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1.

Reason for Report

1.1

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section B.8.1 of Part 2A List of Committee Powers and Section C.2.1 of Part
2C Planning Delegations of the Scheme of Governance as the application is
for major development.

1.2

The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this report and all comments made have
been incorporated and are satisfied that the report complies with the Scheme
of Governance and relevant legislation.

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

Full planning permission is sought for the erection of 175 dwellinghouses and
associated infrastructure on a site located within the settlement of Portlethen.
The proposed site is located to the west of the A92 in the area of the
settlement known as Hillside.

2.2

The site is located within an area previously consented for residential
development under planning application reference no. APP/2000/0006. This
application was approved by the Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee on
20th January 2004. Following the conclusion of the relevant legal agreement
to address appropriate developer contributions, the proposal was granted
planning consent on 10th December 2004.

2.3

A series of Reserved Matters and Matters Specified by Conditions
applications were subsequently submitted for this site in relation to the
residential development aspect of the proposal. The vast majority of dwellings
(circa 800) being approved through this route.

2.4

There is an historic masterplan for this site, however it is now quite dated
having been prepared as part of the original outline consent and lacks the
level of detail and clarity that would be expected of any current masterplanned
site through up to date development plan policy. Regardless of this fact, the
residential development which has taken place within the overall masterplan
site area has broadly conformed to the objectives of the approved masterplan.
As a result of the passage of time involved with the development of this scale,
in conjunction with varying market demands and changes to relevant planning
policy, it is clear that the site has been developed in a fashion that has
resulted in a sizable site area remaining undeveloped.

2.5

The vacant site area of land which forms the site area of this proposal is
located to the north west of the overall masterplanned site. The site spans
between the existing consented and developed housing and the recently
developed Hillside Primary School. The site is largely comprised of
agricultural land and is bound to the south by the existing public road.
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2.6

The developer has shown the site split up into 6 separate phases of
development. Area M5 is located to the west of Schoolhill Drive and bound to
the west by Newlands Drive and South by the public road Schoolbrae which
leads to Banchory Devenick. This area will contain 31 two storey detached
and semi-detached dwellinghouses with floor areas ranging from 82sqm –
150sqm comprising of;
 14 x 3 Bedroom
 14 x 4 Bedroom
 x 5 Bedroom

2.7

Area M6 is located to the north of the vacant site and will back onto properties
located on Newlands Drive to the West and Barnhill Drive to the South. This
area will contain 30 two storey detached and semi-detached dwellinghouses
with floor areas ranging from 88sqm – 148sqm comprising of;
 13 x 3 Bedroom
 16 x 4 Bedroom
 1 x 5 Bedroom

2.8

Area AF3 is located between Areas M5 and M6 and is bound by Schoolhill
Drive to the East and Newlands drive to the West. This area of the
development will contain 30 affordable housing units which will include a
mixture of flats, semi-detached bungalows and two storey terraced properties
with floor areas ranging from 55sqm – 106 sqm comprising of the following
units;
 8 x 1 Bedroom
 12 x 2 Bedroom
 7 x 3 Bedroom
 x 4 Bedroom

2.9

Area L5 is located within the vacant area to the West of Schoolhill Drive and
will back on to existing properties at Bishopton Place and Bishopton Circle in
addition to properties currently located to the south of Schoolhill Drive to the
North of the site. This area is proposed to comprise of 38 two storey
detached, semi-detached and terraced units with floor areas ranging from
70sqm – 140sqm and will include;
 7 x 2 Bedroom
 20 x 3 Bedroom
 9 x 4 Bedroom
 x 5 Bedroom

2.10

Area U5 is located in the vacant triangular area of land to the West of
properties at Redmire Avenue which back on to this area of the site. The area
is bound to the north by Schoolhill Brae and to the southwest by Portlethen
Golf Course. The area is proposed to be comprised of 30 2 storey detached
dwellinghouses with floor areas ranging from 270sqm to 1,674sqm and will
include;
 13 x 3 Bedroom
 17 x 4 Bedroom
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2.11

Area AF4 is located within the vacant parcel of land between Hillside Primary
School and properties located at Newlands Gardens, to the West of Newlands
Drive. It is proposed to locate 16 back to back terraced, affordable housing
units, in two blocks running north to south. The two storey properties will have
floor areas of either 45sqm or 58sqm and would be comprised of;
 8 x 1 Bedroom
 8 x 2 Bedroom

2.12

The proposed provision of 46 affordable housing units equates to an
affordable housing provision of 26.28% which is slightly above the 25% (or
43.75 housing units equivalent) required in the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017.

2.13

The proposed finishing materials palette to be utilised throughout the
development is reflective of surrounding properties within the wider
development. This includes a mixture of dry dash render, timber cladding,
concrete roof tiles and grey upvc windows and doors.

2.14

All areas of the proposed development will be served by access connections
onto the existing public road infrastructure in and surrounding the site. A
network of streets and cul-de-sacs will provide access to each of the
properties proposed. In terms of drainage provision, all foul drainage will
connect to the public sewer and surface water drainage will be dealt with by
way of the existing surface water drainage solution provided for the wider site
area.

2.15

It is apparent that the open space and landscaping provision within the site is
dispersed around the site area and connected to the wider site. The open
space proposed includes the provision of a modest adventure play park aimed
at older children, which is located in Area L5, centrally within the wider
housing development.

2.16

It is apparent that a number of minor changes to the proposals have taken
place as a result of ongoing discussions between the developer and the
Planning Service. This includes a number of changes to the overall layout to
address parking and access comments received from Roads development.
The most significant alteration being the creation of a through road from
Newlands Drive to Newlands Gardens through area AF4. This amendment
resulted in re-notification of the proposal in line with relevant legislative
requirements.

2.17

A Proposal of Application Notice (PoAN) was submitted to the Council on 11
June 2015 detailing the site boundary and proposed public consultation. The
proposed public consultation was agreed by this service. Two public
consultation events took place on 13 July and 11 August 2015. The applicant
has submitted a Pre-Application Consultation Report (PAC) outlining
comments received from the public consultation meetings in support of this
application.
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2.18

In addition to the submitted PAC Report and extensive supporting details
which include details of site levels, drainage and water supply proposals,
roads layout and specifications, boundary treatment and broad landscaping
proposals, a number of technical reports and surveys have been submitted to
support the proposals. These include:










Design and Access Statement prepared by Stewart Milne Homes detailing the development context, movement and connections, streets
and public spaces and resultant design proposals.
Street Engineering Review and Quality Audit prepared by Wyllie:
Lodge Road Safety Consultants/Fairhurst – including a Stage 2 Road
Safety Audit, Cycle Audit, Design Audit. The purpose of the audit
process is to verify that the design meets with the scheme objectives
and complies with good practice in accessibility.
Transport Assessment Report prepared by Fairhurst - outlining the
overall capacity of the road network and proposed vehicle access
strategy The report concludes the Transport Assessment demonstrates
that the proposed development would integrate well within the existing
transport network and is in accordance with local and national transport
planning policy requirements. There are considered to be no transport
reasons for the development not to progress.
Geo Environmental Interpretive Report prepared by Fairhurst –
outlines that area U5 is located within a radon affected area and will
require basic radon protection measures.
School Capacity Report prepared by TPS Planning – in order to
address concerns outlined in relation to Education Capacity with
Portlethen, this report concluded that there was scope to extend
Hillside Primary Scholl and that there was available capacity to
accommodate pupils arising from this development.
Supporting Planning Statement prepared by Stewart Milne Homes - .
 Benefit from an approved Outline Planning Permission with
associated approved masterplan and planning brief;
 Are located on 'white land' within the settlement boundary;
 Will provide a variety of house types and sizes;
 Can be delivered as short to medium term housing once all
relevant consents are obtained;
 Provide 2360 sq m of useable open space in the form of an
adventure play park. The play space will cater for a wide age
group;
 Provide new linkages and complete existing linkages which
allow for ease of access through the site via walking and cycling;
 Allow walking and cycling links throughout the proposed
development, the wider existing Schoolhill area and the wider
Portlethen area;
 Will complete the Leathan Fields development, resulting in the
removal of unused/dead spaces within the existing environment;
 Are compliant with National, Regional and Local Policies and
Supplementary Guidance;
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.Have been subject of Pre-Application Consultation with local
residents, and have considered points raised during the
process;
Are suitable for this location and have been designed
appropriately.

2.19

In terms of relevant planning history, it is apparent that in addition to the
outline planning consent (APP/2000/0006), associated masterplan and
subsequent Matters Specified in Conditions (MSC) applications that have
delivered 840 dwellings at Hillside to date, a subsequent proposal
(APP/2013/2841) made under Section 42 of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997 was refused by the Kincardine and Mearns Area
Committee in July 2014. The proposal sought to remove or vary condition 2 of
the outline consent which restricted the number of dwellings to be delivered
on site to 840 units. The reasons for refusal of this application related to
impacts on amenity and services for local residents, primarily in relation to
education provision. A subsequent appeal (Ref: PPA-110-2223), considered
by the Scottish Ministers, was dismissed in October 2014. Following this, an
appeal to the Court of Session made under Section 239 of the Town and
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, was refused in December 2015.

