2245).
Planning Permission in Principle for the demolition of the abattoir and offices and erection of
residential development is subject S75 Agreement. Construction is programmed to start in 2021
with 50 homes remaining in 2022.
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OP146: Kirkwood Commercial Park, Thainstone

Allocation: 3.8 ha of employment land

This site is was previously allocated as OP16 in the LDP 2017. for employment purposes as an
extension to the BUS8 employment site, which is located to the immediate south.

DR

AF

T

Planning pPermission in Pprinciple for commercial / employment development on the site (use
classes 4, 5 and 6) was granted in June 2013 (APP/2013/0170). In line with this planning
consent, development on the OP146 site will be restricted to ensure that the total development on
sites OP146 and the adjoining BUS8 site does not exceed 74,000m2 of floor area, and that the
overall proportion of the floor area replicates that which has been deemed lawful under application
APP/2011/333. Any development proposals which would exceed these levels would require to
contribute proportionally towards the provision of a new grade separated interchange on the A96
to replace the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone roundabouts. A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
has previously been carried out for this site. Development should accord with this FRA or any
further study which supersedes it.
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KEITHHALL
Vision

AF

Natural and Historic Environment

T

Keithhall is a small village located some 2km east of Inverurie on the edge of the Keithhall Estate.
The village has grown around the church, the school and the manse, which provide character and
a sense of place. The centrepiece of the estate is Keithhall House, a category A- listed building
that is the historic seat of the Earls of Kintore, whilst the grounds of Keithhall Estate were
landscaped by Capability Brown in the 18th Century. There is pressure for development in the
vicinity of Keithhall owing to its proximity to Inverurie, but the need to preserve the integrity of the
Historic Garden and Designed Landscape is of particular importance. Keithhall is therefore suitable
for a modest level of development only, which will help to meet local housing needs and support
local services – particularly the primary school which is forecast to be under capacity during the
early part of the Pplan period.

Much of the village is situated within the Keithhall Garden and Designed Landscape.
Settlement Features

DR

Protected Land
P1 - P2 For education and community issues associated with the primary school and tTo
conserve the landscape and setting of the village.
P2
To conserve the landscape and setting of the village.
Reserved Land
R1
To provide a car park for the village hall.
Other Designations
FOP1
Future opportunity site for housing (4.7 hectares).
(Bid
GR049)
Flood Risk


A small watercourse runs adjacent to part of sites OP1 and R1. A Flood Risk Assessment
may be required.

Services and Infrastructure







Strategic drainage and water supply: There is currently available capacity at Inverurie
Waste Water Treatment Works, however it is insufficient to treat all development allocated
at Blackburn, Inverurie, Keithhall and Kintore. A Capital Maintenance project has been
triggered at Inverurie Waste Water Treatment Works which will deliver growth.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards provision of
capacity at Inverurie Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Keithhall or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community
Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Keithhall or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
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Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards a new health centre in
Inverurie.

Allocated Sites
Allocation: 15 68 homes

T

OP1 (Bid GR128 and GR0129): South of Inverurie Road

DR

AF

Part of tThis site was previously allocated as site H1 in the 2012 LDPOP1 in the LDP 2017. A
Masterplan will be required. A small watercourse runs adjacent to the site and a Fflood Rrisk
assessment Assessment may therefore be required depending on the site layout. Morphological
improvements to the watercourse, such as re-meandering, will be encouraged. The site is visible
when approaching the settlement from the south and is viewed against the backdrop of mature
woodland associated with the Keithhall Historic Garden and Designed Landscape. Strategic
landscaping is therefore likely to be needed along the southern and eastern boundaries both to
minimise potential adverse impacts on the village setting and to provide defensible boundaries to
the site. Access may be possible either via the B993 or the Woodlands Cottages road. The
development should respect the character of adjoining housing, which is primarily of single and
1½ storey design, and include a range of house types and sizes. The development should also
incorporate 3 affordable homes and safeguard land for the provision of car parking for the village
hall (see R1). A Flood Risk Assessment may be required It is expected that the site will contribute
towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable Housing. This should be delivered as
part of the early phases of development..
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KEMNAY
Vision

AF

T

Kemnay is a successfultraditional and diverse town set in the valley of the River Don, dating from
around the 1860s. The settlement rises from the river, to the west of Kemnay, to higher ground on
the east. The town centre and Academy highlight Kemnay’s role in the rural community, and the
town also benefits from an employment area to the north which includes the famous Kemnay
Quarry. Sites safeguarded for business uses should be promoted, particularly for the start-up of
small and medium sized enterprises. There are large areas of open space in the town and good
access to a paths network in the Fetternear Estate. Academy provision has presented a constraint
to development in recent years, although an extension to Kemnay Academy in the short term, and
a review of Academy provision in the Garioch area over the medium term, will help to address this.
The local community has indicated that improvements are required to local facilities including the
library and scout hut. Delivery of a replacement health centre is of particular importance. Kemnay
benefits from a diverse housing mix and Dfurther development atof an appropriate scale, including
smaller and affordable homes, will help to meet local housing need, sustain and enhance services
within the community, provide opportunities for employment and recreation, and improve links to
the path network on the edge of Kemnay. Flood risk is a constraint on development and a
particular concern to the local community. There is local desire for the delivery of a safe cycle route
to connect Kemany with surrounding settlements including, Kintore, Inverurie, Monymusk, Alford
and as far as Aberdeen City.
Natural and Historic Environment

The Fetternear Local Nature Conservation Site is situated immediately to the north of the
settlement, in close proximity to BUS1.
Settlement Features

DR

Protected Land
P1
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.To conserve the sports ground and amenity area,
which contributes to the green network.
P2
To conserve the ‘Place of Origin’ and its setting.
P3 - P4 For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space. To conserve the amenity area, which contributes
to the green network.
P4
To conserve the amenity area, which contributes to the green network.
P5
To conserve the cemetery and adjacent ground.
P6
To conserve the recreation ground.
P7
To conserve the playing fields.
P8
To conserve the memorial and garden.
P9
To conserve the monument and park.
Reserved Land
R1
For sports pitches.
R12
For medical/ community facilities.
(Bid
GR083)
Other Designations
BUS1
Safeguarded for business uses.
BUS3
TC
Kemnay town centre.
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Flood Risk




There is a small watercourse adjacent to site OP1. Full SUDS and adequate buffer strips
will be required.
There is a small watercourse adjacent to site OP2. A Flood Risk Assessment may be
required, depending on proposals and site levels. Full SUDS and adequate buffer strips
will be required.
Site R1 is on the River Don Floodplain and can only be used for facilities that can withstand
flooding. Site BUS1 is also adjacent to the River Don and any redevelopment would require
a detailed Flood Risk Assessment.

