INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE
THURSDAY, 26 NOVEMBER, 2020, at 10.15 A.M.
Your attendance is requested at a meeting of the INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES
COMMITTEE to be held by SKYPE, on THURSDAY, 26 NOVEMBER, at 10.15 A.M.
Please note that we intend to livestream the public section of the meeting, which
does not consider reports containing exempt information, and that recording
will be made publicly available at a later date.

18 November, 2020

To:

Director of Business Services

Councillors P Argyle (Chair), J Cox (Vice Chair), W Agnew, D Aitchison,
G Carr, A Fakley, J Ingram, P Johnston, J Latham, I Mollison, G Reid,
S Smith, I Taylor and R Withey.
Substitute Members: Councillors A Allan, G Blackett, R Bruce, R Cassie,
M Ewenson, M Findlater, M Ford, J Gifford, M Ingleby, H Partridge, M Roy, B
Topping, I Walker and J Whyte.

Contact Person:-

Kasia Balina
Tel: 01467539511
Email:kasia.balina@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

BUSINESS

1.

Sederunt and Declaration of Members’ Interests.

2.

Statement on Equalities.
Consider, and if so decided, adopt the following:- “In line with its legal duty
under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010, the Council, in making decisions on
the attached reports, shall have due regard to the need
to:(i) eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation;
(ii) advance equality of opportunity between those who share a protected
characteristic and persons who do not share it; and
(iii) foster good relations between those who share a protected characteristic
and persons who do not share it.”

3.

Minute of the Infrastructure Services Committee Meeting of 1 October, 2020.
(Pages 5-13)

4.

Outstanding Business.

(Page 14)

Planning, Policy and Environment
5.
6.

Full Planning Permission for Erection of 2 Dwellinghouses at Plot 4, Four
Winds, Stuartfield, Peterhead - Reference No: APP/2020/1244.
(Pages 15-31)
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm – Reference No: APP/2019/1341.
(Pages 32-171)
Transportation

7.

Roads Asset Management Update. (REQUESTS TO SPEAK).
(Pages 172-251)

8.

Strategic Transport Update.

(Pages 252-272)

9.

Roads Policy Review Update.

(Pages 273-481)

Roads, Landscape Services and Waste Management
10.

Consultation Response on Market Restrictions on Single-Use Plastics.
(Pages 482-516)

Economic Development and Protective Services
11.

Rural Partnerships Funding 2021-24.

(Pages 517 -533)

12.

Climate Change Declaration Consultation.

(Pages 534 -537)

13.

Tour of Britain Update.

(Pages 538-541)

Business Services
14.

Aberdeenshire's Digital Strategy.

(Pages 542-563)

15.

Financial Performance Reporting to 30 September 2020. (Pages 564-572)

ITEMS FOR NOTING
A.

Minute of Meeting of the Strategic Development Planning Authority - 26 June,
2020.
(Pages 573-575)

B.

Minute of Meeting of the Aberdeen City Region Deal Joint Committee - 24
July, 2020.
(Pages 576-579)

PUBLIC SECTOR EQUALITY DUTY – GUIDANCE FOR MEMBERS
What is the duty?
In making decisions on the attached reports, Members are reminded of their legal
duty under section 149 of the Equality Act 2010 to have due regard to the need to:(i)
(ii)
(iii)

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

The “protected characteristics” under the legislation are: age; disability; gender
reassignment; pregnancy and maternity; race; religion or belief; sex; sexual
orientation; and (in relation to point (i) above only) marriage and civil partnership.
How can Members discharge the duty?
To ‘have due regard’ means that in making decisions, Members must consciously
consider the need to do the three things set out above. This requires a conscious
approach and state of mind. The duty must influence the final decision.
However, it is not a duty to achieve a particular result (e.g. to eliminate unlawful racial
discrimination or to promote good relations between persons of different racial
groups). It is a duty to have due regard to the need to achieve these goals.
How much regard is ‘due’ will depend upon the circumstances and in particular on
the relevance of the needs to the decision in question. The greater the relevance
and potential impact that a decision may have on people with protected
characteristics, the higher the regard required by the duty.
What does this mean for Committee/Full Council decisions?
Members are directed to the section in reports headed ‘Equalities, Staffing and
Financial Implications’. This will indicate whether or not an Equality Impact
Assessment (EIA) has been carried out as part of the development of the proposals
and, if so, what the outcome of that assessment is.
An EIA will be appended to a report where it is likely that the action recommended in
the report could have a differential impact (either positive or negative) upon people
from different protected groups. The report author will have assessed whether or not
an EIA is required. If one is not required, the report author will explain why that is.
Where an EIA is provided, Members should consider its contents and take those into
account when reaching their decision. Members should also be satisfied that the
assessment is sufficiently robust and that they have enough of an understanding of
the issues to be able to discharge their legal duty satisfactorily.
For more detailed guidance please refer to the following link:http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/uploaded_files/EqualityAct/psed_technical_guid
ance_scotland.doc
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ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL
INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE
SKYPE MEETING, 1 OCTOBER, 2020
Present:

Councillors P Argyle (Chair), J Cox (Vice Chair), W Agnew, D
Aitchison, G Carr, A Fakley, J Ingram, P Johnston, J Latham, I
Mollison, S Smith, I Taylor, B Topping (as substitute for Councillor G
Reid), and R Withey.

Apologies:

Councillor G Reid.

In Attendance: Councillor J Gifford (Item 5).
Officers:

Director of Infrastructure Services, Head of Service (Planning &
Environment), Head of Service (Transportation), Service Manager,
Economic Development & Protective Services; Service Manager,
Environmental Health & Trading Standards; Business Collaboration
Manager, Transportation; Corporate Finance Manager; Principal
Solicitor, Legal and Governance (L Cowie); Team Manager,
Economic Development & Protective Services; Industry Support
Executive, Economic Development & Protective Services; Strategic
Transport Officer, Transportation; Marketing & Communications
Officer (K Duncan); and Committee Officer (J McRobbie).
1. DECLARATION OF MEMBERS’ INTERESTS

The Chair asked Members if they had any interests to declare in terms of the
Councillors’ Code of Conduct and the following interests were intimated: –
(1)

Councillors Argyle, Aitchison, and Cox, (as substantive members) and
Councillor Mollison, (as a substitute member) of NESTRANS, declared an
interest in agenda Item 8. That interest had a specific exclusion, therefore,
those members concluded that they would remain and participate when that
item was being considered.

(2)

Councillor Fakley declared an interest in agenda Item 11, having recently met
with a group applying for, or potentially applying for, Scottish Government Town
Centre Funding. He concluded that the interest was significant and that he
would leave the meeting and take no part in the discussion of the item.
2A. PUBLIC SECTOR EQUALITY DUTY

In making decisions on the following items of business, the Committee agreed, in
terms of Section 149 of the Equality Act 2010:(1)

to have due regard to the need to:-
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(a)
(b)
(c)
(2)

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

where an Equality Impact Assessment is provided, to consider its contents
and take those into account when reaching a decision.
2B.

EXEMPT INFORMATION

The Committee agreed that, under Sections 50A (4) and (5) of the Local
Government (Scotland) Act 1973, as amended, the public and media representatives
be excluded from the meeting for Items 13 and 14 of the business on account of the
likely disclosure of exempt information of the classes described in the relevant
Paragraphs of Part 1 of Schedule 7A of the Act.
3. MINUTE OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING OF
20 AUGUST, 2020
The Committee had before them, and approved as a correct record, the Minute of
Meeting of 20 August, 2020.
The Minute would be signed, by the Chair, at a later date.
4. OUTSTANDING BUSINESS
There was circulated a list of outstanding actions from previous meetings of the
Infrastructure Services Committee, along with new items which had been deferred to
future meetings of the Committee, as at 20 August 2020.
Having considered the list of outstanding actions, the Committee agreed to note the
current position in respect of actions arising at previous meetings.
5.

NOTICE OF MOTION – COUNCILLOR GIFFORD

There had been circulated a Notice of Motion, from Councillor Gifford, requesting the
consideration of writing to the Director of the Maritime UK, to endorse an open letter
of representation to the Chancellor of the Exchequer, seeking support for the growth
of the Maritime industry. The Chair, on behalf of the Committee, invited Councillor
Gifford to address the meeting.
Councillor Gifford, thanking the Committee for considering his Notice of Motion,
spoke of the critical importance of the maritime sector to Aberdeenshire, North Easy
Scotland, and the wider United Kingdom and the opportunities which might be
available, in the Chancellor’s planned comprehensive spending review, to look for
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additional financial support. He cited other authorities across Great Britain which
had already endorsed the collective representation.
There was discussion of the need for a cover letter to better reflect the powers
devolved to the Scottish Government at Holyrood; urge full engagement with, and a
response appropriate to the differing economic climates across, all four nations of
the United Kingdom; and highlight the critical importance of the North Sea Fishing
Industry; and discussion of the ongoing need for clarification of specific
decarbonation proposals.
The Committee agreed:(1) to approve the signing of the collaborative letter as detailed in the Notice of
Motion; and
(2) to delegate to the Director, in consultation with the Chair, Vice-Chair and
Opposition Spokesperson, the sending of a revised response as detailed in the
above discussion.
6.

CARBON BUDGET, SIX MONTHLY UPDATE AND COVID-19
SUSTAINABILITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE LESSONS LEARNED

With reference to the Minute of Meeting of Full Council of 18 March, 2020, (Item 10),
there had been circulated a report dated 22 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, providing an update on the progress of the carbon budget
projects relating to the service, and also reflecting on the impact of the Covid-19
pandemic on sustainability and climate change.
The Committee heard further from the Business Collaboration Manager that the
report was the first of its kind, intended to assist Members to consider the various
threads of carbon monitoring across Infrastructure Services, and of the increasing
need to identify additional projects to both complete the allocation which had not
been identified at the start of the financial year and to compensate for those areas
where approved actions had not been able to progress as had been anticipated,
partially because of the changes to services required by Covid where some actions
had stopped, but others were being done differently.
There was discussion of the implications for the Council as a whole of the
significantly reduced business mileage; the impact of remote meetings; the reporting
of carbon costs in major capital projects; and the potential use of a common carbon
assessment tool to facilitate understanding of choices in budget and service priority.
The Committee agreed:(1) to acknowledge (a) that anticipated savings had not all been achieved because
of Covid-related disruption and (b) the challenge in identifying new projects for
the next 12-18 months to compensate for anticipated shortfalls;
(2) to note the impact of new areas of activity and areas of reducing demands on
the reported savings;
(3) to commend the use of carbon abatement curve tools to provide clarity on
projects detailed in Appendix 1 to the report;
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(4)

(5)
(6)
(7)

that officers investigate, and confirm via Ward Pages, whether carbon
calculations are embedded in capital projects such as new school build, or if
assumed saving are calculated comparing running costs for old school
buildings to a new build;
to request that the Sustainability Committee consider assessment tools for
embedded carbon costs of capital programme works and potential need to
amend Council policy on travel and mileage;
to note the ongoing responsibility of each Director to secure the targets set out
in the Carbon Budget, and report on every six months to the relevant policy
committees and the Sustainability Committee; and
in all other respects, to welcome the report and commend its style and format,
noting that this may evolve over time.
7.

HISTORIC ASSET MANAGEMENT PROJECT ANNUAL REPORT

There had been circulated a report dated 11 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, requesting Members’ consideration of the annual update on
the Historic Asset Management Project, reviewed in the light of the Council’s
financial position and the Covid-19 pandemic.
Having noted the areas of non-delivery on projects and the proposal to reschedule
these to the 2021/22 financial year, that it was intended to apply for external funding
for large projects and that any savings in Planning and Environment Services
budgets would be directed to the necessary repairs for which the Council was legally
liable, the Committee agreed:(1) to endorse the proposed adapted approach to be taken by the Historic Asset
Management Project in respect of Council-owned historic assets as detailed in
the report;
(2) to note the ongoing investigation of additional funding sources, including
revenue for films and events and the consideration of use of in-house
resources for appropriate repairs;
(3) to welcome that underspends in other parts of Planning & Environmental
Services budgets use to augment repairs required for Health and Safety
reasons; and
(4) to commend staff for their work within tight budget constraints.
8.

NESTRANS REGIONAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY, CONSULTATION AND
ABERDEEN CITY REGION DEAL, STRATEGIC TRANSPORT
ASSESSMENT

There had been circulated a report dated 25 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, requesting Members’ consideration of a new NESTRANS
regional transport strategy and Aberdeen City Region Deal’s consultation on a
Strategic Transport Assessment (STAG1).
Having heard further from the Head of Transportation of the change in direction of
the NESTRANS strategy, looking to build on existing infrastructure, without the need
for additional lobbying for new, and having noted the comments from the six Area
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Committees would also form part of the submissions made, there was discussion of
the strategy and STAG appraisal, including the potential to consider distinct parts of
various .
Having moved, but receiving no seconder, that NESTRANS be requested to discuss
with the Scottish Government the consideration of major transport projects in terms
of embedded carbon, and revise future progression of the various projects
accordingly, Councillor Johnston requested, as provided for in Standing Order 5.2.4
that the terms of his Motion be recorded in the Minute.
Having considered the issues raised in the Regional Transport Strategy and City
Region Deal Strategic Transport Assessment, and the comments received from the
Area Committees, the Committee agreed:(1) to welcome the draft strategy’s different approach, to approve in principle the
broad response to Nestrans and the City Region Deal Joint Committee;
(2) that the undernoted comments be added to those made by Area Committees
on the Regional Transport Strategy and on the priorities identified in the
Strategic Transport Assessment:

to recommend the pursuit of achievable sections of rail improvement where
possible without needing the Aberdeen City tunnelling and dualling to station;

the inclusion of references to Coastal Paths as part of Active Travel;

the inclusion of the A947 under safety in addition to the route action plan; and

reinforcement of the economic need for transport connectivity, by road and,
potentially rail, north of Ellon to the harbour towns of Peterhead and
Fraserburgh;
(3) to delegate the final submission of the consultation response to the Director of
Infrastructure Services following consultation with the Chair, Vice Chair and
Opposition spokesperson for Infrastructure Services Committee; and
(4) that officers provide a briefing report on Greener Routes.
9.

UPDATE ON NORTHERN ROADS COLLABORATION JOINT COMMITTEE

With reference to the Minute of Meeting of Full Council of 30 June, 2016, (Item 6),
there had been circulated a report dated 18 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, containing the 2019/2020 Annual Report from the Northern
Roads Collaboration Joint Committee and highlighting Aberdeenshire Council’s
continuing lead role for the Joint Committee.
The Committee heard further from the Head of Transportation that the Annual Report
was in fact approved, not a draft as suggested by the watermark; that the Joint
Committee had been a positive forum in times of constrained resources, in reacting
collectively to the recent challenges of Covid-19, and would provide a really strong
collaboration for future ventures; that the meeting of the Council on 23 September
had approved the appointment of Councillor Gifford as a replacement for Councillor
Argyle who had tendered his resignation from the Joint Committee; and that the
Chairing of the Joint Committee had passed to Councillor Brenda Durno from Angus
Council, from Councillor Morton of Argyll and Bute.
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There was discussion of the progress made by the Northern Roads Collaboration
Joint Committee, in the context where other national collaborations were less well
developed.
The Committee agreed:(1) welcome the Annual report from the Northern Roads Collaboration Joint
Committee as attached at Appendix 1 to the report;
(2) note that Aberdeenshire Council, on 23 September, 2020 had amended the
appointment to the Joint Committee, following the resignation of Councillor
Argyle, by the appointment of Councillor Gifford as substantive member; and
(3) note the continued role of Aberdeenshire Council as the Lead Authority for the
Joint Committee.
10.

PARTNERSHIP REVIEW - EAST GRAMPIAN COASTAL PARTNERSHIP

There had been circulated a report dated 1 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, requesting Members’ consideration of a review, undertaken
in terms of the Council’s Partnership Policy, of the East Grampian Coastal
Partnership.
The Committee heard from Officers of the ongoing work of the Partnership, including
recent plastic ties project, and their development of an online presence, developing a
package for schools allowing them to deliver their own message, and a new initiative
to facilitate the picking up of rubbish by single walkers by providing equipment to do
so.
Members spoke of their own awareness, and appreciation, of the work of the
Partnership in their wards, and, having considered the terms of the report, the
Committee agreed:(1) to endorse the partnership review of the East Grampian Coastal Partnership, as
detailed in Appendices 1 and 2 of the report;
(2) that the Council continue to participate in the partnership for a further two
years; and
(3) to commend the work of the Partnership, adapting to continue to engage with
Aberdeenshire’s communities in the context of Covid-19.
11.

SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT TOWN CENTRE FUNDING

Councillor Fakley, having declared an interest in this item, left the meeting and took
no part in the discussion.
There had been circulated a report dated 8 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, requesting Members’ consideration of the criteria and
proposed process for disbursement of a new funding allocation from the Scottish
Government Town Centre Fund.
There was discussion as to the constrictions on the process by a 31 March, 2020
deadline for contracts to be in place or work begun on projects, and the attendant
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impact on the timescale available for due governance processes, requiring the
delegation of authority, and assurances were given that bids could be made for
distinct phases of proposed works as long as these might be completed by
September, 2021.
The Committee agreed:(1) to approve the criteria to be used for the distribution of the Scottish Government
Town Centre Fund 2020/2021, as detailed in paragraph 4.3 of the report;
(2) the proposed process for the distribution of funds, as detailed in paragraph 4.6
of the report;
(3) to delegate authority to the Director of Infrastructure Services to approve
applications for funding from the Scottish Government Town Centre Funds
2020/21 following consultation with the Chair, Vice Chair, and Opposition
Spokesperson of Infrastructure Services Committee, the Council Leader, and
the Chief Executive; and
(4) that the Director of Infrastructure Services report back to Committee with details
of future applications approved under recommendation 3 above.
Councillor Fakley re-joined the meeting at this point.
12.

PREPARING FOR EU EXIT AND SUPPORT FOR EXPORTING
BUSINESSES.

There had been circulated a report dated 2 September, 2020, by the Director of
Infrastructure Services providing an update on ongoing work to prepare for
supporting businesses to export goods to the EU as the UK nears the end of the EU
transition period on 1 January, 2021 and requesting the delegation of powers to the
Head of Economic Development and Protective Services to revise the fee for Export
Health Certificates.
There was discussion of the reasons for the proposed fee revision and the additional
work and resource capacity which would be required by the Council, in addition to
those nationally provided by a National Measures Food Hub, to provide the needed
expert health certificates to meet demand from exporters. It was noted that the fees
proposed would be at local discretion and look to minimize the costs for individual
firms, whilst recovering costs. Concerns were expressed on the already challenging
recruitment of Environmental Health staff and assurances given of the planned
upskilling to certified support officers, and recruitment considerations made in the
context of various scenario planning.
The Committee agreed:(1) to delegate authority to the Head of Economic Development and Protective
Services to adjust the fee for Export Health Certificates to companies exporting
Products of Animal Origin for the period January to June 2021 following
consultation with the Head of Finance, Chair, Vice Chair, and Opposition
Spokesperson for Infrastructure Services Committee;
(2) that the Head of Economic Development and Protective Services submit a
further report to this Committee by the end of 2021 to set a revised fee to start
from financial year 2022/23; and
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(3)

to note and commend the work undertaken to date by officers to prepare for
supporting businesses exporting to the EU.
13.

EUROPEAN SOCIAL FUND (ESF).

There had been circulated a report dated 3 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, requesting Members’ consideration of proposed additional
steps to close the Phase 1 Aberdeenshire European Social Fund (ESF) programme
and providing an update on the Phase 2 programme.
Having heard from officers of the continuing issue, with some project sponsors failing
to provide the documents required to conform with regulatory guidelines, it was
noted with concern that this would impact on the Council’s ability to reclaim the grant
from the Scottish Government, and also impact on staff time as a resource.
The Committee agreed:(1) to note the updated position on the closure of European Social Fund (ESF)
projects;
(2) that a deadline of 31 December, 2020 be set for project sponsors to provide all
requested documentation and resolve any outstanding project issues;
(3) to authorise the Head of Economic Development and Protective Services, as a
last resort, and if deemed necessary and appropriate, to initiate decommitment
procedures for any projects which do not meet the December, 2020 deadline;
and
(4) to note that, if decommitment is initiated as a last resort, the intent to have the
process and Phase 1 closure completed by the end of March, 2021.
14.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES PROCUREMENT
PLAN

With reference to the Minute of Meeting of 12 March, 2020, (Item 23,) there had
been circulated a report dated 17 September, 2020 by the Director of Infrastructure
Services Committee seeking approval for the procurement of an automated barrier
and number plate recognition system at the entrance to Household Recycling
Centres (HRCs) in Aberdeenshire, to work in tandem with the booking system in
place to ensure and improve social distancing within the centres, required by Covid19.
The Committee heard from the Director of Infrastructure that no decision had as yet
been made by officers as to whether to recommend the potential continuation of the
booking system post-Covid, and there was discussion as to whether the recycling
rates at HRCs had improved within the time of the introduction of the booking system
and whether the booking system might be considered for other waste sites.
The Committee agreed:(1) to approve the item on the Supplementary Infrastructure Service Procurement
Plan in Appendix 1, to be added to the Infrastructure Services Directorate
Procurement Plan 2020/21;
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(2)
(3)
(4)

A.

to approve the Procurement Approval Form as detailed in Appendix 2 to the
report;
to note that the Head of Roads, Landscape & Waste Services has delegated
authority to award the final contract as the item has a contract value less than
£1,000,000; and
that officers report information on recycling figures pre- and post the
introduction of the booking system at HRCs.
MINUTE OF MEETING OF THE NORTHERN ROADS COLLABORATION
JOINT COMMITTEE OF 21 FEBRUARY, 2020

There had been circulated and was noted the Minute of Meeting of the Northern
Roads Collaboration Joint Committee of 21 February, 2020.
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OUTSTANDING ITEM(S) FROM PREVIOUS MEETINGS OF INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE AND NEW ITEMS
DEFERRED AS AT 26 NOVEMBER, 2020
Item Title

Date of
Meeting if
Applicable

Action Agreed

Responsible
Officer

1.
Financial Update –
Covid-19 Impact
2.

3.

4.

Performance
Monitoring Report
(Council Plan
Priorities 20172020).
Nestrans Regional
Transport Strategy,
Consultation and
Aberdeen City
Region Deal,
Strategic Transport
Assessment
Supplementary
Infrastructure
Services
Procurement Plan

All
meetings

-

Covid update to every meeting on
ISC Budget Areas.

Update on progress in relation to
actions and performance, supporting
Council Plan Priorities 2017 – 2022
(October – March 2020).

Paper back on Greener Routes.

Information to be provided on
recycling figures pre and post
introduction of booking at HWRC.

Susan Donald

Stephen Archer

Ewan Wallace

Philip McKay

Progress to Date
Due to the timing, a bulletin report
will be issued to the October
cycle with a full updated report
being presented to the November
meeting.
As the Council has adopted new
priorities, the final update on
performance in support of the
previous priorities was issued as
a bulletin report on 17 September
2020.
Referenced in Roads Policy
report on today’s agenda;
Information bulletin provided to
Members on Green Routes for
today’s meeting. Further
consideration of changes to
Active Travel during 2020 will
influence this issue as part of new
LTS in 2021.
Comparative figures will be
supplied when able to compare
periods on a like for like basis.
This has not been possible to
date but will be kept under
review.
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Infrastructure Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER
2020
Reference No: APP/2020/1244
Full Planning Permission for Erection of 2 Dwellinghouses at Plot 4, Four
Winds, Stuartfield, Peterhead
Applicant
Agent

Claymore Homes, Newlands Road, Mintlaw
Forman Design Ltd, Fairdeen, Station Road, Mintlaw,
AB42 4JL

Grid Ref:
Ward No. and Name:
Application Type:
Representations
Consultations
Relevant Proposals Map
Designations:
Complies with
Development Plans:
Main Recommendation:

E:397027 N:845982
W04 - Central Buchan
Full Planning Permission
0
5
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Rural Housing Market Area
No
Refuse

1.

Reason for Report

1.1

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section F.4.1 of Part 2A List of Committee Powers and Section C.3.1d of Part
2C Planning Delegations of the Scheme of Governance as the application is a
local development, where in the professional opinion of the Head of Planning
and Environment Service, approval would be a significant departure from the
Development Plan and the Area Committee have decided to approve the
application.

1.2

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

2.

Principal Planning Issues (Summary)

2.1

The principal planning issue in relation to this proposal is the acceptability of
the development in relation to Policy R2 Housing and employment
development elsewhere in the countryside.
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2.2

The proposal would involve the erection of a pair of semi-detached
dwellinghouses on a site that has extant approval for a single dwellinghouse
under application reference (APP/2019/1811). The layout of the current
proposal would mean that there would be no opportunity for both permissions
to be implemented (if this application were to be approved). An application for
a dwellinghouse elsewhere in Stuartfield, based on the organic growth policy,
was previously approved by Infrastructure Services Committee under
application reference APP/2018/2911 in May 2019. In addition, another
dwellinghouse was approved by the Infrastructure Services Committee in
Stuartfield under application reference APP/2018/2217 in June 2019. These
decisions were contrary to Officers’ recommendation as the full capacity for
organic growth within Stuartfield, had already been taken up by other
permissions during the current Plan period.

2.3

The development is a departure from Policy R2 Housing and employment
development elsewhere in the countryside, of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 (LDP). There is a provision within the LDP that
allows for the small-scale growth of a settlement (identified in Appendix 4 of
the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017). This is limited to the
addition of groups of no more than 3 houses within 200m of the settlement
boundary, with the cap on growth limited to a maximum of 20% growth of that
settlement, or 10 new homes, whichever is the lesser within the current Plan
period. Stuartfield is a settlement identified in the LDP as having capacity for
small-scale growth, however the capacity of 10 has already been taken, and
indeed now exceeded (12), during the current Plan period. This is illustrated
in Appendix 4. The proposed development would not otherwise meet any of
the other criteria of Policy R2 in order to establish the principle of
development.

2.4

A full discussion of the proposed development is contained in the Buchan
Area Committee Report for their meeting of 15 September 2020, which is
attached to this document as Appendix 2.

3.

Representations (Summary)

3.1

No representations have been received.

4.

Area Committee Decision (Summary)

4.1

At their meeting on 15 September 2020, the Buchan Area Committee resolved
to approve the application, against the recommendation of the Planning
Service. The reason for the Area Committee departing from policy is
contained in Appendix 3. It was considered that the proposal complied with
Policy P1 Layout, siting and design of the LDP, particularly in relation to the
setting and character of the area and that the development would complement
the village.
The following documents are attached as Appendices to this Report:
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 Appendix 1A:
 Appendix 1B:
 Appendix 2:
 Appendix 3:
 Appendix 4:

Location Plan
Site Layout Plan
Copy of the Buchan Area Committee Report of 15
September 2020
Extract of Minute of the Buchan Area Committee
meeting of 15 September 2020
Plan and list of all applications within 200m of
Stuartfield post adoption of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017

5.

Implications and Risk

5.1

An Equalities Impact Assessment is not required because the proposed
development is not considered to give rise to any differential impacts on those
with protected characteristics.

5.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

5.3

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.

6.

Officer Recommendation

6.1

REFUSE for the following reasons:

01.

The proposed development is contrary to Policy R2 Housing and employment
development elsewhere in the countryside as defined in the Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2017 in that it exceeds the maximum limit for organic
growth to Stuartfield within the current Plan period (up to 10 houses) under
the identified settlement criteria.

6.2

Should the Infrastructure Services Committee endorse the decision of
the Buchan Area Committee, authority to GRANT should be delegated to
the Head of Planning and Environment Service subject to:
a)
b)

Conclusion of Developer Obligations
Conditions covering the following matters:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Roads and access
Connection to public water supply
Connection to public sewer
Instatement of proposed SUDS scheme
Carbon neutrality
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For noting:Part 2C (Planning Delegations) states at Section C.3.2b for Local Development, that
following consultation with the Chair and Vice-Chair of the determining 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 four 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: Rory Hume
Report Date: 30 September 2020
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Appendix 1A

SITE

Aberdeenshire Council
Application Reference APP/2020/1244
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Appendix 1B

Aberdeenshire Council
Application Reference APP/2020/1244
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Appendix 2

Infrastructure Services

Buchan Area Committee Report 15 September 2020
Reference No: APP/2020/1244
Full Planning Permission for Erection of 2 Dwellinghouses at Plot 4, Four
Winds, Stuartfield, Peterhead
Applicant:
Agent:

Claymore Homes, Newlands Road, Mintlaw
Forman Design Ltd, Fairdeen, Station Road, Mintlaw,
AB42 4JL

Grid Ref:
Ward No. and Name:
Application Type:
Representations
Consultations
Relevant Proposals Map
Designations:
Complies with
Development Plans:
Main Recommendation

E:397027 N:845982
W04 - Central Buchan
Full Planning Permission
0
5
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Rural Housing Market Area
No
Refuse

NOT TO SCALE
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright and database rights. Ordnance Survey Licence Number 0100020767.
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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.3.1i of Part
2C Planning Delegations of the Scheme of Governance as the application is
recommended for refusal but at least two Local Ward Members in the Ward in
which the development is proposed, have requested that the application be
referred to the Area Committee.