3.

Representations

3.1

A total of 32 valid representations (2 support/29 objection/ 1 comment) have
been received as defined in the Scheme of Governance. This does not
include multiple representations from the same household which equate to 40
letters in total. All issues raised have been considered. The letters raise the
following material issues:
Objection
 Inadequate facilities in area.
 Lack of open space.
 Lack of shops.
 Lack of leisure facilities.
 Area should be left as open space.
 Lack of walking paths.
 No proposed community benefits.
 Community hub is required.
 Open space/park should be delivered first.
 Impact of infrastructure such as schools, medical care.
 Health and safety concerns in relation to area U5 and stray golf balls.
 Lack of demand for housing in area.
 Impact on school role and education provision.
 Lack of parking.
 Road safety.
 Lack of public transport.
 Loss of light.
 Overlooking.
 Drainage concerns.
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Overdevelopment.
Lack of landscape maintenance.

Support
 Size and placement of park/open space.
 Development of derelict space.
4.

Consultations
Internal

4.1

Education and Children’s Services (Learning Estates Team) – currently
object to the proposed development and highlight that in order to address this,
any additional housing built in the Hillside catchment area will be subject to a
rezoning exercise.
It is highlighted that Kincardine & Mearns Area Committee approved an
extension to Hillside School on 20 November 2018. This extension takes
account of all allocated and approved housing in the current LDP 2016-2021.
A rezoning exercise will be required to rezone the houses in this application to
Portlethen Primary School or Fishermoss School. If a rezoning consultation is
approved by Education & Children's Services Committee and implemented,
then the service may be able to remove its objection to this application.

4.2

Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) – Following confirmation from
the agent in relation to the past use of the site, this service has no objection to
the proposed development.

4.3

Infrastructure Services (Environment) – has highlighted that further
information in relation to landscaping will be required including a programme
for the completion and subsequent long-term management and maintenance
of the proposed landscaping, and information on who will be responsible for
these works. In addition, it was highlighted that public access should be
retained during construction and that a public access plan should be provided
in line with the submitted Design and Access Statement.

4.4

Infrastructure Services (Housing Strategy Team) – note that the proposals
are in accordance with the Local Development Plan’s Affordable Housing
Policy providing an onsite contribution of 25%. This is 44 affordable housing
units based on the proposal of 175 residential units. It is noted that there is
an overprovision of 2 affordable units and this is welcomed. However the
Housing Service would not consider these to be offset as a contribution for
any future site.
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Table 1 - Affordable housing proposed
1 Bed
flats/houses
16

2 bed
flats/houses
21

3 bed houses
(no flats)
7

Total
4 bed houses
(no flats)
2
46

4.5

Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) – has indicated that they
retain a holding objection in relation to the proposals at this time. Ongoing
dialogue between this Service and the developer has resulted in a number of
slight changes to the roads, parking and access proposals. It has been
confirmed that the proposed roads and parking layout is generally acceptable
and that outstanding matters relate to detailed elements of the submitted
Street Engineering Review (SER) and Quality Audit (QA). A recent
submission by the developer is currently under assessment by Roads
Development.

4.6

Infrastructure Services (Transportation) – Has no objection to this proposal
subject to relevant planning conditions relating to junction improvement works
taking place at Cookston Road / Muirend Road prior to first occupation and a
residential travel plan framework, and travel plan leaflets to be prepared and
provided to each occupied household.

4.7

Infrastructure Services (Waste Management) – has raised no objection to
this proposal and has confirmed that all road narrowing proposed will still
require to accommodate Refuse Collection Vehicles.

4.8

Legal and Governance (Developer Obligations) – has confirmed that a
package of Developer Obligations has been agreed as follows:





Affordable Housing – 46 Units on site;
Infrastructure contributions towards community halls, sports and
recreation facilities, healthcare facilities and waste and recycling
facilities;
Education contributions towards Primary School re-zoning exercise.

External
4.9

Portlethen and District Community Council – objects to the proposed
development. In their initial response received in 2016, it was highlighted that
the proposed site was made possible by cramming in previous development.
The comments received were re-iterated and expanded upon in November
2019 and in summary highlight that;

Item No: 08 (A)
Page No: 117











As per the Local Development Plan the preferred number of houses to
be built would be 60.
There is already approval for 55 new family 3 and 4 bedroom houses to
be built at the old Poultry farm.
With this new planning application this would take the number of new
homes to 230.
This would therefore have an adverse impact on the current resources
at Portlethen, on the medical centre, Portlethen Academy and the
Hillside Primary school, which is already over capacity and is now
having to be extended despite only being built 2 years ago.
In addition to this the Portlethen Academy takes in residents from
Newtonhill and Chapelton and the medical centre is also used by
residents from Newtonhill and Chapelton.
The facilities at Portlethen are already under severe pressure and
therefore an additional 175 new homes would cause adverse effect on
these facilities.
Finally there is insufficient green space within the Hillside area for
leisure purposes.
Therefore unless more facilities are provided, Portlethen and District
Community Council strongly object to this application.

4.10

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) – note that the
development will connect into the existing infrastructure services for waste
water and there is sufficient capacity to accommodate the proposed 175 units.
As the development will connect to the Scottish Water network, SEPA have
no objection to the foul drainage proposals. As construction works can
increase the risk of water pollution due, for example, to the release of
sediment from exposed surfaces, contaminant discharges and accidental
spillage, SEPA request that a condition is attached to any grant of planning
consent requiring that a site specific Construction Method Statement (CMS) is
agreed with the planning authority, in consultation SEPA.

4.11

Scottish Water – has raised no objection in relation to this proposal.

4.12

Transport Scotland – Does not propose to advise against the granting of
planning consent in relation to this proposal.

5.

Relevant Planning Policies

5.1

Scottish Planning Policy
The aim of the Scottish Planning Policies is to ensure that development and
changes in land use occur in suitable locations and are sustainable. The
planning system must also provide protection from inappropriate
development. Its primary objectives are:
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to set the land use framework for promoting sustainable economic
development;
to encourage and support regeneration; and
to maintain and enhance the quality of the natural heritage and built
environment.

Development and conservation are not mutually exclusive objectives; the aim
is to resolve conflicts between the objectives set out above and to manage
change. Planning policies and decisions should not prevent or inhibit
development unless there are sound reasons for doing so. The planning
system guides the future development and use of land in cities, towns and
rural areas in the long term public interest. The goal is a prosperous and
socially just Scotland with a strong economy, homes, jobs and a good living
environment for everyone.
5.2

Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2014
The purpose of this Plan is to set a clear direction for the future development
of the North East. It promotes a spatial strategy. All parts of the Strategic
Development Plan area will fall within either a strategic growth area or a local
growth and diversification area. Some areas are also identified as
regeneration priority areas. There are also general objectives identified. In
summary, these cover promoting economic growth, promoting sustainable
economic development which will reduce carbon dioxide production, adapt to
the effects of climate change and limit the amount of non-renewable
resources used, encouraging population growth, maintaining and improving
the region’s built, natural and cultural assets, promoting sustainable
communities and improving accessibility in developments.
From the 29 March 2019, the Strategic Development Plan 2014 went beyond
its five-year review period. In light of this, for proposals which are regionally or
strategically significant, or give rise to cross boundary issues between
Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire, the presumption in favour of development
that contributes to sustainable development will be a significant material
consideration in line with Scottish Planning Policy 2014.
The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 will continue to be the
primary document against which applications are considered. The Proposed
Aberdeen City & Shire SDP 2020 may also be a material consideration.

5.3

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy H2 Affordable housing
Policy P1 Layout siting and design
Policy P2 Open space and access in new development
Policy P3 Infill and householder developments within settlements (including
home and work proposals)
Policy E1 Natural heritage
Policy E2 Landscape
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Policy C1 Using resources in buildings
Policy RD1 Providing suitable services
Policy RD2 Developers’ obligations
5.4

Other Material Considerations
Agreed Masterplan

6.

Discussion

6.1

The principal planning issues to be considered in this case are: the
acceptability in principle of delivering 175 dwellings on this site in relation to
relevant infill development and layout, siting and design policies contained
within the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 (ALDP); pedestrian
and vehicular access and egress to the development, residential amenity,
public open space and the impact on local infrastructure and amenities.
Principle of Development

6.2

The proposed site is wholly contained within the settlement boundary of
Portlethen, as identified within the Settlement Statement for this settlement
contained within the ALDP. As a result of this, the site is considered to be
‘white land’ as it has no specific land use allocation and is therefore
considered appropriate as an ‘infill development’ opportunity site under Policy
P3 Infill and householder developments within settlements (including home
and work proposals) of the ALDP. Furthermore, the site area is covered by an
existing masterplan which identifies appropriate land uses for the site in
conjunction with broad road layouts, public path network and
landscaping/open space areas. Therefore, in principle, the use of the
remaining undeveloped area of this overall site for residential development is
not only in line with current Local Development Plan Policy, it would also be
compliant with the existing Masterplan in terms of proposed land use.