Services and Infrastructure









Strategic transportation: Contributions may be required to address the cumulative impact of
developments on the trunk road network.
Strategic drainage and water supply: Local sewer reinforcement may be required.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards provision of
capacity at Kemnay Academy. Owing to secondary education capacity constraints, no
development on allocated land can take place until secondary education constraints have
been resolved.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Kemnay. These may be identified in the Community
Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Kemnay. These may be identified in the
Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards a replacement health
centre in Kemnay (see site R12).

AF



T



DR

Allocated Sites

OP1 (Bid GR147): Birley Bush

Allocation: 49 homes

This is a newly allocated site offering remediation of a brownfield site. The site is within close
proximity to the town centre and close to a number of services in the town.
Tree loss may occur to accommodate the development. This loss should be minimised and
identified through a tree survey, with appropriate compensatory planting identified as necessary.
Options to include provision of allotments within the site allocated should be explored. It is
expected that the site will contribute towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable
Housing. Where a phasing scheme is promoted affordable housing should be delivered as part
of the early phases of development.

OP1: East of Greystone Road

Allocation: 65 homes

This site was previously allocated as site H1 in the 2012 LDP. It is located on the south-eastern
edge of the settlement, with recent development to the immediate north-west. Proposals should
take account of the further detail set out in the master-plan which has now been approved for the
site.
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The site slopes to the south-west, providing potential opportunities for solar gain which should be
exploited as far as possible within the development layout. Woodland to the north-east and southwest provides some containment, but there are open views to the south-east. Strategic
landscaping is therefore likely to be required along the south-eastern boundary to provide
softening of the settlement edge. The design theme should provide a mix of house types and
sizes in keeping with the character of the surrounding area, including a minimum of 16 affordable
houses integrated into the development design.
The scale of development and integration with the neighbouring residential area requires
consideration of two vehicle access points from Bogbeth Rise and Bogbeth Road. Proposals
should also address any consequent local traffic management and parking issues including the
provision of necessary passing places. Pedestrian linkages will also be important including to the
core path along the south-western boundary of the site. The road layout is likely to require
meandering in order to accommodate the site gradient.

AF

There is a small watercourse adjacent to the site. Full SUDS and adequate buffer strips will
therefore be required. A 200mm PVC water main also crosses through the centre of the site. The
developer should contact Scottish Water to ascertain whether a mains diversion is required.

OP2: West of Milton Meadows

Allocation: 20 homes

This site was previously allocated as site H2 in the 2012 LDP. It is located on the south-western
edge of the settlement and is generally flat in nature. Strategic landscaping is likely to be required
to soften the settlement edge and reduce the prominence of the development, particularly when
approaching from the south-west.

DR

The design theme should provide a mix of house types and sizes in keeping with the character of
the surrounding area, including a minimum of 5 affordable houses integrated into the development
design. Access to the site could be taken via the B993 or through the adjoining residential
development via Leys Way. Footway provision to provide pedestrian connectivity with the rest of
the settlement will be required. The site should also enable the development of sports pitches on
site R1.
There is a small watercourse adjacent to the site, and a flood risk assessment may therefore be
required depending on detailed proposals and site levels. Full SUDs and adequate buffer strips
will be necessary.
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KINGSEAT
Vision

T

Kingseat is a small settlement located some 7km north of Dyce and approximately 1km east of
Newmachar. Kingseat was the location of the first segregate or village hospital system in the
British Isles. Laid out to create a secluded and sheltered environment within a planned parkland
landscape, the former hospital site has a distinctive self-contained character and has been
designated as a conservation area.

AF

Opportunities for redeveloping of derelict hospital buildings should be promoted. More recent
development has extended the settlement to the east, and has incorporated both housing and
business development of a more modern design. Owing to its location away from the larger
service centres there is limited development pressure, and the key planning objective for Kingseat
is to preserve the amenity and character of the settlement.
Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the play area as an importance local amenity.
P2
To conserve the area of open space.
Other Designations
BUS
Safeguarded for business uses.
CA
Kingseat Conservation Area.
Oil and Gas Pipelines

Part of the settlement is within the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance
associated with one or more oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity. Developments within this
distance must comply with Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
and contaminated land, and with the HSE “Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations”.

DR



Services and Infrastructure








Primary education: All residential development must contribute towards additional primary
school provision in Newmachar.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Kingseat or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Newmachar. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Kingseat or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Newmachar. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards health services
serving Newmachar.

Allocated Sites

OP1: Former Kingseat Hospital

Allocation: Housing Land
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This is a newly allocated site offering remediation of a brownfield site. The remaining
undeveloped former hospital buildings should be retained where possible and converted to
residential use.

DR

AF

T

It is expected that the site will contribute towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2
Affordable Housing.
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KINMUCK
Vision

AF

T

Kinmuck is a small village on the B979 near Inverurie. It is linear in nature with the central feature
being the former Boars Head public house, which has now been converted into a restaurant. The
village is characterised by mature deciduous trees which line the main street, and the category B listed Friends Cottage provides an attractive entrance feature to the village from the north.
Preserving the landscape setting of the village is therefore important. The settlement lacks facilities
with the primary school serving the community being situated in Keithhall. There are currently no
public sewers in the settlement and this acts as a constraint, along with the character and nature of
the existing settlement, on development.
mean that Kinmuck is suitable for small-scale development only. A limited amount of development
will help to meet local housing needs and support local services – particularly Keithhall Primary
School which is forecast to be under capacity during the early part of the plan period.
Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1 - P2 To conserve the landscape/ setting of the village.
Oil and Gas Pipelines


Part of the settlement is within the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance
associated with one or more oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity. Developments within this
distance must comply with Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
and contaminated land, and with the HSE “Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations”.

Services and Infrastructure

Strategic drainage and water supply: There is no public sewerage provision within the
settlement.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards provision of
capacity at Inverurie Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Kinmuck or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community
Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Kinmuck or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards a new health centre in
Inverurie.

DR
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Allocated Sites
OP1: Carpenters Croft

Allocation: 10 homes

T

This site was previously allocated as site H1 in the 2012 LDP. It is located on the northern edge
of the settlement and slopes gently to the northeast. Strategic landscaping is likely to be
necessary along the northern boundary of the site in order to soften the edge of the development
and avoid any adverse impact on the village setting. Access is via the Fawells road, which lies
adjacent to the northwestern boundary of the site. Development on this site should incorporate a
mix of house types and sizes and should also make provision for a formal recreation space.