Cllr M Buchan – To further discuss Policy R2
Cllr J Ingram – To give further consideration to Policy’s R2 and P1
Cllr A Simpson – To discuss further in relation to Policy R2
Cllr N Smith – To further check ALDP and Policy R2

1.2

The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this report and had no comments to
make and are satisfied that the report complies with the Scheme of
Governance and relevant legislation.

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

The applicant seeks Full Planning Permission for the erection of two
dwellinghouses at Plot 4, Four Winds, Stuartfield (Appendix 1 – Location Plan,
and Appendix 2 – Site Plan).

2.2

The site is located approximately 40m west of the western settlement
boundary of Stuartfield. There is a row of four dwellinghouses to the west, and
the dwellinghouse known as Four Winds is situated approximately 145m to
the south-west. The site is otherwise surrounded by open fields to the north
and south, as well as an intervening field to the east before entering
Stuartfield. There is approval for a residential plot immediately to the
southeast (on the opposite side of the public road), that is yet to be
implemented. The proposed plot is relatively flat and would cover an area of
approximately 2000m2 excluding the proposed foul drainage link and the road
on the southern boundary of the site.

2.3

The proposed development is for the erection of a single-storey, threebedroom, pair of semi-detached properties centrally within the plot. These
would be enclosed in the plot by the existing post and wire fence to the
western boundary, and by further post and wire fencing and hedging around
the full boundary of the plot, and intersecting the rear garden ground of the
two proposed properties. The properties would have a footprint of
approximately 130m2 each. The dwellings would each measure 13 metres x
10 metres with a height of 6.4 metres at the ridgeline of the hipped roof. They
would have matching designs and include feature glazing on a Cedral clad
gable on the south elevation. A porch over the door on the south elevation
would also emphasise that the south elevation would be the frontage of the
building. Parking would be located to the south of the building, with 3 spaces
and a 7.6 x 7.6 metre turning area provided within the curtilage of each
dwelling. The property would be finished with Slate Grey Cedral cladding and
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Skye Marble harling with grey cement on the walls, Grey Marley Edgemere
roof tiles, and Grey uPVC windows and doors (Appendix 3 – Floor Plans and
Elevations).
2.4

There are several planning applications relating to the site, and the area.
Please note however that there is extensive site history within the area,
therefore the following is not a complete list. It includes only consents granted
within the immediate vicinity of the site during the current plan period, there
are other which have been granted within 200 metre radius of Stuartfield.
Application Site
 APP/2019/1811 – Erection of Dwellinghouse – Planning Permission in
Principle (Granted, subject to conditions, 12 December 2019)
Adjacent Sites
 APP/2020/0236 – Condition 1 (Layout, Siting, Appearance, Materials,
Levels, Drainage, Access, Car Parking and Turning Area for Plot 1 only) of
Planning Permission Reference APP/2019/2873 for Erection of 3
Dwellinghouses and Formation of Public Footpath (Change of Use from
Agricultural) Without Compliance with Condition 2 (Footpath) of Planning
Permission in Principle Reference APP/2016/2702 – Matters Specified in
Conditions (Granted, subject to conditions, 20 March 2020)
 APP/2018/2911 – Erection of 2 Dwellinghouses – Full Planning
Permission (subject to conditions, 30 May 2019)
 APP/2018/0730 – Erection of 2 Dwellinghouses and Formation of Public
Footpath Without Compliance with Condition 1 (Public Footpath) of
Planning Permission Reference APP/2016/3184 – Full Planning
Permission (Granted, subject to conditions, 30 May 2018)
 APP/2017/3241 – Erection of Dwellinghouse and Formation of Public
Footpath Without Compliance with Condition 3 (Footpath) of Planning
Permission Reference APP/2016/1640 (Retrospective) – Full Planning
Permission (Granted, subject to conditions, 7 March 2018)
 APP/2017/3171 – Erection of Dwellinghouse and Formation of Footpath
Without Compliance with Condition 8 (Passing Places) of Planning
Permission Reference APP/2017/0352 – Full Planning Permission
(Granted, subject to conditions, 21 March 2018)
 APP/2017/3169 – Erection of Dwellinghouse and Formation of Footpath
Without Compliance with Condition 8 (Passing Places) of Planning
Permission Reference APP/2017/0351 – Full Planning Permission
(Granted, subject to conditions, 21 March 2018)
 APP/2017/3168 – Erection of Dwellinghouse and Formation of Footpath
Without Compliance with Condition 8 (Passing Places) of Planning
Permission Reference APP/2017/0350 – Full Planning Permission
(Granted, subject to conditions, 21 March 2018)
 APP/2016/2702 – Erection of 3 Dwellinghouses and Formation of Public
Footpath (Change of Use from Agricultural) – Planning Permission in
Principle – (Granted, subject to conditions, 28 July 2017)
A Trial Pit Test Report – Lachlan MacDonald Architect (17/03/2020) has been
submitted in support of the planning application.
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The site and location plan were amended to show the proposed surface and
foul water drainage solutions in more detail, and include annotations
identifying the oil tanks. These changes are visible in plan drawing numbers:
FD050-P1 B and FD050-P2 A.
3.

Representations

3.1

No valid letters of representation have been received.

4.

Consultations

4.1

Business Services (Developer Obligations) has identified that contributions
have been agreed towards an extension to Stuartfield Primary School, under
Primary Education.

4.2

Education & Children’s Services (Education) advises that the school
catchment area for the site would include Stuartfield School and Mintlaw
Academy. It has no objection to the proposal.

4.3

Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coastal Protection) advised that it
has no comment to make.

4.4

Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) has no objections to the
application subject to conditions.

4.5

Scottish Water has no objection to the proposal, but that this should not be
interpreted as confirmation that the development can currently be serviced.
The development would be served by the Turriff Water Treatment Works and
the Stuartfield Waste Water Treatment Works, but is unable to confirm that
there is available capacity at present.

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:
 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
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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 2020
The Strategic Development Plan was published in August 2020.
The purpose of this Plan is to set a clear direction for the future development
of the City Region. It sets the strategic framework for investment in jobs,
homes and infrastructure over the next 20 years. 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.
The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 will continue to be the
primary document against which applications are considered. The Aberdeen
City & Shire SDP 2020 as published may also be a material consideration

5.3

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy R2 Housing and employment development elsewhere in the
countryside
Policy P1 Layout, siting and design
Policy E2 Landscape
Policy C1 Using resources in buildings
Policy RD1 Providing suitable services
Policy RD2 Developers’ obligations

5.4

Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020 resolved to agree the Proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) 2020 as the ‘settled view of the
Council’ on what the final adopted content of the LDP 2021 should be.
The Proposed LDP 2020 is a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications. The Planning Authority must therefore assess what
weight it should have in the context of this particular application. As the
Proposed LDP is yet to be subject to public scrutiny and subsequent
Examination by an independent Reporter, it is considered that the level of
weight that should be applied to the Proposed LDP 2020 is not significant.
The Aberdeenshire LDP 2017 remains the up-to-date LDP for the area and
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the primary document against which planning applications should be
determined until such time as a new LDP for the area is adopted.
6.

Discussion

6.1

The main issues for consideration with regard to this application are whether
the principle of development can be established for two dwellinghouses on the
site, and whether they can be appropriately accommodated on site without
detriment to the visual or residential amenity of the surrounding area.
Principle of Development

6.2

The principle of development for any dwellinghouses on this site would have
to be established against Policy R2. The site is an area of Greenfield land,
with no structures to replace, the only criterion of Policy R2 that could
potentially apply in this instance would be if the development met the Organic
Growth of an identified sett
listed in Appendix 4 of the local plan.
6.3
Stuartfield is identified in the local plan as an Appendix 4 settlement therefore
it would be eligible for development of groups of up to 3 dwellings, within 200
metres of the settlement boundary, up to a maximum of 10 new properties (or
20% growth of the settlement – whichever is lesser) during the current plan
period. Stuartfield is large enough settlement to accommodate the maximum
10 properties under this criterion, however, the capacity has already been
taken up by other planning permissions. Indeed it has been exceeded, with
12 extant planning permissions. Among these is a consent on the same site
for one dwellinghouse under (APP/2019/1811). While there is no risk of both
the (APP/2019/1811) consent being implemented in addition to this
application (due to the proposed layout of the current application), it would
nevertheless amount to an additional property beyond the already exceeded
capacity under Organic Growth.
6.4

No justification for the application has been submitted in support of the
application by the agent to depart from planning policy. There are no material
planning reasons.

6.5

The application is in conflict with the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2017, in particular Policy R2 Housing and employment development
elsewhere in the countryside.
Layout, Siting and Design

6.6

The layout of the two semi-detached properties is logical and would be
generally consistent with the pattern of development on the north side of the
road when leaving Stuartfield in a westerly direction. Both properties would
front the road, and would be set back a similar distance to Scotsview and
Ugie Lodge to the west. While hipped roofs are not a preferred design solution
of the Planning Service, due to their somewhat dated appearance, there is a
precedent for it established by those same properties to the west. Their form
would otherwise be relatively traditional, with visual interest added by the
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protruding Cedral cladding and extensively glazed southern gables. The use
of finishing materials would also be in keeping with several of the more
recently constructed properties in the wider area.
6.7

The proposed dwellinghouses would not have an adverse impact on the
residential amenity of the surrounding area, as the single storey nature of
them would limit overshadowing (as would the hipped roof in relation to
Scotsview), and other properties in the wider area. There would be no
overlooking impact as there are no windows proposed on the west elevation
of the building, and there are no neighbours to the north or south of the site.
The nearest neighbouring properties to the east are over 65 metres away,
therefore any overlooking impact would be negligible due to the separation
distance and the proposed hedge boundary around the plot.

6.8

The proposed dwellings have a suitable area of rear garden ground, and the
plots are substantial enough that the properties could be adapted and
extended in future in line with the changing requirements of any occupants.
The development would also include vehicular parking and turning areas off of
the main road. In summary the proposal accords with the principles of Policy
P1.
Other Considerations

6.9

The impact of the development on the landscape character of the area is
judged to be minimal. The plot would be adjacent to a row of properties to the
west, and the settlement of Stuartfield is within a wider view of the area to the
east. The single storey size of the properties would ensure that they would not
be visually dominant within the landscape, and the orientation and position
within the plots is consistent with the nearest other residential properties. The
proposed boundary treatments using post and wire fencing and hedging is
also considered to be more sympathetic to the surroundings in this rural
location. The proposal therefore complies with Policy E2.

6.10

The energy efficiency of the proposed houses is not yet known however, there
is no reason to suspect that they would be unable to meet the energy
efficiency and sustainability requirements of the Council. In order to secure
this, a condition could be applied to any approval issued. A condition would
require the applicant to submit detailed SAP calculations to the Planning
Service, for its approval in writing, prior to the construction of the
dwellinghouses, and for any mitigation to be implemented. Subject to the
addition of this condition on any approval issued, the proposal would comply
with Policy C1 of the Local Development Plan.

6.11

The proposed dwellinghouses would be serviced by the public water supply,
and connection to the public sewer is also intended. The site is within
proximity to viable connection points so this appears to be feasible if there is
sufficient capacity remaining within these arrangements. Surface water
drainage would be attenuated in the form of individual soakaways within the
rear garden ground. Roads have confirmed that the proposed access
arrangements, parking provision and visibility splays would be acceptable,
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and secure bin stores have also been indicated for the purposes of refuse
collection. In recognition of this, the proposal is deemed to accord with the
requirements of Policy RD1.
6.12

Developer Obligations has confirmed that a contribution has been agreed
towards an extension to Stuartfield Primary School. Subject to the contribution
being secured the proposal would not be in conflict with Policy RD2.

6.13

In summary, despite the majority of the submitted detail for the proposed
properties being acceptable, the principle of development cannot be
established for the dwellinghouses at this time. The proposal is in conflict with
the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017, in particular Policy R2, due
to the capacity for development under organic growth exemption having
already been exceeded for Stuartfield, and therefore is recommended for
refusal. for refusal.

Re
7.
Area Implications
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 [state reasons using
the guidance provided by the Equalities team] and does not have a differential
impact on any of the protected characteristics.

8.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

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
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10.2

Local Development Plan Departures
Policy R2 Housing and employment development elsewhere in the
countryside.

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 proposed development is in the opinion of the Head of Planning and
Environment Service in significant conflict with the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 and if the Committee is minded to approve then the
application will have to be referred to Infrastructure Services Committee.

11.

Recommendation

11.1

REFUSE Full Planning Permission for the following reason:-

01.

The planning authority considers that the application is for a development that
is not in accordance with the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017.
The principle of development, for two dwellinghouses in this location, is
contrary to Policy R2 Housing and employment development elsewhere in the
countryside. There is no capacity for additional growth of the settlement of
Stuartfield, and the proposed development does not otherwise comply with
any of the other relevant criteria afforded by Policy R2.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: Rory Hume
Report Date: 27 August 2020
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Appendix 3
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Appendix 4

N

Application Site
Previously approved for 1 Dwellinghouse

Approved Sites Within 200m of Stuartfield
APP/2017/1192
APP/2017/1197
APP/2017/1226
APP/2017/3047
APP/2017/3168
APP/2017/3169
APP/2017/3171
APP/2018/0514
APP/2018/0548
APP/2018/2217 – Approved at ISC on 20/06/2019 – Marked on plan by
APP/2018/2911 – Approved at ISC on 16/05/2019 – Marked on plan by
APP/2019/1811 – Application Site
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Infrastructure Services

Infrastructure Services Committee Report – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
Reference No: APP/2019/1341
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm
Applicant:
Consultation by:
Grid Ref:
Ward No. and Name:
Application Type:
Representations

Consultations
Relevant Proposals Map
Designations:
Complies with
Development Plans:
Main Recommendation

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4
Springkerse Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU
E: 374440 N: 786463
W19 – Mearns
Notification under Electricity Act 1989
Representations relating to the proposed development are
directed to Scottish Government as the determining
authority.
28
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Rural Housing Market Area
No
Object to the proposed development

NOT TO SCALE
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright and database rights. Ordnance Survey Licence Number 0100020767.
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1.

Reason for Report

1.1

The Scottish Government has consulted the Council in respect of an application
under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. The Head of Planning and
Environment Service has power, under Section F.4.6 of Part 2B List of Officer
Powers in the Scheme of Delegation, to respond to consultations from the
Scottish Government on applications. He has decided not to exercise the
delegated power, in this particular case, and instead refer it to the Marr Area
Committee and also Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee to give views to
Infrastructure Services Committee to agree a response to the consultation.

1.2

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

2.
2.1

Principal Planning Issues (Summary)
This is an application that has been submitted to Scottish Government’s Energy
Consents Unit under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the installation of
10 wind turbines and associated infrastructure. This would represent an
extension to the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm (Mid Hill) which was approved in two
phases (Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II) and includes 33 wind turbines max height
125.0m. The combined generation capacity of the existing Mid Hill Developments
is 75.9 MW. The associated infrastructure would include (but not be limited to):










2.2

crane pads;
turbine foundations;
access tracks both cut into the vegetation and floating atop vegetation and
peat (new access tracks and widening of some existing tracks are proposed);
one on-site substation measuring 20m in length, 10m in width and 6m in
height and including space for transformers, switch-rooms and mess area;
underground cabling;
anemometer mast;
up to four borrow pits;
forestry felling and restocking; and
a temporary construction compound.

The site, which covers approximately 1267ha (including an area of c700ha
unaffected by development but included as it is adjacent to the access and grid
corridor), is located to the south and east of the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm,
which as described above comprises 33 turbines with a maximum tip height of
125m. The site runs from the A957 ‘Slug Road’ westwards through Fetteresso
and Drumtochty Forest. From the westernmost point of the application site, there
is a distance of approximately 670m as the crow flies to the Marr area boundary.
From this same point, there is a distance of approximately 20km to the boundary
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of the Cairngorms National Park (CNP). The site is currently part of a commercial
conifer forest, with the forested area covering approximately 1171ha of the
overall 1267ha site area. In terms of the surrounding area, the site is located
approximately 8.3km south-east of Banchory, 6km west of Stonehaven, 4.3km
north of Auchenblae and 11.2km north-east of Fettercairn. The area surrounding
the site is sparsely populated with hill features including Kerloch Hill at a height of
534m Above Ordnance Data (AOD) to the north of the site, Herscha Hill at a
height of 220m AOD to the south and Meikle Carewe at a height of 266m AOD to
the north-east. Cairn O’Mount, Clachnaben and Scolty Hill are also prominent
features, albeit further afield. The turbines would be sited on contour heights
ranging from a minimum height of 227m AOD (Turbine 9) to 353m AOD (Turbine
2).
2.3

The Planning and Environment Service are recommending that an objection be
made to the Scottish Government. In assessing the application against the
relevant policies contained within the extant Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan 2017 (LDP), the proposal gives rise to a number of concerns. A summary of
these is provided below.

2.4

The LDP, through Policy C2 Renewable Energy, requires renewable energy
developments such as this proposal, to be within ‘appropriate locations’, taking
into account the spatial mapping on Page 74 of the LDP, along with the Strategic
Landscape Capacity Assessment for wind energy in Aberdeenshire. The
applicant has raised concerns regarding the use of the Strategic Landscape
Capacity Assessment as a basis for decision-making, citing the age of the
document and changes to the industry approach since 2013/14. The Planning
and Environment Service is satisfied that the Capacity Assessment remains a
valid and material document, noting that it forms the core of Policy C2. Further to
this the Planning and Environment Service notes the Capacity Assessment and
Policy C2 have been subject to examination through the Local Development Plan
Process. For the avoidance of doubt, the Capacity Assessment has been used a
starting point for assessment, with a full exploration of the landscape and visual
impact detailed within the Committee Reports (Appendices 2A and 3A). The
assessment under Policy C2 has concluded that the proposed development site
lies within an area with no underlying capacity for new wind energy developments
beyond a domestic scale (over 15m in height) by virtue of the site being located
within the Mounth Landscape Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29
within SNH Landscape Character Assessment 2019); an area of significant
protection due to its sensitive landscape and high visual prominence. The
severity of the impact is considered to be exacerbated through the scale (in terms
of height and rotor diameter) and siting of the proposed turbines in the
foreground of Mid Hill I and II. This would result in an unacceptable sense of
encroachment and reinforce the prominence of wind development in this area –
particularly when viewed from prominent summits in Aberdeenshire. It is,
therefore, considered that the proposal would not be sited in an appropriate
location as required under Policy C2. For the avoidance of doubt, regardless of
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the validity of the Capacity Assessment it is considered that the proposed
turbines would not be in keeping with the scale of the landscape. It must be noted
that capacity does not equate to acceptability.
2.5

Additionally, Policy C2 requires proposals to be appropriate with regard to
impacts upon aviation receptors. In this instance, it has not been demonstrated
that the proposal would have no significant adverse impacts on aviation
infrastructure. The Ministry of Defence are maintaining a holding objection to the
proposal, citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence (AD) radar at RRH
Buchan as their reason. The response from the MoD is consistent with their
typical approach to turbine developments – essentially there is presumption that
applicants will not undertake investigations or discussions with the MoD
concerning mitigation measures until it is clear whether the development is likely
to be approved – owing to the prohibitive resource cost for all parties involved. It
may be possible that the technical reason for objection can be overcome,
however this would be a matter for the MoD to consider. Given the objection, the
proposal does not comply with Policy C2 at this time, however the proposal
would become compliant with Policy C2 if the Ministry of Defence were to remove
its objection. The Planning and Environment Service would seek to highlight this
to the Energy Consents Unit when responding to this consultation.

2.6

Moving on to Landscape Character and Visual Impact as assessed under the
parameters of Policy E2 Landscape, there is a degree of crossover between
these concerns and those associated with Policy C2. Policy E2 states that
Aberdeenshire Council will refuse development which causes unacceptable
impacts upon the key natural landscape elements, historical features,
composition or quality of the landscape character through scale, location or
design. The Policy further states that development should not significantly erode
characteristics as defined in Scottish Natural Heritage’s Landscape Character
Assessment or linked to Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs). The
impact has been considered in the context of landscape character and visual
impact.

2.7

With regard to Landscape character, the Planning and Environment Service
consider that the proposal does not comply with Policy E2, as it would have
significant negative impacts upon Landscape Character Type 29 (LCT 29) and
Landscape Character Type 24 (LCT 24), owing to the scale (height and rotor
diameter) and siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) of the proposed turbines. The
proposal would lead to a visually discordant and cluttered landscape in this
location, with the siting creating a sense of encroachment due to significantly
larger turbines being sited in the foreground. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.

2.8

With regard to visual impact, the appearance from a number of viewpoints has
been considered. The Planning and Environment Service is generally satisfied
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with the findings of the EIAR in that the impacts upon recreational visitors to
Cairn O’Mount (VP4) and West of Blereno (VP11) are deemed to be significant.
The Planning and Environment Service has however concluded the impact upon
recreational visitors to Clachnaben (VP5) would also be significant, due to the
magnitude of change which would occur. The concerns in relation to visual
impact are similar to those related to landscape character, in that the scale
(turbine height and rotor diameter) and siting would create a discordant
landscape, populated by turbines of varying scales which would lead to a sense
of wind development encroachment.
Summary of Resolved Matters
2.9

The preceding paragraphs focus upon the core planning issues which relate to
the proposed development. A full assessment against the Aberdeen City and
Shire Strategic Development Plan 2020 (SDP), Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 (LDP) and other material considerations has been
undertaken. The Strategic Development Plan is generally supportive of
renewable energy, as part of the wider focus upon sustainable economic
development and climate change. However, it is noted that this is a high-level
document, and thus this support should be weighed against compliance with the
Local Development Plan.

2.10 In terms of the Local Development Plan, the relevant policies have been applied
in respect of each pertinent subject area. This Report has focused upon issues
around the principle of development and landscape and visual impact. In addition
to these, Ecology; Ornithology; Cultural Heritage; Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology; Forestry; Traffic and Transport; Noise; Aviation and Infrastructure;
Socioeconomics and Access have been considered.
2.11 Policy E1 has been utilised in respect of terrestrial ecology and ornithology. The
Policy essentially requires that development should not have a detrimental
impact upon habitats or protected species. In order to ascertain said impact,
appropriate survey work is required. The Planning and Environment Service is
satisfied that appropriate survey work has been submitted, and that any predicted
detrimental impacts could be suitably overcome through the use of appropriate
Planning Conditions. The proposal complies with Policy E1.
2.12 Policies HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments and HE2
Protecting historic and cultural areas have been utilised in respect of Cultural
Heritage. The aims and objectives of these policies are similar, in that the
proposed development should not have a detrimental impact (direct or indirect)
upon cultural heritage assets. Where an impact is identified and is unavoidable,
there must be overwhelming public benefit arising from the scheme. A degree of
impact is predicted, upon scheduled monuments and historic sites within the
vicinity of the development site, however appropriate mitigation has been
proposed and could be secured via planning condition. Wider impacts beyond the
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development site are not anticipated. The proposal complies with Policies HE1
and HE2.
2.13 Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores has been utilised in respect of Ecology and
Hydrology, Geology and Hydrology. The Policy seeks to prevent the development
or disturbance of carbon stores such as peat unless it can be demonstrated
through the use of tools such as a carbon calculator that the proposal would have
no net effect on CO2. A carbon calculation has been provided, which indicates
the carbon cost of development would be repaid in 0.8 – 11.7 years (depending
on fuel mix). In either scenario the proposal would comply with Policy C3.
2.14 Policy C4 Flooding has been utilised in respect of Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology. The policy seeks to prevent development which would be sited in
an area of increased flood risk, or otherwise exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. The
proposal has been supported through the submission of appropriate survey work.
Key consultees including SEPA and Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and
Coastal Protection) have raised no objection in relation to flooding, subject to
appropriate conditions. The proposal complies with Policy C4.
2.15 Policy P4 Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and contaminated
land has been utilised in respect of Hydrology and Ice throw/ Shadow flicker. This
policy seeks to prevent development which would cause significant nuisance,
pollution or present an unacceptable danger to the public. In respect of hydrology
this policy relates to the potential impact upon private water supplies. A small
number of private water supplies may be impacted by the cable route, however
as the route corridor is likely to the significantly narrowed as the development is
progressed, a full and detailed assessment has not been undertaken at this
stage. SEPA and the Planning and Environment Service are satisfied that this
assessment could be obtained via suspensive condition. Shadow flicker has
been scoped out due to the siting of the proposal, away from residential areas.
Ice throw has been addressed through technical solutions, which are embedded
into the design of the turbines. The proposal is considered to comply with Policy
P4.
2.16 Policy PR1 Protecting important resources has been utilised in respect of
Forestry and Peatland. The Policy seeks to prevent development which would
have a negative impact upon important natural resources unless there is a
significant public economic or environmental benefit. In respect of forestry it is
anticipated that the proposal would result in the loss of commercial woodland,
however compensatory planting is proposed. The detail of the compensatory
planting would need to be agreed via condition. In respect of Peatland, the
Planning and Environment Service retains concerns over the development of
deep peat, however, is cognisant of the consultation responses from SEPA and
SNH on this matter. On balance it is considered that subject to appropriate micro
siting of turbines, and construction methodology for the Construction Compound
that the net impact of the proposal on CO2 would offset the development of
peatland. The proposal is considered to comply with Policy RD1.
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2.17 Policy RD1 Providing suitable services has been utilised in respect of traffic and
transport. The Policy places the onus on the developer to ensure that any impact
upon the road network which arises from their development is addressed.
Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) and Transport Scotland are
satisfied that impacts upon the road networks are acceptable subject to
appropriate conditions. The proposal complies with Policy RD1.
2.18 Full discussions of the proposed development are contained within each of the
Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area Committee Reports from the respective
meetings (22/01/2019 and 29/01/2019)and are attached as Appendices 2A and
3A) to this Report, along with a Minute of each of these meetings which are
attached as Appendices 2B and 3B.
3.

Representations (Summary)

3.1

Representations relating to the proposed development are directed to Scottish
Government as the determining Authority.

4.

Area Committee Decision (Summary)

4.1

The Marr Area Committee considered this proposal during their meeting on 29
September 2020. A verbal update was given in respect of Feughdee West
Community Council in order to better convey their concerns. The Area
Committee sought clarification in relation to the Ministry of Defence objection, in
so far as understanding why the issue has not been resolved prior to this stage.
The Marr Area Committee agreed to refer the proposal to the Infrastructure
Services Committee and endorsed the recommendation that Aberdeenshire
Council Object for the reasons in section 6.2 of this Report.

4.2

The Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee considered this proposal during
their meeting on 27 October 2020. The Area Committee sought confirmation from
the Planning Officer that the RSPB had not objected to the proposal (No
objection has been raised) and whether a community fund would be associated
with the development (no information at this stage), although noting that the latter
is not material in determining the application. The Area Committee questioned
the applicant on the design process for the development and focused upon the
need to construct turbines of this scale in this location and queried the lack of
justification for the development on deep peat. The Kincardine and Mearns Area
Committee agreed to refer the proposal to the Infrastructure Services Committee
and endorsed the recommendation that Aberdeenshire Council Object for the
reasons in section 6.2 of this Report.
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4.3

The following documents are attached as Appendices to this Report:
Appendix 1A
Appendix 1B
Appendix 2A
Appendix 2B
Appendix 3A
Appendix 3B

Location Plan
Site Plan
Marr Area Committee Report (29
September 2020)
Marr Area Committee Minute
Extract (29 September 2020)
Kincardine and Mearns Area
Committee Report (27 October
2020)
Kincardine and Mearns Area
Committee Draft Minute Extract
(27 October 2020)

5.

Implications and Risk

5.1

An Equality Impact Assessment is not required because through providing a
consultation response to Scottish Government, the Committee will not be doing
anything which will result in a differential impact on people sharing the same
protected characteristics.

5.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

5.3

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.

6.

Officer Recommendation

6.1

That Members agree that Aberdeenshire Council respond to the S36
Consultation with an Objection to the proposed development.

6.2

Reason for Objection:

01.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan 2017, Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a)

the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale
(over 15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the Mounth
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Landscape Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29 within SNH
Landscape Character Assessment 2019); an area of significant protection
due to its sensitive landscape, high visual prominence.
b)

02.

it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan 2017, Policy E2 (Landscape) as the Environmental Impact Assessment
Report (EIAR) has underestimated the potential landscape and visual impacts of
the proposed development, most notably the disparity in scale between the
proposed development and the established Mid Hill I + II developments. The
difference in height shall create a sense of wind development advancing and
encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT 24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and
Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29 ‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’.
The impact is not considered to be outweighed by any economic or carbon
reduction benefits.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: James Hewitt
Report Date: 14 October 2020
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Infrastructure Services

Marr Area Committee Report – 29 September 2020
Reference No: APP/2019/1341
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm
Applicant:
Consultation by:

Grid Ref:
Ward No. and Name:
Application Type:
Representations

Consultations
Relevant Proposals Map
Designations:
Complies with
Development Plans:
Main Recommendation

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4
Springkerse Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU
E: 374440 N: 786463
W19 – Mearns
Notification under Electricity Act 1989
Representations relating to the proposed development are
directed to Scottish Government as the determining
authority.
28
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Rural Housing Market Area
No
Refer to ISC

NOT TO SCALE
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright and database rights. Ordnance Survey Licence Number 0100020767.
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Planning Application: APP/2019/1341
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1.