6.3

However, it is also apparent that Policy P3 seeks to ensure that any proposed
development is well integrated with its surroundings and can be
accommodated without any undue impacts on the amenity of existing
residents. This includes the impact on amenities and services including the
impact on education provision, as highlighted by the planning history
connected with this site.
Developer Obligations

6.4

It is apparent from 4.8 of this report that a package of contributions has been
agreed between the Developer and Legal and Governance (Developer
Obligations) to mitigate for the impacts of the development on public facilities
and services. This includes contributions towards community halls, sports and
recreation facilities, healthcare facilities (Portlethen Medical Centre) and
waste and recycling facilities. Required financial contributions would be
secured by way of a Section 75 Legal Agreement in the event that the
proposal is supported.
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Affordable Housing
6.5

Of the 175 dwellings proposed, the applicant has agreed to provide 46
affordable housing units on the site. This is an over provision of over 2
dwellings based on the 25% requirement outlined in Policy H2 Affordable
housing of the ALDP. The Housing Strategy Team have commented that they
include triggers in their consultation responses to ensure the delivery of the
affordable housing timeously as historically it has quite often been last to be
built. However, they are happy to have discussions with the developer and
any Registered Social Landlord (RSL) to discuss the delivery of the affordable
housing, and if the applicant proposes building affordable units earlier than
the proposed delivery targets, then subject to having funding, they are happy
to negotiate on the timing and delivery of phases. In essence they are happy
to have early delivery but not later than their targets. Further, early delivery
means that the Council meets identified housing need sooner which impacts
positively on the waiting list.

6.6

Subject to a legal agreement agreeing the trigger points for the delivery of
affordable housing and other Developer Obligations, this application would
satisfy Policy H2 Affordable Housing of the ALDP.
Education

6.7

It is evident that education provision has been a key factor in the
consideration of previous planning applications for this site. It is also apparent
that the current application which was submitted in 2016 has been under
consideration for an extended period, largely as a result of attempts to identify
a solution for the identified lack of capacity at Hillside Primary School. The
most up to date school role forecasts show that even once a recently
consented extension to the primary school is constructed, the school will still
not be able to accommodate children generated from this development in the
short to medium term.

6.8

Following ongoing engagement between the Planning Service, Education and
the Developer, and the undertaking of an exercise led by the Scottish
Government in relation to ‘delivering stalled sites’, a number of potential
options have been considered in order to identify a solution. It is clear that as
a result of site limitations and core capacities of facilities, further extension of
the school is not a viable option. It is therefore concluded that the most
appropriate solution is to accommodate children from this development within
an alternative primary school within the settlement that has adequate
underlying capacity. The most likely option would be Fishermoss Primary
School.

6.9

As noted in para 4.1 of this report, Education and Children’s Services
(Learning Estates Team) has clarified that a solution would therefore be for a
rezoning consultation to take place and, if approved by Education & Children's
Services Committee and implemented, this service may be able to remove its
objection to this application.
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6.10

It is clear therefore that a potential solution to the previously identified lack of
primary education provision to serve this development has been identified.
However, in order to ensure that there is no risk of placing an undue burden
on the capacity of Hillside Primary School, where the children residing on this
site would currently be zoned, it is the opinion of the Planning Service that
planning consent should not be issued until a rezoning exercise has taken
place and has been implemented in line with the recommendation of
Education and Children’s Services (Learning Estates Team).

6.11

In the event that the rezoning of houses to be delivered as part of this consent
is successful, the Planning Service is satisfied that the proposals would make
adequate contributions toward local services and facilities as outlined. It is
therefore considered that the proposals are capable of meeting the terms of
Policy RD2 Developers’ obligations.
Layout Siting and Design

6.12

Policy P1 layout siting and design states that we will support major
developments if they keep to a previously agreed masterplan and has gone
through appropriate public consultation. As outlined above, the application
has been through a pre-application public consultation process and has an
agreed master plan. This Service is satisfied the proposal complies with this
aspect of Policy P1.

6.13

Other central considerations in Policy P1 relate to ensuring that developments
meet the six qualities of successful places, which are distinctive; safe and
pleasant; welcoming; adaptable; efficient; and well connected. Overall, this
policy seeks developments to be appropriately designed and scaled and inkeeping with the character and setting of the surrounding area and able to
perform its expected functions with no impact on amenity.

6.14

It is clear that the 6 identified development zones within the application have
been designed and laid out to integrate with existing surrounding
development. This includes taking into account the proposed site levels, the
orientation and design of proposed houses and application of private garden
space to ensure that any impacts on amenity by way of overlooking,
overbearing or loss of sunlight/daylight are kept to a minimum. It is the opinion
of the Planning Service that the proposed layouts remain consistent with the
standards applied to existing development in the Hillside area.

6.15

The proposed house types are considered to be reflective of previous
development whilst also offering an evolution of the housing designs
previously consented in the wider area. Importantly, the proposal as a whole
offers a wide mix of house types and styles that will cater to a large spectrum
of potential residents, making the development both attractive in the short
term for initial delivery and for future occupiers of the site. Whilst affordable
housing has been grouped within the site into two separate areas, these
areas are considered to be well located within the wider residential
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development established at Hillside and adequately connected to nearby
services and amenities.
6.16

In terms of connectivity, the general arrangements initially outlined in the
masterplan for Hillside continue to be delivered, albeit with modifications to
take account of incremental changes to the scheme since its inception.
However, key linkages such as the long proposed pedestrian and cycle
corridor that is proposed to link shops and amenities at Cookston Road
through the development to the nearby primary school is retained and
enhanced throughout the site.

6.17

As highlighted in para 4.5, Roads Development retain a holding objection in
relation to the detailed justification for the proposed street layout, however it
has been highlighted that the general arrangement is acceptable and meets
the broad principles outlined in Designing Streets. On balance, and
considering the constraints of the site, the Planning Service is of the opinion
that the proposed development meets the six qualities of successful places
and complies with LDP Policy P1 Layout, siting and design.

6.18

In terms of open space and landscaping, it is clear that proposals have been
considered by the developer as part of the wider masterplan and therefore it is
apparent that the site in isolation does not deliver the ALDP stated level of
40% open space within the site. However, when considered as part of the
wider mixed use masterplan, the proposal does contribute towards the
delivery of open space that amounts to approximately 40% and is consistent
with the proposed land uses identified for this site within the masterplan.

6.19

Although small pockets of open space are interspersed throughout the site,
the primary functional open space provision is located within area L5 and
sees the creation of a play space that is intended to cater for a broad age
range of children. This is in response to comments received through the
public consultation events where a lack of play space for children older than
infants in the area was highlighted. The location of this open area is integrated
with the previously mentioned cycle and footpath that runs through the centre
of the housing development at Hillside.

6.20

Whilst the overall delivery of open space is limited, the functional area
proposed is considered to be a well considered use of public open space and
will hopefully serve as a valuable addition to proposed residents and existing
residents at Hillside. It is however apparent that the failure to deliver 40% of
the overall site as open space is not compliant with the requirements of Policy
P2 Open space and access in new development. However, in light of the
previously consented masterplan that was formulated prior to the adoption of
the current local development plan, and functional use of the open space
proposed, the Planning Service consider the proposals to be, on balance, an
acceptable departure from Policy P2 Open space and access in new
development of the ALDP.
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Access and Drainage
6.21

As confirmed in section 4 of this report, Infrastructure Services (Roads
Development) and Infrastructure Services (Transportation) have been
involved in a process of engagement with the applicant throughout the
application process. Following the submission of a wealth of technical
information including all information required to satisfy the requirements of the
Street Engineering Review (SER) and Quality Audit (QA), in line with best
practice outlined in the “Designing Streets” (National Planning Policy), it is
considered that an appropriate layout has been arrived at and that subject to
clarification of a number of details within the submitted documents, the
proposal will meet the requirements of Policy P1 Layout siting and design and
Policy RD1 Providing suitable services. The Planning Service is satisfied that
whilst there is still an outstanding objection from Roads Development until all
matters have been clarified, resulting in a departure from the relevant policy
criteria at this time, this matter can be resolved as a delegated matter and
would not result in any significant alterations to the proposals as a result of
the advanced stage of consideration.