DR

AF

Planning permission for 7 houses on the site is currently pending (subject to a legal agreement)
(APP/2013/1164). It is anticipated that the development will be complete either by 2017 or
during the early part of the plan period.
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KINTORE
Vision

AF

T

Kintore has grown rapidly since the 1980s, primarily due to its close proximity to Aberdeen, and
largely serves as a commuter town. However, the town also benefits from the Midmill Industrial
Estate and the Kintore Business Park, which provide significant local employment hubs. There are
a large number of scheduled monuments in an around the town, whilst Tuach Hill and the open
area around it provide attractive walks that are well used by residents. Encroachment on Tuach Hill
from development and infrastructure is of concern to the local community and should be avoided at
all costs to preserve this amenity. Kintore has a town centre with significant historic key buildings
which contribute to the town’s identity. A new railway station in the north of the town will add to the
town’s accessibility by public transport, with the land adjacent providing potential for further
employment/commercial development. There is potential for both employment and housing
development within Kintore which will make a significant contribution to growth within the Strategic
Growth Area (SGA), although major roads infrastructure improvements on the A96 will be required
to deliver this. New development should take opportunities to enhance the provision of community
facilities, whilst also being designed to maintain links to Tuach Hill for informal recreation and
provide more areas of formal open space.
The lack of smaller and affordable homes is an issue for the local community. Community facilities
and services are considered to be inadequate given the size of the town. There is local aspiration
for a petrol filling station to be developed in Kintore.
Natural and Historic Environment

DR

There are a number of scheduled monuments in and around Kintore. These include the Fullerton
ring ditches and cairn circle scheduled monument situated along the northern boundary of site
BUS1, the Midmill long cairn scheduled moment which is found within P6, and the Tuach Hill stone
circle found towards the centre of the town within P1. The remains of the Aberdeenshire Canal is a
scheduled monument which is found along the boundary of site OP1. Kintore Town House is a
listed building of architectural significance.
Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1
To conserve Tuach Hill and surrounding area, which contributes to the green
network.
P2
To conserve Gauch Hill, which contributes to the green network.
P3
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.To conserve the playing field, which contributes
to the green network.
P4
To conserve Rollo Mire and Torryburn Wood, which contribute to the green network.
P5
To conserve Springie Mire, which contributes to the green network.
P6
To conserve the Midmill Long Cairn, which contributes to the green network.
P7
For new education provision. For education and community issues associated with
the primary school and to conserve recreational open space.
Reserved Land
R1
For a town park at Gauch Hill, which includes a sustainable urban drainage system
(SUDS), to be developed through associated enabling development.
R2
For a transport interchange and Kintore railway station.
Other Designations
BUS1
Safeguarded/reserved for employment business uses.
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Flood Risk


Kintore town centre.
Future opportunity site for housing and employment land (1.4 hectares).

T

BUS3 BUS4
TC
FOP1
(Bid
GR053)
FOP2
(Bid
GR126)
FOP2
(Bid
GR078b)

Safeguarded/reserved for employment business uses and, a transport interchange
and, subject to a masterplan, for housing..
Safeguarded/reserved for employment business uses.

Future opportunity site for housing (0.45 hectares).

Future opportunity site for housing (16.3 hectares).

AF

BUS2

Parts of sites OP1, OP2, OP3, OP4, R2, BUS1, BUS2, and BUS3 lie within the Scottish
Environmental Protection Agency’s (SEPA) indicative 1 in 200 year flood risk area or are
known to flood from other sources. A Flood Risk Assessment will be required to accompany
any future development proposals for these sites.

Oil and Gas Pipelines


Part of the settlement is within the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance
associated with one or more oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity. Developments within this
distance must comply with Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
and contaminated land, and with the HSE “Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations”.

Services and Infrastructure

DR











Strategic transportation: Contributions will be required for cumulative strategic
transportation improvements including the railway station and interventions on the A96 and
in Aberdeen City.
Local transportation infrastructure: Major roads infrastructure is required to link sites OP1
and OP5 to the A96 and surrounding routes.
Strategic drainage and water supply: There is currently available capacity at Inverurie
Waste Water Treatment Works, however, it is insufficient to treat all development allocated
at Blackburn, Inverurie, Keithhall and Kintore. A Capital Maintenance project has been
triggered at Inverurie Waste Water Treatment Works which will deliver growth.
Primary education: All residential development must contribute towards a new primary
school.
Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards provision of
capacity at Kemnay Academy or any new Kintore Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Kintore. These may be identified in the Community
Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Kintore. These may be identified in the
Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan. If not provided on site, open space
provision could include sports pitch provision at Gauch Hill, recreation and woodland at
Gauch Hill, recreation provision for Tuach Hill Park, and provision of allotments (1ha).
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Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards a new health centre in
Kintore. A site for the health centre requires to be identified.

Allocated Sites
Allocation: A mix of uses including 600 homes
and employment land

T

OP1 (Bid GR078): Kintore East (Residential)

AF

This site was previously allocated as site OP1 in the 2017 LDP M1 in the 2012 LDP. A
Development Framework for the entire sitewider Kintore East development1 was approved in
September 2013. A Masterplan for the employment part of the development (Midmill South East)2
was subsequently approved in November 2013, whilst aA Masterplan for including the residential
part of the site (Kintore East)3 was approved in June 2014. Future development proposals must
adhere to the principles set out within these documents. The extent of the allocated land indicates
considerable potential for additional development (around 400 additional dwellings) in the longer
term subject to infrastructure and cumulative transport impacts being addressed. Given the
capacity of the first phases, of up to 600 units plus employment land, it is not anticipated that any
subsequent phases would be progressed in advance of the next local development plan.
There are multiple water courses running through the site, and parts of the site may be at risk of
surface water flooding. A Flood Rrisk aAssessments will therefore be required to support future
development proposals and no development should take place within the functional flood plain.
A new primary school will need to be constructed and opened prior to the occupation of any
housing. An additional recycling point will also need to be identified within the site.

DR

Planning permission in principle is pending (subject to the signing of a section 75 legal agreement)
for the development of 600 houses, landscaping, open space and associated infrastructure within
the site, along with the development of a neighbourhood centre (APP/2013/3830 was approved in
September 2015. ).

OP2, OP3 & OP4: Woodside Croft, Town Park

Allocation: 2070 homes to enable the
development of Gauch Hill Town Park

These sites were previously allocated as sites OP2 in the 2017 LDP EH1, EH2 and EH3 within
the 2012 LDP to enable the development of Gauch Hill Town Park.
Planning permission in principle for residential development as enabling development for a town
part and associated facilities was approved in February 2015. An application made under S42 of
the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 is pending decision by the Planning Service.
Parts of sites OP2 , OP3 and OP4 lie within the indicative 1 in 200 year flood risk area or are
known to flood from other sources. A Flood rRisk aAssessments may be required. to accompany

1

The Development Framework can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/10722/approvedkintoreeastdevelopmentframeworkoctober2013.pdf
2
The Midmill South East Masterplan can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/10806/d124midmillsemasterplandrafthdocument30102013.pdf
3
The Kintore East Masterplan can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/10982/kintoreeastapprovedmasterplanjune2014.pdf
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any future development proposals for these sites, and there should be no development in the
functional flood plain.