Reason for Report

1.1

The Scottish Government has consulted Aberdeenshire Council in respect of
an application under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. The Head of
Planning and Environment Service has the power under Section F.4.6 of Part
2B List of Officer Powers in the Scheme of Governance to respond to
consultations from the Scottish Government on applications. He has decided
not to exercise the delegated power in this particular case and instead
referred the application to the Marr Area Committee and Kincardine and
Mearns Area Committee in order to seek views for Infrastructure Services
Committee, in order to agree a response to the consultation. The Marr Area
Committee is able to consider this matter in terms of Section B.8.1 of Part 2A
List of Committee Powers and Section C.5.2 of Part 2C Planning Delegations
of the Scheme of Governance as it is a consultation to an application to be
determined by another public body.

1.2

The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this report and had no comments to
make and are satisfied that the report complies with the Scheme of
Governance and relevant legislation.

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

This is an application that has been submitted to Scottish Government’s
Energy Consents Unit under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the
installation of 10 wind turbines and associated infrastructure. This would
represent an extension to the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm (Mid Hill) which was
approved in two phases (Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II) and includes 33 WTGs max
height 125.0m. The combined generation capacity of the existing Mid Hill
Developments is 75.9 MW Details of the applications are included within
paragraph 2.12 below. The windfarm became operational in 2013. As stated
above, the application states that and addresses this proposal is an extension
to Mid Hill. This approach has been accepted by the Scottish Government.
For the avoidance of doubt the development site lies within Kincardine and
Mearns.

2.2

Applications are made under Section 36 of the above Act where the
generating capacity exceeds 50 megawatts (MW). The EIAR has not stated
the generating capacity of the proposed turbines, but as this development is
considered to be an extension to Mid Hill and the entire capacity of this and
the previous phases would be above 50MW, a S36 application is considered
appropriate. The Scottish Government have consulted Aberdeenshire Council
alongside other stakeholders including Cairngorms National Park, SNH and
SEPA among others detailed in Section 4 below. Once the Scottish
Government have received the consultation responses, an assessment and
decision would be made taking these into account.
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2.3

The proposed development comprises 10, three bladed wind turbines of
varying heights. See Table 1 below.

Turbine
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Original
Maximum
Tip Height
(m)
149.9
149.9
149.9
180.0
180.0
180.0
200.0
200.0
200.0
200.0

Amended
Maximum
Tip Height
(m)
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
180.0
180.0
200.0
200.0

Rotor
Location
Diameter (m) AOD (m)
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0

318.0
353.0
342.0
277.0
268.0
286.0
262.0
253.0
227.0
243.0

Table 1: Description of Turbines

2.4

Other infrastructure associated with the proposed development is also
incorporated within the application, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

External transformer housing;
Crane pads including a lay down area with a length of 70m, temporary
works area and crane hardstanding area adjacent to the turbine
measuring 20m x 40m for crane use;
Turbine foundations with an outer diameter of around 26m and cable
ducts;
Access tracks both cut into the vegetation and floating atop vegetation
and peat. New access tracks and widening of some existing tracks are
proposed;
One on-site substation measuring 20m in length, 10m in width and 6m
in height and including space for transformers, switch-rooms and mess
area;
Underground electricity cables;
Anemometry mast;
Up to 4 borrow pits (detailed later in the report);
Water crossings and drainage attenuation measures as necessary;
Forestry felling and restocking;
Temporary construction and storage compounds with an area
measuring around 10,000m² (exact dimensions to be determined) and
bound by a 2.5m high security fence used for the laying down of
materials and storage of construction vehicles. Portable
accommodation including site offices and welfare facilities may also be
sited here;
Health and safety signposting.
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Where possible, existing infrastructure from the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm
would be used, particularly the existing access tracks, albeit with some
reinforcement and new tracks branching from it.
2.5

The proposed borrow pits have been detailed within the appendix 10.3
(Borrow Pit Assessment) of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report
(EIAR). The submission details 4 borrow pit search areas within the wider
development site, which could be utilised depending on further geotechnical
investigation. Extraction would occur through ripping, hydraulic breaking and
blasting. Finalised details in terms of the depth of extraction are unknown at
this time. Table 2 below summarises the borrow pits
Borrow
Pit
Search
Area
1
2
3
4

Search
Area (ha)
5.5
3.1
4.4
19.4

Estimated
Rock
Volume
(cubic m)
90,000
45,000
55,000
115,000

Indicative
Working
Area (ha)

% indicative
Working Area of
Search Area

2.0
1.7
1.4
2.0

36
55
32
10

Table 2: Description of Borrow Pits

2.6

The site, which covers approximately 1267ha (including an area of c700ha
unaffected by development but included as it is adjacent to the access and
grid corridor) is located to the south and east of the existing Mid Hill Wind
Farm, which as described above comprises 33 turbines with a maximum tip
height of 125m. The site runs from the A957 ‘Slug Road’ westwards through
Fetteresso and Drumochty Forest. From the westernmost point of the
application site, there is a distance of approximately 670m as the crow flies to
the Marr area boundary. From this same point, there is a distance of
approximately 20km to the boundary of the Cairngorms National Park (CNP).

2.7

The site is currently part of a commercial conifer forest, with the forested area
covering approximately 1171ha of the overall 1267ha site area. In terms of the
surrounding area, the site is located approximately 8.3km south-east of
Banchory, 6km west of Stonehaven, 4.3km north of Auchenblae and 11.2km
north-east of Fettercairn. The area surrounding the site is sparsely populated
with hill features including Kerloch Hill at a height of 534m Above Ordinance
Data (AOD) to the north of the site, Herscha Hill at a height of 220m AOD to
the south and Meikle Carewe at a height of 266m AOD to the north-east.
Cairn O’Mount, Clachnaben and Scolty Hill are also prominent features, albeit
further afield. The turbines would be sited on contour heights ranging from a
minimum height of 227m AOD (Turbine 9) to 353m AOD (Turbine 2) (see
Table 1 above).

2.8

The application to the Scottish Government was submitted with a supporting
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) because, due to its nature,
size and location, the development requires a detailed analysis of potential
environmental impacts. A scoping opinion was Issued in June 2018 under
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Part 4 of the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2017 by the Scottish Government following consultation with
stakeholders, including Aberdeenshire Council and the EIAR has been
submitted further to this. The EIAR outlines the environmental designations
and highlights any potential impacts of the project on the natural, built and
human environments. The EIAR identifies, and seeks assessment and
agreement of, the proposed mitigation for those potential impacts. The
proposal has been assessed using the ‘worst case scenario’ principle so the
impacts can be understood, and adequate mitigation can be proposed and
agreed with the knowledge that the impacts would be within and would not
exceed the extent analysed.
2.9

Additional Information was submitted to the Scottish Government in February
2020, which amended the proposal through reducing the heights of several
turbines (as per table 1 above), although the maximum height remains
200.0m. The additional information also included a revised peat slide risk
assessment, ornithological information, updated Landscape and Visual Impact
assessments and cultural heritage assessments.

2.10

In terms of the delivery of the development, the construction phase is
anticipated to last 12 months and would include the forestry felling, formation
of the internal site tracks between the turbines, cabling works (including
trenching), construction of turbine foundations, crane pads and new
substations, installation and testing of the new turbines and ongoing site
reinstatement around turbines including the targeted re-use of peat.

2.11

Upon the cessation of the consent or operational lifespan of the development,
the site would be decommissioned which would involve the removal of the
turbines, transformers and substations. Underground cables are proposed to
remain in situ. It is proposed that turbine foundations to a depth of at least 1m
be removed and backfilled with appropriate material, while tracks would either
be covered with soil and seeded or left to naturalise.

2.12

Given the scale of the development, the developer conducted pre-application
consultation (PAC) with the local community by way of public exhibitions in
November 2018 in Banchory, Auchenblae and Drumlithie. A PAC Report has
been included with the submission in support of the application detailing the
advertisements placed to notify of the engagements and also highlights
comments made as a result of the engagement. The public were given a
further opportunity to comment upon the revised layout (associated with the
additional information) in late May / early June 2020. This period was delayed
and the applicant unable to hold public events due to the COVID-19
pandemic. Notwithstanding the delay, the May/June 2020 consultation period
has provided the public with the opportunity to make further comment on the
application to the Scottish Government, in line with relevant legislation.

2.13

In terms of process, the views of the Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area
Committees would feed into a report to Infrastructure Services Committee, the
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result of which would form the Aberdeenshire Council consultation response
to the Scottish Government. Should Aberdeenshire Council object to the
proposed development, a Public Local Inquiry (PLI) would be triggered under
Schedule 8 of the Electricity Act 1989. The outcome of a PLI would be
considered by Scottish Government alongside all other consultation
responses from other stakeholders prior to a decision on the application being
made.
2.14

Aside from the initial planning enquiry, scoping request and gatecheck relating
to this proposed development, the wider site does have some planning
history.
•

APP/2003/1662 - Formation of Wind Farm Comprising 25 Turbines, 2
Anemometry Masts, Formation of Access Tracks, Underground Grid
Connection, Erection of Building and Substation and Formation of
Vehicular Access onto A957 and Improvements to Said Public Road –
Full Planning Permission Granted on 16 June 2005.

•

APP/2013/3720 - Extension to Wind Powered Electricity Generating
Station (9 Turbines) – No objection made. Scottish Government
Granted the development under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989
on 25 October 2013.

2.15

The map on page 2 of this report shows the development history of the site.
The red area is this current application, the green area reflects the 2003
application site (Mid Hill I), and the yellow area reflects the 2013 application
site (Mid Hill II).

2.16

The proposal has evolved in design terms over time, with wind turbine
numbers being reduced and individual positions being altered throughout this
design and pre application process in order to address issues highlighted at
various pre-application stages, including by stakeholders. This is discussed
further throughout this report. Further information was submitted by the agent
in August 2020 which sought to address concerns raised by the Planning
Service in relation to Landscape/ Visual Impact, Ecological Impact (Peat and
GWDTE) and Private Water Supplies.

2.17

Nearby operational Wind Farms include Meikle Carewe approximately 5km
east; Tullo and Tullo Extension, approximately 11.5km south and St Johns
Hill, approximately 9km south-east of the proposed development site.
Proposed developments nearby include Craigneil windfarm, (APP/2018/0993)
the site of which is located approximately 8.2km north-east of the Fetteresso
wind farm (directly opposite the junction of the access road and A957 Slug
Road) and comprises 11 wind turbines with a maximum height of 135m and
associated infrastructure is currently pending consideration. Glendye
windfarm (APP/2018/2480) which the Council formally objected to in March
2019 is located approximately 9.4km west/south west. The Glendye wind farm
S36 application has not yet been concluded by the Scottish Government.

3.

Representations
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3.1

Representations relating to the proposed development are directed to Scottish
Government as the determining authority.

4.

Consultations
Consultations undertaken by Aberdeenshire Council

4.1

Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) raised concerns over the number
and scale of the proposed wind turbines, and the consequent impact upon the
historic environment (both directly within the development site, and indirectly
on heritage assets in the wider landscape). A condition requiring the
undertaking of a programme of archaeological works has been requested in
the event of any approval.

4.2

Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development and suggests the addition of an
informative regarding contamination be added to any grant of permission.

4.3

Infrastructure Services (Environment - Built Heritage) made no comment
on the proposed development, however some historical interests are covered
within the Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) comments.

4.4

Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has not
supported or objected to the proposal but rather has made comments
regarding Protected Species, loss of Habitats/ Peat and access. The impact
upon Protected Species are deemed acceptable, subject to mitigation
measures outlined within the EIAR being secured via condition. Concerns
have been raised over the impact upon peatland, and in particular Blanket
Bog and Deep Peat. The Environment Team has been involved in subsequent
discussions relating to peatland and has advised that whilst concerns remain
the impact may be lessened through construction methods, particularly those
associated with the temporary construction compound. An access plan has
been requested in order to ensure rights of way are maintained throughout
construction.

4.5

Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development, subject to appropriate conditions in
relation to noise levels.

4.6

Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coast Protection) advised that
there are no specific flood risk concerns with regard to the proposed
development. It’s advised that new watercourse culverts are designed to
convey a 1 in 200 year flow. As surface water drainage systems and
management plans are to be designed post-consent, it’s requested that a
drainage impact assessment and surface water management plan be
conditioned to be submitted to ensure an appropriate design.
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4.7

Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development and requested conditions in relation to
visibility splays and the submission of a Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP).
Consultations undertaken by Scottish Government

4.8

Aberdeen Airport holds no objection to the proposal.

4.9

BT advised that there is no objection to the proposed development as it
should not cause interference to BT’s current and presently planned radio
network.

4.10

Cairngorm National Park confirmed they had no comment to make on the
proposal, and noted that the visual and landscape impact upon the National
Park had been scoped out of the assessment of the EIA.

4.11

Dee District Salmon Fishery Board advised that there is no objection to the
proposed development. detailed comments have been made in relation to the
potential impacts of the development on Salmonid, primarily in relation to the
loss of habitat and pollution risk. It is noted by Dee DSFB that these matters
are subject to strict controls through various agencies such as SEPA.

4.12

Feughdee West Community Council supports the proposed development
when viewed in the context of an extension to the Mid Hill I and II Wind
Farms. FWCC notes that this proposal represents the limit of acceptable
commercial wind farm development within the CC area. Concerns have been
raised over the use of aircraft warning lights, as a potential source of light
pollution in an otherwise dark environment. FWCC have expressed a strong
desire that associated cabling be placed underground so as to minimise
landscape and visual impact.

4.13

Finzean Community Council raised concerns in relation to the landscape
and visual impact of the turbines, and the ecological and ornithological
impacts. Comments were also made in relation to accessing the Community
Benefit Fund.

4.14

Fisheries Management Scotland provided general advice and links to
technical guidance for the applicant. No specific comment was made in
relation to this proposal.

4.15

Historic Environment Scotland (HES) advised that there is no objection to
the proposed development. HES consider that the proposal would not
significantly alter the Landscape and Visual Baseline in which historic assets
are viewed, and therefore would not impact upon their settings in a
meaningful way.
HES has advised that one scheduled monument would potentially be directly
impacted – Cowie Line, pillbox and earthworks 945m SW of Stonehouse
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(SM6437). Impacts are likely to arise through any widening of the forest rack
to the north of the monument. However HES are satisfied that the submitted
fencing detail would prevent accidental damage, and thereby significantly
diminish the likelihood of direct impacts occurring.
4.16

Joint Radio Company (JRC) advised that there is no objection to the
proposed development.

4.17

Marine Scotland advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development. MS note that the developer proposes to undertake a monitoring
programme in order to identify the impact of the scheme upon fish
populations. MS have advised that robust, site specific, integrated
hydrochemical, macroinvertebrate and fish population monitoring be carried
out in line with MS guidelines and be secured via planning condition.

4.18

Ministry of Defence (MOD) advised of their objection to the proposed
development citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence (AD) radar
at RRH Buchan as their reason and the quantity of the proposed turbines
visible to the RRH Radar exceeding the ‘cumulative effect’ thresholds.

4.19

NATS holds no objection to the proposed development.

4.20

North Kincardine Rural Community Council has provided comments in
relation to Ecology/ Ornithology (in particular bird and bat strikes), Forestry
(compensatory planting), TV and radio reception and decommissioning. It is
noted that the community council have not stated support or objection to the
proposal.

4.21

RSPB advised that it holds no objection to the proposal. RSPB are satisfied
that the appropriate mitigation measures are in place in relation to Goshawk.
RSPB do not consider the impact upon Herring Gulls from the Fowlsheugh
SPA to be significant, as variability in sightings would indicate that their
movements in this area vary annually. In relation to forested elements of the
scheme, it is suggested that some species may respond positively to the
associated tree felling, however sensitive management would be required.

4.22

ScotWays has raised some concerns in relation to the proposed development
(notably around the impact of the development upon recreational path user,
and maintaining access throughout construction), whilst stopping short of
objecting to the proposal. It is requested that an access plan be required via
suspensive condition in order to ensure adequate means of protecting and
maintaining public access are outlined.

4.23

Scottish Forestry note that the proposal would require the removal of
26.13ha of mainly commercial woodland, which would be subject to the
Control of Woodland removal policy. Woodland should only be removed
where concise time limited re-planting is in place. To this end, Scottish
Forestry have requested a condition requiring the submission of a
Compensatory Planting Plan, including details of appropriate monitoring.

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 54
Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report
4.24

Scottish Water advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development.

4.25

SNH has provided comments in relation to Ornithology, Habitats Regulations,
Peat and Landscape and visual impact. The comments in relation to
Landscape have raised the likelihood of a significant local impact arising due
to the proposal, however consider this largely acceptable as the proposal
would be an extension to an existing Wind Farm. Comments in relation to
Ornithology relate to Important Ornithological Features (IOFs) as defined
within the EIAR, and highlight the regulatory requirements associated with
Fowlsheugh SPA under the EC Habitats Regualations. Overall no objection is
made to the development.

4.26

SEPA initially advised of their objection to the proposed development citing
lack of information on peat avoidance/reuse; Groundwater Dependant
Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE); watercourse crossings; and cable
trenches. A further consultation response in October 2019 removed the
objection from SEPA subject to conditions which would require further,
detailed information in relation to these matters prior to the commencement of
development.

4.27

Transport Scotland advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development and has requested conditions in relation to abnormal loads
routing and temporary signage/ traffic control.

4.28

Visit Scotland advised of the importance of tourism to the Scottish economy
and of the landscape’s role in attracting visitors and recommends an
independent tourism impact assessment be carried out.

5.

Relevant Planning Policies

5.1

National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3)
The NPF3, published in June 2014, sets out a long-term strategy for
Scotland’s spatial development and supports the country’s transition to a low
carbon economy. Paragraph 3.12 emphasises that new wind energy
infrastructure should be in appropriate locations and that development should
sustain environmental assets.

5.2

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP)
SPP was published in June 2014, superseding the previous SPP published in
2010. It outlines that while the Town and County Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
requires that decisions should be made in accordance with the Development
Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise, it confirms that the
content of the SPP is a material consideration that carries significant weight.
One of the four planning aims relates to reducing carbon emissions and
adapting to climate change by achieving 30% of overall energy demand from
renewable sources by 2020, rising to 100% by 2050. Paragraph 169 identifies
considerations which are likely to apply to proposals for energy infrastructure
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development, while Paragraph 202 notes that the siting and design of
development should take account of the local landscape character.
Table 1 (Page 39 of SPP) identifies a spatial framework for onshore wind
energy developments, within which, are 3 Groups: Group 1 – Areas where
wind farms will not be acceptable (National Parks and National Scenic Areas);
Group 2 – Areas of significant protection (National and international
designations, nationally important environmental interests); and Group 3 –
Areas with potential for wind farm development. The proposed site lies within
a Group 2 area.
5.3

The Strategic Development Plan was published in August 2020.
The purpose of this Plan is to set a clear direction for the future development
of the City Region. It sets the strategic framework for investment in jobs,
homes and infrastructure over the next 20 years. 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.
The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 will continue to be the
primary document against which applications are considered. The Aberdeen
City & Shire SDP 2020 as published may also be a material consideration.

5.4

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy C2 Renewable energy
Policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores
Policy C4 Flooding
Policy E1 Natural heritage
Policy E2 Landscape
Supplementary guidance 9c Special Landscape Areas
Policy HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments
Policy HE2 Protecting historic and cultural areas
Policy P1 Layout, siting and design
Policy P4 Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and
contaminated land
Policy PR1 Protecting important resources
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Policy RD1 Providing suitable services

5.5

Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020 resolved to agree the Proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) 2020 as the ‘settled view of the
Council’ on what the final adopted content of the LDP 2021 should be.
The Proposed LDP 2020 is a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications. The Planning Authority must therefore assess what
weight it should have in the context of this particular application. As the
Proposed LDP is yet to be subject to public scrutiny and subsequent
Examination by an independent Reporter, it is considered that the level of
weight that should be applied to the Proposed LDP 2020 is not significant.
The Aberdeenshire LDP 2017 remains the up-to-date LDP for the area and
the primary document against which planning applications should be
determined until such time as a new LDP for the area is adopted.

5.6

Other Material Considerations
The Scottish Energy Strategy: the future of energy in Scotland:
The Scottish Energy Strategy was published by Scottish Government in
December 2017 and outlines the vision to deliver secure, affordable and clean
energy. The Strategy sets the target that 50% of Scotland’s heat, transport
and electricity consumption be supplied by renewable sources by 2030. Long
term, the target is for renewable energy to supply a significant share of energy
needs by 2050.
The Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy Statement:
The Onshore Wind Policy Statement was also published in December 2017
and states the expectation of onshore wind energy to remain at the heart of
clean, reliable and low carbon energy in Scotland. The Statement goes on to
acknowledge that large wind turbines should be in landscapes judged to be
capable of accommodating them without significant adverse impacts.
SNH National Landscape Character Assessment 2019 – Landscape
Character Type 29: Summits and Plateaux, Aberdeenshire
Aberdeenshire Council Planning Advice - Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire is a tool for considering the
context for wind energy development

6.

Discussion
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6.1

Overview

6.1.1 The main planning considerations in respect of this development relate firstly
to the establishment of the principle of development before moving on to
consider the potential environmental impacts, including Ecology, Ornithology,
Landscape and Visual amenity, Cultural Heritage, Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology, Forestry, Traffic and Transport, Noise, Aviation and
Infrastructure, Socioeconomics and Access.
6.1.2 As advised within Section 2 of the report above, the application is supported
by an EIAR. The structure of the EIAR is orthodox and includes individual
chapters for each over-arching element. Each chapter includes the
identification of the effects resulting from the proposed development by
assessing the sensitivity of the receptor from the environmental baseline
against the proposed magnitude of change predicted as a result of the
scheme. This process is used to determine the proposed significance of any
environmental impact. Those impacts that are considered to be significant
require to be addressed and reduced. Mitigation of these impacts is proposed,
both embedded into the proposal through the design and use of good
practice, but also additional measures which are presented within the EIAR.
The structure and methodology of the submission is acceptable.
6.1.3 Within the EIAR, the developer has identified a total of 2 potential significant
impacts through the following issues:
 Landscape and Visual Impact
 Impact upon Aviation (Radar)
The developer considers all other impacts would not be significant with
appropriate mitigation. The significant impacts are discussed in detail below
alongside other potential impacts.
6.2

Principle of Development

6.2.1 As outlined in Paragraph 2.1 above, because the application is made under
Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989, the Scottish Government is the
determining authority. In considering an application under Section 36,
Ministers are required to give due regard to criteria outlined in Schedule 9 of
the Act, which includes the desirability of preserving natural beauty,
conserving flora, fauna and geological or physiological features of special
interest and to protect sites, buildings and objects of architectural, historical or
archaeological interest, and to the mitigation of any impacts the proposal has
on these. The basis of these requirements, along with being set out within the
Electricity Act, are also incorporated into the body of national planning
policies.
6.2.2 The considerations of the Electricity Act, national planning policy (including
NPF3 and SPP) along with national energy policy (Onshore Wind Policy
Statement and Scottish Energy Strategy Energy Policies) requires to be
considered alongside the Development Plan. Despite not having primacy, the
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Development Plan does remain an important material consideration in the
overall decision making, whilst forming the basis of the Council’s assessment.
6.2.3 In terms of national planning policy, both NPF3 and SPP are supportive of
wind energy development for Scotland to transition into a low carbon
economy. A presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development is set out within SPP. However, the SPP also cites
the importance of the siting of such developments to be in appropriate
locations considering important features such as the historic and natural
environment. SPP, in Paragraph 169, identifies the considerations to be
made. This includes “proposals for energy infrastructure development should
always take account of spatial frameworks for wind farms” and that
“considerations will vary relative to the scale of the proposals and area
characteristics but are likely to include a number of matters”. These are set
out in Table 1: Spatial Frameworks on Page 39 of SPP. Table 1: shows the
proposed development falling within Group 2: Areas of significant protection
as the site is on an area of carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland
habitat. As the site is afforded significant protection, it must be demonstrated
that any significant effects on the qualities of these areas can be substantially
overcome by siting, design or other mitigation.
6.2.4 With regard to regional/strategic policy, the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) supports the vision of SPP to reduce carbon
emissions through renewable energy sources. The ‘Sustainable development
and climate change’ objective within the SDP identifies that there is ‘extra
capacity for onshore wind [energy]’ within the region.
6.2.5 The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (ALDP) adopts the vision and
aims of the SDP and offers broad support for renewable energy development
if the impacts upon the environment and amenity of the surrounding area can
be mitigated. The EIAR offers a detailed assessment of the environmental
and visual impacts predicted by virtue of the proposed development – this is
discussed later in this report.
6.2.6 Policy C2 within the ALDP, which is a prominent policy to consider for the
proposed development, presumes approval of wind energy developments in
‘appropriate locations’ taking into account the spatial mapping on Page 74 of
the ALDP. The map identifies those areas with landscape capacity for wind
energy development along with those which are protected/have no capacity
for such development. More detailed guidance is set out in the Strategic
Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy which is a material
consideration. For the avoidance of doubt, the Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Energy forms the starting point of the assessment of the
principle of development but is not the only consideration. This document
provides an indication of landscape capacity, however capacity does not
equate to suitability or acceptability and vice versa – even with capacity for
wind energy development, said development must still fit successfully into any
landscape from a design, scale and visual perspective. It is accepted that this
document was compiled prior to the adoption of SPP, however the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 (including the Strategic
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Landscape Capacity Assessment) was subject to examination after SPP and
was subsequently adopted and thus forms the primary and up to date policy
basis for assessing the application. The Planning Service is satisfied that the
use of Policy C2 and the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment remains
an appropriate starting point for the establishment of the principle of
development. This does not identify the site as being within an area with
strategic capacity but is within an area ‘with potential’ subject to detailed
consideration. Therefore, taking all of the above into account, the principle of
development may be acceptable if there are no significant effects identified on
the environment and where suitable mitigation can be agreed and secured if
appropriate. The conclusion of this report shall state whether the proposal is
considered to comply with Policy C2.
6.3