6.22

In terms of drainage, it is clear that SEPA are content with the proposals. Both
water supply and foul drainage will connect to the relevant public
infrastructure. It has also been confirmed that the existing surface water
drainage infrastructure which serves the surrounding residential development
has adequate capacity to serve the current proposal. The proposals are
considered to meet the requirements of Policy RD1 Providing suitable
services in regard to water and waste water.
Landscaping and Natural Heritage

6.23

The proposed site is located within an established residential area and at
present is unkempt in nature. Whilst this is not a material reason that would
significantly impact the consideration of this proposal, it is apparent that the
site area has long been intended to be developed for residential purposes and
has moved away from any previous agricultural use or character. Likewise,
the site in its current form does not offer any significant habitat value. Impacts
on the wider landscape from this development are mitigated by the existing
development that surrounds the site area. The scale of development and
nature of the built environment is consistent with its surroundings and the
proposals would therefore not be considered to negatively impact the wider
landscape character in this locality. The proposals are therefore compliant
with Policy E1 Natural heritage and Policy E2 Landscape of the ALDP.
Other Material Considerations

6.24

The concerns raised in letters of representation are considered largely
addressed in this report. It is clear that the vast majority of concerns relate to
the perceived lack of amenities and services available to existing residents
and the further impacts this proposal would have on such facilities and
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amenities. It is clear that an adequate package of developer obligations has
been identified, including a potential solution to primary education capacity
concerns. Whilst concerns raised in relation to lack of open space within the
site area are considered to have merit, the proposed delivery of a functional
play park centrally within the development is considered to have increased
value in tis regards.
6.25

It is noted that concerns have been raised in relation to the proximity of the
development to the neighbouring golf course. The proximity of houses to the
golf course is not considered to be materially different from previous
development in this vicinity. It is also apparent that the golf club would have a
responsibility to ensure that neighbouring land uses are protected from the
impact of stray golf balls.

6.26

It is further noted that Portethen and District Community Council have quoted
the Draft Proposed ALDP 2021 Main Issues Report, specifically the
Settlement statement for Portlethen. However, the proposed ALDP 2021 plan
is not yet adopted. Having gone through the ‘Main Issues’ stage, the
Proposed Plan for submission to the Scottish Ministers is still under
preparation. Therefore, at this juncture, it is not seen as a significant material
consideration as it is at a premature stage in the process.
Conclusion

6.27

In this instance, the Planning Service is satisfied that sufficient justification
has been provided to support the delivery of a further 175 houses on this
previously masterplanned site. When considering all factors, there will be no
negative infrastructure impacts from the additional housing, and the proposal
would be appropriately designed, laid out and of a compatible scale, nature
and finish to the neighbouring development. The site can be suitably
accessed and serviced and will have no detrimental impact on the local
amenity or character of Portlethen.

6.28

The delivery of 46 affordable housing units in the settlement of Portlethen is
welcomed and will go some way to addressing a recognised shortage of this
form of accommodation in this priority area.

6.29

However, the proposal does not fully comply with the LDP, and the Planning
Service is recommending approval of the application as a departure from
ALDP Policy P1 Layout siting and design and Policy RD1 Providing suitable
services until such a time as Roads Development have confirmed satisfaction
with all details of the proposed submission and Policy P2 Open space and
access in new development for the reasons outlined in this report. The
Planning Service consider it acceptable to depart from and Policy P2 Open
space and access in new development in this regard as it has been
demonstrated that any associated negative impacts on open space provision
are mitigated by the form and location of open space proposed. This
application is therefore recommended for approval subject to the matters
outlined in Section 11 of this report.
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6.30

In the event that a rezoning exercise was not successful in delivering a
suitable outcome to address capacity concerns at Hillside Primary School
related to this development proposal, or the any of the other matters proposed
to be delegated to officers outlined in section 11 of this report are not
resolved, the application would be referred back to the Kincardine and Mearns
Area Committee to be re-considered.

7.

Area Implications

7.1

In the specific circumstances of this application there is no direct connection
with the currently specified objectives and identified actions of the Local
Community Plan.

8.

Implications and Risk

8.1

An equality impact assessment is not required because the proposal does not
have a differential impact on any of the protected characteristics.

8.2

As a result of the requirement to undertake a re-zoning exercise in relation to
primary education provision, there may be a financial impact as a result of this
process or subsequent outcome.

8.3

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 planning authority in a quasi-judicial role and must
determine the application on its own merits in accordance with the
Development Plan unless material considerations justify a departure.

9.

Sustainability Implications

9.1

No separate consideration of the current proposal’s degree of sustainability is
required as the concept is implicit to and wholly integral with the planning
process against the policies of which it has been measured.

10.

Departures, Notifications and Referrals

10.1

Strategic Development Plan Departures
None

10.2

Local Development Plan Departures
Policy P1 Layout siting and design
Policy P2 Open space and access in new development
Policy RD1 Providing suitable services

Item No: 08 (A)
Page No: 126

10.3

The application is a Departure from the valid Local Development Plan and has
been advertised as such. Any representations received have been circulated
as part of the agenda and taken into account in recommending a decision.
The period for receiving representations has expired.

10.4

The application does not fall within any of the categories contained in the
Schedule of the Town and Country Planning (Notification of Applications)
(Scotland) Direction 2009 and the application is not required to be notified to
the Scottish Ministers prior to determination.

10.5

The application would not have to be referred to Infrastructure Services
Committee in the event of the Area Committee wishing to grant permission for
the application.

11.

Recommendation

11.1

That authority to GRANT be delegated to the Head of Planning and
Environment Service subject to:a) The completion and signing of a Section 75 Legal Agreement which:
i) secures the provision of an appropriate level of affordable
housing and developer contributions;
ii) covers any other matters which are relevant and cannot be
delivered through the imposition of conditions; and
b) The carrying out of a rezoning exercise and successful
implementation of rezoning the houses in this application to
Portlethen Primary School or Fishermoss School;
c) The resolution of all matters outstanding matters related to roads,
access and parking to the satisfaction of Infrastructure Services
(Roads Development); and
d) appropriately worded conditions, covering the following matters
(amongst others that may arise):a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
j.

Phasing;
Drainage and Water Supply;
Road, Access and Parking etc.
Junction improvement works;
Travel Plan;
Energy Efficiency
Landscaping and Maintenance;
Construction Method Statement
Waste Management;
Informatives (as appropriate).

Item No: 08 (A)
Page No: 127

11.2

That the Committee agree the reason for departing from the Local
Development Plan.
The Planning Service consider it acceptable to depart from Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2017 Policy P2 Open space and access in new
development in this instance as it has been demonstrated that any associated
negative impacts on infrastructure, open space and residential amenity can be
addressed. Furthermore, the principle of allowing housing on this infill site
complies with the relevant policies of the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan and Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017.