OP35: Kintore South

T

Various planning applications for residential development have been submitted for these sites,
and development has commenced on the OP4 site. It is anticipated that development on sites
OP3 and OP4 will be complete either by 2017 or during the early part of the plan period. It is also
anticipated that development will be partly complete on site OP2 by 2017, with the remainder
being completed during the period to 2022.

Allocation: A mix of uses including offices,
community facilities and, subject to the findings of a
Retail Impact Assessment, a supermarket

AF

This site was previously allocated as site OP5 in the LDP 2017. This undulating site is located to
the south of Kintore, and is contained by the A96 to the west, the Midmill Industrial Estate to the
north and the OP1 development site to the north-east. It is allocated for a mix of uses, including
offices and community facilities. A supermarket may be appropriate subject to the findings of an
appropriately detailed retail impact assessment. A masterplan will be required for the site.

Major roads infrastructure improvements will be required to provide access to the site from the
A96 and surrounding routes. Pedestrian and cycling linkages will also be required to ensure
adequate connectivity between the site and the town centre, along with other local amenities.
Opportunities to provide linkages with development on the adjoining OP1 site should be exploited
as far as possible within the site layout. A full Transport Appraisal will be required.

DR

There are a number of features of archaeological interest within the site, and the development will
therefore need to take these into account and include appropriate mitigation measures. Strategic
landscaping is likely to be required along the eastern boundary in order to soften the visual impact
of development.

OP4 (Bid GR077): Midmill Business Park

Allocation: 20ha employment land

This site was previously allocated as part of OP1 in the LDP 2017. A Development Framework for
the wider Kintore East development was approved in September 2013. A Masterplan for the
employment part of the development (Midmill South East) was subsequently approved in
November 2013, The site is partially developed. Further employment opportunities are available
and should be in keeping with the scale and nature of the Business Park. A Water Impact
Assessment may be required.

OP5 (Bid GR078): Kintore East (Commercial and Community)
and Community Uses

Allocation: Commercial

This site was previously allocated as part of P1 in the LDP 2017. A Development Framework for
the wider Kintore East development was approved in September 2013. Full Planning Permission
(APP/2014/1953) for a supermarket on part of the site was approved in August 2014.
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KIRKTON OF RAYNE
Vision

Services and Infrastructure
Allocated Sites

Allocation: 8 homes

AF

OP1 (Bid GR073): Land at Kirkton of Rayne

T

Kirkton of Rayne is a small settlement situated within a distinctly rural setting. The village is
characterised by the category B-listed Rayne Church dating from the late 18th Century. Rayne
North Primary School is located in the countryside, approximately 1.5km north of the village. The
local area is largely identified as bring prime agricultural land however an opportunity site has been
identified at Kirkton of Rayne is justifiable to support the community and provide housing choice at
this location.

This is a newly allocated site. The site is forms a logical extension of the village. It is expected that
the site will provide a mix of house types to meet local needs. It is expected that the site will
contribute towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable Housing.

DR

Provision of waste water treatment and water capacity will require to be confirmed.
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KIRKTON OF SKENE
Vision

AF

T

Kirkton of Skene is an attractive rural village located approximately 1km west of Westhill and has a
good range of services and facilities for its size. The village has grown around the village square
and category B- listed church. Parking provision associated with the church requires to be
addressed, however options to deliver to deliver this community aspiration poses a challenge due
to limited site options. The surrounding landscape is characterised by open farmland interspersed
with areas of dense woodland, and the countryside between Kirkton of Skene and Westhill plays
an important role in preventing coalescence of the two settlements. Protecting this area of
countryside is therefore of particular importance. There has been significant development
pressure within Kirkton of Skene in recent years, but the need to preserve the setting and
character of the village, along with significant constraints in relation to primary school capacity,
mean that the settlement is not an appropriate location for further expansion.
Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the playing field as an important local amenity.
P2
To conserve the area of open space and car park.
P3
To conserve the play area and area of open space as an important local amenity.
Oil and Gas Pipelines


Part of the settlement is within the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance
associated with one or more oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity. Developments within this
distance must comply with Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
and contaminated land, and with the HSE “Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations”.

DR

Services and Infrastructure






Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Kirkton of Skene or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Westhill. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Kirkton of Skene or towards facilities in
the wider catchment area at Westhill. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Westhill area.
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LYNE OF SKENE
Vision

Settlement Features

T

Lyne of Skene is a small rural village located at the cross roads of the B9126 and B977. The
surrounding landscape is characterised by open rolling farmland contrasted with areas of dense
woodland. Lyne of Skene is well served by public open spaces and children’s play facilities, but
lacks other services and has relatively limited public transport infrastructure. The settlement is
serviced by a septic tank, and significant further development could not be accommodated without
an improvement to the sewerage provision. These constraints mean that Lyne of Skene is not an
appropriate location for further expansion, and the primary planning objective during the plan
period will therefore be to preserve the amenity of the village.

AF

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the playing field as an important local amenity.
Services and Infrastructure





DR



Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards additional
secondary school provision at Alford Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Lyne of Skene or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Westhill. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Lyne of Skene or towards facilities in the
wider catchment area at Westhill. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Westhill area.
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MEIKLE WARTLE
Vision

Settlement Features

T

Meikle Wartle is a village which is linear in pattern following a minor road which passes through the
settlement. Given constraints surrounding the existing road layout, large development is
considered not to be appropriate. Creating a safe route to school is a community aspiration,
however delivery may be challenging due to distance from the village to the primary school at
Rayne North.
However, Meikle Wartle is identified as a settlement where organic growth may be supported.

AF

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the play park and an adjacent area of open space.
P2
To conserve the play park.
P23 To conserve areas of open space.
P43
Services and Infrastructure




DR



Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Meikle Wartle or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Oldmeldrum. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Meikle Wartle or towards facilities in the
wider catchment area at Oldmeldrum. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to a household waste and recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.

Allocated Sites

OP1 (Bid GR112): Land North of Meikle Wartle

Allocation: 12 homes

This is a newly allocated site. The site is forms a logical extension of the village. It is expected that
the site will provide a mix of house types to meet local needs. It is expected that the site will
contribute towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable Housing.
Provision of waste water treatment will require to be confirmed.
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MIDMAR
Vision

Settlement Features

T

Midmar is a small village situated along a minor road. The primary school and village hall are vital
facilities to the community and effort should be made to sustain these assets. There are a number
of protected areas which should be respected. Housing development should reflect the character
of the exiting village, particularly in terms of the scale and density of development.

AF

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the amenity of the village and provide access to open space.
P2
To conserve the area of open space.
P3
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.To conserve the playing fields.
P4
For landscaping with adjoining site, and the development of public gardens
adjacent to the village hall.
Services and Infrastructure




DR



Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Midmar or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Alford. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community
Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Midmar or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Alford. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to a household waste and recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.