Ecology

6.3.1 With regard to Ecology, the main issues to consider are the impact of the
development upon protected species and priority habitats. Policy E1 Natural
Heritage of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 is therefore the
primary consideration. Other matters such as forestry and ornithology are
discussed elsewhere in this report.
6.3.2 Policy E1 seeks to prevent development which would have a detrimental
impact upon a protected species. In order to ascertain the impact, the Policy
requires appropriate survey work to have been undertaken and the
submission of species protection plans describing appropriate mitigation
where necessary.
6.3.3 Chapter 6 of the EIAR considers terrestrial ecology. As part of the submission,
a suite of habitat and species surveys were undertaken across the site
including desk studies and field surveys including a Phase 1 Habitat Survey,
National Vegetation Classification (NVC) Survey, GWDTE’s and protected
species surveys for otter, water vole, badger, bats, wildcat, pine marten,
badger, red squirrel and fish. A baseline of existing conditions is given
including details of designated sites within the locality, including those with
statutory designations (Special Area of Conservation (SAC)) and nonstatutory designations (Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCS)) and species
records for the site.
6.3.4 Consideration was given to the designated sites, habitat and species found at
the Fetteresso site, which is mainly commercial woodland, along with their
conservation importance to determine whether they are an Important
Ecological Feature (IEF). Those designated sites/species/habitats that are
considered to be an IEF are given further consideration in the EIAR. Those
that are not, have no further surveys and are scoped out of the assessment.
The Planning Service consider this to be a reasonable approach, which has
allowed the EIAR to focus on those species which are at highest risk. Other
species which have been scoped out are not insignificant, however their
presence on site is likely to be transient in nature and therefore more general
measures such as the adoption of best working practices would provide
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adequate safeguards should they be encountered, this is considered to be
suitable mitigation in the circumstances. Those identified as IEFs are: Bats;
Wildcat; Pine Marten; Woodland Ant Species and habitats including
Broadleaved Woodland, Marshy Grassland, Dry Dwarf Shrub Heath, Blanket
Bog, Flush and Spring Grassland and GWDTE’s.
6.3.5 Potential effects were identified during both the construction and operational
phases, albeit primarily during the construction phase. None of the potential
effects are identified as being significant.
6.3.6 In terms of protected mammals (bats, wildcat and pine martens), impacts on
bats are considered at a local scale, whereas impacts on wildcat and pine
martens are considered at a regional scale owing to their scarcity.
6.3.7 Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) have been consulted
in relation to the development and are satisfied with the content of the
Ecological Chapter of the EIAR. It is noted that Species Protection Plans
(SpPP) will be required and could be secured via suspensive condition. The
paragraphs below (which incorporate comments from the Environment Team)
detail the IEFs identified on site, as well as the content required in the relevant
SpPP.
Bats (IEF)
6.3.8 Baseline Survey work did not identify any bat roosts, however several
structures with roost potential were identified. Recorded bat activity levels
were generally low across the site, with the most records relating to species
common across the UK and Scotland. A single recording of Nathusius
pipistrelle was identified, which is a rare species in the UK. While this species
is considered to be at high risk of collision with wind turbines, the solitary
record indicates that this species is found in low numbers and infrequently in
this location. On this basis the EIAR identifies the site as of local conservation
significance. However, given the uncertain relationship between bat activity at
pre-construction and mortality during operation, bats have been identified as
an IEF.
6.3.9 Further investigation has identified the site as being of relatively poor quality
for bats, in terms of habitat and foraging grounds, with little evidence of it
being used for commuting routes. It is noted that no roosts were identified
during early survey work, with some structures with roost potential present. It
is noted within the EIAR that woodpecker holes may provide small scale roost
potential, and therefore felling activity would provide an inherent risk to the bat
population. This could be suitably mitigated through pre-commencement
survey work.
6.3.10 The erection of wind turbines creates a collision risk for bat species. The EIAR
highlights that the impact of collision risk is currently difficult to ascertain, with
conflicting academic research produced across the UK, North America and
Europe. Collision risk cannot be discounted; however the significance of the
potential impact can be assessed through considering the mix of species
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identified within the site, and their wider distribution. It is noted that Common
and Soprano pipistrelle comprise the majority of species recorded on site –
albeit in relatively low numbers. The EIAR estimates the UK wide population
of these species to be around 2 million, and therefore it is considered that this
development would be unlikely to have a significant impact upon this bat
population.
6.3.11 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the bat population can be managed
through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP).
6.3.12 The SpPP must incorporate pre-construction surveys of trees with suitable
roost potential that were identified during the previous survey; and
implementation of buffers around turbines of tree/ shrub free habitat in order
to minimise the risk of bats being hit by turbines. Additional consideration of
adequate buffers between riparian habitats and turbines may be required. The
implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects
to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in
this regard.
Wildcat (IEF)
6.3.13 Baseline Survey work did not identify any signs of Wildcat in 2015, however
historic NESBReC records suggest the potential for wildcat to be present on
site. Given the conservation status of the species, Wildcat have been
identified as an IEF. It is noted that the Survey work is several years old at
this point, however given the large territories associated with this species it is
considered that the 2015 survey provides a historical basis from which to
work. The adoption of a suitable SpPP would ensure adequate protocols are
in place in the event that Wildcat are identified on site.
6.3.14 The Wildcat population across Scotland is unknown, although thought to be
extremely low. Historically, Aberdeenshire has had a relatively high number of
records of Wildcat (proportionally compared to other local authority areas),
however this is thought to have declined more recently. NESBReC has
identified 4 records of Wildcat within the development site, with a further
sighting 2km south east of the site. The relatively low number of sightings
within the past 10 years would indicate a relatively low population. The
presence of commercial forestry within the development site is likely to further
reduce the quality of the site as a wildcat habitat.
6.3.15 With regard to potential impacts, the construction phase represents the
largest risk to any population of Wildcat. The risks include disturbance during
the breeding season (Feb to July) when individuals are particularly sensitive
to noise or vibrations, changes to the structural habitat or mortality due to
collision with vehicles. It is considered that these risks could be suitably
mitigated through the adoption of an appropriate SpPP. Given the sparsity of
records in the area, it is considered that any impact would be unlikely to be
significant to the wider populations.
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6.3.16 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the Wildcat population can be
managed through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP).
6.3.17 The SpPP must incorporate outline measures to be taken in order to minimise
the potential disturbance of wildcat during tree felling and construction, in
addition to measures to be put in place to protect any dens identified during
the works. The implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential
negative effects to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform
to ALDP Policy in this regard.
Pine Marten (IEF)
6.3.18 Baseline Survey work has identified extensive evidence of Pine Marten within
the development site. It is noted that the territory for a Pine Marten is
estimated to be 10-25 sq km for a male and 5-15 sq km for a female. Each
territory requires approximately 0.86 – 1.66 sq km of woodland. Based upon
this, the proposal site could accommodate up to 11 individuals. The Pine
Marten is therefore an IEF.
6.3.19 Pine Marten are considered to be relatively tolerant of human activity, and the
risk of disturbance is generally considered to be low. However, disturbance
during the breeding season (March to July) has been known to cause female
Pine Martens to abandon her kits. This disturbance is most likely to occur
during the construction period and be caused due to construction noise/
vibrations or through felling activity. The EIAR states this could be mitigated
through the adoption of best practice working, to be detailed through the
SpPP.
6.3.20 In terms of magnitude of impact, the disturbance is likely to be limited to an
area of approximately 3 sq km, an area unlikely to support more than one pair
of Pine Marten. Felling associated with the development is unlikely to cause a
loss of habitat above that which would impact one individual Pine Marten and
therefore would not destabilise the population.
6.3.21 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the Pine Marten population can be
managed through mitigation SpPP.
6.3.22 The SpPP must incorporate pre-construction surveys of forested areas to
detect the presence of and/ or dens and measures to protect these during the
construction of the wind farm infrastructure. Measures must also be outlined
in order to protect any breeding sites identified during the works. The
implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects
to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in
this regard.
Wood Ants (IEF)
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6.3.23 Baseline Survey work has identified the presence of both Hairy Wood Ants
and Blood Red Ants on site. The Hairy Wood Ant is found throughout the UK,
with the Blood Red Ant found in Northern Scotland and Southern England.
Both species provide ecosystem services, important to the general health of
the woodland ecosystem. Wood Ant have therefore been designated an IEF
for this development.
6.3.24 Incidents of this species were generally observed alongside the edge of the
woodland, and adjacent to access tracks. For this reason the greatest risk of
disturbance would arise during upgrades to the access tracks. Both species
are generally transient, with nests moving annually although staying within the
same area. The impact of the development could be mitigated through
measures to minimise the impact upon Wood Ant, and through the creation of
more favourable conditions on site.
6.3.25 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the wood ant population can be
managed through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP.
6.3.26 The SpPP must incorporate must outline measures to minimise the impact
upon wood ants, and measures to create suitable conditions for wood ants
within the site in the longer term. The Planning Service are satisfied that this
could be achieved, but clarity of the precise measures to be adopted would be
required prior to the commencement of any works. The implementation of the
above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects to be accommodated
and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in this regard.
Other Protected Species
6.3.27 The EIAR considers other protected species (badger, otter, red squirrel).
Evidence of each has been found on site, however in the wider context these
sightings are either not significant, or the impact of the development would be
insignificant. In order to comply with the relevant legislation for each species,
the developer should be required to include best practice working measures
for each species within the SpPP. The inclusion of appropriate mitigation will
allow the potential impacts upon species to be addressed. The Planning
Service is satisfied that appropriate mitigation may take the form of individual
SpPP for each species, or a wider ranging SpPP covering all species. The
detail of the finalised plans must be agreed prior to the commencement of any
work on site.
Conclusion (Protected Species)
6.3.28 It is considered that the applicant has demonstrated through the undertaking
of appropriate survey work that the impact of the development upon protected
species has been identified. Where required, further information has been
provided (IEFs) which includes species specific mitigation measures. More
general concerns over non IEF species are capable of management through
the adoption of best working practices. Whilst a planning condition will be
required in order to ensure appropriate SpPP are submitted (format to be
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confirmed), agreed and adhered to, it is considered that the development
complies with the Protected Species aspect of Policy E1 in relation to
terrestrial ecology.
Blanket Bog (IEF)
6.3.29 This section of the report focuses upon the Blanket Bog as a habitat, as
opposed to considering the impact of the development upon peat and carbon
rich soils as a whole. Therefore this section shall assess the impact upon
Blanket Bog against Policy E1, which states that development will only be
permitted on undesignated habitats listed on Annex 1 of the EC Habitats
Directive if a baseline ecological survey has been undertaken, the
development has been designed to avoid impacts where possible and where
impacts cannot be reasonably avoided, an ecological management plan
demonstrates that the public benefit of the development outweighs the
ecological value of the site. Peat and carbon rich soils are considered in
greater detail within the Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology section of this
report.
6.3.30 Blanket bog has been designated as an Important Ecological Feature (IEF) of
the proposed development, as the habitat is an Annex 1 Habitat under the EC
Habitats Directive. Whilst this is a relatively common habitat within Scotland
(equating to 1.8 million ha, or ~23% of landmass), the habitat is significant in a
European context. The major source of European Blanket Bog is located
within the British Isles.
6.3.31 The EIAR has provided a baseline ecological survey of the development site,
including a National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey in order to identify
areas of blanket bog. The EIAR has identified the 68.12 ha of Blanket Bog
across the Fetteresso development site which equates to 13.5% of the site.
Blanket bog is predominantly located in the areas around Turbine 1 (T1),
Turbine 2 (T2) and the construction compound. The depth of the peat has
been interpolated based upon probing carried out as part of the Peat Stability
Risk Assessment. Mean Peat Depth around T1 is estimated at 1.3m, Mean
Peat Depth around T2 is estimated at 0.55m and Mean Peat Depth around
the construction compound is estimated at 1.34m. This information has
satisfied the requirement for a baseline survey under Policy E1.
6.3.32 Turning to the second aspect of Policy E1, it must now be considered whether
the proposed development has taken reasonable steps to avoid development
within areas of Blanket Bog. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural
Heritage) has noted that Blanket Bog is predominantly located around T1 and
the Construction Compound and has advised that areas of deep peat (>1.0m)
are of particular ecological value in terms of supporting vegetation, and are
not easily replaceable or replicated as peat forms very slowly. The
Environment Team have recommended that the location of infrastructure and
in particular the construction compound should be reconsidered. SEPA have
also been consulted by the Scottish Government in relation to the proposed
development. In the initial response, SEPA did not comment specifically on
Blanket Bog, but made comments which aligned with the Environment Team
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assessment that suggest the location of T1 and the construction compound
are inappropriate and should be re-sited due to the impact upon peat. The
subsequent response from SEPA (which removed their objection) but
maintained concerns in relation to the siting of T1, T2 and the construction
compound. SEPA requested a condition for further investigation,
relocation/micro-siting, and appropriate construction methods, during detailed
design phase, post-consent, pre-construction) in order to ensure mitigation
measures are delivered and opportunities taken to maximise micrositing to
reduce peat excavation on site. The Planning Service note the approach from
SEPA, which would effectively defer this issue until a later point of the
process. Policy E1 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
promotes detailed assessment and development of appropriate mitigation at
the pre-consent phase of development. Whilst the proposal has been
supported by appropriate survey work, the mitigation is yet to be fully detailed
and therefore the proposal does not comply with this aspect of Policy E1 as
written.
6.3.33 Whilst the proposal does not comply with Policy E1 in relation to habitats, it
could be viewed as an acceptable departure from policy in light of other
material considerations which are considered below. The EIAR seeks to
justify the development of Blanket Bog through noting the relatively small area
of habitat which would be lost. The EIAR identifies that 2.468ha, (or 3.62%) of
the blanket bog would be permanently lost during the construction phase, and
therefore considered to be of low magnitude and not significant at a regional
level. A Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is proposed to address the potential
of bog restoration. The Planning Service agree that in the context of the
development site the loss of 3.62% of the Blanket Bog may not be nationally
or internationally significant. Advice has been sought from Infrastructure
Services (Environment – Natural Heritage), and it is considered that whilst the
loss of peatland due to turbines 1 and 2 would be regrettable, the impact
would not be significant. Changes were sought to the location of the
Construction Compound; however, these have not been made and no
justification in terms of site selection has been provided. The current location
would undoubtedly have negative impact upon the underlying peat; however,
this could be managed through construction methods, which when combined
with the temporary nature of the enclosure would constitute a form of
mitigation. The use of a suspensive conditions in relation to micrositing and
construction methodology would constitute a form of mitigation as required
under Policy E1. Said mitigation, particularly in relation to the construction
compound and any potential future relocation could further assist in reducing
the prominence of this matter.
6.3.34 It is considered that the proposed development would have a negative impact
upon areas of Blanket Bog, however in light of the advice from consultees it is
considered that this impact is not likely to be significant in a wider context.
Detailed mitigation has not been provided as required under Policy E1,
however this could be achieved via suspensive condition. The Planning
Service therefore consider this to be an acceptable, minor departure from
Policy E1 in that an opportunity would remain to obtain and agree appropriate
mitigation prior to the commencement of development.
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Ecology Conclusion
6.3.35 It is considered that in respect of Protected Species that the applicant has
demonstrated through appropriate survey work, that the development would
not have an unacceptable negative impact upon Important Ecological
Features (IEFs) and other protected species, or that where said effects could
arise that they can be suitably managed through appropriate mitigation
measures. In order to ensure that said mitigation measures are carried
through, the Planning Service would require a condition in order to ensure the
submission, agreement and implementation of SpPP. The Planning Service
consider the Protected Species aspect of the proposal to comply with Policy
E1.
6.3.36 It is considered that in respect of Habitats that the applicant has failed to
demonstrate that the development has been designed to avoid negative
impacts upon Blanket Bog (as listed in Annex 1 EC Habitats Directive), as
detailed mitigation measures (such as micrositing or construction methods)
have not been outlined. However advice from SEPA and Infrastructure
Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) indicates that appropriate
mitigation is likely achievable via suspensive condition. While it would not be
the preference to the Planning Service to defer these matters and it would be
far better to address these up front, the fact remains that as proposed the
scheme represents a minor departure which could be accommodated.
Assuming therefore that any micrositing improves the situation, the proposal
would not become any less acceptable through any future steps. The
proposal would therefore be an acceptable departure from the habitat element
of Policy E1 subject to conditions requiring the submission, agreement of and
adherence to mitigation measures in relation to peat.
6.4

Ornithology

6.4.1 Chapter 7 of the EIAR considers the impact of the development upon
Ornithology. As with Ecology, the main issues to consider are the impact of
the development upon protected species and priority habitats. Policy E1
Natural Heritage of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 is
therefore the primary consideration.
6.4.2 Primary consultees in respect of this matter are considered to be SNH and
RSPB. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has advised
that it would be appropriate to defer to the expertise of these bodies when
considering whether the proposal complies with the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017.
6.4.3 The EIAR was preceded by an extensive scoping exercise in order to target
detailed assessment of the impact of the proposal on the Important
Ornithological Features (IOFs) which are most likely to be impacted by the
development. The scoping exercise involved engagement with SNH and
concluded that the IOFs for this development are Goshawk, Herring Gull and
Fowlsheugh SPA.
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6.4.4 As a baseline the EIAR considers the most likely risks associated with the
proposal to be habitat loss, disturbance and displacement, and collision risk.
Habitat loss and disturbance/ displacement are most likely to occur to during
the construction phase of the development and therefore the impact would be
time limited. Provided the overall species populations are maintained, any
disturbance should prove temporary. The risks associated with construction
for a development of this nature do not differ significantly from other
construction sites, with incidents such as destruction or damage to nests and
eggs being the most likely form of habitat loss. In light of this industry
standard mitigation measures such as the adoption of best working practice
and the employment of an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) would mitigate
the impacts.
6.4.5 Collision Risk differs in that the impact is associated with the operational
phase of the development and is therefore longer term. Many factors play into
considerations of collision risk. The sensitivity of a species to collision will
depend upon the overall population of said species, for example the loss of an
individual in a low-density species (eg. raptor) would be more significant than
the loss of an individual in a high-density species (eg Skylark). Collision risk is
thought to be higher for species that spend more time in the air, such as
foraging raptors, or those that follow migratory routes such as geese. The
EIAR considers that the Fetteresso site does not lie on a migratory route, or
contain features which would attract species at a higher risk of collision.
6.4.6 As the general risks have now been outlined, the paragraphs below shall
consider each of the IOFs in turn and consider the responses from SNH and
RSPB in determining whether the proposal complies with Policy E1.
Goshawk
6.4.7 Goshawk at this location are considered to form a regionally significant
population, although not specifically linked to any wider designated site. The
species is relatively sparse, although difficult to monitor and therefore actual
populations are thought to be higher than observed.
6.4.8 Survey work recorded high variation in the number of flights observed
between years, however the number of nests found increased from 4 in 2015
to 8 in 2018.
6.4.9 Disturbance to Goshawk is most likely to be related to noise or changes in
environment during the early breeding season (mid-march to mid-may),
although evidence would suggest that individuals can become accustomed to
a degree of disturbance if it is present from the beginning of the nesting
period. This has been evidenced on site with nests found less than 170m from
the existing roads. For this reason, the EIAR considers the risk of disturbance
to be low and not significant.
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6.4.10 Displacement of Goshawk is considered to be moderately negative, however
not significant as the wider Fetteresso forest does provide good hunting and
breeding grounds for the species.
6.4.11 Collision mortality for this species is predicted to be 1.8 birds per year, or
3.6% of the population (0.66% Scottish population). Raptors are generally
considered to be at higher risk of collision in part due to physiology, and
partially due to hunting behaviour, with attention focused on distant prey.
Behaviour observed on site would indicate that Goshawk tend to fly at
predicted collision height when displaying, and generally hunting in the
canopy. This behaviour pattern would indicate a high chance that Goshawk
would be able to avoid the turbines. As such the potential impact of collisions
for this species is likely to be apparent but not significant.
6.4.12 SNH and RSPB are satisfied with the findings of the EIAR in relation to
Goshawk, and the proposed mitigation measures including working practices
as outlined above. SNH have advised that precautionary approach to buffer
zones around Goshawk nests should be taken, with a 500m buffer as
opposed to a 400m buffer. In assessing the above, the Planning Service are
minded to agree with the conclusions of the RSPB and SNH.
6.4.13 In a policy context, it has been demonstrated through appropriate survey work
that the impact of the development upon the Goshawk population has been
considered and is capable of mitigation through appropriate measures as
required under Policy E1.
Herring Gull
6.4.14 Herring Gull in this location are closely associated with the Fowlsheugh SPA.
The population is considered to be in decline. The Herring Gull population
tends to assemble during the breeding season, and later disperses to various
foraging ranges. This is reflected within the survey work, with around 125
individuals spotted to the east of the development during the 2015 breeding
season, but none later in the year. No gulls were spotted during the 2018
breeding season; however this could reflect changing food resources that
year. Given the location of sightings, it is reasonable to presume the gulls are
associated with Fowlsheugh SPA.
6.4.15 Herring Gulls were not observed feeding, roosting or adjacent to the proposed
development and therefore the development is considered to have no
predicted effect in relation to disturbance or displacement.
6.4.16 Collision risk modelling has been carried out in relation to Herring Gull. The
additional information which was submitted for this application contained a
revised assessment. Based upon the 2015 observations, and utilising a
99.5% avoidance rate for large gulls, it is suggested that 0.77 Herring Gulls
would collide with the turbines in any given breeding season. It is considered
within the EIAR that the impact would therefore be of low negative magnitude
and not significant in terms of the wider population.
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6.4.17 RSPB have raised no concerns in relation to Herring Gull, and note that the
2018 Seabird Census data suggests the breeding population at Fowlsheugh
SPA is much higher than previously suggested. This would lessen the impact
of any collisions. SNH have come to the view that any impact upon Herring
Gull would be significant in so far as it may impact upon the qualifying
interests of Fowlsheugh SPA. This is elaborated upon in the upcoming
Fowlsheugh section of this report.
6.4.18 The EIAR does not propose specific mitigation measures in relation to Herring
Gull as the population does not appear to roost or feed adjacent to the
turbines and therefore no significant population of the species would be
impacted by the proposed development. The collision modelling suggests a
low impact that could not be reasonably mitigated, and therefore any
individuals which are in the vicinity of the development would have a high
likelihood of avoiding the turbines (99.5% avoidance rate). Given the nature of
observations in this area (transient) and the avoidance rate, it is considered
that no meaningful mitigation could reasonably be undertaken.
6.4.19 In a policy context, it has been demonstrated through appropriate survey work
that the impact of the development upon the Herring Gull population has been
considered and would be acceptable without specific mitigation as required
under Policy E1.
Fowlsheugh SPA
6.4.20 Fowlsheugh SPA lies approximately 16km to the east of the development site
and is noted for gulls. Herring Gull in particular are an important feature of the
site, which previously supported up to 3190 pairs (2% GB population). More
recently, since the SPA was designated (1992) the Herring Gull population
has fallen to 125 breeding pairs. RSPB have however indicated that more
recent data (seabird census) may suggest the population is much higher.
6.4.21 In respect of the SPA, Policy E1 states that for nature conservation sites,
Aberdeenshire Council will only permit development where it can be
demonstrated that the objectives of the site and overall integrity are not
compromised. Through consultation with SNH, and investigations associated
with the EIAR it is clear that the main impact upon the Fowlsheugh SPA
relates to any impact upon Herring Gull.
6.4.22 As stated in the Herring Gull section, the main impact relates to collision risk
and the effect this would have upon the species integrity. Revised data would
suggest the loss of 0.77 individuals per year. Whilst it is difficult to quantify the
breeding population at Fowlsheugh, this figure of 0.77 would equate to less
than 0.616% of the population (as worked out from the number in the EIAR).
This is not likely to significantly alter or undermine the wider population at
Fowlsheugh.
6.4.23 In a regulatory context, SNH have advised that the Scottish Government (as
determining authority) will need to carry out an appropriate assessment of the
impact on the qualifying interests of the SPA under the Habitats Regulations.
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6.4.24 It is considered that the proposal has demonstrated that it is unlikely to have
such a significant effect upon the qualifying interests of the SPA designation,
as to risk or challenge the need for said designation. It is therefore considered
that the proposal complies with Policy E1 in relation to ornithology and
designated sites.
Ornithology Conclusion
6.4.25 It is considered that the applicant has demonstrated through appropriate
survey work, that the ornithological impact of the development could be
appropriately managed through mitigation measures. These measures
primarily related to the construction phase of the development, when
disturbance to bird is most likely to occur. Such disturbances would be
managed through working practices and the employment of an ecological
clerk of works (ECoW), which should be detailed within a CEMP and secured
via planning condition. The impact upon specific species is considered to be
acceptable when assessed against Policy E1.
6.4.26 In respect of Designated Sites, Fowlsheugh SPA has been identified as the
only site likely to be impacted. Appropriate survey work has been undertaken
to demonstrate the proposal would not undermine the qualifying interests of
the designation. It is considered that the proposal would comply with Policy
E1 in respect of designated sites.
6.4.27 Notwithstanding the above, the Planning Service would reiterate that the
Scottish Government (as determining authority) will need to carry out an
appropriate assessment of the impact on the qualifying interests of the SPA
under the Habitats Regulations
6.5

Landscape and Visual Impact

6.5.1 Chapter 8 of the EIAR concerns Landscape and Visual Impact. The EIAR
comprises a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and a
Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA).
6.5.2 The study area for the assessment is identified as being 40km from the
outermost turbines in all directions. This area is consistent with that
recommended in good practice guidance for turbines of this scale, and has
been agreed by the applicant with SNH through the scoping process and preapplication discussions. The cumulative search area is 60km, and includes all
operational schemes, schemes under construction, approved schemes and
those with a valid application (including appeals) along with those at the
scoping stage. Single turbines or those with a height of 50m or less are only
considered within 5km of the proposed development. Those schemes within
15km of the proposed development are included within the CLVIA.
6.5.3 The EIAR has sought to determine the landscape baseline through utilising
various assessments and designations which characterise the landscape.
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These include SNH Landscape Character Assessments, which outline
Landscape Character Types (LCTs). SNH reviewed their Landscape
Character Assessments in February 2019, which supersede the previous
1998 editions. LCTs previously contained Landscape Character Areas
(LCAs), which provided more localised information. As part of the review, the
titles and boundaries of some LCTs changed and LCAs within each LCT are
now no longer referenced. Other key landscape designations, such as the
Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs) are also identified within the
EIAR as a key consideration. These are designated by Aberdeenshire Council
through the Local Development Plan process and seek to highlight local
significant or valued landscape elements.
6.5.4 The methodology presented in the LVIA / CLVIA is considered to be orthodox
and appropriate.
6.5.5 The key policies in relation to this chapter are Policy E2 Landscape and Policy
C2 Renewable Energy. Policy E2 states that Aberdeenshire Council will
refuse development which causes unacceptable impacts upon the key natural
landscape elements, historical features, composition or quality of the
landscape character through scale, location or design. The Policy further
states that development should not significantly erode characteristics as
defined in Scottish Natural Heritages Landscape Character Assessment or
linked to Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs). Policy C2
highlights the significance of the Spatial Framework Mapping on P74 of the
LDP and Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines in
determining the appropriateness of a location for Wind Turbines. The Policy
further requires all wind farms to be appropriately sited and designed in order
to avoid unacceptable environmental effects and take into account cumulative
effects of existing and consented wind turbines.
6.5.6 It is noted that the ‘Planning Statement Update, February 2020’ outlines the
developers view that Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment referred to
by within Policy C2 is out of date, having been produced in March 2014 –
before SPP (June 2014) and other more recent Scottish Government policies
on climate change and energy such as The Scottish Government’s Onshore
Wind Policy Statement (December 2017). Whilst the Planning Service can
understand the view of the developer, the Service is confident that the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment remains valid. Whilst the
assessment was compiled prior to SPP, it forms part of the Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2017 which was subject to examination and
eventually adopted after SPP came into force – the Strategic Landscape
Capacity Assessment forms part of the adopted and up to date Local
Development Plan and as such, regardless of the developer’s disagreement
with the content of this, the fact remains that this forms and adopted and key
part of the Policy basis for assessment. The Planning Service shall therefore
treat Policy C2 and the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment as a key
consideration.
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6.5.7 It is worth reiterating at this point that even in a scenario whereby any
landscape assessment was agreed to be out of date or not fit for purpose
(which is not the case here) a proposal would still require to have an
acceptable visual impact upon the surrounding landscape. The argument that
any issues with the status of a policy or landscape capacity assessment in
turn result in a de facto acceptability of any proposal are considered to be
misplaced and do not take account of wider landscape and visual
considerations.
6.5.8 The impact of the development is best viewed through two distinct, but
undoubtedly linked elements. Landscape Character relates to the pattern of
development and landscape features which define an area. Visual Impact
relates to individual receptors, such as settlements, properties or those
utilising an area for recreational purposes.
Landscape Character Effects of Development
6.5.9 In order to determine the impact of the development upon the landscape
character and composition and subsequently upon the LCTs and SLAs, the
likely impacts of the scheme must first be determined. The development
would have three phases, which are likely to impact the landscape in different
ways. These are the construction phase - which is predicted to last around 12
months, the operational phase – which would last up to 35 years and the
decommissioning phase at the end of the productive lifespan of the
development.
6.5.10 Construction effects on the landscape include an increase in human activity
for forestry felling to allow ground infrastructure works, borrow pit excavation
(which is unquantified in terms of exact depth or size within the submission),
creation of new access tracks and upgrades to the existing access,
installation of electrical infrastructure, construction of wind turbine foundations
and crane pads, erection of wind turbines and reinstatement and restoration
works. The construction phase is predicted to last no less than 12 months.
6.5.11 Effects would mainly arise from the erection of the wind turbines, and the use
of minor roads for construction traffic, including HGVs and cranes. It is likely
that these impacts would largely be short term when considered in the context
of the lifetime of the development (12 months of construction activity out of 35
years, with not all activity occurring at once). Other effects are likely to be
limited through the use of existing infrastructure (i.e. access tracks) and
through the adoption of good practice and site management, alongside
restoration works to restore forestry and moorland lost during construction.
6.5.12 Operational impacts are likely to be associated with short term loss of
coniferous forestry and open ground/ moorland in order to accommodate
turbine bases and crane pads. Where possible temporary elements shall be
reinstated post construction. The EIAR characterises the introduction of wind
turbines as the addition of new man-made elements of considerable vertical
scale to the landscape, but suggests the impact would be localised. The
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operational impact in terms of infrastructure is likely to be lower than the
construction phase, with fewer vehicle movements and restoration of borrow
pits.
6.5.13 It is considered that the description of likely effects during the construction
and operational phases are accurate, however in order to determine the
significance of any impact upon the landscape character, the Planning
Service must consider the impact the construction and operational phase
upon each LCT and SLA. The EIAR has identified the following LCTs and
SLAs (within Aberdeenshire).