For noting:Part 2C (Planning Delegations) states at Section C.2.2 for Major Development, that
following consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the determining Committee
for applications initially dealt with by the Area Committee, the Head of Planning and
Environment Service can refuse planning applications for which Section 75
Agreements are not completed or Developer Obligations are not paid within six
months from the date of the Committee at which the application is determined. Local
Ward Members shall be notified of any such refusal.
Please note that this power may be exercised in respect of the application which is
the subject of this report if the application is approved by the Committee.”
Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: Gregor Spence
Report Date: 6th November 2019
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Derek Johnson
Address: 19 Broadhaven Road Portlethen Village Aberdeenshire
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Community Council
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:The Portlethen & District Community Council wish to object to the proposal to build an
extra 176 houses at Hillside, Portlethen. The original Hillside development APP/2000/0006
stipulated a maximum of 840 houses as part of the allocation to meet the Structure Plan
requirements. The proposal to exceed this allocation by some 20% is unacceptable. The 'spare'
land has been generated by cramming the 840 houses into smaller than promoted plots of land
and by not providing sufficient open landscaped areas.
A previous application APP/2013/2841 for exactly the same number of houses on the same sites
was refused after appeal on 24/10/2014. Despite the current construction of the new primary
school, the reasons for refusal are still valid i.e. failure to comply with "infill development" and
Policy 8 "layout, siting and design of new development".
Furthermore, the Chapelton development has been approved to meet all the expected housing for
the foreseeable future making the 176 extra houses at Hillside unnecessary and undesirable.
So, to sum up, the PDCC believes this extra development will overload the local nursery, primary
and secondary schooling and the local medical facilities which are already having to be
expanded to cope with the Chapelton development.
The PDCC believes the developer now has the opportunity to fulfil the 2000 concept and provide
more open landscaped areas to improve the ambience of Hillside.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Gillian Tait
Address: 53 Schoolhill Drive Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Community Council
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:As planning representative on behalf of Portlethen District Community Council we object
to the Planning Application Reference APP/2016/0934.
- As per the Local Development plan the preferred houses to be built would be 60.
- There is already approval for 55 new family 3 and 4 bedroom houses to be built at the old Poultry
farm.
- With this new planning application this would take the number of new homes to 230.
- This would therefore have an adverse impact on the current resources at Portlethen, on the
medical centre, Portlethen Academy and the Hillside Primary school, which is already over
capacity and is now having to be extended despite only being built 2 years ago. In addition to this
the Portlethen Academy takes in residents from Newtonhill and Chapelton and the medical centre
is also used by residents from Newtonhill and Chapelton
- The facilities at Portlethen are already under severe pressure and therefore an additional 175
new homes would cause adverse affect on these facilities.
Finally there is insufficient green space within the Hillside area for leisure purposes.
Therefore UNLESS MORE FACILITES ARE PROVIDED, we strongly object to this application.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Michelle Aitken
Address: 41 Newlands Drive Portlethen ABERDEEN
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I object to this application on the following grounds:
Further development of this area is not council policy in the Local Development Plan, and previous
attempts to build in these spaces has been rejected and upheld by the Scottish Government.
I strongly support the council's proposal in the upcoming Local Development Plan to turn the
space into parkland/usable green space for the community, as this is sorely lacking in Hillside.
There is no park at all on the Hillside side of the A92, and 5 on the other side across the rest of
Portlethen. The proposed playpark provision in the application (only introduced following previous
consultation with the community who objected to the development) is too small even for the
current homes, and the gardens in the design are smaller than similar homes in the development
already. There is only one playpark on the Schoolhill Drive side of Cookston Road. It is close to
the A92 underpass and is bordered by "green space" which is actually deep water (which is also
found elsewhere in the community, and in many cases not barriered off, meaning the few areas of
usable green space are limited even further). The existing playpark is not sufficient to support the
current population, and, as with other small playparks dotted on the other side of Cookston Road,
it is aimed at the youngest children. There is no provision for children above toddler age. Based on
the submitted plans, the amount of homes proposed in the available space looks like
overdevelopment to the point of overcrowding and will require even further need for usable green
space and playparks.
I am also concerned that the plans proposed will remove the limited number of mature trees
available in Hillside. New trees take years to mature, and, as seen in the recent development, the
drainage issues (poor soil/soakaway) lead to new trees and other landscaping dying off. Damage
to road surfaces can already be seen. The removal of any existing trees will decrease the limited
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amenities of the Hillside area.
While it is well known that the Hillside School is above capacity, and an extension was designed to
be implemented, the impact of the need for the extension much sooner than expected is not
insignificant. Community rooms are now used as classrooms, leaving the community with even
less amenities than before, and the school playground area is now being greatly reduced when
numbers are increasing. The addition of 176 homes is likely to have a significant further impact.
Current parking/drop-off/pick-up provisions at the school are inadequate, and the surrounding
streets are impacted with additional traffic and associated parking issues. As there is limited
employment in the area, parents are often unable to walk their child to school and return home for
their vehicles in time for work. Due to the capacity issues and an inability to recruit staff there are
also limited breakfast club/after school provision and nursery spaces, meaning children need to be
dropped off/collected and taken to other after school clubs/child minders/family members, leading
to even more car usage.
While Hillside is part of Portlethen, the reality is that the distance between the community and the
available amenities (swimming pool, gym, community halls, medical practice, pubs etc.) requires
the use of cars to access the local services. It has also been noted that Portlethen doesn't have a
true town centre and funding has been provided by the Scottish Government to improve the Green
in Portlethen in recognition of this. The Green area is approximately 2 miles from Hillside and not
easily accessed by families with small children without the use of a car. It is also accessed along a
heavily trafficked road with limited safe crossing places.
In general there is limited public transport connections (let alone any within Portlethen itself), and
while the train operators have increased departures from Portlethen, there is little real opportunity
for those who live in Portlethen to make use of public transport around employment, as employers
are increasingly moving away from the transport hub areas. This leads to further car usage, and
access to Cookston Road from the Hillside area (3 exits onto Cookston, none assisted by traffic
lights or roundabouts) is already difficult during morning rush hours. An additional 176 cars will
only increase the problem. Utilising the back roads following the AWPR opening is an extremely
limited solution that is impacted by the backlog of roadworks needing to take place and the
number of roads that were permanently closed as a result.
Our limited amenities are struggling, such as the medical centre. While the recruitment of doctors,
teachers, after school club staff etc. is outwith the developer's control, the council should consider
that even if improvements are made to buildings/available provisions, that is no guarantee that
personnel will be found to fill any new positions. Further homes in Portlethen will exacerbate the
current situation and put additional pressure on services that are close to breaking.
The proposed designs contains a number of flats, leading to a need for amenities sought after by
young professionals. This tends to be high speed internet (I believe the BT cabinets are at
capacity and there are no plans to build further), mobile coverage (terrible indoors in Hillside),
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fitness centres, cycle paths, parks, walking/jogging routes, easy access to adequate public
transportation etc. As noted, Hillside is not awash in such amenities and the approval of this
application will likely negatively impact the limited provision we already have.
I understand there are also outstanding deliverables from the previous development, such as lit
cycle paths. It is clear to me that all types of amenities need to be in place and able to adequately
support the current population plus any proposed increase before any further homes are permitted
built, and no planning application should be approved based on provision of an amenity that has
yet to be approved, built and staffed.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Martin Wright
Address: 12 Barnhill Gardens Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:There are a number of aspects to this application that I object to.
Firstly the conclusion of the consultation report that comments received on the day were
"generally supportive" it not at all represent of the period I attended when around 20-25% of the
total reported attendees were present, and the discussion was generally negative to the proposals.
In fact the only positive comments during whilst I was in attendance, which appear to be reflected
in the written comments, was that it would clear up the mess the developer left during previous
construction periods. Allowing this proposal on the basis that it is better than the mess the
developer is responsible for rewards bad practice.
This proposal is also a repeat of previous failed applications that were rejected all the way up to
the Scottish government on the basis of inadequate schooling provision. I understand the new
Hillside school will be full almost from its opening, and that Portlethen Academy will be full around
2020 from the existing housing stock. Addition of these extra houses will exacerbate these issues.
The Hillside primary could be expanded, but this would eat into already very limited outside play
areas. If this expansion is deemed to be required to allow additional housing to be built I suggest
that the proposed number of houses is reduced to allow additional land to be passed over to the
school to replace and enhance the play areas.
The community play area provision is also totally inadequate. Although an improvement over the
suggestion made at the consultation, the single play area is relatively small and as far as I am