OP1 (Bid GR074): Roadside of Corsindae

Allocation: 9 homes

This is a newly allocated site. The design and layout of the site should be reflective of the style
and character found in Midmar. Strategic landscaping will be required to minimise landscape
impact along the northern boundary of the site. It is expected that the site will contribute towards
affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable Housing. Provision of waste water treatment
will require to be confirmed.
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MILLBANK
Vision

Settlement Features

T

Millbank is situated along the main A944 between Aberdeen and Alford. The village hall is a key
facility found within the village and efforts should be made to support this asset. A mixed use
allocation has been made in order to support both housing and employment opportunities without
the need to travel to the main Aberdeen business centre.

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the playing field and the bowling green as important local amenities.



AF

Flood Risk

Part of site OP1 lies adjacent to Scottish Environment Protection Agency’s (SEPA)
indicative 1 in 200 year flood risk area. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required to
accompany any future development proposals for the site.

Services and Infrastructure



DR



Strategic drainage and water supply: Insufficient capacity at Anvil Terrace septic tank. A
Growth Project will be initiated once development meets Scottish Water’s criteria.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Millbank or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Alford. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community
Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Millbank or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Alford. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to household waste and recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
healthcare facilities in Alford.




Allocated Sites

OP1 (Bid GR146): Land at Millbank Crossroads
Allocation: 350 homes and,
270m2 employment land
and community facilities
Part of this This site was previously allocated as site M1 OP1 in the 2012 LDP 2017. This site is
split into 3 parts across the settlement and on both sides of the main road. Any proposal for the
site must accord with the approved Millbank development brief (2006). Access to the A944 is to be
agreed and the developer should engage with the Council prior to submitting a planning
application for this site on this matter. SEPA has indicated that a Flood Risk Assessment may be
required.
The design and layout should be sympathecticsympathetic to the existing settlement. There
should be a level of connectivity between the three parts of the site. A pedestrian/ cycle route
should be provided between the part of the site lying to the north of the A944 and the community
centre and playing field.
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It is expected that 8 affordable homes will be provided onsite by the developer, integrated into the
design of the development which should include a range of detached and semi-detached houses.
It is expected that the site will contribute towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2
Affordable Housing. Where a phasing scheme is promoted affordable housing should be delivered
as part of the early phases of development.

77

Item: 4
Page: 593

NEWMACHAR
Vision

AF

T

Newmachar lies on a relatively flat area of land within close proximity to Aberdeen and Dyce. It
primarily serves as a commuter town for Aberdeen and there are limited employment opportunities
within the settlement. The clear focus of the community is to transform Newmachar from a
dormitory settlement to a sustainable mixed community, and for development to take place to allow
people to not only live but also work in Newmachar. There are concerns that the town is being
divided by increasing traffic on the A947 and this issue is exacerbated due to lack of off-street
parking along this route., and tThere are long term proposals for an eastern relief road to help
address this as well as a desire amongst the local community to reinstate a rail link to Newmachar.
However, delivering the eastern relief road in full will require the release of a substantial amount of
development land, and the Strategic Development Plan does not support this scale of land release
within the lifetime of the Local Development Planthis will require significant expansion of the village
to be planned. Nevertheless, Tthere remain appropriate opportunities for growth within
Newmachar that will meet the need for housing and employment within the settlement, support
growth within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area, provide opportunities for local employment, and
sustain services., and support the longer term delivery of an eastern relief road. There is also
desire within the local community for the development of additional football pitch(es) to meet
demand from number of teams associated with the village.
Settlement Features

DR

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the community hall.
P2
To conserve the cemetery.
P3
To conserve the playing area.
P4
For education and community issues associated with the primary school.For a
redevelopment of education provision in the settlement.
Reserved Land
R1
For the development of a recreational area.
Other Designations
FOP1
Future opportunity site for housing, retail and commercial uses (30.6 hectares).
(Bid
GR079)
FOP2
Future opportunity site for housing and employment (22 hectares).
(Bid
GR086)

Flood Risk


A small watercourse runs through or adjacent to sites OP1 and OP3. A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required.

Services and Infrastructure



Local transportation infrastructure: Contributions to an eastern distributor road are required
from all development. Direct pedestrian/cycle access is required onto the Formartine and
Buchan Way. Access and upgrades of the A947, B979 and Hillbrae Way are required.
Strategic drainage and water supply: There is limited capacity at Newmachar Waste Water
Treatment Works. Scottish Water will initiate a growth project once development meets
their five growth criteria.
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Primary education: All residential development must contribute towards additional primary
school capacity in Newmachar.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Newmachar or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area based elsewhere. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Newmachar or towards facilities in the
wider catchment area based elsewhere. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan. If not provided on site, open space contributions should
include three sports pitches and allotments.
Waste and recycling: An additional recycling point is required.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards health services
serving Newmachar.

AF

Allocated Sites

T



OP1: Hillbrae Way
facilities to

Allocation: 300340 homes and community
include an additional primary school

This site was previously allocated as site OP1 in the 2017 LDPsite M1 in the 2012 LDP.
Planning permission in principle for 340 homes and primary education approved June 2017.
Construction programmed to start in 2019 with 256 homes remaining in 2022.A Development
Framework1 showing how this site and site OP3 will be linked by a new distributor road was
approved in December 2012. A Masterplan2 for this site was approved in December 2012, with
an amendment to the Masterplan also subsequently being approved in October 2014. All future
development proposals must adhere to the principles set out within these documents, including
safeguarding land for a future distributor road and for a new primary school.

DR

A small watercourse runs along the site boundary, and a flood risk assessment may therefore be
required depending on the detailed site layout. A water impact assessment will be required to
determine the impact of development on the service reservoir and pumping station.
An application for planning permission in principle for residential development, education provision
and associated infrastructure on the site is pending subject to the signing of a legal agreement.

OP2: Corseduick Road

Allocation: 165 185 homes and community facilities

This site was previously allocated as site OP2 in the 2017 LDPsite H1 in the 2012 LDP. A
Masterplan3 for the site was approved in December 2012 and future development proposals must
adhere to the principles set out within this document.
A water Water iImpact Aassessment will be required to determine the impact of development on
the service reservoir and pumping station.
Full planning permission was granted for 70 houses on the eastern part of the site in August 2014
(APP/2013/2757). Construction has commenced on this part of the site.

1

The Newmachar East Development Framework can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/11258/newmachardevelopmentframework.pdf
2
The Masterplan can be viewed at https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/masterplans/masterplans-garioch/
3
The Masterplan can be viewed at https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/10681/4991masterplanrev.pdf
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OP3 (Bid GR075): Redwood Cottage

Allocation: 1.65ha of employment land

This Part of this site was previously allocated as site OP3 in the 2017 LDP site E1 in the 2012
LDP. A Development Framework1 showing how this site and site OP1 will be linked by a new
distributor road was approved in December 2012. Future development proposals must adhere to
the principles set out within this document.