LCT 29 Summits and Plateaux - Aberdeenshire (Location of
Development)
LCT 24 Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills - Aberdeenshire
LCT 22 Broad Valley Lowlands – Aberdeenshire
LCT 26 Wooded Estates – Aberdeenshire
LCT 28 Outlying Hills and Ridges
Braes of the Mearns SLA
Clachnaben and Forest of Birse SLA
Dee Valley SLA

6.5.14 The EIAR has assessed the impact of the development upon each LCT and
SLA. In order to determine the Landscape Character Impact upon
Aberdeenshire, the Planning Service has reviewed the assessment each LCT
/ SLA in the paragraphs below.
6.5.15 LCT 29 Summits and Plateaux - Aberdeenshire (Location of Development) is
an expansive upland plateau with a smooth rolling landform and rounded hill
summits. The EIAR suggests that the proposal would marginally increase the
presence and influence of wind energy development within the Aberdeenshire
Summits and Plateaux, particularly when viewed in conjunction with the
existing Mid Hill schemes. It is also suggested that the scale of the proposed
turbines would be consistent with the existing Mid Hill development, as the
siting would ensure a degree of consistency in tip heights (AOD). Overall the
EIAR concludes that the direct impact upon the immediate area of the LCT is
likely to be Moderate and Significant. Beyond the immediate area, the EIAR
contends that the wider LCT is unlikely to suffer significant impacts due to
increasing distances from the development.
6.5.16 The EIAR relies upon Viewpoints 4,5 and 10 (VP4, 5 and 10) to demonstrate
the purported diminished impact on the wider LCT. VP 4 concerns Cairn
O’Mount, and is covered in greater detail below, however it is considered that
the viewpoint demonstrates that while the development can be read as an
extension to Mid Hill, the scale and positioning of Fetteresso creates a sense
of encroachment. VP 5 concerns Clachnaben, and is covered in greater detail
below, however it is considered that the viewpoint demonstrates a focusing of
Wind Turbine development to the eastern end of LCT 29, which Fetteresso
would reinforce. VP 10 concerns Durris Forest. The landscape is shown to be
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managed but naturalistic with forestry as a key element, man made elements
are obvious in the form of transmission infrastructure and Mid Hill Wind Farm.
It is considered that Fetteresso would be viewed as an extension to Mid Hill
from this location (from the north), with efforts (in terms of siting) to minimise
the disparity in heights proving successful.
6.5.17 The Planning Service consider the impact upon the entirety of LCT 29 to be
Moderate and Significant. Whilst the applicant has demonstrated that the
embedded design may prove successful in mitigating landscape impact from
the north (VP 10), VP4 and VP5 demonstrate the sensitivity of the LCT to
additional turbines as a whole. The impact is deemed to be moderate as
opposed to high, as it could theoretically be reversed at the end of the
operational lifespan. Policy E2 states development should not significantly
erode the characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). The focusing of wind
development on one end of the LCT would create a distinct localised
character, which would be dominated by man-made features of a significant
scale which would be at odds with the wider Summits and Plateaux LCT. The
significant impact is therefore considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.18 LCT 24 Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire is a large, open
landscape located to the east of the development site. A large proportion of
this LCT is predicted to have visibility of 9-10 Turbines. The EIAR considers
the LCT to be of Medium/ Low sensitivity, due to the relatively medium/ low
landscape value and susceptibility. The Planning Service broadly agrees with
this assessment of the sensitivity of the LCT, however would tend to air on the
side of caution in determining it to be Medium sensitivity, due to the proximity
to the development site.
6.5.19 Due to the scale and varying predicted effects, the EIRA considers LCT 24 in
several sections. The Glenbervie section (to the west of the A90) of the LCT is
predicted to be subject to the most significant impacts. Viewpoints 11 and 13
(VP 11 + 13) are located within this area. VP 11 is located to the West of
Blererno, and demonstrates a relatively open landscape bounded by
undulating hills. Some Wind Farm development is already evident. VP 11
provides a photomontage of 9 Fetteresso turbines which would be visible.
This viewpoint represents a more elevated region of this LCT. VP 13 is
located at Glenbervie and seeks to demonstrate that the intervening
landforms would prevent a significant impact from occurring. 3 Turbine tips
are shown to be visible on the wireframe drawing, however no photomontage
has been provided as intervening landscaping would prevent higher visibility.
The EIAR concludes that the proposal is likely to have a Moderate effect on
this part of the LCT, which although indirect would be Significant. The
Planning Service agree with this assessment and would go further in
suggesting the scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of height and rotor
diameter) exacerbate the sense of development encroaching on this LCT.
Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode the
characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). This location is considered by the
Planning Service to be particularly sensitive to the scale of the proposed
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turbines, as it includes nearby settlements. The scale of the proposed turbines
in terms of height would lead to a sense of encroachment when the
development is viewed against the backdrop of the Mid Hill developments.
This sense of encroachment would undermine the open character of the LCT.
The significant impact is therefore considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.20 The Garvock part of the LCT (east of the A90) would according to the EIAR,
be subject to less significant impacts, due to the intervening landscaping and
topography. Viewpoints 2 and 12 (VP 2 + 12) are located within this area, with
Viewpoint 9 (VP 9) located on the edge. VP 2 is located along the A90 to the
East of Meikle Fiddes. This VP demonstrates a relatively open landscape,
punctuated with clusters of wind energy development. 10 turbines are
theoretically visible, however the photomontage indicates intervening
landscaping would prevent visibility. VP 9 presents views of the development
from Aberdeen Road, Laurencekirk. Again, the landscape is relatively open
and bounded by undulating hills, with the Mid Hill Developments visible in the
distance. The applicant contends that the positioning of Fetteresso in front of
the Mid Hill Developments would lessen the visual impact and limit effects
upon the LCT. VP 12 presents views from Hill of Garvock Car Park, which
benefits from panoramic views to the north. The Mid Hill Developments,
Herecha Hill I, Droop Hill, East Town, Jacksbank and Meikle Carewe Wind
Farms/ Turbines are all visible. The EIAR contends that VP 2, 9 and 12
demonstrate that the decreasing visibility and prominence as distance from
the site increase, suggests the impact upon the wider LCT may be moderate,
but is not significant. The Planning Service agree that the EIAR has
demonstrated a variable impact upon this part of the LCT, however disagrees
with the idea that the placement of Fetteresso in the foreground of Mid Hill
would lessen the impact. The scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of
height and rotor diameter) exacerbate the sense of development encroaching
on this LCT.
6.5.21 The Planning Service consider the impact of the development on the
Glenbervie section of LCT 24 to be Moderate and Significant. Whilst the local
topography and landscaping may limit some views, where the development is
visible, the scale (in terms of height and rotor diameter) in combination with
the siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) would create a sense of
encroachment and challenge the open nature of the landscape. The impact
upon the wider LCT is considered to be Moderate and Significant. The
Planning Service note that LCT 24 is characterised by ‘Frequent single and
small groups of large wind turbines’, this development has consistently been
referred to as an extension to the Mid Hill Developments, and would take the
total number of turbines to 43. The Planning Service consider this to be large
group of large wind turbines, the appearance of which is further exacerbated
through a sense of encroachment (as detailed above). It is accepted that the
turbines lie out with this LCT, but the indirect effect would be significant.
Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode the
characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). The sense of encroachment around
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the Glenbervie section of the LCT would undermine the openness of the
landscape character. The creations of a cluster of 43 wind turbines (Mid Hill
Developments + the proposed development) cannot be considered a small
group of large turbines, as this LCT is noted to house and therefore would
undermine the character of the LCT. The significant impact is therefore
considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.22 LCT 22 Broad Valley Lowlands – Aberdeenshire has been identified as being
of medium sensitivity and likely to be subject to a moderate/ minor effect by
the developer. The EIAR rationalises this assessment through noting that
impacts within this LCT are likely to be limited to the eastern portion of the
area, with up to 10 turbine tips being visible and falling away to zero visibility
elsewhere. The EIAR does not consider the impact to be significant.
Viewpoint 3 (VP3) taken on the A90 south of Fordoun is situated within an
area of LCT 22 from which up to 10 turbines would be visible. The EIAR
suggests that as the development would be an extension to the Mid Hill
Developments, it appears against the backdrop of an existing windfarm and
therefore has a lesser impact. The Planning Service accepts the argument
that this development could be viewed as a visual extension from this
location, however the significant difference in scale (between the heights of
the turbines at Fetteresso and Mid Hill) would lead to a perception of
development creeping steadily southward. For this reason, the Planning
Service considers the effect to be Moderate. In terms of impacting upon the
wider LCT, the Planning Service considers that the lack of visibility within the
remainder of the area would limit the potential for a significant effect to occur,
and therefore agree with the overall conclusion that the effect on the LCT is
Not Significant. Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode
the characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). Whilst localised impacts may
occur in this LCT, the limited visibility in large areas of the LCT would prevent
a significant impact from occurring. The Planning Service consider the impact
on LCT 22, when assessed against Policy E2 to be acceptable.
6.5.23 LCT 26 Wooded Estates – Aberdeenshire lies approximately 7km to the north
of the development site. The EIAR identifies this area as being of medium
sensitivity and subject to a minor/ negligible effect. The EIAR outlines that
whilst there is potential for visibility within the southern section of this LCT (as
shown on the ZTV, up to 10 turbines could be visible), the intervening
topography and landscape would drastically reduce this. Where visibility does
occur, it is likely to be seen as an extension to the Mid Hill Developments.
Viewpoint 14 (VP 14) is taken from the B9126 overlooking the Loch of Skene
and demonstrates that the existing Mid Hill development is difficult to
perceive. Whilst a photomontage has not been provided for this location, the
wireframe viewpoint does suggest that any visual impact is likely to be minor.
The Planning Service agree with the developer’s classification of the potential
effect as Minor/ Negligible. In terms of impacting upon the wider LCT, the
Planning Service considers that the lack of visibility within the remainder of
the area would limit the potential for a significant effect to occur, and therefore
agree with the overall conclusion that the effect on the LCT is Not Significant.
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This would be acceptable in terms of Policy E2, as the limits visibility would
prevent a significant change to the character of this LCT.
6.5.24 LCT 28 Outlying Hills and Ridges are a series of moorland spurs that extend
from the Cairngorms to the farmed landscape. Six instances of this LCT occur
within the 40km study area, with the closest being Scotly Hill to the north. The
EIAR considers this LCT to be of Medium/ High sensitivity and characterises
the predicted effects as Moderate/ Minor. Viewpoint 6 (VP 6) demonstrates
the impact of the development from Scotly Hill (as the closest example of this
LCT). 3 of the proposed turbines are predicted to be visible from the southern
slopes, which the EIAR suggests would be read as an extension to the
existing Mid Hill development. The EIAR further elaborates to state the scale
of the new turbines would be unlikely to be noticed from the position, due to
care taken when siting the turbines in terms of their position AOD. The
Planning Service agree with the conclusions of the developer in relation to this
viewpoint, and are satisfied that other instances of LCT 28 are likely to be
subject to diminishing impacts due to increasing intervening distances. The
Planning Service therefore consider the impact upon LCT 28 to be Minor/
Moderate and Not Significant.
6.5.25 The Braes of the Mearns SLA is located approximately 2.5km south of the
development site. The designation includes the south facing slopes of the
Mounth and the northern part of the Howe of the Mearns. The EIAR considers
this designation to be of medium / high sensitivity and likely to be subject to
minor, non-significant effects. In justifying this stance, the EIAR notes that
visibility would be limited to specific locations within the SLA and focuses
comment upon Cairn O’Mount (Viewpoint 10). The EIAR states that the
impact from Cairn O’Mount would not spoil the most popular view over the
Howe of the Mearns, but rather would be north east and where turbines are
visible they would be viewed as an extension to the Mid Hill development, with
the impact further mitigated through intervening landforms. The Planning
Service agree with the designation of the landscape sensitivity as Medium/
High as the designation of an SLA represents a landscape of local
significance and value. In terms of the significance of the impact, the Planning
Service agree with the developer that the proposal is unlikely to fundamentally
challenge the nature of the SLA, as the development would lie out with the
designation, and be visible from select areas. The impact on the SLA is
considered Minor and Not Significant. It should be noted that the visual impact
upon receptors, including visitors to Cairn O’Mount will be discussed in the
Visual Impact section.
6.5.26 Clachnaben and Forest of Birse SLA occupies the south western edge of
Aberdeenshire some 5km from the development site. The SLA comprises part
of the upland Mounth, the Forest of Brise (one of the wildest areas of
Aberdeenshire outside the Cairngorms National Park) and Clachnaben (a
prominent landmark for miles around). The EIAR identifies this as an area of
Medium/ High sensitivity. The ZTV indicates scattered visibility across the
SLA, with the most significant impacts found towards the south of the
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designation. Viewpoint 5 (VP5) provides an example of predicted views within
this SLA, and considers views from Clachnaben. VP5 shows the development
as clearly visible from Clachnaben, with the developer suggesting this is read
as a visual extension to the Mid Hill development. The contextual images
associated with VP 5 reiterate the wild character of other views from this
location, and emphasise that wind development is a significant feature to the
east (albeit out with the SLA). In terms of the significance of the impact, the
Planning Service agree with the developer that the proposal is unlikely to
fundamentally challenge the nature of the SLA, as the development would lie
out with the designation. In terms of the Landscape Character of the SLA, the
effect is considered to be Moderate although Not Significant as the underlying
qualities of the wider SLA would remain unchanged. It should be noted that
the visual impact upon receptors, including visitors to Clachnaben will be
discussed in the Visual Impact section.
6.5.27 The Dee Valley SLA is located approximately 6km north of the development
site, and encompasses the riverside setting of settlements such as Aboyne
and Banchory. The EIAR identifies this as a High/ Medium sensitivity area,
which the planning service agrees with. A Moderate/ Minor level of effect is
predicted, which the EIAR states is Not Significant. The ZTV indicates a
relatively low visibility, with 1-3 turbines predicted to be visible in the core of
the SLA (west of Banchory), the EIAR further notes that visibility of the
proposal is likely to be further reduced through intervening landscaping
(noting forestry and woodland are common in this area). Where visibility does
occur, the development is likely to be read as an extension to the existing Mid
Hill development. As with the other SLA designations, in terms of the
Landscape Character of the SLA, the effect is considered to be Moderate
although Not Significant as the underlying qualities of the wider SLA would
remain unchanged. The Planning Service are satisfied with the assessment
contained within the EIAR, as the low visibility would prevent a significant
impact upon the wider SLA designation.
6.5.28 In relation to the overall Landscape Character Impact, the Planning Service
are satisfied with the developer’s assessment of the effects of the proposal
upon LCT 22, 26, 28 and the Braes of the Mearns SLA, Clachnaben and
Forest of Birse SLA and Dee Valley SLA, as whilst some visibility may occur,
the extent is unlikely to fundamentally undermine the underlying character of
these areas and therefore the Planning Service do not consider the impacts to
be significant, and therefore they are acceptable. The Planning Service
partially agree with the EIAR in respect of LCT 29 and 24, however consider
localised and wider effects as significant. The significance of these effects
primarily relates to the scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of height and
rotor diameter) and the siting of the proposal in the foreground of the Mid Hill
Developments, which is considered to create a sense of encroachment. This
impact is considered to undermine the openness associated with LCT 29 and
is therefore significant and unacceptable in terms of Policy E2. Further to this,
the development will create a large cluster of large wind turbines, which would
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not be in keeping with the established character of LCT 24. Whilst the
Planning Service accept the development is not located within LCT 24, the
high degree of visibility would create a significant and unacceptable impact.
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire
2014
6.5.29 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 provides a
strong link to the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy
in Aberdeenshire 2014. This document pre-dates the SNH Landscape
Character Assessment 2019, and therefore considers the impacts upon
Landscape Character Areas (LCAs), as opposed to the broader LCTs which
are detailed above. It is noted that LCAs sit within LCTs, and provide a more
localised description of the landscape character and pressures. Given the
strong policy link and the hierarchical nature of LCAs (forming a more
localised element of LCTs), it is entirely reasonable and appropriate to
consider the impact of the development upon the LCA in which the
development is located.
6.5.30 The Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire 2014 forms the basis of Aberdeenshire Councils approach to
determining whether proposed wind energy developments are appropriately
located. The document considers each LCA, and takes into account wind
energy developments which were operational or consented at the time of the
assessment (2014). The assessment has been used to identify several
‘groups’ within Aberdeenshire. Group 1 areas are not suitable for
development (Cairngorms National Park, National Scenic Areas), Group 2
areas of significant protection (national or international designations, or within
2km around settlements), Group 3 areas have potential capacity subject to
detailed consideration and final Areas with strategic landscape capacity are
identified. The development site lies within a Group 3 area. At a more
localised level, further examination of the Capacity Assessment identifies the
development site as falling within ‘The Mounth LCA’. The findings of the
capacity assessment in relation to this LCA are detailed below.
6.5.31 The Capacity assessment describes the area as follows:
“Although large in scale and simple in pattern with the characteristics
considered suitable for wind farm development, the Mounth is a distinctive
landform (the Highland Boundary Fault), integral to the identity of much of
Aberdeenshire and visible from a very wide area. Its southern flank has a
high degree of visual sensitivity. It forms the backdrop to many sensitive
LCAs and is the foreground to the Cairngorm massif and National Park…The
Mounth LCA is characterised as an area which would be unsuitable for wind
turbine development beyond a domestic scale (15m)…”
6.5.32 The Planning Service considers this to clearly identify the area as sensitive to
development, with no remaining capacity.
Landscape Character Conclusion
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6.5.33 The EIAR has provided a thorough and mostly accepted assessment of the
impact of the proposal on LCTs and SLAs. Concerns in relation to the wider
impact upon LCT 29 and 24, relate to the scale of the proposed turbines when
viewed in conjunction with Mid Hill Wind Farm. The comparative height and
rotor diameter of the Fetteresso turbines (particularly when viewed in the
foreground of Mid Hill) is considered to create a sense of encroaching
development, which undermines the sense of openness associated with LCT
29 and 24.
6.5.34 It is noted that SNH have agreed with the conclusions of the EIAR in their
entirety, and also highlighted a lack of capacity for development of this nature
within the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire 2014, although concluding this would be permissible as an
extension.
6.5.35 Whilst Aberdeenshire Council note the views of SNH, the Council as Local
Planning Authority have concluded that the development (in terms of
Landscape Character Impact) does not comply with Policy E2, as it would
have significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to the
scale and siting of the proposed turbines. Furthermore the proposal does not
comply with Policy C2, as the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire 2014 states the development lies within ‘the
Mounth LCA’ (Now superseded by LCT 29 within SNH guidance) and
characterises this as an area which would be unsuitable for wind turbine
development beyond a domestic scale.
Visual Impact (Viewpoints)
6.5.36 Visual impacts are distinct from the wider Landscape Character impact, as
they focus upon specific receptors such as settlements, landmarks or
individuals. The EIAR considers visual impact through representative
viewpoints, many of which have been considered in the preceding Landscape
Character section. Table 3 (below) details the viewpoints, alongside the visual
receptor and projected significance as stated in the EIAR.

Viewpoint Location
VP 1
VP 2
VP 3

Stonehaven
Monument
A90, East of
Meikle Fiddes
A90, South of
Fordoun

Distance
from nearest
Turbine (km)
15.4
9.6
9.7
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Visual
Receptor

Significance

Recreational
visitors
Road users

Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate)

Road Users
Residents
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VP 4

B974, Cairn
O’Mount

6.4

VP 5

Clachnaben

8.6

Recreational
users at
summit
Hillwalkers

VP 6

Scotly Hill

8.6

Hillwalkers

VP 7

Banchory

11.0

VP 8

A93, Denmar

15.1

Elevated
Residents
Road Users

VP 9

Aberdeen Rd,
Laurencekirk

11.9

Road Users
Residents

VP 10

Durris Forest

8.2

Hillwalkers

VP 11

West of
5.4
Blererno
Hill of Garvock 13.7
Car Park

VP 12

Recreational
users
Recreational
users (picnic
spot)
Residents
Road users

VP 13

Glenbervie

7.1

VP 14

B9126
overlooking
Loch of Skene
Mount Keen

23.7

Road users

29.1

Hillwalkers

Cairn
Caidloch

29.1

Hillwalkers

VP 15
VP 16

Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Negligible)
Not Significant
(Negligible)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Minor)

Table 3: Summary of Viewpoints

6.5.37 The Planning Service are satisfied with the identification of significant impacts
as detailed within the above table, with the exception of VP 5 – Clachnaben
which shall also be treated as significant for the purposes of this report, as the
Planning Service consider the magnitude of change to be higher than detailed
within the EIAR. The determination of significance is dependant upon the
magnitude of change for the visual receptor. VP 4, 5 and 11 are explored in
greater detail below.
6.5.38 VP 4 considers the impact of the development from Cairn O’Mount, with
recreational users identified as the visual receptor. Recreational users, as the
receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape during activities.
Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational users would not
be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a long exposure
time to the visual change. Appendix 8.3 of the EIAR further details the
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potential impacts upon visual receptors, and in relation to Cairn O’Mount
notes that the development would be viewed against the backdrop of Mid Hill.
The Planning Service accept this analysis, and further consider that the
proposal at Fetteresso would further establish Wind Generation as a
prominent Landscape Element which is visible to the east of Cairn O’Mount.
Therefore the magnitude of change is likely to be limited, however the scale
(in terms of turbine height and rotor diameter) are likely to create a sense of
visual encroachment which would result in a Moderate and Significant impact.
With regard to Policy, it is considered that the impact would raise concern
when assessed against Policy E2, which seeks to prevent development which
has a detrimental upon landscape character or composition, through scale,
location or design.
6.5.39 VP 5 considers the impact when viewed from Clachnaben, with recreational
users identified as visual receptors. As with Cairn O’Mount. Recreational
users, as the receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape
during activities. Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational
users would not be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a
long exposure time to the visual change. Appendix 8.3 of the EIAR further
details the potential impacts upon visual receptors, and in relation to
Clachnaben states that the development would read as a lateral extension to
Mid Hill, and therefore the Moderate impact would be considered Not
Significant. The Planning Service disagree however and consider the visual
impact in this location to be significant, as the lateral extension of Mid Hill via
Fetteresso would create a dense cluster of Wind Generation, with visual
connectivity between several individual turbines and Wind Farms in an area
deemed to have no landscape capacity. This added impact would create a
cluttered and concentrated visual impact which raises concern in terms of
ALDP Policy E2.
6.5.40 VP 11 considers the impact when view from West of Blererno, with
recreational users identified as visual receptors. Recreational users, as the
receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape during activities.
Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational users would not
be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a long exposure
time to the visual change. This location is identified as being subject to a
Major/Moderate magnitude of change, which would therefore be Significant.
Whilst the development would not introduce a new landscape feature, the
proposed turbines would outnumber and out scale those currently present.
The Planning Service agree with this conclusion, with the significant visual
impact raising concerns in terms of Policy.
6.5.41 Assessing the above noted visual impacts against Policy ALDP E2, the
proposal would have significant effects upon the character of the natural
landscape as a whole. Visibility in itself is not necessarily a negative issue, but
in this instance, it is considered that given the scale and location of the
proposal in relation to the Mid Hill Developments, that significant adverse
impacts would result which would in turn represent an unacceptable visual
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impact within this landscape. The scale of the development when viewed
against the backdrop of the Mid Hill Developments would create a sense of
the development encroaching further into the landscape due to the varying
heights of the developments. Even taken in isolation, the design of the
Fetteresso development is a cause for concern, as the turbines would all have
a rotor diameter of 130m regardless of blade tip height. This would result in a
number of turbines appearing squat, particularly next to turbines which may
be up to 50m taller. This would create a visually discordant development, out
of scale with the host landscape. Based on this, it is considered that the
effects of the proposed development are unacceptable on the natural
landscape in terms of ALDP Policy E2.

Visual Impact (Settlements and Residential)
6.5.42 Moving on from viewpoints, the Development Site lies adjacent and within
view of a number of Settlements and individual properties. The EIAR has
therefore considered residents of these places as visual receptors. Unlike
recreational users, residential receptors are less likely to be focused on the
surrounding landscape, but would have a longer exposure to any effects. The
EIAR designates settlements as having a High sensitivity, an approach which
the Planning Service agrees with. It should be noted that the assessment of
significance in relation to Settlements relates to the entirety of the settlement,
as opposed to individual properties.
6.5.43 Auchenblae, Fordoun, Laurenckirk, Stonehaven, Inverbervie and Portlethen
have been considered. Auchenblae is located 5km south of the proposed
development, with some existing views towards Mid Hill. Fetteresso would be
visible from some properties with views to the north, and is likely to be viewed
as an extension to Mid Hill. The slight lateral extension of Mid Hill would
create a Moderate and Significant impact for effected properties, however the
wider impact on the settlement is considered Not Significant as intervening
landforms would block visibility. The Planning Service are in agreement with
this conclusion.No significant impacts have been identified in relation to
Fordoun, Laurencekirk, Stonehaven, Inverbervie or Portlethen. Fordoun and
Laurencekirk are predicted to be subject to localised slight/ minor magnitudes
of change, as any views of Fetteresso are likely to be seen behind or in
conjunction with existing Wind Turbines and therefore would not alter the
character of these views. Stonehaven, Inverbervie and Portlethen are noted to
be focused and oriented towards the North Sea, and benefit from Landcover
to the west, thus limiting potential visibility. The Planning Service is satisfied
with the assessment in relation to these settlements.
6.5.44 Residential Visual Amenity has been considered for properties within 3km of
the Development Site. This has identified 29 properties within this area. 21 of
these properties would have visibility of the proposed development, 9 of which
would be subject to significant effects. A further 2 may experience significant
effects, depending upon forest clearance. The EIAR notes that residential
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visual amenity is particularly difficult to quantify and assess as it is often a
very subjective and personal matter. The 9 properties which are considered to
be subject to major impacts, are those which have some visibility of the Mid
Hill Developments and would have theoretical visibility of between 7 – 10 of
the proposed turbines. The significance of the impact is closely related to the
magnitude of change which would occur. The 2 further properties with
potentially significant impacts would have theoretical views of 7 blade tips,
and 4 hubs however currently cannot see the Mid-Hill Developments. The
Planning Service are in agreement with the assessment of significance, and
would air on the side of caution in including the 2 additional properties. The
assessment further states that intervening landscaping topography and the
positioning of the properties would prevent any impact from being so
significant as to make the residence unattractive to occupy. Policy C2 states
that in respect of Residential Amenity, unacceptable significant impacts
should be avoided.
Landscape and Visual Impact Conclusion
6.5.45 In assessing the overall Landscape and Visual Impact of the proposed
development, the Planning Service must have due regard for the relevant
Policies of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017. These are
considered to be Policy E2 Landscape and Policy C2 Renewable Energy.
Policy E2 states that Aberdeenshire Council will refuse development which
causes unacceptable impacts upon the key natural landscape elements,
historical features, composition or quality of the landscape character through
scale, location or design. The Policy further states that development should
not significantly erode characteristics as defined in Scottish Natural Heritage’s
Landscape Character Assessment or linked to Aberdeenshire Special
Landscape Areas (SLAs). Policy C2 highlights the significance of the Spatial
Framework Mapping on P74 of the LDP and Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Turbines in determining the appropriateness of a
location for Wind Turbines. The Policy further requires all wind farms to be
appropriately sited and designed in order to avoid unacceptable
environmental effects and take into account cumulative effects of existing and
consented wind turbines.
6.5.46 In terms of Policy E2, the Planning Service considers that as the proposal
would have significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to
the scale and siting of the proposed turbines, that the development would
have an unacceptable Landscape Character impact. Furthermore, the
proposal would have significant effects upon the visual amenity of the
Landscape, particularly for recreational users. Visibility in itself is not
necessarily a negative issue, but in this instance, it is considered that given
the scale (turbine height and rotor diameter) and location of the proposal in
relation to the Mid Hill Developments, that significant adverse impacts would
result which would in turn represent an unacceptable visual impact within this
landscape. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not comply with
Policy E2.
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6.5.47 In terms of Policy C2, the development site falls within a Group 3 area which
suggests there may capacity for Wind Turbines subject to detailed
consideration. Upon further interrogation of the Spatial Framework for Wind
Energy, it is the case that the development would be located within ‘The
Mounth LCA’, which the Spatial Framework considers to have no further
capacity, above domestic generation. Whilst the Planning Service is cognisant
of SNHs stance that as the development would be an extension to Mid Hill
Wind Farm, the Planning Service consider that Spatial Framework is clear in
stating no capacity exists and that Policy C2 is clear that the Spatial Strategy
is key material consideration. It is therefore considered that due to the scale
and location of the development, as well as the impacts and nature of the
scheme itself, that the proposal does not comply with Policy C2.