aware is the only one provided for the 400-500 houses west of Cookston Road. Additional play
facilities in this part of the development would likely be well used, especially by children at the
school and their siblings.
Finally, I do not believe that further housing in Portlethen is within the Aberdeenshire local
development plan, Elsick having been selected as the preferred location. It should also be noted
that due to the downturn within the oil industry housing demand has reduced significantly, with
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build-out rates on new developments throughout the shire having reduce significantly, and house
prices have reduced over the last 18 months. There is little evidence that an additional new
development is required within this area at this time, and I recommend that it is not approved at
least until the downturn in the local economy is over and future housing requirements are clearer.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Carol Wilson
Address: 19 Redmire Crescent Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:They might erect the houses, do some initial landscaping but SMH does not care about
the community it wants to build more houses within. The existing facilities and area already lacks
care. Multiple complaints to SMH, the factors and the council roads/transport dept have resulted in
ZERO action. The existing housing estates are not cared for, land being held to ransom it seems
without any consideration for existing home owners and they want Council/community support to
build more - then pass all the costs of care of the area and funding for community to the (already
stretched) Council. It doesn't make any sense.
There is already a stagnation of the local housing market (new homes in Hillside) with at least 5
homes within my part of the existing estate laying empty un-sold/un-let and house prices in the
locale have dropped by around 10%. There can be no need for additional new housing in this
market scenario.
The community is not that, it is a housing estate. The primary school tries it's best to give a sense
of community to Hillside but the site is too small and already seeing the impact of the lack of
foresight between the Council and SMH as part of previous planning. There is no room for
additional children either in the school, local medical facilities, local kids activities are over
subscribed, the high school is yet to feel the impact but that will come yet let's build more "family
homes". It makes no sense.
I certainly appreciate that the land does not look great unused, unkempt and derelict, but that does
not mean it should be assumed housing is the best use for it.
The land could be taken for a garden, or walking area, playing fields for the school, additional
parking for the school, allotments, small retail units or community spaces. Hillside should be a safe
vibrant community built on the fields it replaced and not a soulless housing estate, which will falter
as the children reach adulthood with no community facilities to support them.
There should also be significant attention given the roads network surrounding the school to
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ensure there are SAFE walking paths without need to cross multiple roads - and that crossings are
traffic lights. Any construction activities must also be limited to not creating traffic during school
commuting times.
Hillside is currently a relatively nice area in which to live. It's so important that any further
investment in the area is carefully considered as part of the overall plan, but ideally there would be
no additional homes built in Portlethen and any un-used land areas forced to be tidied up.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Gayle Watt
Address: 10 Devenick Way Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:The last thing Portlethen needs is more housing. The school is already oversubscribed
and the potential of 175 more families will not help this situation. The housing market in Aberdeen
is a joke at the moment, an over saturation of new builds is a major contributor.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Robert Tait
Address: 53 Schoolhill Drive Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Reference to planning application APP/2016/0934 on behalf of Stewart Milne homes:The Developer's home page states; "Neighbour hoods with Heart", "Move to a place that grows
ever more special with every passing year". This sounds good on paper, but what is this
development going to bring to improve this area. I moved to the area in July 2014, since then there
has been no further building and we have had to live next to the old site compound. This has been
used to store additional site huts and cabins from other areas, with all of these left to deteriorate in
various states, to something resembling a set from Scrapheap challenge or a Mad Max movie.
The question must be asked, what has this developer done for the community and what is it going
to do in the future?
The developer is already marketing 55 family homes, 3 & 4 bed houses at Leathan Fields on the
site of the old chicken farm, in adding a further 175 family homes on this application , brings the
total planned homes for the area to 230. This is totally unsustainable, with the current resources
available in the Hillside and wider Portlethen community. It is understood that this issue has been
discussed within the Local Development Plan at the local Portlethen District Community Council,
who recommended only 60 houses after taking into account the existing 55 homes already
approved.
Adding these additional homes, brings with it the potential of several hundred children being
added to the school role, not to mention the 55 homes already planned. With Hillside Primary
already over capacity and having to be extended within 2 years of opening and Portlethen
Academy already taking pupils from Chapelton new town the education facilities are already
stretched without adding this burden.
In addition to above points on schooling in the area, the medical facilities within Portlethen are
already covering additional residents from Chapelton. With the construction of an additional 175
houses, along with the continued growth of Chapelton, which appears to be a long way from
reaching the point where it has its own facilities, how long is it before the facilities in Portlethen
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reach breaking point, if we are not already there.
Looking at the detail within the submitted documents I have a number of comments;
1. Drawing 5230-101, M5 Site Layout Plan, shows M5 plots 1-5 facing on to and the driveways
directly accessed on to Schoolhill Drive, the first of which is only a few meters from the junction
with School Brae.
a. There is already issues at this junction due to cars parking too close to the junction when
children are being dropped off and picked up from school and during school events.
b. Having these houses located facing on to Schoolhill Drive directly will only increase the issues
at this junction and potentially lead to accidents.
c. Drawing 60000/1905, Street Hierarchy shows School Brae as a "Primary Strategic Road" and
Schoolhill Drive as a "Primary Main Road (Residential). Within the existing housing on Schoolhill
Drive there are no houses with private drive way having direct street access. Why is this being
considered now, particularly so close to a main Junction?
d. The original plans for this area showed these houses backing on to Schoolhill Drive and
accessed via internal roads and common driveway. If these houses must be built then this revision
must be considered as a safety measure.
2. For Site U5 it is noted that there is a new additional access road planned from School Brae at
the top of this site. The speed limit on School Brae is 30mph, however there is already a very high
percentage of vehicles exceeding the speed limit. With all the additional traffic this development
will bring traffic calming measures must be considered on School Brae.
Consideration should be considered to reinstating the original access road or moving it opposite
Well Brae and putting a mini roundabout in place which will help to control traffic.
Finally, I see nothing in this application for the community and certainly nothing which contributes
to "Neighbour hoods with Heart". Given all of the above I strongly object to this application in its
current form and recommend it is rejected.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Gillian Tait
Address: 53 Schoolhill Drive Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:At present, there are insufficient facilities in the Portlethen area for further houses to be
built. There are also a number of houses in the area up for sale for a considerable time, unable to
sell due to the downturn in the oil industry and therefore cannot understand the need for further
houses to be built at present. The land should be used to provide more public facilities ie
landscaped gardens and facilities for children to play/ a park for walking dogs,, coffee shop etc.
The new school at Hillside is already fully subscribed for and further houses being built would put
pressure on this and also the medical centre at portlethen. In addition the road leading to the new
Hillside School has a speed limit of 40 miles and this must be looked at as cars are using this road
as a race track and not adhering to any speed limit at present. Prior to building any new houses
this must be looked at as a priority. I object to any new houses being built until better facilities are
provided in the area at present .
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Leanne Smith
Address: 16 Redmire Avenue Portlethen Aberdeenshire
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:The land behind us has a mound that the foundations of new builds will be level with our
roof! This will block the sunlight to our back garden and leave us with absolutely no privacy. This
will also impact negatively on our house price.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Miss Ellen Shields
Address: 19 Newlands Gardens Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I strongly object to the building of an additional 176 houses in Hillside. The reasons
being that the schools in Portlethen are already above capacity and the new primary school in
Hillside is not big enough to accommodate more children without them losing out on valuable
facilities. The doctors surgery is too small already for the community having to wait four to five
days for an appointment. The roads around Hillside are not capable of coping with the extra traffic
due to the houses that have already been crammed in to a small area of land. Open space is an
issue with the only parks available being for children under five. As for the application for the area
AF4 next to the primary school, would it not of been better used to make the school grounds
bigger rather than Stuart Milne refusing to sell that ground to the council so he could build one and
two bedroom houses crammed in overlooking the primary school. The application should be
refused and the mess that has been left after years of building work should be tidied up.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Melanie Senior
Address: 18 Redmire Avenue Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:The last thing Hillside needs is another 176 houses. The area already cannot cope,
Schools and doctors surgeries are bursting, Hillside primary is already too small for the amount of
Pupils needing to attend and there are not enough facilities to cope.
The area needs more open green space for people to walk on and parks for children to play.
The areas next to and across the road from the school need a good tidy up and to be made into
open space so desperately required.
The only supporting comment I see are from people who are selling their property.