DR
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A small watercourse runs through the site. A fFlood Rrisk Aassessment, and more information to
show how this will be incorporated within the development, will be required. A Wwater iImpact
Aassessment will be required to determine the impact of development on the service reservoir and
pumping station.
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OLD RAYNE
Vision

Natural and Historic Environment

T

Old Rayne is located in the valley of the River Urie Ury and is surrounded by rolling agricultural
land. The settlement has grown organically from the medieval core, which is the area around the
17 Century market cross. Flood risk presents a constraint to further development in the western
part of the settlement, but there are opportunities for development to the east. The need to
maintain the amenity and character of the settlement means that Old Rayne is not an appropriate
location for significant growth, but a modest amount of development could help to meet local
housing needs and support the local primary school, which is forecast to be under capacity during
the early part of the pPlan period.

AF

The Newton House Gardens and Designed Landscape is situated to the north west of the
settlement. The Old Rayne Episcopal manse and moat Scheduled Moment is situated within the
boundary of site OP1.
Settlement Features

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the playing field as an important local amenity.
P2
To conserve the area of open space, woodland and the river.
Services and Infrastructure


DR



Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Old Rayne or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Insch. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community
Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Old Rayne or towards facilities in the
wider catchment area at Insch. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards an extension of Insch
Medical Practice.




Allocated Sites

OP1 (Bid GR067): Land North of Pitmachie Farm

Allocation: 10 homes

This is a newly allocated site offering remediation of a brownfield site as an infill opportunity. The
proposal should continue the style of the “model” homes adjoining the site proving energy efficient
housing.
The north-east boundary of the site is in an area identified at fluvial flood risk and is may have an
effect on climate and the water environment. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required. It is
expected that the site will contribute towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable
Housing.
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OP1: East of School

Allocation: 10 homes

T

This site was previously allocated as site EH1 in the 2012 LDP. Given the site’s location on the
eastern edge of the settlement, strategic landscaping along the eastern and northern boundaries
is likely to be required to mitigate any adverse impact on the village setting. Access via the single
track Durno road is unlikely to be appropriate, but there is scope for access via a track between
the primary school and the existing housing development on Lawrence Road. The development
will need to incorporate improvement of this access and should also make provision for a footway
link to the primary school.

AF

The south-western part of the site contains a Scheduled Monument (a Bishops Palace/Episcopal
Manse and Moat), and the development layout will therefore need to be sensitively designed to
avoid any adverse impact on this feature. The development should include a mix of house types
and sizes, including 2 affordable homes.

OP2: Barreldykes

Allocation: 30 homes, business use and retail use

DR

This site was previously allocated as OP2 in the 2017 LDP. Part of the site is liable to flooding. A
fFlood rRisk Aassessment will be requried and its findings must be taken into account in the
design of the development. The business and retail elements of the development should be built
at the same time as the residential element. If they are not, particulars of how the business and
retail elements are to be promoted and when they will be built must be provided. At least one
footbridge across the Bonnyton Burn and a link to the existing path network must be provided. A
landscaped public open space with a foodpath must be provided alongside the Bonnyton Burn.
The development should include six affordable homes. It is expected that the site will contribute
towards affordable housing in line with Policy H2 Affordable Housing.
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OYNE
Vision

AF

T

Oyne is a small settlement located approximately 5km south-east of Insch and set against the
backdrop of the iconic Bennachie hill range. The village developed around the cross roads and
former railway station, and the primary school now provides a hub for the community. Views of
Bennachie and Berry Hill are particularly important features of the settlement. The size and
location of Oyne, away from major service centres, means that it is not an appropriate location for
significant expansion. However, the former Archaeolink site within the settlement provides an
opportunity for sensitive redevelopment that could help support the primary school, which is
forecast to be under capacity during the early part of the pPlan period, and provide local
employment opportunities. Development proposals that could lead to ribbon development and
unsustainable patterns of development should be avoided in order to conserve the character of the
village.
Natural and Historic Environment

The Berry Hill Scheduled Monument is situated to the south of site P3, outwith the settlement
boundary.
Settlement Features

DR

Protected Land
P1
To protect the primary school and conserve the playing field as an important local
amenity.
P2
To conserve the area of open space.
P3
To conserve the area of open space and the setting of Berry Hill.
Other Designations
BUS
Safeguarded for employmentbusiness uses. It is expected that the former
Archaeolink building will be retained and re-used for employment purposes.
Services and Infrastructure








Secondary education: All residential development must contribute towards provision of
capacity at Inverurie Academy.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Oyne or towards facilities in the wider catchment area
at Insch. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community Action
Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Oyne or towards facilities in the wider
catchment area at Insch. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant
Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area
Health facilities: All residential development must contribute towards an extension of Insch
Medical Practice.
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Allocated Sites

AF

T

OP1: Former Archaeolink
Allocation: 10 homes

This is a previously allocated as OP1 in the LDP 2017 and offers a re-development opportunity.
developed site within the settlement boundary, which is appropriate for sensitive redevelopment.
The development should comprise a mix of house types and sizes in keeping with the character
of the surrounding area, including a minimum of two affordable houses integrated within the site
design. Development proposals must incorporate retention of boundary trees. The height of
houses should not exceed 1½ storeys. A link to footpath access to Berry Hill should be provided.
The existing recycling facility should be retained somewhere within the site. Development must
provide access to the adjoining BUS site, which comprises the former archaeolink building and
car park and is safeguarded for employment purposes. Development should be focussed, as far
as possible, within the northern part of the site so as to protect the setting of Berry Hill (see site
P3).

DR

A Water Impact Assessment will be required to consider Westhill Oyne Service Reservoir.
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WESTHILL
Vision

AF

T

Westhill is a thriving town located approximately 10 km west of Aberdeen on the A944. It was
planned as a new town during the 1960s, and has expanded significantly since. Defining features
of the town are the town centre and the Arnhall Business Park, which is a focus for specialist
subsea engineering businesses and is central to Westhill’s status as a global subsea centre of
excellence. There is also a good network of open spaces within the town, including Arnhall Moss
and Carnie Woods which are both particularly important features. There are a number of physical
constraints to further expansion within the town, including pipelines and topography, which slopes
steeply to the north of the town, and the need to avoid coalescence with Kirkton of Skene to the
east of the settlement. Significant traffic congestion also remains an issue, particularly along Hay’s
Way and around the shopping centre. These constraints, combined with the fact that the Proposed
Strategic Development Plan 2018 does not include Westhill within a strategic Strategic growth
Growth area Area(SGA), means that development within the pPlan period will be focused primarily
on meeting local needs and maintaining Westhill’s function as a successful employment centre.
The lack of smaller and affordable homes is an issue for the local community, particularly to meet
the needs of an aging population. It has been suggested that outdoor play and recreation facilities
do not meet the needs of the community. There is a desire for a skate park to be developed at the
heart of the town, as well as support for the delivery of allotments for use by those living in the
community. A gym or improved sports facilities would also be welcomed.
Settlement Features