6.5.48 In addition to the above, it can also be stated that regardless of the
overarching assessment of capacity for additional wind energy development
within this area, the proposal remains unacceptable due to its siting and scale.
The proposal in its current form would be considered unacceptable for these
reasons even if there was available capacity in the area. Notwithstanding this,
the proposal does not comply with ALDP Policy C2.
6.6

Cultural Heritage

6.6.1 This Chapter of the EIAR considers the potential effects of the proposed
development on cultural heritage assets. Pre-application consultation with
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) and Infrastructure Services
(Archaeology) helped to inform the scope of the assessment and the required
study area.
6.6.2 Two study areas were used for the assessment. The first is the ‘inner area’
which is the site of the proposed development (within the red line application
boundary), and the second is the ‘wider area’ with a radius of 10km from the
edge of the outermost proposed wind turbines for assessment of effects upon
heritage assets including Scheduled Monuments (SM’s), Category A, B and C
listed buildings, Conservation Areas and Gardens and Designed Landscapes.
6.6.3 The EIAR highlights the existing baseline of the site, including the presence of
remains of medieval settlement, boundary markers (marking parish and land
ownership boundaries) former roads and trackways and second world war
features including Scheduled Monument (SM) earthworks and pillbox.
Archaeological potential within the inner study area is generally focussed
along Cowie Water where a settlement was concentrated, however other
features are found within the site. The EIAR suggests the discovery of sites of
archaeological significance during construction is low. In terms of the wider
study area, 26 Category B Listed Buildings and one Conservation Area are
noted. Two Category C Listed Buildings are noted within 5km of the site.
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6.6.4 In terms of impacts, potential direct effects (in the absence of any mitigation)
are predicted upon 17 cultural heritage assets within the proposed
development site, caused by ground-breaking during the construction phase.
Of the 17 assets to be affected, significant effects are predicted upon 9 of
these. See Table 4 below for details.
Number on Figure 9.1

Description of Asset

Heritage Importance

7
9
11
15

Former Farmstead
Former Farmstead
Two Buildings
Remains of Possible
building (poorly
preserved)
Three Buildings
Five Boundary Stones
Two Boundary Stones
Hollow-way
Boundary Stone

Local
Local
Local
Low

17
22 a-e
24 a&b
27
29

Local
Local
Local
Local
Local

Table 4: Cultural Heritage assets affected

6.6.5 Mitigation is embedded into the design of the proposed development, by
siting, where possible, the development to avoid heritage assets. In addition,
site specific mitigation measures including the marking-off of remains; an
archaeological watching brief being carried out during any ground-breaking;
avoidance of features and designing grid connection to avoid assets are also
proposed. Should the mitigation measures be used, the significant impacts
identified above would be reduced. The Planning Service consider the
mitigation measures to be reasonable and proportionate to the archaeological
potential of the development site.
6.6.6 No significant operational effects on the setting if heritage assets including
Cairn o’Mount SM, Eslie Stone Circle SM or Glenbervie Garden and Designed
Landscape (GDL) were identified within the EIAR. The opportunity for
disruption during the decommissioning phase would be extremely low,
provided the same infrastructure were to be used.
6.6.7 Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) provided comment on the proposal.
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) have been consulted by and have
provided formal comment to the Scottish Government.
6.6.8 Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) have raised concerns over the number
and scale of the proposed wind turbines and the potential to effect the built
environment both directly within the development site, and indirectly on the
wider landscape. Notwithstanding these concerns, no objection is made,
based on the proposed programme of archaeological mitigation outlined
within the EIAR.
6.6.9 HES are content that the information within the EIAR regarding SMs and
GDLs is sufficient. No objection is made.
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6.6.10 Based on the information and technical assessments included within the
EIAR, along with the proposed mitigation measures and Infrastructure
Services Archaeology comments, the Planning Service are satisfied that there
will be no significant effects upon the historic environment. This is in line with
Policies HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments and HE2
Protecting historic and cultural areas as contained within the ALDP.
6.7

Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology

6.7.1 Chapter 10 of the EIAR considers the impact of the development upon
hydrology, geology and hydrogeology. Within this chapter The EIAR outlines
surveys and research to assess potential hydrological, geological and
hydrogeological and soil/peat impacts resulting from the proposed
development. This involved survey work including desk-based research along
with field surveys to determine peat depth and stability and hydrological
characteristics of the site.
6.7.2 Effects during the construction and operational phases are considered.
Effects during the decommissioning stage at the end of the projects
anticipated 35 year life span has have been scoped out of the assessment,
owing to the fact that operations would be similar and of a smaller scale than
those during previous phases.
6.7.3 The baseline of the site and surrounding environment is given in the EIAR.
This includes details of the existing surface water hydrology, water quality,
flood risk, water resource information, soils and peat and Groundwater
Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE).
6.7.4 The EIAR identifies potential significant impacts to:







Degradation of peat soils; and
Increase risk of peat slide.
Disruption to Private Water Supplies (PWS);
Degradation of GWDTE’s;
On-site and downstream flood risk;
On-site and downstream water quality;

These are noted as being potential risks during both the construction and
operational phases of the proposed development.
6.7.5 For the above identified impacts, mitigation to reduce the potential significant
effects to have a non-significant residual effect are highlighted within the
EIAR. In terms of mitigation embedded into the design of the proposed
development, consideration was given to peat depth on site, with turbines
sited outside of areas of peat as far as possible, with the exception of turbines
T1 (peat depth approximately 1.3m) and T2 (peat depth 0.55m) and a 50m
buffer zone around all hydrological features has been adopted into the design.
All turbines, crane pads, borrow pits and ancillary infrastructure (with the
exception of tracks) are outside of this. Where tracks and access necessitate
watercourse crossing, the EIAR highlights the efforts made to minimise tracks
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parallel to the watercourse. A total of 7 crossings are proposed. To maintain
GWDTE’s, buffer zones of 100m and 200m are applied to those that are
moderately dependant and highly dependant respectively. Where
infrastructure is located within these buffers, the use of industry best practice
construction and drainage diversion channels could be employed. Additional,
specific mitigation including a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) would be
prepared, as would a CEMP. Other, general mitigation, including monitoring
plans, contingency plans and staff/site training are also proposed in order to
avoid effects. The appropriateness of these mitigation steps are discussed in
more detail below.
Peat and Carbon Rich Soils
6.7.6 This section of the report shall consider the impact of the development upon
Peat and Carbon Rich soils in terms of the criteria set out in Policies PR1 and
C3. The ecological impact of developing on Peatland (and in particular
Blanket Bog) is covered within the Ecology section of this report.
6.7.7 Policy PR1 seeks to prevent development which would have a negative
impact upon an important environmental resource, such as peat and carbon
rich soils. Development shall not be permitted unless economic and social
benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to the local community and
there are no reasonable alternative sites.
6.7.8 Policy C3 states that Aberdeenshire Council will protect carbon sinks and
stores, such as high carbon peat rich soils (defined by SNH Carbon and
Peatland Map 2016 as Class 1 and 2, and greater than 0.5m depth) from
disturbance or destruction. Developments which result in disturbance or
destruction of peat will only be permitted if tools such as the ‘Carbon
Calculator’ demonstrate that within its lifetime, the development will have no
net effect on CO2.
6.7.9 The EIAR has been supported through the submission of a Peat Stability Risk
Assessment, which was subject to amendment through the submission of
additional information. The additional information sought to clarify
methodology and respond to some of the points raised in SEPAs initial
consultation response. The EIAR uses the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map
2016 to confirm that part of the development site lies on Class 1 (Nationally
important carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat). The
Class 1 land contains Turbines 1, 2, 3 and the construction compound. The
wider site contains Class 4 (Areas unlikely to be associated with peatland
habitats or wet and acidic type), Class 5 (Soil information take precedence
over vegetation data) and Mineral Soil types.
6.7.10 The Peat Stability Risk Assessment has undertaken a peat depth analysis
and shows that 92% of the 1,257 peat probes undertaken recorded a depth of
less than 1m. This data has been used to interpolate the mean peat depth
around each turbine. Table 5 below summarises the depths
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Turbine
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Interpolated Mean Peat
Depth (m)
1.30
0.55
0.33
0.27
0.22
0.27
0.36
0.31
0.36
0.54

Carbon and Peatland
Map 2016 classification
1
1
1
Mineral Soil
4
4
4
Mineral Soil
4
4

Table 5 Peat Depths

6.7.11 SEPA in their initial consultation response objected to the proposed
development on the grounds of lack of information relating to peat avoidance
and appropriate re-use, however the subsequent response from SEPA has
removed this objection subject to further peat probing being conditioned on
any locations which are subject to micro-siting.
6.7.12 It is highlighted in their initial response that SEPA recommended amendments
during the scoping phase of the development to minimise development on
deep peat. The subsequent response does not object, however retains
concerns in relation to this matter and requests further consideration of the
position of T1, micro-siting of T2 and the positioning of the construction
compound. T1, in its proposed location, would represent over 50% of the total
peat to be excavated T2, T10 and the Construction Compound are requested
to be relocated on areas of shallow or no peat as these elements would also
contribute to significant peat excavation.
6.7.13 Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has also made
comment in relation to peatland and carbon rich soils. Concerns have been
raised over the development located on deep peat (Class 1), in particular T1,
T2, T3 and the construction compound. The Environment Team have stated
that at the very least, consideration should be given to the relocation of the
construction compound to a less sensitive area. Subsequent discussions
indicate that a suspensive condition requiring micrositing and detailed
construction methodology may be acceptable in relation to the construction
compound due to the temporary nature of this element.
6.7.14 The Environment Team has noted that a total of 25,927 cubic meters of peat
would be excavated across the site. Whilst it is noted that the intention is to
store and re-use the excavated peat on site, the storage methods would need
to be outlined within a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP).
6.7.15 SNH has stated that it considers a small amount of peatland would be lost,
although notes that small losses add up. SNH consider restoration to be a key
tool in addressing such losses. No Objection has been raised.
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6.7.16 The impact of the development upon peatland is complex, and spans multiple
consultees as outlined above. The role of each consultee reflects their
differing remits and areas of expertise, which can sometimes lead to
conflicting responses. The Planning Service therefore must take cognisance
of each position when determining whether the proposal ultimately complies
with the Local Development Plan.
6.7.17 Based upon the EIAR, it is clear that the development site partially covers
Class 1 peatland, and therefore Policy C3 requires a carbon calculation to be
undertaken in order to demonstrate that over it’s lifetime, the development
shall have no net impact on CO2. This has been submitted as Appendix 10.4
of the EIAR (Carbon Balance Assessment ), which indicates that it is
expected that the proposed development would have ‘effectively paid back its
expected carbon debt’ from manufacture, construction, impact on habitat and
decommissioning in 2.4 years (based on fossil fuel electricity generation).
Based on a fossil fuel-mix, the range of the payback time is between 0.8 years
and 11.7 years. The Carbon Calculation as submitted, clearly demonstrates
that the development as submitted would have a net positive impact upon
CO2 emissions as required through Policy C3.
6.7.18 Policy PR1 does not permit development of Carbon Rich Soils or Peatland
unless economic and social benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to
the local community and there are no reasonable alternative sites. Whilst the
proposal would not have a net negative impact upon carbon emissions over
its lifespan which would provide a degree of public benefit, this only considers
the development site as a carbon sink, and does not consider the ecological
value. In assigning a public value to the site, the wider ecological value is a
key consideration as the proposed site is identified as containing Class 1
Peatland in the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 and also contains
Blanket Bog (Annex 1 Habitat under the EC Habitats Directive). This indicates
that areas of peatland found on site are both Nationally and Internationally
important carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat. These
designations further feeds into Scottish Planning Policy, which classifies this
kind of land as ‘Group 2: Areas of significant protection’ and states that any
significant effects on the qualities of these areas will need to be overcome
through siting, design or other mitigation. The Planning Service therefore
consider the development site to have a high public value. The locational
requirement for this development is evident as the proposal is being treated
as an extension to Mid-Hill I + II, and utilises existing infrastructure to a large
extent. Whilst this does not detail the necessity for the development of deep
peat (particularly around T1, T2 and the construction compound), the relevant
consultees are in agreement that the impact of development could be
lessened through micrositing and construction methodology which would be
secured via suspensive condition. The Planning Service therefore consider
that the economic and social benefits of the scheme (primarily through the
generation of renewable energy) when combined with appropriate mitigation
would outweigh the loss of a small quantity of deep peat. The proposal
therefore complies with Policy PR1.
Water Resources (PWS)
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6.7.19 With regards to PWS, the EIAR identifies that 13 of the registered water
abstraction locations within a 3km radius of the proposed development site
are hydrologically connected to the development site. As such, there is the
potential for water sources to be impacted, particularly during the construction
phase through excavations and disturbing the water delivery infrastructure,
but also through pollution incidents degrading the water quality through the
operational phase. Although the commitment to monitor water supplies that
may be affected is welcomed by SEPA, an overall objection was made on the
grounds of a lack of information. The Objection arose as details of the grid
connection (including excavation depths and proximity to groundwater
sources) are not included within this application. SEPA has since removed
this objection, subject to the attachment of a condition which requires further
investigation to be carried out during the pre-construction phase, including rerouting of the grid connection if significant impacts are predicted.
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) makes no comment on PWS,
as this is covered by SEPA. The Planning Service concurs with the SEPA
assessment in so far as the Service would also seek the additional
information. Policy P4 seeks to prevent development which would cause
pollution or nuisance, including that to private water supplies. Where such an
impact is identified, mitigation may be required. Further discussions with the
applicant have confirmed that the cable route area is significantly larger than
is likely to be developed, and therefore it is likely that impacts upon PWS can
be avoided altogether. On balance it is considered that a detailed assessment
of the impact upon PWS would be required once the cable route has been
finalised, which should include mitigation measures (where an impact is
identified) and details of responsibility for said measures. This would be
secured via suspensive condition.
Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTEs)
6.7.20 GWDTE’s (a type of wetland which depends on groundwater flows and are
safeguarded by the Water Framework Directive) are considered within the
EIAR. It was concluded that construction works have the potential to effect the
quantity and quality of water supplying GWDTE habitats, as excavation may
lead to dewatering and diversion of low paths, while runoff from construction
areas may contaminate and lower the quality of water supplying GWDTE
through pollution and sedimentation. SEPA have initially objected to the
proposed development, as the National Vegetation Classification (NVC)
included within the EIAR does not encompass the full access track, while the
assessment of GWDTE does include the full access length. SEPA have since
removed their objection and recommend a condition be attached in order to
secure targeted NVC surveys in order to inform the pre-commencement
CEMP. Whilst the provision of a complete and full survey is normally
expected, the omissions relate primarily to the access track. The existing
tracks are in use for commercial forestry and would be utilised for this
development. The increase in traffic volumes may necessitate some
upgrades, but the provision of targeted further NVC survey work via
suspensive condition provide opportunities to limit any potential negative
impact.
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Flood Risk
6.7.21 In terms of flood risk, no objections are made by Infrastructure Services
(Flood Risk and Coastal Protection) or SEPA in this regard. SEPA does
however object to the effects of engineering activities on the water
environment caused by the proposed development. As above, a 50m buffer
strip around each watercourse is proposed, however the laydown area for T1
is shown to be within the 50m buffer area. Although SEPA objects to this, it is
indicated that should the laydown area be altered to be outside of the buffer,
this objection would be removed. Additionally, seven new watercourse
crossings are proposed as part of the development; SEPA objects on the
grounds of a lack of information regarding the watercourse crossings on the
existing access track from the main road (A957). It is indicated that the access
requires to be upgraded, however no details on crossing upgrades are
provided. Again the Planning Service are minded to agree with the SEPA
stance. Until these points have been addressed, the Planning Service cannot
confirm that the proposed development will not have an adverse effect upon
the water environment, and it can’t be determined to be in line with the aims
and objectives of Policy P4 as contained within the ALDP.
Groundwater Contamination/ Pollution
6.7.22 Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) has identified no existing
contamination and SEPA have made no objections to the proposal on
pollution risk. The EIAR concludes that good practice measures would be
adopted to minimise risk and effects from pollution incidents. Significant
pollution, nuisance or danger to the public or environment is not anticipated
and is therefore in line with Policy P4 as contained within the ALDP.
Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology Conclusion
6.7.23 It is considered that in respect of Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology that
the developer has provided sufficient information to provide an indication of
the likely impacts. Several gaps in the survey work have been identified by
SEPA, including in respect of peat probing methodology (in terms of survey
resolution) and extent of the National Vegetation Classification (NVC).
However SEPA is satisfied that the submitted survey work indicates that these
matters are likely resolvable via suspensive condition. Whilst the Planning
Service is disappointed that these issues have not been resolved at this stage
of the process, it accepts that suspensive conditions would provide a further
opportunity to address and agree suitable mitigation (albeit at increased risk
to the developer).
6.7.24 It is considered that the proposed development complies with Policies PR1,
P4 and C3 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 subject to
suspensive conditions requiring detailed micrositing of T1, T2 and the
construction compound, agreement of cable routing and further investigations
of the impact upon PWS (including mitigation if required) and further NVC
survey work.
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6.8

Forestry

6.8.1 Chapter 11 of the EIAR covers forestry, and is based upon a forestry study.
The forestry study covers an area of 1267.66 ha (the application site), the
majority of which is stated to be commercial conifer plantation managed by
Forestry and Land Scotland. The Study area comprises part of the larger
Fetteresso & Drumtochty Forest. Within the study area, approximately 700 ha
(55.2% of the site) would be completely unaffected by the proposed
development.
6.8.2 The Forestry Study establishes the baseline condition of the woodland, and
characterises it as predominantly Sitka Spruce, with smaller numbers of Scots
Pine, Larch and other conifers. The structure and nature of the woodland
reflects the policies in place at the time it was commercially planted (1950s) –
namely large areas of conifer in locations which may now be deemed
inappropriate, such as on deep peat.
6.8.3 Many woodlands within the UK are subject to Forest Design Plans (FDPs),
which identifies issues relevant to the forest, sets out management objectives
and long-term strategy. These plans cover a period of 10 years, with a 5 year
review window in order to address emerging concerns such as pathogens,
pests or emerging economic opportunity. The development site is covered by
the FDP for the wider Mearns Forest (2015-2024). This FDP has been utilised
by the developer in order to extract baseline information on the nature of the
woodland.
6.8.4 Given the location of the proposed development and nature of the proposal,
tree felling is to be expected and would be completely unavoidable. The issue
becomes the scale and location of the felling, as well as the nature of any
mitigation.
6.8.5 Paragraph 11.4.2 of the EIAR outlines the necessity of felling operations, and
states the two purposes of felling on site as:



To allow construction and operation of turbines, access roads and
other infrastructure; and
For forest management purposes, to windfirm edges to reduce the risk
of subsequent windblow, reduce coupe fragmentation, ensure access
for future forestry operations & integrate with the existing FDP.

It is considered that the above rationale provides clear and concise reasoning,
against which any felling can be assessed.
6.8.6 In design terms, the construction and operation of a wind farm does require
the setting out of certain buffer distances between infrastructure and
woodland. Table 6 below details the required clearances.
Access Roads
Turbines
Planning Application: APP/2019/1341
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Crane Pads
Substations
Borrow Pits

10m
25m
No Buffer

Table 6: Proposed Forestry Buffer zones

6.8.7 Using the information from the table above, the EIAR states the total buffer
space required across the site would be 74.35 ha. Of the commercial forestry
within the buffer area, 10.32 ha would have been felled within phase 1 of the
FDP, with an additional 13.67 ha felled prematurely. 2.14 ha of land within the
buffer zone is currently unplanted (awaiting restocking) and would remain as
open ground. In total the woodland which would be removed due to buffer
requirements, would total 26.13 ha (2% of the study area). It is expected and
proposed that compensatory planting would be provided for this loss.
6.8.8 Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 states that Development resulting in the loss of or
serious damage to trees and woodland of significant ecological, recreational,
historical, landscape or shelter value will not normally be permitted. Where
development is permitted, an assessment of the ecological and amenity value
of the woodland must be provided, and compensatory planting must be
undertaken to an agreed standard in order to mitigate the impact on the
landscape, sequestered carbon, character, amenity and ecological diversity.
6.8.9 The ecological value of the woodland and in particular the impact upon
protected species has been detailed within the Ecology section of this report.
It is considered that the ecological impact can be suitably managed through
the use of conditions which outlines various elements of appropriate
mitigation. Restructuring of the woodland may have some residual ecological
benefits through presenting opportunities for peat restoration and habitat
creation.
6.8.10 The amenity value of the woodland is more difficult to calculate. The Access
section of this report considers the various rights of way which bisect the
development site and provide a degree of recreational amenity. The proposal
would not significantly alter these in the long term. Given the nature of the
development site as a commercial forest, and the relatively small degree of
change involved (in respect of forest composition and overall cover), it is
considered that the amenity impact of woodland removal would be acceptable
in terms of Policy PR1.
6.8.11 On the outstanding matter of compensatory planting, the EIAR states that an
appropriate volume of compensatory planting shall be undertaken on Forestry
and Land Scotland land. Details of which are to be agreed with Aberdeenshire
Council and other relevant consultees. The Planning Service are agreeable in
principle to the exact location and volume of compensatory planting being
agreed via condition, however would raise concerns over the enforceability of
said condition if the planting were to occur out with the site boundary or land
in the applicants control, as external obstacles may arise which prevent the
planting being undertaken. Whilst this approach is agreeable in principle,
compliance with Policy PR1 would depend upon the detail and location of the
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said planting. PR1 requires compensatory planting to be undertaken in order
to mitigate the impact upon the landscape and character (amongst other
measures), it is for this reason that the Planning Service would pursue
planting as close to the removed woodland as is practical. This would
ultimately depend upon land ownership.
6.9

Traffic and Transport

6.9.1 Chapter 12 of the EIAR concerns the traffic and transport impact of the
proposed development. The chapter considers the impact of the development
during the construction, operational and decommissioning phases upon the
surrounding roads network. The assessment is based on a worst-case
baseline condition of traffic flows on the surrounding road network and notes
that the most significant impacts are likely to occur during construction (a
period of around 12 months) and decommissioning. Both phases are likely to
require abnormal loads.
6.9.2 Several routes have been identified, the choice of which will depend upon the
use of Peterhead Port or Dundee Port. In the case of components being
received into Peterhead, abnormal loads would travel south towards
Aberdeen via the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route and A956 towards
Charleston. From Dundee, vehicles would head north on the A90 to meet the
common point in the route from Dundee at Charleston. It’s then proposed that
vehicles would continue east on the A956 ‘Wellington Road’ before taking the
north-western turn-off for B9077 ‘West Tullos Road’ towards ‘Great Southern
Road’. Vehicles would continue westwards along the B9077 before turning left
onto the A957 ‘Slug Road’ south of Crathes towards the site entrance. These
roads include dual carriageways, and single carriageways in both urban and
rural areas.
6.9.3 Predicted vehicle movement during the construction period (12 Months) would
vary from around 1000 per month (all vehicles) in the first 3 months, before
falling to 500 per month by month 6, 260 per month by month 9 and 14 per
month by month 12. The vehicle volumes would represent up to a 6.1%
increase in total traffic flow, and up to 28.7% increase in HGV flows.
6.9.4 During operation, irregular and limited traffic movements consisting almost
entirely of cars or vans would be required for the servicing and maintenance
of the site. It may also be the case that traffic increases would be absorbed by
the existing provisions for the adjacent wind farm if, for example, the
operators were to be the same.
6.9.5 Decommissioning of the site is anticipated to have a lower impact than the
construction phase. Rotors, if not being reused, are to be cut into smaller
sections to allow the use of normal HGVs as per best practice guidance, and
foundations etc are to remain in situ to be naturalised.
6.9.6 While no significant effects are identified, potential impacts from the
construction traffic include noise, vibration, driver and pedestrian delay, air
pollution and dust and dirt are identified from construction traffic. As they are
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not identified as significant effects, no specific mitigation is required.
Notwithstanding this, the use of good practice measures identified within the
EIAR, including the use of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would minimise
effects on receptors as much as possible.
6.9.7 Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) makes no objection to the
proposed development. The traffic movements and generation do not give
rise to any concern with regard to the local road network. Conditions are
identified as being appropriate should permission be granted.
6.9.8 Transport Scotland, in their consultation response to the Scottish
Government, make no objection to the proposed development as they do not
consider there would be any significant environmental impacts associated
with increased traffic. A TMP developed prior to the movement of any
deliveries is appropriate.
6.9.9 Overall, it is considered that the proposal and the assessment included within
the EIAR is in compliance with Policy RD1 as contained within the ALDP and
the Planning Service agrees with the conclusions made within this chapter.
6.10

Noise

6.10.1 This chapter of the EIAR considers the potential effects from construction,
operational and decommissioning noise (including traffic noise) from the
proposed development on nearby properties. Pre-application consultation with
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) aided in informing the
assessments and standards required for the EIAR.
6.10.2 The EIAR identifies the nearest residential receptors and concludes that the
predicted noise level from the proposed development, acting alone, is below
30 dB at all but 4 residential properties: Corsebauld; Chapelton Croft, West
Bogton and Bogton. Predicted cumulative noise levels have been calculated
at these properties, including the contribution from Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II
wind farms.
6.10.3 Detailed construction noise levels predictions have not been carried out due
to the separation distances between the noise sensitive receptors and on-site
construction works. It’s considered within the EIAR that on-site construction
activities are likely to be below the 65dB criterion given within practice
guidance for construction noise levels in quiet areas such as this.
6.10.4 Blasting may be required as part of the construction phase (in relation to
borrow pits), however predictions as to the frequency, duration and noise
levels are difficult. It is however noted within the EIAR that effects from
blasting may be heard from residential receptors.
6.10.5 Where road upgrades and cabling between the site and grid connection is
carried out close to residential receptors, short term noise impacts may be
experienced. However, noisy activities near to properties are likely to be short
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term for less than 1 month, and therefore considered to be not significant. The
Planning Service agree with this conclusion.
6.10.6 No road traffic noise impacts are anticipated during the construction phase, as
predictions indicate the maximum noise increase during the busiest
construction month (month 3) is less than 1dB.
6.10.7 In terms of operational noise, no significant effects are anticipated.
Cumulative predicted noise levels (including the Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II wind
farms) at the 4 residential properties where noise levels exceed 30dB are not
anticipated to exceed 40dB which is the lower noise limit conditioned within
the Mid Hill wind farms permissions and would likely remain constant across
this proposal. No significant increase, nor significant cumulative noise impact
is therefore anticipated within the EIAR.
6.10.8 While no specific mitigation is required as noise limits are met, the use of best
practice measures including restricting works to standard working hours and
the exclusion of Sundays is proposed to reduce potential construction effects.
With regards to blasting, it’s proposed that a ‘pre-blasting noise management
programme’ be submitted and agreed by the planning authority prior to any
blasting operations. Operationally, restrictions to the rotational speed of
machines could be used should any issues arise. Decommissioning works is
likely to be similar to construction noise, and so similar mitigation measures
would be used.
6.10.9 Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) requested additional
information to ensure there is no acoustic correction required, particularly with
reference to the cumulative noise impact with the 4 residential properties
mentioned above. Additional information was also requested to confirm
whether the approved wind turbine at Chapelton Farm (APP/2014/4388)
remains valid. This information has since been received, and Environmental
Health has confirmed that the applicant has demonstrated that the proposed
development is capable of operation within the cumulative noise constraints
agreed during the scoping stage. In respect of Amplitude Modulation (AM),
Environmental Health are satisfied that this could be controlled via Planning
Condition.
6.10.10
The Planning Service are therefore satisfied that it has been
demonstrated that the proposed development is consistent with the aims and
objectives of Policy P4 of the ALDP, which seeks to ensure no significant
pollution, nuisance or danger by virtue of the proposed development. Further
to this, the Planning Service is satisfied that the proposal would comply with
the amenity element of Policy C2 in respect of noise.