Item No: 08 (A)
Page No: 144

Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Lee Senior
Address: 18 Redmire Avenue Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I strongly object to yet more dwellings being built in the Portlethen area, especially +170
in Hillside. This is the last thing Hillside needs at this time, there are already numerous empty
properties in the area and cannot see how additional housing will improve this.
The road network cannot cope with additional vehicles. The footpaths in and around the area are
not suitable and in some street non existent. The recently completed school is already too small
and cannot cope with additional pupils. In general the local services cannot support with an
increase in people and housing.
Lee
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Julie Sangster
Address: 10 Redmire Avenue Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:
I strongly object to the proposed erection of 175 houses for the following reasons:
1. The land behind us that the houses will be built on will mean that the foundations will be level
with our roof not only blocking sunlight to our back garden but leaving us with zero privacy. (Area
U5) The houses will directly overlook our garden. This will then affect our house value and will be
less appealing to potential buyers should we wish to sell. On the 2016 site plans, there were 2
houses that would be overlooking our house. On the revised 2019 plans, we now have 3!
2. in addition to the already approved 50+ houses to be built, a further 175 houses will massively
put further strain on Hillside Primary School. The school is already having to be extended to cope
with numbers without the pressure of another 100+ families. Current resources will not be able to
cope with the demand and this will have a negative impact on our children's education. The school
and recreational areas were built too small in the first place! Stewart Milne should not be allowed
to build further homes in Hillside given that he refused to sell additional land to the council to make
the school grounds bigger!
3. We raised an objection to the previous planning application for this site and asked for clarity on
a number of concerns we had - to which we heard nothing. The application was obviously not
approved at this time but really doesn't give us any confidence going forward to any proposed
planning application that our concerns would be alleviated.
4. The disruption in terms of mess (dust, waste etc) & noise that would be generated from the
building site for a long period of time - as neighbours to the site, this will be a huge inconvenience
and annoyance.
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5. The volume of traffic is already a concern especially the road running past the school. Also a
majority of people have to drive their children to school - there is already a huge safety concern
with the lack of parking.
6. There are a lack of decent play areas/parks for children to play in this area. attention should be
paid to tidying up & landscaping surrounding areas and creating recreational space not building
more houses!
5. Further strain will be put on local services especially the medical centre.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Peter Sangster
Address: 10 redmire avenue portlethen aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Following on from prior submissions my biggest issue is in trying to seek clarity as to
exactly what we will be looking at to the rear of our own house. I've raised this on previous
applications and directly with Stewart Milne but as yet had no response in addition to raising
concerns about the complete lack of landscaping and upkeep at the entrance to our current
Redmire Avenue and along the road leading to the new school. This has been going on for years
now and the approach adopted seems to be to simply ignore people and hope they go away.
Last year when Stewart Milne were presenting previous plans locally in Portlethen I visited and
asked for further clarity on exactly what will be built at the rear of my house and in particular
ground levels in relation to privacy, drainage and blocking out the sunlight etc. I completely agree
that something needs to be done with the area but would appreciate a little further information as
despite reviewing the numerous documents I'm still struggling to get an accurate picture, and I
have to ask the question as to whether or not we need a further 170+ houses, really ? Given
whats going on in our area currently I find it hard to acknowledge that the demand is there.
I would also stress that I have highlight discrepancies to the planning office in relation to specific
documents, one example would be AREA U5 DRAINAGE LAYOUT which shows plots 5,6,7
backing on to my house, but on AREA U5 CUT & FILL CONTOURS only two plots are shown, so
which is it ?
Regards
Peter Sangster
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Steven Roberts
Address: 21 Schoolhill Drive Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:These are the best plans I have seen to date. Hopefully this will be approved and we
can fill up the derelict land spaces that have been laying empty for too long.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Ms Pei Tan
Address: 13 Haremoss Drive Portlethen Aberdeenshire
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:My husband and I myself as neighbours to the area would like to object erection more
houses. The housing market is not looking good nowadays the new built will cause the house
prices drops further. Are those houses really demanded? There are 80 houses in Portlethen
currently in the market for sale yet still unsold. How about others new built in Charleston, nearby
areas even the whole Aberdeen? I believe those are not near 60% sold.
This area is also getting crowded too and residents will not enjoy the facilities as we entitle.
In addition to that the brexit and IR35 will definitely affect the housing market. Please reconsider
the proposal.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Chris Wright
Address: 12 Barnhill Gardens Portlethen Aberdeenshire
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:This has previously been rejected.
The reasons this should be rejected again are that this space should not have been available in
the first place, and has happened due to inadequately spacing the houses on the original
development. The new school which serves the area is already over capacity and the homes are
family sized, introducing potentially more pupils.
The land has been left for many years without levelling or care with no regard for current dwellings
and if the same miscalculations occur again will this mean even more applications are made to fill
spaces in the future?
This land should be made into open accessible space. There are currently no amenities in the
direct area for children to play, dogs to be walked or public access for enjoying a green space, this
is what the developer should be made to provide, not more houses.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Alison Duncan
Address: 8 Balquharn Drive Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I strongly object to a further 175 houses being built in Portlethen.
When Chapelton was looking for approval to build one advantage they claimed would be that any
new houses would be built in this new town and not Portlethen. Chapelton houses aren't selling
which means our doctors surgery and Academy will have to continue catering for Chapelton
residents. Building more houses in Portlethen therefore just doesn't make sense.
Hillside School is only 2 yrs old and is over capacity already requiring an extension for the current
children never mind even more!
Portlethen services (doctors, schools, dentists etc) are already strained and the services they
provide will suffer if even more residents are added to their 'list'.
We have already seen hundreds of houses being built on empty Developer promises in regards to
what they will do for the services their new residents require. Once built they provide nothing and
there are no repercussions so they will continue to do so!
Enough is enough!!
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Dino Becci
Address: Portlethen Golf Club Badentoy Road Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Objection submitted on behalf of the Management Committee of Portlethen Golf Club.
The potential dangers of straying golf balls into the proposed area referenced U5 are of concern
and would require additional protection by way of fencing and landscaping by the developers to
negate this risk. The golf club has already in the past few years invested in plantation to protect
this area but would require this extra security.
The main objection, HOWEVER, is to echo the many other comments and objections submitted, in
that there is obviously already a complete lack of green spaces including play parks and areas
within the existing development.
This has resulted in numerous groups of children finding alternative ways to entertain themselves
one of which is to use the golf course as a play area and adventure park.
There have been numerous episodes of mild vandalism and theft from the golf course but the
main concern is that of the safety of these children who could easily stray into the path of a golf
ball, struck by a completely innocent golfer who is within his right to be there.
There is also the risk involving working machinery as well as, as has already been our experience,
of very young children playing in and around our ponds both on warm Summer evenings and also
when these area s become frozen in the Winter.
Our concerns have been communicated to Hillside school who very kindly and promptly
communicated our concerns to parents.
Numerous dog walkers and indeed pedestrians use the golf course to exercise their pets or simply