DR

Protected Land
P1
To conserve the nature reserve, which contributes to the green network, and to
provide land for access improvements.
P2
To conserve the Arnhall Moss, which contributes to the green network.
P3 - P8 For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.To conserve the playing fields.
P4
For education and community issues associated with the secondary school and to
conserve recreational open space.
P5
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.
P6
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.
P7
To conserve recreational open space.
P8
To conserve recreational open space.
P9
To conserve the play area.
P10
To conserve the golf course.
P11
To conserve the playing field.
Reserved Land
R1
For future expansion of sub-sea industries. Development should be located
primarily in the western part of the site due to the presence of the BP Forties
pipeline to the east and will need to accord with HSE Planning Advice for
Developments near Hazardous Installations. A transport assessment will be
required and mitigation of localised and potentially wider strategic traffic impacts
should be addressed.
R12
Reserved for the future expansion of the health centre. Development on this site
must accord with Policy P4 (Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and
contaminated land) and the Health and Safety Executive “Planning Advice for
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Flood Risk
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Developments near Hazardous Installations”, owing to the presence of one or more
oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity.
Other Designations
BUS
Safeguarded for employment business uses. Development on this site must accord
with Policy P4 (Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and
contaminated land) and the Health and Safety Executive “Planning Advice for
Developments near Hazardous Installations”, owing to the presence of one or more
oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity.
TC
Westhill town centre.
GB
Aberdeen gGreen belt.
FOP1
Future opportunity site for uses associated with the expansion of subsea industries
(Bid
(11.4 hectares).
GR106)
FOP2
Future opportunity site for housing (1.4 hectares)
(Bid
GR125)

The eastern part of site OP3 lies within the Scottish Environment Protection Agency’s
(SEPA’s) indicative 1 in 200 flood risk area. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required
depending on site layout.
There are water courses running adjacent to and through sites R1 and BUS. A Flood Risk
Assessment will be required, and adequate buffer strips will also be required.

Oil and Gas Pipelines

Part of the settlement is within the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance
associated with one or more oil or gas pipelines in the vicinity. Developments within this
distance must comply with Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
and contaminated land, and with the HSE “Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations”.

DR



Services and Infrastructure





Local transportation: The provision of new pathways and cycleways will be required.
Strategic drainage and water supply: Water Impact Assessments will be required as
Westhill storage tank is nearing capacity.
Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Westhill. These may be identified in the Community
Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Westhill. These may be identified in the
Community Plan or relevant Community Action Plan.

Allocated Sites

OP1: Strawberry Field Road

Allocation: 10 homes

This site was previously allocated as site OP1 in the 2017 LDP.H2 in the 2012 LDP. Planning
Permission in Principle for 10 houses was approved in May 2016.
Located on the western edge of Westhill, the site is bounded by the A944 to the south,
Broadstraik Road to the east, Strawberry Fields Road to the north, and a line of mature trees
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which contain the site to the west. The site layout will need to take account of the presence of
a pylon line which crosses the western part of the site, and built development is therefore likely
to be focussed in the eastern part of the site. Access is most likely to be appropriate via
Strawberry Fields Road and/or Broadstraik Road. The development should comprise a mix of
house types and sizes in keeping with the character of the surrounding area, including two
affordable houses integrated within the site design.

OP2: Burnland

T

An application for planning permission in principle for 10 houses on the site (APP/2010/0289)
has been submitted.

Allocation: 38 homes

AF

This site is subject to an extant planning permission. Efforts should be made to deliver this
remaining part of a wider development.

OP2: Arnhall Gateway

Allocation: 4.4ha employment land

This site was previously allocated as site E1 in the 2012 LDP. The eastern part of the site lies
within the 200 year flood extent of the Brodiach Burn and a flood risk assessment may
therefore be required depending on the detailed site layout. Development will also need to
comply with the Health and Safety Executive’s Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations (PADHI) owing to the presence of pipeline corridors in proximity to the
site.

DR

The site is covered by a number of planning permissions. These include full planning
permission for the formation of infrastructure, roads and drainage (APP/2013/2276), and
planning permission in principle for business and industrial development (APP/2006/2551).
Approval has also been granted on appeal for a number of the matters specified in conditions
on the planning permission in principle (APP/2013/3019). An additional full planning
permission for office development also covers part of the site (APP/2013/3560).
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WHITEFORD
Vision

Settlement Features

T

Whiteford is a quiet village set on a flat area of land in the valley of the River Ury. It is an estate
village surrounded by rolling agricultural land with clear views to Bennachie. Logie Durno Primary
School and the wall that surrounds the remains of the designed landscape are key features in the
settlement. Growth opportunities are restricted by a number of factors, including a lack of primary
school capacity and issues with access onto the A96. Flood risk also presents a constraint on
further development to the south of the settlement. These factors mean that Whiteford is not an
appropriate location for further expansion, and the primary objective during the lifetime of the pPlan
will be to preserve the amenity and character of the village.

AF

Protected Land
P1
For education and community issues associated with the primary school and to
conserve recreational open space.To protect the primary school and conserve the
playing field as an important local amenity.
P2
To conserve the setting of the village.
Services and Infrastructure




DR



Community facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute towards
facilities that serve the community in Whiteford or towards facilities in the wider catchment
area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or relevant Community
Action Plan.
Sports and recreation facilities: All residential development may be required to contribute to
indoor and outdoor sports and learning facilities in Whiteford or towards facilities in the
wider catchment area at Inverurie. These may be identified in the Community Plan or
relevant Community Action Plan.
Waste and recycling: All development must contribute towards a household waste recycling
centre in the Inverurie area.
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If you need a copy of this document in an alternative
language, easy read format, in BSL or in large print or

FT

in Braille please telephone 01467 536230.
Jeśli chcesz otrzymać kopię tego dokumentu w innym
języku, napisanego dużą czcionką lub w języku

Braille’a, proszę zadzwonić pod numer 01467 536230.
Ja Jums ir nepieciešama šī dokumenta kopija citā
valodā, lielformāta drukā vai braila rakstā, lūdzu,
zvaniet pa tālruni: 01467 536230.

Если Вы нуждаетесь в копии этого документа на

другом языке, укрупненным шрифтом или шрифтом

DR
A

Брайля, просим Вас позвонить по телефону 01467 536230.
Prašau skambinkite tel. 01467 536230, jei jums

reikalinga į jūsų kalbą išversto dokumento kopija ar
pageidaujate didelėmis raidėmis ar Brailiu.