6.11

Aviation and Infrastructure

6.11.1 With regard to aviation, the Scottish Governments Energy Consents Unit has
shared details of the Aberdeen International Airport and Ministry of Defence
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(MoD) consultation responses. Aberdeen International Airport has advised
that they hold no objection to the proposed development. The MoD has
objected to the proposal, citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence
(AD) radar at RRH Buchan as their reason. The response from the MoD is
consistent with their typical approach to turbine developments – essentially
there is presumption that applicants will not undertake investigations or
discussions with the MoD concerning mitigation measures until it is clear
whether the development is likely to be approved. It may be possible that the
technical reason for objection can be overcome, however this would be a
matter for the MoD to consider. The MoD have highlighted a number of
conditions to be attached in the event that permission is to be granted, these
concerns standard matters such as aviation lighting.
6.11.2 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 covers the
impact of wind developments upon aviation. The Policy seeks to prevent
development which would have an unacceptable impact upon aircraft or
airfields. This is a technical matter and therefore the Planning Service relies
upon the input of the relevant consultees. As thing stand, the Planning
Service has no concerns in relation to airfields (due to the response from
Aberdeen International Airport, NATS). However, the proposal does not
comply with Policy C2 due to the outstanding MoD objection, this would need
to be resolved in order to ensure compliance with this aspect of the policy.
Telecommunications
6.11.3 Wind developments have the potential to impact upon telecommunications
(TV, radio, mobile phones networks). Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 covers the impact of wind developments upon
telecommunications, and again seeks to prevent development which would
have an unacceptable impact upon said infrastructure. This is a technical
matter and therefore the Planning Service relies upon the input of the relevant
consultees.
6.11.4 Section 14.4 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report details scoping
discussions which were carried out with the relevant consultees. This resulted
in BT, JRC and Atkins Global confirming that they each had no objection to
the proposal. Further to this, JRC and BT have commented specifically on this
application and reiterated that they each hold no objection. It is therefore
considered that the proposed development would comply with the
telecommunications aspect of Policy C2.
Pipelines
6.11.5 In terms of infrastructure, the EIAR indicates that there are gas pipelines in
the vicinity of the proposed development. Prior to the submission, wind
turbines 1 and 2 were repositioned from previous layout iterations to mitigate
any potential effects. Pre-construction investigations into identifying the
location of infrastructure prior to the commencement of construction is
suggested within the EIAR. It is considered that, subject to the carrying out of
pre-construction assessments and no objection being made by the Health and
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Safety Executive (HSE) or other consultee regarding the impact on
infrastructure, no adverse effects are anticipated and the development would
comply with Policy P4 of the ALDP.
Ice throw and Shadow flicker
6.11.6 With regards to ice throw and shadow flicker from the proposed development,
no significant effects are identified, owing to the distance of the turbines from
residential properties. While shadow flicker was scoped out of the
assessment, ice throw was considered further as the surrounding area is a
publicly accessible forest and so some residual risk remains. The risk of ice
throw is minimised through the use of modern technology identifying climatic
conditions that would cause frosting to the blades and automatically shutdown the wind turbines. Additionally, good practice including the restriction of
access to turbines where ice is present and visual warning signs would
reduce the risk of harm. Subject to the use of good practice measures
mentioned, no significant risks of nuisance of danger to the public is
anticipated, in line with Policy P4 of the ALDP.
6.12

Socioeconomics

6.12.1 Chapter 15 of the EIAR covers the Socioeconomic impact of the proposed
development. The chapter has detailed the age and population profile of
Aberdeenshire and contextualised this against that of Scotland as a whole.
The employment and economic circumstance of nearby settlements has also
been detailed. The chapter details the socioeconomic benefits of the existing
Mid Hill Wind Farm developments, which are listed as Energy Generation,
Environmental Offset and Community Spend (supporting projects with
Auchenblae Community Association; Banchory Community Council; Crathes,
Drumoak and Durris Community Council; Feughdee West Community
Council; and Glenbervie and District Community Association). The chapter
further highlights potential opportunities for community benefit and shared
ownership, as well as employment opportunities (largely during construction).
6.12.2 Employment and economic benefits were highlighted as a positive, but minor,
impact during both the construction and operational phases. The Planning
Service agrees with the conclusion in the EIAR that the employment and
economic benefits would have a positive effect.
6.13

Access

6.13.1 Chapter 16 of the EIAR covers the access implications of the proposed
development. The chapter identifies access routes which will be impacted by
the proposal, assess the likely impact and potential effects upon said routes
and finally outlines mitigation measures (including temporary diversions if
required).
6.13.2 The development site contains no Core Paths, however 4 public rights of way
may be impacted (GK 70, 71, 74 and Way Cryne Corse Mounth). There is a
degree of commonality of the potential impacts upon the rights of way, namely
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that there may be a degree of disruption in the early phases whilst access
upgrades are carried out, however these are likely to be limited to a period of
days.
6.13.3 The operational impacts of the development upon the Right of Way have
been considered in terms of the magnitude of the impact and the sensitivity of
the path. This has informed the proposed mitigation. Table 7 summarises the
assessment in the EIAR.
Right
Magnitude
of Way of Impact
GK 70 High

GK 71

High

GK 74

Medium

Way
High
Cryne
Corse
Mounth

Sensitivity Mitigation
of Receptor
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.

Table7: Impact upon Rights of Way

6.13.4 The Planning Service is satisfied with the assessment of impacts and
sensitivity contained within the EIAR. The mitigation measures outlined within
Table 2 are predicted to lessen the severity of the impacts to moderate. Given
the time limited nature of the impacts, it is considered that this would be
acceptable. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has
noted that the development may impact upon known paths, and highlighted
the need for a pre-commencement Access Plan to be submitted
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6.13.5 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan requires that Wind
Developments do not have a significant detrimental impact upon recreation
interests, including core paths and other established routes. It is considered
that, while the proposal will impact upon the established path network, it has
been demonstrated that the impacts can be managed through appropriate
mitigation measures. A suspensive condition requiring the submission and
agreement of an Access Plan would enable the development to comply with
the access aspect of Policy C2.
6.14

Conclusion

6.14.1 Planning policy at national, regional and local levels supports a transition to a
low carbon economy through the use of renewable energy. National, regional
and local policies also state that this can only occur when the location of the
development can be constructed and operate without having a significant
adverse impact on the environment, i.e the right development in the right
place, as per Paragraph 28 and Paragraph 169 of SPP.
6.14.2 The scale of the proposed development, with a collective output with Mid Hill I
and II output of over 50MW would make a significant and meaningful
contribution towards meeting Scotland’s renewable energy production aims
listed in national and regional policy, and the associated benefits with this are
noted.
6.14.3 The consideration of this proposal does however identify a number of key
issues and environmental considerations, most namely the landscape and
visual impact, Impact upon peatland along with other technical elements.
6.14.4 In terms of Landscape Character and Visual Impact, the Planning Service
consider that the proposal does not comply with Policy E2, as it would have
significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to the scale
(height and rotor diameter) and siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) of the
proposed turbines. The proposal would lead to a visually discordant and
cluttered landscape in this location, with the siting creating a sense of
encroachment due to significantly larger turbines being sited in the
foreground. Furthermore the proposal does not comply with Policy C2, as the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire
2014 states the development lies within ‘the Mounth LCA’ (Now superseded
by LCT 29 within SNH guidance) and characterises this as an area which
would be unsuitable for wind turbine development beyond a domestic scale.
This also means the principle of development cannot be established.
6.14.5 In respect of Peatland, the issue can be broken down into two elements –
habitats and carbon rich soils. Blanket Bog (as listed in Annex 1 EC Habitats
Directive) is found around T1, T2 and the construction compound. Policy E1
requires that development of said areas must demonstrate efforts to avoid
disturbance and destruction through siting and design. SEPA and
Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) have requested
amendments to the scheme, and in the case of SEPA did so ahead of
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submission. No detailed site selection process has been provided in relation
to T1, T2 or the construction compound and therefore the ‘need’ to develop
deep peat has not been demonstrated. Whilst the impact upon peatland is
unlikely to be nationally or internationally significant, any loss is considered
regrettable. SEPA and Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural
Heritage) have advised that the use of a suspensive condition in relation to
micrositing of T1, T2 and the construction compound, alongside construction
methodology for the compound may mitigate against the most severe
impacts. The limited impact in the wider sense, combined with the opportunity
for appropriate mitigation indicates that this would be an acceptable departure
from Policy E1. Moving on to Carbon Rich Soils Policy C3 states that
Aberdeenshire Council will protect carbon sinks and stores, such as high
carbon peat rich soils (defined by SNH Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 as
Class 1 and 2, and greater than 0.5m depth) from disturbance or destruction.
The development site contains Class 1 around Turbines 1, 2, 3 and the
construction compound. The policy does permit development where a carbon
calculation shows no net impact over the life of the development, and this has
been submitted. The proposed development (as submitted) does comply with
Policy C3. Policy PR1 does not permit development of Carbon Rich Soils or
Peatland unless economic and social benefits clearly outweigh the value of
the site to the local community and there are no reasonable alternative sites.
The site is considered to have a high public value (due to the presence of
Class 1 Peatland and Blanket Bog) which is further reinforced through SPP
classifying sites containing deep peat as ‘Group 2: Areas of significant
protection’. The locational requirement has been inferred through the
treatment of this development as an extension to Mid-Hill I + II, including
through the use of existing infrastructure, although it is noted that the
locational requirement for the construction compound has not been fully
detailed. The Planning Service therefore consider that the economic and
social benefits of the scheme (primarily through the generation of renewable
energy) when combined with appropriate mitigation would outweigh the loss
of a small quantity of deep peat. The proposal would comply with Policies
PR1 and C3.
6.14.6 It is noted that the Ministry of Defence have an outstanding objection to the
proposal, based upon radar impacts. The indications from the MOD are that
this may be capable of resolution. Based on previous experience the Planning
Service is aware that the MOD will often not engage in discussion with an
applicant (regarding mitigation), until it becomes clear as to whether Planning
Permission shall be granted. Whilst the proposal does not technically comply
with Policy C2 in respect of aviation impacts at this stage, it would if and when
the MOD remove their objection.
6.14.7 In conclusion, it is considered that the significant environmental effects
highlighted, in terms of landscape and visual amenity, are sufficient to
outweigh the benefits of the scheme to contribute towards meeting Scotland’s
renewable energy production. The proposal cannot be supported and as such

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 103
Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report
it is recommended that Aberdeenshire raise an objection regarding the
application to the Scottish Government.
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 in giving a view on the
proposed consultation response the Committee will not be doing anything
which will result in a differential impact on people sharing the same protected
characteristics.

8.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

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 C2 Renewable energy
Policy E1 Protected Species
Policy E2 Landscape
Supplementary guidance 9c Special Landscape Areas

10.3

The application is a Departure from the Local Development Plan but no
departure procedures apply in this instance, given Aberdeenshire Council’s
position as a consultee.

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 104
Appendix 2A: Marr Area Committee Report
10.4

The proposed development has, in the opinion of the Head of Planning and
Environment Services, a significant impact on more than one area and so the
consultation is to be referred to Infrastructure Services Committee.

11.

Recommendation

11.1

That Members agree that the application be referred to the Infrastructure
Services Committee with a recommendation to Object to the proposed
development.

11.2

Reason for Decision

11.2.1 The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a)

the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale
(over 15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the
Mounth Landscape Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29
within SNH Landscape Character Assessment 2019) ; an area of
significant protection due to its sensitive landscape, high visual
prominence.

b)

it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

11.2.2 The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy E2 (Landscape) as the EIAR has underestimated the potential
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development, most notably the
disparity in scale between the proposed development and the established Mid
Hill I + II developments. The difference in height shall create a sense of wind
development advancing and encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT
24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29
‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: James Hewitt
Report Date: 10 September 2020
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APPENDIX A
PLANNING APPLICATIONS
(A)

Reference No: APP/2019/1341 - Notification under Electricity Act
1989 for Notification Section 36 for the Construction and
Operation of Windfarm at Fetteresso Forest, Stonehaven

Applicant:
Consultation By:

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4 Springkerse
Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU

There had been circulated a report dated 10 September, 2020 by the Director of
Infrastructure Services, which advised that the Scottish Government had consulted
the Council in respect of an application under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989
for the installation of 10 wind turbines and associated infrastructure at Fetteresso
Forest, Stonehaven. The Head of Planning and Building Standards had decided not
to exercise his delegated power in the particular case and had referred the matter to
the Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area Committees to give views to the
Infrastructure Services Committee, prior to that Committee being asked to agree the
Council’s response to the consultation.
Having heard that a request to speak had been received, the Committee agreed to
hear from Julie Aitken, Fred Olsen Renewables, for the applicant, who was
accompanied by Mr Euan Hutchinson, Natural Power.
The Planner introduced the report and reported on the details of the application,
gave an overview of the process, focussing on the areas of concern. He confirmed
that the role of Aberdeenshire Council was as a consultee to consider whether the
proposal complies with the Council’s Local Development Plan 2017 (LDP) and to
respond accordingly to Scottish Government. He explained that the development site
lies predominantly in the Kincardine and Mearns area but it does abut the boundary
of Marr. He outlined the main concerns of the Planning Service in relation to the
proposal which primarily relate to the scale of the proposed development, which is
considered to be inappropriate for the location, with the issues arising largely due to
the siting of the turbines in the foreground of Mid Hill and the new turbines being
between 25 and 75 metres taller than those already on site/adjacent to the site. It
was considered that the appearance of larger turbines in the foreground would
create a sense of encroachment and increase the prominence of wind energy at the
location. He provided visualisations of the proposed development, which showed the
proposed sitings of the turbines in the landscape, from different viewpoints and
locations.
He outlined the recommendation of the Planning Service that the Council should
object to the proposal under Policy C2 and E2 of the LDP 2017, for the reasons
outlined within the report.
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He referred to correspondence with Feughdee West Community Council, who had
raised concerns regarding the summary of their consultation response within the
report. He reiterated that the community council had particular concerns over
aviation lighting and in their view the turbines should not be larger than 149.9m in
order to avoid the need for aviation lighting. He confirmed that this view would be
fully reflected for future iterations of the report, for clarity.
Members then asked questions for clarification in relation to the consultation process
relating to aviation, in particular the approach of the MoD to turbine development.
The Committee then heard from Julie Aitken, Fred Olsen Renewables who made
reference to the existing windfarm at Midhill, which had provided employment in the
area, supported local businesses and community initiatives in the area. The
investment in the Fetteresso windfarm would provide further investment in the local
economy and was considered to be a sensitively designed, natural extension of the
Mid Hill Wind Farm. The use of existing infrastructure would limit the overall impact
of the development and the project would create the equivalent of 11 full time jobs,
as well as 47 jobs for Aberdeenshire during construction. She asked the Committee
to note that the windfarm had been designed to fit within the landscape and consider
the benefits of the project, balanced with the limited additional visual impact, and
sought the Committee’s support for the proposal.
After responding to Members, Ms Aitken confirmed that she felt she had been given
a fair hearing.
After due consideration, the Committee agreed that the application be referred to the
Infrastructure Services Committee with a recommendation to Object to the proposed
development.
Reason for Decision
1.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a) the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale (over
15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the Mounth Landscape
Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29 within SNH Landscape
Character Assessment 2019) ; an area of significant protection due to its
sensitive landscape, high visual prominence.
b) it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

2.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy E2 (Landscape) as the EIAR has underestimated the potential
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development, most notably the
disparity in scale between the proposed development and the established Mid
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Hill I + II developments. The difference in height shall create a sense of wind
development advancing and encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT
24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29
‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.
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Infrastructure Services

Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report – 27 October 2020
Reference No: APP/2019/1341
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm
Applicant:
Consultation by:

Grid Ref:
Ward No. and Name:
Application Type:
Representations

Consultations
Relevant Proposals Map
Designations:
Complies with
Development Plans:
Main Recommendation

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4
Springkerse Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU
E: 374440 N: 786463
W19 – Mearns
Notification under Electricity Act 1989
Representations relating to the proposed development are
directed to Scottish Government as the determining
authority.
28
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Rural Housing Market Area
No
Refer to ISC

NOT TO SCALE
Reproduced from Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the Controller of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown
copyright and database rights. Ordnance Survey Licence Number 0100020767.
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1.

Reason for Report

1.1

The Scottish Government has consulted Aberdeenshire Council in respect of
an application under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989. The Head of
Planning and Environment Service has the power under Section F.4.6 of Part
2B List of Officer Powers in the Scheme of Governance to respond to
consultations from the Scottish Government on applications. He has decided
not to exercise the delegated power in this particular case and instead
referred the application to the Marr Area Committee and Kincardine and
Mearns Area Committee in order to seek views for Infrastructure Services
Committee, in order to agree a response to the consultation. The Kincardine
and Mearns Area Committee is able to consider this matter in terms of
Section B.8.1 of Part 2A List of Committee Powers and Section C.5.2 of Part
2C Planning Delegations of the Scheme of Governance as it is a consultation
to an application to be determined by another public body.

1.2

The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted in the preparation of this report and had no comments to
make and are satisfied that the report complies with the Scheme of
Governance and relevant legislation.

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

This is an application that has been submitted to Scottish Government’s
Energy Consents Unit under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the
installation of 10 wind turbines and associated infrastructure. This would
represent an extension to the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm (Mid Hill) which was
approved in two phases (Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II) and includes 33 WTGs max
height 125.0m. The combined generation capacity of the existing Mid Hill
Developments is 75.9 MW Details of the applications are included within
paragraph 2.12 below. The windfarm became operational in 2013. As stated
above, the application states that and addresses this proposal is an extension
to Mid Hill. This approach has been accepted by the Scottish Government.
For the avoidance of doubt the development site lies within Kincardine and
Mearns.

2.2

Applications are made under Section 36 of the above Act where the
generating capacity exceeds 50 megawatts (MW). The EIAR has not stated
the generating capacity of the proposed turbines, but as this development is
considered to be an extension to Mid Hill and the entire capacity of this and
the previous phases would be above 50MW, a S36 application is considered
appropriate. The Scottish Government have consulted Aberdeenshire Council
alongside other stakeholders including Cairngorms National Park, SNH and
SEPA among others detailed in Section 4 below. Once the Scottish
Government have received the consultation responses, an assessment and
decision would be made taking these into account.
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2.3

The proposed development comprises 10, three bladed wind turbines of
varying heights. See Table 1 below.

Turbine
Number
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Original
Maximum
Tip Height
(m)
149.9
149.9
149.9
180.0
180.0
180.0
200.0
200.0
200.0
200.0

Amended
Maximum
Tip Height
(m)
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
149.9
180.0
180.0
200.0
200.0

Rotor
Location
Diameter (m) AOD (m)
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0
130.0

318.0
353.0
342.0
277.0
268.0
286.0
262.0
253.0
227.0
243.0

Table 1: Description of Turbines

2.4

Other infrastructure associated with the proposed development is also
incorporated within the application, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

External transformer housing;
Crane pads including a lay down area with a length of 70m, temporary
works area and crane hardstanding area adjacent to the turbine
measuring 20m x 40m for crane use;
Turbine foundations with an outer diameter of around 26m and cable
ducts;
Access tracks both cut into the vegetation and floating atop vegetation
and peat. New access tracks and widening of some existing tracks are
proposed;
One on-site substation measuring 20m in length, 10m in width and 6m
in height and including space for transformers, switch-rooms and mess
area;
Underground electricity cables;
Anemometry mast;
Up to 4 borrow pits (detailed later in the report);
Water crossings and drainage attenuation measures as necessary;
Forestry felling and restocking;
Temporary construction and storage compounds with an area
measuring around 10,000m² (exact dimensions to be determined) and
bound by a 2.5m high security fence used for the laying down of
materials and storage of construction vehicles. Portable
accommodation including site offices and welfare facilities may also be
sited here;
Health and safety signposting.
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Where possible, existing infrastructure from the existing Mid Hill Wind Farm
would be used, particularly the existing access tracks, albeit with some
reinforcement and new tracks branching from it.
2.5

The proposed borrow pits have been detailed within the appendix 10.3
(Borrow Pit Assessment) of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report
(EIAR). The submission details 4 borrow pit search areas within the wider
development site, which could be utilised depending on further geotechnical
investigation. Extraction would occur through ripping, hydraulic breaking and
blasting. Finalised details in terms of the depth of extraction are unknown at
this time. Table 2 below summarises the borrow pits
Borrow
Pit
Search
Area
1
2
3
4

Search
Area (ha)
5.5
3.1
4.4
19.4

Estimated
Rock
Volume
(cubic m)
90,000
45,000
55,000
115,000

Indicative
Working
Area (ha)

% indicative
Working Area of
Search Area

2.0
1.7
1.4
2.0

36
55
32
10

Table 2: Description of Borrow Pits

2.6

The site, which covers approximately 1267ha (including an area of c700ha
unaffected by development but included as it is adjacent to the access and
grid corridor) is located to the south and east of the existing Mid Hill Wind
Farm, which as described above comprises 33 turbines with a maximum tip
height of 125m. The site runs from the A957 ‘Slug Road’ westwards through
Fetteresso and Drumochty Forest. From the westernmost point of the
application site, there is a distance of approximately 670m as the crow flies to
the Marr area boundary. From this same point, there is a distance of
approximately 20km to the boundary of the Cairngorms National Park (CNP).

2.7

The site is currently part of a commercial conifer forest, with the forested area
covering approximately 1171ha of the overall 1267ha site area. In terms of the
surrounding area, the site is located approximately 8.3km south-east of
Banchory, 6km west of Stonehaven, 4.3km north of Auchenblae and 11.2km
north-east of Fettercairn. The area surrounding the site is sparsely populated
with hill features including Kerloch Hill at a height of 534m Above Ordinance
Data (AOD) to the north of the site, Herscha Hill at a height of 220m AOD to
the south and Meikle Carewe at a height of 266m AOD to the north-east.
Cairn O’Mount, Clachnaben and Scolty Hill are also prominent features, albeit
further afield. The turbines would be sited on contour heights ranging from a
minimum height of 227m AOD (Turbine 9) to 353m AOD (Turbine 2) (see
Table 1 above).

2.8

The application to the Scottish Government was submitted with a supporting
Environmental Impact Assessment Report (EIAR) because, due to its nature,
size and location, the development requires a detailed analysis of potential
environmental impacts. A scoping opinion was Issued in June 2018 under
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Part 4 of the Electricity Works (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2017 by the Scottish Government following consultation with
stakeholders, including Aberdeenshire Council and the EIAR has been
submitted further to this. The EIAR outlines the environmental designations
and highlights any potential impacts of the project on the natural, built and
human environments. The EIAR identifies, and seeks assessment and
agreement of, the proposed mitigation for those potential impacts. The
proposal has been assessed using the ‘worst case scenario’ principle so the
impacts can be understood, and adequate mitigation can be proposed and
agreed with the knowledge that the impacts would be within and would not
exceed the extent analysed.
2.9

Additional Information was submitted to the Scottish Government in February
2020, which amended the proposal through reducing the heights of several
turbines (as per table 1 above), although the maximum height remains
200.0m. The additional information also included a revised peat slide risk
assessment, ornithological information, updated Landscape and Visual Impact
assessments and cultural heritage assessments.

2.10

In terms of the delivery of the development, the construction phase is
anticipated to last 12 months and would include the forestry felling, formation
of the internal site tracks between the turbines, cabling works (including
trenching), construction of turbine foundations, crane pads and new
substations, installation and testing of the new turbines and ongoing site
reinstatement around turbines including the targeted re-use of peat.

2.11

Upon the cessation of the consent or operational lifespan of the development,
the site would be decommissioned which would involve the removal of the
turbines, transformers and substations. Underground cables are proposed to
remain in situ. It is proposed that turbine foundations to a depth of at least 1m
be removed and backfilled with appropriate material, while tracks would either
be covered with soil and seeded or left to naturalise.

2.12

Given the scale of the development, the developer conducted pre-application
consultation (PAC) with the local community by way of public exhibitions in
November 2018 in Banchory, Auchenblae and Drumlithie. A PAC Report has
been included with the submission in support of the application detailing the
advertisements placed to notify of the engagements and also highlights
comments made as a result of the engagement. The public were given a
further opportunity to comment upon the revised layout (associated with the
additional information) in late May / early June 2020. This period was delayed
and the applicant unable to hold public events due to the COVID-19
pandemic. Notwithstanding the delay, the May/June 2020 consultation period
has provided the public with the opportunity to make further comment on the
application to the Scottish Government, in line with relevant legislation.

2.13

In terms of process, the views of the Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area
Committees would feed into a report to Infrastructure Services Committee, the

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 114
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
result of which would form the Aberdeenshire Council consultation response
to the Scottish Government. Should Aberdeenshire Council object to the
proposed development, a Public Local Inquiry (PLI) would be triggered under
Schedule 8 of the Electricity Act 1989. The outcome of a PLI would be
considered by Scottish Government alongside all other consultation
responses from other stakeholders prior to a decision on the application being
made. The application was considered by the Marr Area Committee on 29
September 2020, details of this committee are contained within the discussion
section.
2.14

Aside from the initial planning enquiry, scoping request and gatecheck relating
to this proposed development, the wider site does have some planning
history.
•

APP/2003/1662 - Formation of Wind Farm Comprising 25 Turbines, 2
Anemometry Masts, Formation of Access Tracks, Underground Grid
Connection, Erection of Building and Substation and Formation of
Vehicular Access onto A957 and Improvements to Said Public Road –
Full Planning Permission Granted on 16 June 2005.

•

APP/2013/3720 - Extension to Wind Powered Electricity Generating
Station (9 Turbines) – No objection made. Scottish Government
Granted the development under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989
on 25 October 2013.

2.15

The map on page 2 of this report shows the development history of the site.
The red area is this current application, the green area reflects the 2003
application site (Mid Hill I), and the yellow area reflects the 2013 application
site (Mid Hill II).

2.16

The proposal has evolved in design terms over time, with wind turbine
numbers being reduced and individual positions being altered throughout this
design and pre application process in order to address issues highlighted at
various pre-application stages, including by stakeholders. This is discussed
further throughout this report. Further information was submitted by the agent
in August 2020 which sought to address concerns raised by the Planning
Service in relation to Landscape/ Visual Impact, Ecological Impact (Peat and
GWDTE) and Private Water Supplies.

2.17

Nearby operational Wind Farms include Meikle Carewe approximately 5km
east; Tullo and Tullo Extension, approximately 11.5km south and St Johns
Hill, approximately 9km south-east of the proposed development site.
Proposed developments nearby include Craigneil windfarm, (APP/2018/0993)
the site of which is located approximately 8.2km north-east of the Fetteresso
wind farm (directly opposite the junction of the access road and A957 Slug
Road) and comprises 11 wind turbines with a maximum height of 135m and
associated infrastructure is currently pending consideration. Glendye
windfarm (APP/2018/2480) which the Council formally objected to in March
2019 is located approximately 9.4km west/south west. The Glendye wind farm
S36 application has not yet been concluded by the Scottish Government.
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3.

Representations

3.1

Representations relating to the proposed development are directed to Scottish
Government as the determining authority.

4.

Consultations
Consultations undertaken by Aberdeenshire Council

4.1

Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) raised concerns over the number
and scale of the proposed wind turbines, and the consequent impact upon the
historic environment (both directly within the development site, and indirectly
on heritage assets in the wider landscape). A condition requiring the
undertaking of a programme of archaeological works has been requested in
the event of any approval.

4.2

Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development and suggests the addition of an
informative regarding contamination be added to any grant of permission.

4.3

Infrastructure Services (Environment - Built Heritage) made no comment
on the proposed development, however some historical interests are covered
within the Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) comments.

4.4

Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has not
supported or objected to the proposal but rather has made comments
regarding Protected Species, loss of Habitats/ Peat and access. The impact
upon Protected Species are deemed acceptable, subject to mitigation
measures outlined within the EIAR being secured via condition. Concerns
have been raised over the impact upon peatland, and in particular Blanket
Bog and Deep Peat. The Environment Team has been involved in subsequent
discussions relating to peatland and has advised that whilst concerns remain
the impact may be lessened through construction methods, particularly those
associated with the temporary construction compound. An access plan has
been requested in order to ensure rights of way are maintained throughout
construction.

4.5

Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development, subject to appropriate conditions in
relation to noise levels.

4.6

Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coast Protection) advised that
there are no specific flood risk concerns with regard to the proposed
development. It’s advised that new watercourse culverts are designed to
convey a 1 in 200 year flow. As surface water drainage systems and
management plans are to be designed post-consent, it’s requested that a
drainage impact assessment and surface water management plan be
conditioned to be submitted to ensure an appropriate design.
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4.7

Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) advised that there is no
objection to the proposed development and requested conditions in relation to
visibility splays and the submission of a Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP).
Consultations undertaken by Scottish Government

4.8

Aberdeen Airport holds no objection to the proposal.

4.9

BT advised that there is no objection to the proposed development as it
should not cause interference to BT’s current and presently planned radio
network.

4.10

Cairngorm National Park confirmed they had no comment to make on the
proposal, and noted that the visual and landscape impact upon the National
Park had been scoped out of the assessment of the EIA.

4.11

Dee District Salmon Fishery Board advised that there is no objection to the
proposed development. detailed comments have been made in relation to the
potential impacts of the development on Salmonid, primarily in relation to the
loss of habitat and pollution risk. It is noted by Dee DSFB that these matters
are subject to strict controls through various agencies such as SEPA.

4.12

Feughdee West Community Council supports the principle of wind
development in this location when viewed in the context of an extension to the
Mid Hill I and II Wind Farms, however retains concerns over the scale of the
proposed turbines (in terms of height). FWCC notes that this proposal
represents the limit of acceptable commercial wind farm development within
the CC area. Concerns have been raised over the use of aircraft warning
lights, as a potential source of light pollution in an otherwise dark
environment. To this end FWCC have stated no turbines should be above
149.99m. FWCC have expressed a strong desire that associated cabling be
placed underground so as to minimise landscape and visual impact.

4.13

Finzean Community Council raised concerns in relation to the landscape
and visual impact of the turbines, and the ecological and ornithological
impacts. Comments were also made in relation to accessing the Community
Benefit Fund.

4.14

Fisheries Management Scotland provided general advice and links to
technical guidance for the applicant. No specific comment was made in
relation to this proposal.

4.15

Historic Environment Scotland (HES) advised that there is no objection to
the proposed development. HES consider that the proposal would not
significantly alter the Landscape and Visual Baseline in which historic assets
are viewed, and therefore would not impact upon their settings in a
meaningful way.
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HES has advised that one scheduled monument would potentially be directly
impacted – Cowie Line, pillbox and earthworks 945m SW of Stonehouse
(SM6437). Impacts are likely to arise through any widening of the forest rack
to the north of the monument. However HES are satisfied that the submitted
fencing detail would prevent accidental damage, and thereby significantly
diminish the likelihood of direct impacts occurring.
4.16

Joint Radio Company (JRC) advised that there is no objection to the
proposed development.

4.17

Marine Scotland advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development. MS note that the developer proposes to undertake a monitoring
programme in order to identify the impact of the scheme upon fish
populations. MS have advised that robust, site specific, integrated
hydrochemical, macroinvertebrate and fish population monitoring be carried
out in line with MS guidelines and be secured via planning condition.

4.18

Ministry of Defence (MOD) advised of their objection to the proposed
development citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence (AD) radar
at RRH Buchan as their reason and the quantity of the proposed turbines
visible to the RRH Radar exceeding the ‘cumulative effect’ thresholds.

4.19

NATS holds no objection to the proposed development.