Item No: 08 (A)
Page No: 153

as a short cut and while in the most part these individuals respect the surroundings the fact that
they can be unaware from which a golf ball may be coming from, struck by a completely innocent
golfer who is where he should be and doing what he is meant to be doing, is another significant
risk which again will only be heightened by an increased population.
There are obviously inadequate facilities in the area and adding to the population, given that these
residencies will likely be populated by families, will only worsen the situation.
A facility such as ours would normally welcome such a development as a potential to increase our
trade and membership numbers in today's economic environment but our concern for the welfare
of both the general public and our existing members far out-weight this.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Stuart Hay
Address: 11 Barnhill Gardens Portlethen ABERDEEN
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:In addition to the many valid points raised already regarding the impact this would have
on infrastructure, schools, medical care etc. I would question where the demand is for such a high
number of new houses in Portlethen.
Many houses still within their NHBC warranty, which have lost a high percentage of their value,
are attracting little interest and taking a long time to sell - often for less than the already reduced
market value. Therefore why would Portlethen need another large influx of properties onto the
market?
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Robin Delaney
Address: 51 Schoolhill Drive Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Looking through the comments, I would first like to point out that the only supporting
individuals no longer live in Hillside. The thought of adding another 170 homes, mainly tailored at
young professionals and families is simply unsustainable! I cannot believe that this is being
considered given the utter lack of facilities in the area. Hillside School is already having to be
extended to cope with the influx of children with the current housing situation, let alone with the
potential of an additional 150 or so children! The only thing I would support is getting rid of the
container city that has now lied between Hillside and the School for FIVE years and the wasteland
lying in the middle of the current development. What Hillside needs right now is community open
space for all ages, not more housing further exacerbating the schooling, GP availability, limited
public transport times that currently plague the area.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Richard McLaughlin
Address: 23 Newlands Gardens Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:The Newlands Gardens / Newlands Drive development is already poorly designed to
accommodate any volume of cars. The lack of pavements on Newlands Gardens makes it
hazardous for young children. The addition of a through road in the development between the
school and Newlands Gardens to avoid incorporating a turning point will further exacerbate this
problem and increase the risk of an incident involving young children.
Furthermore, the school is already oversubscribed, surely land adjacent to Newlands Gardens
should be set aside to enable the expansion of the school or construction of a standalone preschool nursery and community centre without loss of playground. The current school expansion
proposals will result in an overcrowded playground.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Obaro Obaruakporo
Address: 17 Newlands Gardens Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Kids growing up in this neighbourhood lack amenities and park to play and other basic
infrastructures for development, the last thing we expect is more properties to over crowd the area.
The aberdeenshire council has shown no signs or interest for development, we are almost
regretting the decision to settle here.
Please stop the plan!
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Martin Wright
Address: 12 Barnhill Gardens Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I would like to object to the proposed development of an additional 175 houses at
hillside. There are already numerous incomplete developments in the area particularly Chapelton,
and the slow build-out rates for many of these, and the general slow movement of property in the
area questions the demand for a further development of this size.
The schools, both Hillside and Portlethen Academy are already at, or approaching, capacity and
this will exacerbate the issue as the promised schools in Chapelton are not being delivered due to
the slow build-out rates.
I also note that the is inadequate provision of amenities within the proposed development. The
small playpark, which will inevitably be delivered at the very end of the development phase, would
be the only one to the West of Cookston road. What is desperately needed is reasonably sized
green area within Hillside, along the lines of the community woodland, that can be utilized by the
community for dog walking and play. Currently there are no such areas within Hillside, resulting in
those people wanting to walk their dogs off the lead having to drive to other areas. Hence, I
believe that a significant area of this land should be set aside for this type of facility as the
provision of such an area within Hillside would significantly help the area with its green
commitments.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr John Smith
Address: 20 Redmire Avenue Portlethen, Aberdeenshire
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:The land behind my property is roughly 20 feet higher than the level of my house. Any
homes built at the current level of this land will substantially overlook my property. What
assurances has the builder given to address this issue ? If none, I will be very concerned at my
lack of privacy. Also, in the 6 plus years of this part of Redmire Avenue being built, there have
been a number of instances where water has flowed from an open tap down into the gardens of
properties. Coupled with heavy rain, it developed into a torrent one year, flooding my neighbour's
garage. Adequate drainage and consideration of properties on Redmire Avenue concerns me too.
I await your reply.
J. Smith/C.Abercrombie
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs FIONA MOIR
Address: 34 NEWLANDS DRIVE PORTLETHEN ABERDEEN
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I wish to object to the building of an additional 175 houses in the area outlined for a
number of reasons:
These will be in addition to the 50+ houses which are about to be built on the old chicken farm site
and there is currently insufficient play areas and green space for the children to play.
The local primary school at Hillside I understand is already above capacity and is about to have an
extension built to accommodate the current school roll.
Opening up the road at the end of the apartment housing onto Newlands Gardens will increase
traffic within the square which will bring safety concerns for children who play there.
The local amenities and road infrastructure is already overburdened particularly during school
times where it can be difficult and dangerous to navigate the roads around the school.
I would request that the council review these comments before agreeing to proceed with the
building of these additional houses These issues must be addressed to ensure it remains a lovely
and safe place to stay and bring up children.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Graeme Milne
Address: 2 Redmire Avenue Portlethen Aberdeenshire
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I have no objection to the proposed new homes.
We have lived on the Kirkwood Homes development for 3 years and still no landscaping has been
done to the area at the entrance to the Kirkwood Homes development, we have approached
Stewart Milne, Kirkwood Homes & Aberdeenshire Council. No one is willing to take responcability
for this area, I feel this issue should be addressed with the relevant Builders before any further
building commences, I notice that some of the open areas for the new development mention
landscaping by others - does this mean these ares will also be left as an unkept jungle.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Jinnie Mclaughlin
Address: 23 newlands garden Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I am in objection to these because of the following:
Overcrowding
Lack of payments to make it safe for pedestrians particularly at school drop of and pick up times
Roads in suitable
Lots of building work going on
Lack of facilities - I.e school already too small for area, no park, Drs surgery / dentist crowded, no
social clubs for young people
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Shaun Lewis
Address: 11 Barnhill Drive Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I wish to object to the proposal on several grounds: 1. The primary school at Hillside is already above capacity and requiring a extension which itself
will involved removal of playground space. A new development of this size, with the proposed mix
of dwellings, will lead to a even greater demand for school places and additional pressure of
facilities. I do not think that this scale of development can be sustained by the local schools and
facilities.
2. There is a significant lack of play areas and green space for children to play in in the local area
as it is. The proposed develop provides only one additional small area for this, along with the
additional 175 dwellings. This is inadequate and needs to be increased.
3. The traffic generated in the areas around the school is already very high at start/end of day. The
traffic management in this area is already problematic, which makes it dangerous for pedestrians
especially children.
4. There is a no continuous footway between Barnhill Gardens and Newlands Drive (denoted road
49 on SM drawings). This makes it very unsafe for young children walking to/from school,
especially as there is also an increase in traffic and parked cars at school start/finish times.
5. The proximity of the house behind 11 Barnhill Drive (TR1) will restrict daylight and sunlight from
my property.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Shaun Lewis
Address: 11 Barnhill Drive Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:My primary concern is that I do not feel there are adequate local facilities in the
immediate are. Specifically, I am concerned about the lack of safe play areas, shops and leisure
facilities in the hillside area of Portlethen, and the additional pressure on facilities that do exist.
The plans appear to show one new play area, but more areas should be included about the new
development. We have an obligation to encourage our children to be active and healthy - and we
have an opportunity to do this in this development.
If the Planning committee does agree to approve this application, it should give serious
consideration to placing a requirement on the developer for the phasing of the work. For example,
the play area that is proposed should be completed, safe and operational in the first phase of the
development. The main spine roads into the development should also be completed and
operational during the first phase of the development. There have been unfinished road surfaces
to one of the completed developments for almost 2 years - this is not safe for traffic or pedestrians.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Linda Keir
Address: 57 Schoolhill Drive Portlethen Aberdeenshire
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:175 houses leaves no green space in this area. The primary school is already at
capacity, the academy is already nearing capacity and there are no community facilities to serve
the area. The land is a mess at the moment and needs tidied up to make the area look more
appealing, not left a mess for years.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Kelly Inglis
Address: 9 Newlands Gardens Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I object to the proposed plans on the following grounds;
1) the roads around Newlands Gardens/Newlands Drive are already
very congested and dangerous, especially during school drop-off and collections time - bearing in
mind that Newlands Gardens does not have any pavements and children have to walk on the road
to get to school. Additional traffic of this level is not safe.
2) the school building is over capacity - surely this ground could be made better use of by the
school.
3) position of communal bins against existing property fencing is not hygienic and will smell - is
there scope for alternative placement of these.
4) lack of amenities in the surrounding area - not enough to sustain the needs of more residents.
5) opening up access to the proposed development from Newlands Gardens is extremely
dangerous - creating more traffic flow through a street with no pavements is concerning! There is
Alamo no advantage to this - seeing that residents will have to exit the other side of the street to
leave the development anyway.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Craig Henderson
Address: 13 Newlands Gardens, Portlethen, Aberdeenshire AB12 4LW
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:The area across from my home is to small for afordable flats .There not enough
parking,it would overlook back gardens and the area was sold to us as an area for 4-5 bed detach
houses.this will reduce the value of my home.I strongly object to this plans.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Craig Henderson
Address: 13 Newlands Gardens Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:So many houses in such a small area .Overlook back gardens and not enough
parking.afordable housing in a area sold for private large housing will reduce the prices of the
houses in that area.This needs to be used for more 4-5 bed houses.i strongly object to the plans.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Louise Fennell
Address: 42 Newlands Drive Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:My concerns with the proposed planning application for the building of a further 175
homes are as followed:
* The school is full to capacity already and is requiring a further extension to cope with the amount
of children already living in the area
* Safety for those that already live in the area and the volume of children who travel by foot to
school already.
There are insufficient pavements as it is, this already proves to be hazardous.
By adding all the proposed houses, this will continue to have a detrimental effect on the ongoing
safety issues.
This issue would have to be addressed before any building work was commenced or in my opinion
it is increasing the chances of a serious accident or fatality
* the lack of green space and parks that are proposed for the size of the housing area and number
of children and families that live here
* Opening up of another road into Newlands Gardens would also further risks for families with
children in that section as there drives enter straight on to the road. There is no pavement on
either side of the communal grass area for children/adults to safely enter their homes or the
grassed area and the barely noticed speed deterrents do very little to slow traffic down already.
As it is only used at the moment for those that live in that section the traffic is minimal but to open
it up as a thoroughfare in my opinion again is increasing the chances of an accident/fatality
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields, Schoolhill, Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Bestmann Edema
Address: 3 Barnhill Drive, Portlethen, AB12 4WW
Comment Date: 12.10.2019
Comment Details
Comment: I wish to object to the proposed plan to build additional 175
dwellinghouses/flats behind my house. Considering the size of land proposed for this
development, i can only infer that block of flats would produce 175 properties in such a
small area of land. These flats will overlook back gardens, not enough parking spaces
for residents and play area. Building affordable housing in an area sold for private large
housing and at premium price will reduce the prices of the houses in the area. I strongly
object to the plans.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Alison Duncan
Address: 8 Balqhuarn Drive Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Portlethen needs no more houses. For years now developers have continued to build
houses without any thought to how this affects the town. The amenities are as they were before
they started building houses in Hillside. The developers should be building parks or other
community areas as they have made enough profit out of Portlethen. It is time they put something
back into the community. When Chapelton was proposed we were advised then that no more
houses would be built in Portlethen. What happened to this statement?? The Hillside area needs
some green space and a community hub not more houses. Before this request is considered the
planning committee should visit the area to see for themselves the amount of houses that are
already crammed into Hillside. Some of the streets are so narrow with every inch occupying a
house. It is actually quite oppressive/depressing to walk through. Enough is enough!
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure, and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Debbie Drummond
Address: 21 Schoolhill Drive Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Much improved plan. Love the size and placement of park/open space. Hope it stays
the size as planned in current proposal and doesn't reduce in size.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Dean Crawford
Address: 19 Newlands Gardens Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I strongly object to the building of an additional 176 houses in Hillside. The reasons
being that the schools in Portlethen are already above capacity and the new primary school in
Hillside is not big enough to accommodate more children without them losing out on valuable
facilities. The doctors surgery is too small already for the community having to wait four to five
days for an appointment. The roads around Hillside are not capable of coping with the extra traffic
due to the houses that have already been crammed in to a small area of land. Open space is an
issue with the only parks available being for children under five. As for the application for the area
AF4 next to the primary school, would it not of been better used to make the school grounds
bigger rather than Stuart Milne refusing to sell that ground to the council so he could build one and
two bedroom houses crammed in overlooking the primary school. The application should be
refused and the mess that has been left after years of building work should be tidied up.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Hazel Brown
Address: San Cipher Hillside Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:There is already a shortage of local amenities for the current population of Hillside and
the amenities we do have are full to bursting! The local school will not cope with potentially 300
more children! The last thing Hillside needs is more houses, there is more need for community
facilities and green space.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen Aberdeen
Proposal: Erection of 176 No. Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and
Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mr Isaac Aririsukwu
Address: 15 Newlands Gardens Portlethen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I strongly object the building of more houses across my house. It will be more suitable
for a playground (Swings, slides etc).
The area is too small for more houses; parking will be a problem if development is allowed to
proceed.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2016/0934
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2016/0934
Address: Land At Leathan Fields Schoolhill Portlethen
Proposal: Erection of 175 Dwellinghouses with Associated Access, Infrastructure and Landscaping
Case Officer: Gregor Spence
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Kelly Inglis
Address: 9 Newlands Gardens Portlethen Aberdeen
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I strongly object to the proposed plans on the following grounds:
1) The roads around Newlands Gardens / Newlands Drive are already congested and dangerous,
especially around school drop-off and collection times - bearing in mind that Newlands Gardens
does not have any pavements, forcing pedestrians to walk on the road. The expected additional
traffic from these houses would create an even more dangerous situation.
2) Hillside School is already over capacity - surely the ground between Newlands Gardens and the
north side of the school could be put to better use than more housing.
3) In relation to the site for 16 Affordable Homes in the site next to Newlands Gardens - The
proposed position of the communal bins against the fencing of existing gardens is not hygienic, will
smell and likely lead to rodent problems. Is there scope for these to be positioned elsewhere?
4) There is a distinct lack of amenities in the surrounding area - already not enough to sustain the
needs of the current population.
5) The amended plan to open up access to the affordable housing from Newlands Gardens is
extremely dangerous - this would create more traffic flow through a street with no pavements and
is very concerning! Seeing that residents in these properties would have to exit the other side of
the street to leave the development anyway, the opening up of both sides will have no positive
gain.