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Woodhill House
Westburn Road

Aberdeen, AB16 5GB
Tel. 01467 536230

Email: ldp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk
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Appendix 3 Timelines for the Next Stages of the Local Development Plan to
Adoption
Table 1 Stages of Local Development Plan Preparation (taken from Development Plan
Scheme 2019)
Stage

Strategic Environmental
Assessment (‘SEA’) stage

Proposed Date

1. Pre Main Issues
consultations

Prepare SEA Scoping
Report

Until January 2019

2. Publish Main Issues
Report for consultation.

Publish Interim
Environmental Report for
the Strategic Environmental
Assessment.

From 11 January 2019 to 12
April 2019

3. Publish Proposed Local
Development Plan for
consultation

Publish Environmental
Report for the Strategic
Environmental Assessment

December 2019

4. Submit proposed Local
Development Plan to
Scottish Ministers for
examination

Publish Strategic
Environmental Assessment
consultation responses and
final Environmental Report

August 2020 for
examination from
September 2020

Publish Draft Proposed
Local Development
Plan for consultation.

5. Adopt the Local
Development Plan
6. Publish Action
Programme

April to November 2021

Prepare Strategic
Environmental Assessment
post adoption statement

January 2022

Table 2 Committee consideration of the Proposed Local Development Plan
Stage

Consideration of
issues raised in
consultation in the
Main Issues Report.

Committee

Date

Kincardine and
Mearns

20&21 August 2019

Banff and Buchan

27& 28 August
2019

Buchan

3&4 September
2019

Garioch

3&4 September
2019

Formartine

10&11 September
2019

Outcome

Overview and
recommendation of
actions to be taken
forward for the
Proposed Local
Development Plan.
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Marr

17&18 September
2019

Reconciliation of
conflicting issues
raised by the Area
Committees.

Infrastructure
Services

3 October 2019

Recommendations
from ISC to be taken
forward to
Aberdeenshire
Council.

Consideration of
Proposed Local
Development Plan
Appendices.

P&E MOWG

9 October 2019

Recommendation of
actions to be taken
forward for the
Proposed Local
Development Plan.

Approval of the
Proposed Local
Development Plan.

Aberdeenshire
Council

21 November 2019.

Authority to consult
on the Proposed
Local Development
Plan.

Publication of the Proposed Local Development Plan 16 December 2019 until 19 February
2020
Submit proposed
Local Development
Plan to Scottish
Ministers for
Examination.

Aberdeenshire
Council

27 August 2020 (to
be confirmed).

Authority to submit
Proposed Local
Development Plan
and submissions
received to Scottish
Ministers for
examination.

Local development Plan Examination 6-9 months from September 2020 to June 2021

Consider Reporter’s
views on the Proposed
Strategic Development
Plan and approve the
Local Development
Plan 2021.

Kincardine and
Mearns
Banff and Buchan
Buchan
Garioch
Formartine

August –
September 2021 (to
be confirmed).
Special meetings
may be required.

Consider specific
comments pertinent
to Administrative
Areas.

Marr
Consider Reporter’s
Infrastructure
views on the Proposed Services
Strategic Development
Plan and approve the
Local Development
Plan 2021.

August –
September 2021 (to
be confirmed).

Consider Reporter’s
Aberdeenshire
views on the Proposed Council
Strategic Development
Plan, Area Committee
and ISC observations
and approve the Local
Development Plan
2021.

September 2021 (to
be confirmed).

Consider specific
comments on the
strategy and policies.

A special meeting
may be required.

A special meeting
may be required.

Approve content of
the Aberdeenshire
Local Development
Plan 2021.
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Approval of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2021 within 3 months of receiving
the Reporters recommendations
Consider Proposed
Action Programme.

Infrastructure
Services
Committee

December 2021 (to
be confirmed).
A special meeting
may be required.

Approve the content
of the
Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan
2021 Action
Programme.
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APPENDIX 4

TOWN CENTRE FIRST IMPACT ASSESSMENT (TCFIA)

Aberdeenshire Council recognises that town centres have an important role to play in the
sustainable development of local economies.
The Town Centre First Impact Assessment (TCFIA) allows officers in all services to identify
the detrimental and beneficial effects that decisions we take may have on our town centres. It
will allow officers to consider any implications that council decisions may have on
Aberdeenshire’s key town centres. Examples of this include changes to: the provision of civic
and community facilities, employment land, retail, residential buildings, cultural assets,
transportation, leisure and tourism.
A Town Centre Ambassador has been nominated within your service, you can locate your
Town Centre First Ambassador through the Town Centre First Principle Arcadia pages.

Project Information
Title of Committee Paper

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2021Analysis of responses to the Main Issues Report
2019

Service

Planning and Building Standards (as from 22 July
2019 – Planning & Environment Service)
Infrastructure Services
Piers Blaxter
Yes

Department
Author
Have you consulted your Town
Centre First Ambassador?

1) Could your Project Paper cause an impact in one (or more) of the identified town
centres? – Peterhead, Fraserburgh, Inverurie, Westhill, Stonehaven, Ellon,
Portlethen, Banchory, Turriff, Huntly, Banff, Macduff.
Yes
The Main Issues Report contains a range of
actions designed to support existing town
centres and complies with Aberdeenshire
Councils Town Centres First policy by
promoting Town centres as vibrant, multiuse locations for leisure, retailing, office
development and housing
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2) If approved would your project cause an impact (either positive or negative) with
regards to the footfall of any of these town centres?
Yes
Yes.

3)
Please
describe the
aims of the
committee
paper?

Seek approval of recommendations from the consultation on the Main
Issues Report to feed into the Proposed Local Development Plan

4) What are the positive and negative impacts?
Impact
Describe the positive
impact?
Town centre first policy
Positive- Direct support for
Town Centres first.
Identification of the extent of
Positive- this information is
town centres
not provided in any other
forum.

Describe the negative
impact?
None
None

5) What mitigating steps will be taken to reduce or remove negative impacts? If none
see Q6
Mitigating Steps
Timescale
No mitigation required

6) Set out the justification that the activity can and should go ahead despite the
negative impact.
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Not applicable

Question 7: Sign off and Authorisation

3) Author: I have completed the
TCIA impact assessment for
this policy/ activity.

4) Consultation with Service
Manager
5) Authorisation by Director or
Head of Service

Name:

Piers Blaxter

Position:

Policy Team Leader

Date:

19/07/2019

Signature: Piers

Blaxter

Name: Mairi Stewart
Position:

Service Manager

Date:

19/07/2019

Name:
Position:

Robert Gray
Head of Service

Date:

19/07/2019

6) Have you consulted with your Town
Centre First Ambassador?

Yes

7) TCFIA author sends a copy of the finalised form to:
tcfia@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

Date Sent: 26/7/2019