4.20

North Kincardine Rural Community Council has provided comments in
relation to Ecology/ Ornithology (in particular bird and bat strikes), Forestry
(compensatory planting), TV and radio reception and decommissioning. It is
noted that the community council have not stated support or objection to the
proposal.

4.21

RSPB advised that it holds no objection to the proposal. RSPB are satisfied
that the appropriate mitigation measures are in place in relation to Goshawk.
RSPB do not consider the impact upon Herring Gulls from the Fowlsheugh
SPA to be significant, as variability in sightings would indicate that their
movements in this area vary annually. In relation to forested elements of the
scheme, it is suggested that some species may respond positively to the
associated tree felling, however sensitive management would be required.

4.22

ScotWays has raised some concerns in relation to the proposed development
(notably around the impact of the development upon recreational path user,
and maintaining access throughout construction), whilst stopping short of
objecting to the proposal. It is requested that an access plan be required via
suspensive condition in order to ensure adequate means of protecting and
maintaining public access are outlined.

4.23

Scottish Forestry note that the proposal would require the removal of
26.13ha of mainly commercial woodland, which would be subject to the
Control of Woodland removal policy. Woodland should only be removed
where concise time limited re-planting is in place. To this end, Scottish
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Forestry have requested a condition requiring the submission of a
Compensatory Planting Plan, including details of appropriate monitoring.
4.24

Scottish Water advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development.

4.25

SNH has provided comments in relation to Ornithology, Habitats Regulations,
Peat and Landscape and visual impact. The comments in relation to
Landscape have raised the likelihood of a significant local impact arising due
to the proposal, however consider this largely acceptable as the proposal
would be an extension to an existing Wind Farm. Comments in relation to
Ornithology relate to Important Ornithological Features (IOFs) as defined
within the EIAR, and highlight the regulatory requirements associated with
Fowlsheugh SPA under the EC Habitats Regulations. Overall no objection is
made to the development.

4.26

SEPA initially advised of their objection to the proposed development citing
lack of information on peat avoidance/reuse; Groundwater Dependant
Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE); watercourse crossings; and cable
trenches. A further consultation response in October 2019 removed the
objection from SEPA subject to conditions which would require further,
detailed information in relation to these matters prior to the commencement of
development.

4.27

Transport Scotland advised that there is no objection to the proposed
development and has requested conditions in relation to abnormal loads
routing and temporary signage/ traffic control.

4.28

Visit Scotland advised of the importance of tourism to the Scottish economy
and of the landscape’s role in attracting visitors and recommends an
independent tourism impact assessment be carried out.

5.

Relevant Planning Policies

5.1

National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3)
The NPF3, published in June 2014, sets out a long-term strategy for
Scotland’s spatial development and supports the country’s transition to a low
carbon economy. Paragraph 3.12 emphasises that new wind energy
infrastructure should be in appropriate locations and that development should
sustain environmental assets.

5.2

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP)
SPP was published in June 2014, superseding the previous SPP published in
2010. It outlines that while the Town and County Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
requires that decisions should be made in accordance with the Development
Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise, it confirms that the
content of the SPP is a material consideration that carries significant weight.
One of the four planning aims relates to reducing carbon emissions and
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adapting to climate change by achieving 30% of overall energy demand from
renewable sources by 2020, rising to 100% by 2050. Paragraph 169 identifies
considerations which are likely to apply to proposals for energy infrastructure
development, while Paragraph 202 notes that the siting and design of
development should take account of the local landscape character.
Table 1 (Page 39 of SPP) identifies a spatial framework for onshore wind
energy developments, within which, are 3 Groups: Group 1 – Areas where
wind farms will not be acceptable (National Parks and National Scenic Areas);
Group 2 – Areas of significant protection (National and international
designations, nationally important environmental interests); and Group 3 –
Areas with potential for wind farm development. The proposed site lies within
a Group 2 area.
5.3

The Strategic Development Plan was published in August 2020.
The purpose of this Plan is to set a clear direction for the future development
of the City Region. It sets the strategic framework for investment in jobs,
homes and infrastructure over the next 20 years. 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.
The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 will continue to be the
primary document against which applications are considered. The Aberdeen
City & Shire SDP 2020 as published may also be a material consideration.

5.4

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy C2 Renewable energy
Policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores
Policy C4 Flooding
Policy E1 Natural heritage
Policy E2 Landscape
Supplementary guidance 9c Special Landscape Areas
Policy HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments
Policy HE2 Protecting historic and cultural areas
Policy P1 Layout, siting and design
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Policy P4 Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and
contaminated land
Policy PR1 Protecting important resources
Policy RD1 Providing suitable services

5.5

Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020 resolved to agree the Proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) 2020 as the ‘settled view of the
Council’ on what the final adopted content of the LDP 2021 should be.
The Proposed LDP 2020 is a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications. The Planning Authority must therefore assess what
weight it should have in the context of this particular application. As the
Proposed LDP is yet to be subject to public scrutiny and subsequent
Examination by an independent Reporter, it is considered that the level of
weight that should be applied to the Proposed LDP 2020 is not significant.
The Aberdeenshire LDP 2017 remains the up-to-date LDP for the area and
the primary document against which planning applications should be
determined until such time as a new LDP for the area is adopted.

5.6

Other Material Considerations
The Scottish Energy Strategy: the future of energy in Scotland:
The Scottish Energy Strategy was published by Scottish Government in
December 2017 and outlines the vision to deliver secure, affordable and clean
energy. The Strategy sets the target that 50% of Scotland’s heat, transport
and electricity consumption be supplied by renewable sources by 2030. Long
term, the target is for renewable energy to supply a significant share of energy
needs by 2050.
The Scottish Government’s Onshore Wind Policy Statement:
The Onshore Wind Policy Statement was also published in December 2017
and states the expectation of onshore wind energy to remain at the heart of
clean, reliable and low carbon energy in Scotland. The Statement goes on to
acknowledge that large wind turbines should be in landscapes judged to be
capable of accommodating them without significant adverse impacts.
SNH National Landscape Character Assessment 2019 – Landscape
Character Type 29: Summits and Plateaux, Aberdeenshire
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Aberdeenshire Council Planning Advice - Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire is a tool for considering the
context for wind energy development
6.

Discussion

6.1

Overview

6.1.1 The main planning considerations in respect of this development relate firstly
to the establishment of the principle of development before moving on to
consider the potential environmental impacts, including Ecology, Ornithology,
Landscape and Visual amenity, Cultural Heritage, Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology, Forestry, Traffic and Transport, Noise, Aviation and
Infrastructure, Socioeconomics and Access.
6.1.2 As advised within Section 2 of the report above, the application is supported
by an EIAR. The structure of the EIAR is orthodox and includes individual
chapters for each over-arching element. Each chapter includes the
identification of the effects resulting from the proposed development by
assessing the sensitivity of the receptor from the environmental baseline
against the proposed magnitude of change predicted as a result of the
scheme. This process is used to determine the proposed significance of any
environmental impact. Those impacts that are considered to be significant
require to be addressed and reduced. Mitigation of these impacts is proposed,
both embedded into the proposal through the design and use of good
practice, but also additional measures which are presented within the EIAR.
The structure and methodology of the submission is acceptable.
6.1.3 Within the EIAR, the developer has identified a total of 2 potential significant
impacts through the following issues:
 Landscape and Visual Impact
 Impact upon Aviation (Radar)
The developer considers all other impacts would not be significant with
appropriate mitigation. The significant impacts are discussed in detail below
alongside other potential impacts.
6.2

Principle of Development

6.2.1 As outlined in Paragraph 2.1 above, because the application is made under
Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989, the Scottish Government is the
determining authority. In considering an application under Section 36,
Ministers are required to give due regard to criteria outlined in Schedule 9 of
the Act, which includes the desirability of preserving natural beauty,
conserving flora, fauna and geological or physiological features of special
interest and to protect sites, buildings and objects of architectural, historical or
archaeological interest, and to the mitigation of any impacts the proposal has
on these. The basis of these requirements, along with being set out within the
Electricity Act, are also incorporated into the body of national planning
policies.
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6.2.2 The considerations of the Electricity Act, national planning policy (including
NPF3 and SPP) along with national energy policy (Onshore Wind Policy
Statement and Scottish Energy Strategy Energy Policies) requires to be
considered alongside the Development Plan. Despite not having primacy, the
Development Plan does remain an important material consideration in the
overall decision making, whilst forming the basis of the Council’s assessment.
6.2.3 In terms of national planning policy, both NPF3 and SPP are supportive of
wind energy development for Scotland to transition into a low carbon
economy. A presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development is set out within SPP. However, the SPP also cites
the importance of the siting of such developments to be in appropriate
locations considering important features such as the historic and natural
environment. SPP, in Paragraph 169, identifies the considerations to be
made. This includes “proposals for energy infrastructure development should
always take account of spatial frameworks for wind farms” and that
“considerations will vary relative to the scale of the proposals and area
characteristics but are likely to include a number of matters”. These are set
out in Table 1: Spatial Frameworks on Page 39 of SPP. Table 1: shows the
proposed development falling within Group 2: Areas of significant protection
as the site is on an area of carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland
habitat. As the site is afforded significant protection, it must be demonstrated
that any significant effects on the qualities of these areas can be substantially
overcome by siting, design or other mitigation.
6.2.4 With regard to regional/strategic policy, the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) supports the vision of SPP to reduce carbon
emissions through renewable energy sources. The ‘Sustainable development
and climate change’ objective within the SDP identifies that there is ‘extra
capacity for onshore wind [energy]’ within the region.
6.2.5 The Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (ALDP) adopts the vision and
aims of the SDP and offers broad support for renewable energy development
if the impacts upon the environment and amenity of the surrounding area can
be mitigated. The EIAR offers a detailed assessment of the environmental
and visual impacts predicted by virtue of the proposed development – this is
discussed later in this report.
6.2.6 Policy C2 within the ALDP, which is a prominent policy to consider for the
proposed development, presumes approval of wind energy developments in
‘appropriate locations’ taking into account the spatial mapping on Page 74 of
the ALDP. The map identifies those areas with landscape capacity for wind
energy development along with those which are protected/have no capacity
for such development. More detailed guidance is set out in the Strategic
Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy which is a material
consideration. For the avoidance of doubt, the Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Energy forms the starting point of the assessment of the
principle of development but is not the only consideration. This document
provides an indication of landscape capacity, however capacity does not
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equate to suitability or acceptability and vice versa – even with capacity for
wind energy development, said development must still fit successfully into any
landscape from a design, scale and visual perspective. It is accepted that this
document was compiled prior to the adoption of SPP, however the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 (including the Strategic
Landscape Capacity Assessment) was subject to examination after SPP and
was subsequently adopted and thus forms the primary and up to date policy
basis for assessing the application. The Planning Service is satisfied that the
use of Policy C2 and the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment remains
an appropriate starting point for the establishment of the principle of
development. This does not identify the site as being within an area with
strategic capacity but is within an area ‘with potential’ subject to detailed
consideration. Therefore, taking all of the above into account, the principle of
development may be acceptable if there are no significant effects identified on
the environment and where suitable mitigation can be agreed and secured if
appropriate. The conclusion of this report shall state whether the proposal is
considered to comply with Policy C2.
6.3

Ecology

6.3.1 With regard to Ecology, the main issues to consider are the impact of the
development upon protected species and priority habitats. Policy E1 Natural
Heritage of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 is therefore the
primary consideration. Other matters such as forestry and ornithology are
discussed elsewhere in this report.
6.3.2 Policy E1 seeks to prevent development which would have a detrimental
impact upon a protected species. In order to ascertain the impact, the Policy
requires appropriate survey work to have been undertaken and the
submission of species protection plans describing appropriate mitigation
where necessary.
6.3.3 Chapter 6 of the EIAR considers terrestrial ecology. As part of the submission,
a suite of habitat and species surveys were undertaken across the site
including desk studies and field surveys including a Phase 1 Habitat Survey,
National Vegetation Classification (NVC) Survey, GWDTE’s and protected
species surveys for otter, water vole, badger, bats, wildcat, pine marten,
badger, red squirrel and fish. A baseline of existing conditions is given
including details of designated sites within the locality, including those with
statutory designations (Special Area of Conservation (SAC)) and nonstatutory designations (Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCS)) and species
records for the site.
6.3.4 Consideration was given to the designated sites, habitat and species found at
the Fetteresso site, which is mainly commercial woodland, along with their
conservation importance to determine whether they are an Important
Ecological Feature (IEF). Those designated sites/species/habitats that are
considered to be an IEF are given further consideration in the EIAR. Those
that are not, have no further surveys and are scoped out of the assessment.
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The Planning Service consider this to be a reasonable approach, which has
allowed the EIAR to focus on those species which are at highest risk. Other
species which have been scoped out are not insignificant, however their
presence on site is likely to be transient in nature and therefore more general
measures such as the adoption of best working practices would provide
adequate safeguards should they be encountered, this is considered to be
suitable mitigation in the circumstances. Those identified as IEFs are: Bats;
Wildcat; Pine Marten; Woodland Ant Species and habitats including
Broadleaved Woodland, Marshy Grassland, Dry Dwarf Shrub Heath, Blanket
Bog, Flush and Spring Grassland and GWDTE’s.
6.3.5 Potential effects were identified during both the construction and operational
phases, albeit primarily during the construction phase. None of the potential
effects are identified as being significant.
6.3.6 In terms of protected mammals (bats, wildcat and pine martens), impacts on
bats are considered at a local scale, whereas impacts on wildcat and pine
martens are considered at a regional scale owing to their scarcity.
6.3.7 Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) have been consulted
in relation to the development and are satisfied with the content of the
Ecological Chapter of the EIAR. It is noted that Species Protection Plans
(SpPP) will be required and could be secured via suspensive condition. The
paragraphs below (which incorporate comments from the Environment Team)
detail the IEFs identified on site, as well as the content required in the relevant
SpPP.
Bats (IEF)
6.3.8 Baseline Survey work did not identify any bat roosts, however several
structures with roost potential were identified. Recorded bat activity levels
were generally low across the site, with the most records relating to species
common across the UK and Scotland. A single recording of Nathusius
pipistrelle was identified, which is a rare species in the UK. While this species
is considered to be at high risk of collision with wind turbines, the solitary
record indicates that this species is found in low numbers and infrequently in
this location. On this basis the EIAR identifies the site as of local conservation
significance. However, given the uncertain relationship between bat activity at
pre-construction and mortality during operation, bats have been identified as
an IEF.
6.3.9 Further investigation has identified the site as being of relatively poor quality
for bats, in terms of habitat and foraging grounds, with little evidence of it
being used for commuting routes. It is noted that no roosts were identified
during early survey work, with some structures with roost potential present. It
is noted within the EIAR that woodpecker holes may provide small scale roost
potential, and therefore felling activity would provide an inherent risk to the bat
population. This could be suitably mitigated through pre-commencement
survey work.
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6.3.10 The erection of wind turbines creates a collision risk for bat species. The EIAR
highlights that the impact of collision risk is currently difficult to ascertain, with
conflicting academic research produced across the UK, North America and
Europe. Collision risk cannot be discounted; however the significance of the
potential impact can be assessed through considering the mix of species
identified within the site, and their wider distribution. It is noted that Common
and Soprano pipistrelle comprise the majority of species recorded on site –
albeit in relatively low numbers. The EIAR estimates the UK wide population
of these species to be around 2 million, and therefore it is considered that this
development would be unlikely to have a significant impact upon this bat
population.
6.3.11 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the bat population can be managed
through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP).
6.3.12 The SpPP must incorporate pre-construction surveys of trees with suitable
roost potential that were identified during the previous survey; and
implementation of buffers around turbines of tree/ shrub free habitat in order
to minimise the risk of bats being hit by turbines. Additional consideration of
adequate buffers between riparian habitats and turbines may be required. The
implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects
to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in
this regard.
Wildcat (IEF)
6.3.13 Baseline Survey work did not identify any signs of Wildcat in 2015, however
historic NESBReC records suggest the potential for wildcat to be present on
site. Given the conservation status of the species, Wildcat have been
identified as an IEF. It is noted that the Survey work is several years old at
this point, however given the large territories associated with this species it is
considered that the 2015 survey provides a historical basis from which to
work. The adoption of a suitable SpPP would ensure adequate protocols are
in place in the event that Wildcat are identified on site.
6.3.14 The Wildcat population across Scotland is unknown, although thought to be
extremely low. Historically, Aberdeenshire has had a relatively high number of
records of Wildcat (proportionally compared to other local authority areas),
however this is thought to have declined more recently. NESBReC has
identified 4 records of Wildcat within the development site, with a further
sighting 2km south east of the site. The relatively low number of sightings
within the past 10 years would indicate a relatively low population. The
presence of commercial forestry within the development site is likely to further
reduce the quality of the site as a wildcat habitat.
6.3.15 With regard to potential impacts, the construction phase represents the
largest risk to any population of Wildcat. The risks include disturbance during
the breeding season (Feb to July) when individuals are particularly sensitive
to noise or vibrations, changes to the structural habitat or mortality due to
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collision with vehicles. It is considered that these risks could be suitably
mitigated through the adoption of an appropriate SpPP. Given the sparsity of
records in the area, it is considered that any impact would be unlikely to be
significant to the wider populations.
6.3.16 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the Wildcat population can be
managed through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP).
6.3.17 The SpPP must incorporate outline measures to be taken in order to minimise
the potential disturbance of wildcat during tree felling and construction, in
addition to measures to be put in place to protect any dens identified during
the works. The implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential
negative effects to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform
to ALDP Policy in this regard.
Pine Marten (IEF)
6.3.18 Baseline Survey work has identified extensive evidence of Pine Marten within
the development site. It is noted that the territory for a Pine Marten is
estimated to be 10-25 sq km for a male and 5-15 sq km for a female. Each
territory requires approximately 0.86 – 1.66 sq km of woodland. Based upon
this, the proposal site could accommodate up to 11 individuals. The Pine
Marten is therefore an IEF.
6.3.19 Pine Marten are considered to be relatively tolerant of human activity, and the
risk of disturbance is generally considered to be low. However, disturbance
during the breeding season (March to July) has been known to cause female
Pine Martens to abandon her kits. This disturbance is most likely to occur
during the construction period and be caused due to construction noise/
vibrations or through felling activity. The EIAR states this could be mitigated
through the adoption of best practice working, to be detailed through the
SpPP.
6.3.20 In terms of magnitude of impact, the disturbance is likely to be limited to an
area of approximately 3 sq km, an area unlikely to support more than one pair
of Pine Marten. Felling associated with the development is unlikely to cause a
loss of habitat above that which would impact one individual Pine Marten and
therefore would not destabilise the population.
6.3.21 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the Pine Marten population can be
managed through mitigation SpPP.
6.3.22 The SpPP must incorporate pre-construction surveys of forested areas to
detect the presence of and/ or dens and measures to protect these during the
construction of the wind farm infrastructure. Measures must also be outlined
in order to protect any breeding sites identified during the works. The
implementation of the above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects
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to be accommodated and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in
this regard.
Wood Ants (IEF)
6.3.23 Baseline Survey work has identified the presence of both Hairy Wood Ants
and Blood Red Ants on site. The Hairy Wood Ant is found throughout the UK,
with the Blood Red Ant found in Northern Scotland and Southern England.
Both species provide ecosystem services, important to the general health of
the woodland ecosystem. Wood Ant have therefore been designated an IEF
for this development.
6.3.24 Incidents of this species were generally observed alongside the edge of the
woodland, and adjacent to access tracks. For this reason the greatest risk of
disturbance would arise during upgrades to the access tracks. Both species
are generally transient, with nests moving annually although staying within the
same area. The impact of the development could be mitigated through
measures to minimise the impact upon Wood Ant, and through the creation of
more favourable conditions on site.
6.3.25 It is considered that the EIAR has demonstrated, through appropriate survey
work that the impact of the proposal upon the wood ant population can be
managed through mitigation (to be detailed within the SpPP.
6.3.26 The SpPP must incorporate must outline measures to minimise the impact
upon wood ants, and measures to create suitable conditions for wood ants
within the site in the longer term. The Planning Service are satisfied that this
could be achieved, but clarity of the precise measures to be adopted would be
required prior to the commencement of any works. The implementation of the
above mitigation will allow any potential negative effects to be accommodated
and as such the proposal can conform to ALDP Policy in this regard.
Other Protected Species
6.3.27 The EIAR considers other protected species (badger, otter, red squirrel).
Evidence of each has been found on site, however in the wider context these
sightings are either not significant, or the impact of the development would be
insignificant. In order to comply with the relevant legislation for each species,
the developer should be required to include best practice working measures
for each species within the SpPP. The inclusion of appropriate mitigation will
allow the potential impacts upon species to be addressed. The Planning
Service is satisfied that appropriate mitigation may take the form of individual
SpPP for each species, or a wider ranging SpPP covering all species. The
detail of the finalised plans must be agreed prior to the commencement of any
work on site.
Conclusion (Protected Species)
6.3.28 It is considered that the applicant has demonstrated through the undertaking
of appropriate survey work that the impact of the development upon protected
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species has been identified. Where required, further information has been
provided (IEFs) which includes species specific mitigation measures. More
general concerns over non IEF species are capable of management through
the adoption of best working practices. Whilst a planning condition will be
required in order to ensure appropriate SpPP are submitted (format to be
confirmed), agreed and adhered to, it is considered that the development
complies with the Protected Species aspect of Policy E1 in relation to
terrestrial ecology.
Blanket Bog (IEF)
6.3.29 This section of the report focuses upon the Blanket Bog as a habitat, as
opposed to considering the impact of the development upon peat and carbon
rich soils as a whole. Therefore this section shall assess the impact upon
Blanket Bog against Policy E1, which states that development will only be
permitted on undesignated habitats listed on Annex 1 of the EC Habitats
Directive if a baseline ecological survey has been undertaken, the
development has been designed to avoid impacts where possible and where
impacts cannot be reasonably avoided, an ecological management plan
demonstrates that the public benefit of the development outweighs the
ecological value of the site. Peat and carbon rich soils are considered in
greater detail within the Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology section of this
report.
6.3.30 Blanket bog has been designated as an Important Ecological Feature (IEF) of
the proposed development, as the habitat is an Annex 1 Habitat under the EC
Habitats Directive. Whilst this is a relatively common habitat within Scotland
(equating to 1.8 million ha, or ~23% of landmass), the habitat is significant in a
European context. The major source of European Blanket Bog is located
within the British Isles.
6.3.31 The EIAR has provided a baseline ecological survey of the development site,
including a National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey in order to identify
areas of blanket bog. The EIAR has identified the 68.12 ha of Blanket Bog
across the Fetteresso development site which equates to 13.5% of the site.
Blanket bog is predominantly located in the areas around Turbine 1 (T1),
Turbine 2 (T2) and the construction compound. The depth of the peat has
been interpolated based upon probing carried out as part of the Peat Stability
Risk Assessment. Mean Peat Depth around T1 is estimated at 1.3m, Mean
Peat Depth around T2 is estimated at 0.55m and Mean Peat Depth around
the construction compound is estimated at 1.34m. This information has
satisfied the requirement for a baseline survey under Policy E1.
6.3.32 Turning to the second aspect of Policy E1, it must now be considered whether
the proposed development has taken reasonable steps to avoid development
within areas of Blanket Bog. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural
Heritage) has noted that Blanket Bog is predominantly located around T1 and
the Construction Compound and has advised that areas of deep peat (>1.0m)
are of particular ecological value in terms of supporting vegetation, and are
not easily replaceable or replicated as peat forms very slowly. The
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Environment Team have recommended that the location of infrastructure and
in particular the construction compound should be reconsidered. SEPA have
also been consulted by the Scottish Government in relation to the proposed
development. In the initial response, SEPA did not comment specifically on
Blanket Bog, but made comments which aligned with the Environment Team
assessment that suggest the location of T1 and the construction compound
are inappropriate and should be re-sited due to the impact upon peat. The
subsequent response from SEPA (which removed their objection) but
maintained concerns in relation to the siting of T1, T2 and the construction
compound. SEPA requested a condition for further investigation,
relocation/micro-siting, and appropriate construction methods, during detailed
design phase, post-consent, pre-construction) in order to ensure mitigation
measures are delivered and opportunities taken to maximise micrositing to
reduce peat excavation on site. The Planning Service note the approach from
SEPA, which would effectively defer this issue until a later point of the
process. Policy E1 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
promotes detailed assessment and development of appropriate mitigation at
the pre-consent phase of development. Whilst the proposal has been
supported by appropriate survey work, the mitigation is yet to be fully detailed
and therefore the proposal does not comply with this aspect of Policy E1 as
written.
6.3.33 Whilst the proposal does not comply with Policy E1 in relation to habitats, it
could be viewed as an acceptable departure from policy in light of other
material considerations which are considered below. The EIAR seeks to
justify the development of Blanket Bog through noting the relatively small area
of habitat which would be lost. The EIAR identifies that 2.468ha, (or 3.62%) of
the blanket bog would be permanently lost during the construction phase, and
therefore considered to be of low magnitude and not significant at a regional
level. A Habitat Management Plan (HMP) is proposed to address the potential
of bog restoration. The Planning Service agree that in the context of the
development site the loss of 3.62% of the Blanket Bog may not be nationally
or internationally significant. Advice has been sought from Infrastructure
Services (Environment – Natural Heritage), and it is considered that whilst the
loss of peatland due to turbines 1 and 2 would be regrettable, the impact
would not be significant. Changes were sought to the location of the
Construction Compound; however, these have not been made and no
justification in terms of site selection has been provided. The current location
would undoubtedly have negative impact upon the underlying peat; however,
this could be managed through construction methods, which when combined
with the temporary nature of the enclosure would constitute a form of
mitigation. The use of a suspensive conditions in relation to micrositing and
construction methodology would constitute a form of mitigation as required
under Policy E1. Said mitigation, particularly in relation to the construction
compound and any potential future relocation could further assist in reducing
the prominence of this matter.
6.3.34 It is considered that the proposed development would have a negative impact
upon areas of Blanket Bog, however in light of the advice from consultees it is
considered that this impact is not likely to be significant in a wider context.
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Detailed mitigation has not been provided as required under Policy E1,
however this could be achieved via suspensive condition. The Planning
Service therefore consider this to be an acceptable, minor departure from
Policy E1 in that an opportunity would remain to obtain and agree appropriate
mitigation prior to the commencement of development.
Ecology Conclusion
6.3.35 It is considered that in respect of Protected Species that the applicant has
demonstrated through appropriate survey work, that the development would
not have an unacceptable negative impact upon Important Ecological
Features (IEFs) and other protected species, or that where said effects could
arise that they can be suitably managed through appropriate mitigation
measures. In order to ensure that said mitigation measures are carried
through, the Planning Service would require a condition in order to ensure the
submission, agreement and implementation of SpPP. The Planning Service
consider the Protected Species aspect of the proposal to comply with Policy
E1.
6.3.36 It is considered that in respect of Habitats that the applicant has failed to
demonstrate that the development has been designed to avoid negative
impacts upon Blanket Bog (as listed in Annex 1 EC Habitats Directive), as
detailed mitigation measures (such as micrositing or construction methods)
have not been outlined. However advice from SEPA and Infrastructure
Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) indicates that appropriate
mitigation is likely achievable via suspensive condition. While it would not be
the preference to the Planning Service to defer these matters and it would be
far better to address these up front, the fact remains that as proposed the
scheme represents a minor departure which could be accommodated.
Assuming therefore that any micrositing improves the situation, the proposal
would not become any less acceptable through any future steps. The
proposal would therefore be an acceptable departure from the habitat element
of Policy E1 subject to conditions requiring the submission, agreement of and
adherence to mitigation measures in relation to peat.
6.4

Ornithology

6.4.1 Chapter 7 of the EIAR considers the impact of the development upon
Ornithology. As with Ecology, the main issues to consider are the impact of
the development upon protected species and priority habitats. Policy E1
Natural Heritage of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 is
therefore the primary consideration.
6.4.2 Primary consultees in respect of this matter are considered to be SNH and
RSPB. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has advised
that it would be appropriate to defer to the expertise of these bodies when
considering whether the proposal complies with the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017.
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6.4.3 The EIAR was preceded by an extensive scoping exercise in order to target
detailed assessment of the impact of the proposal on the Important
Ornithological Features (IOFs) which are most likely to be impacted by the
development. The scoping exercise involved engagement with SNH and
concluded that the IOFs for this development are Goshawk, Herring Gull and
Fowlsheugh SPA.
6.4.4 As a baseline the EIAR considers the most likely risks associated with the
proposal to be habitat loss, disturbance and displacement, and collision risk.
Habitat loss and disturbance/ displacement are most likely to occur to during
the construction phase of the development and therefore the impact would be
time limited. Provided the overall species populations are maintained, any
disturbance should prove temporary. The risks associated with construction
for a development of this nature do not differ significantly from other
construction sites, with incidents such as destruction or damage to nests and
eggs being the most likely form of habitat loss. In light of this industry
standard mitigation measures such as the adoption of best working practice
and the employment of an Ecological Clerk of Works (ECoW) would mitigate
the impacts.
6.4.5 Collision Risk differs in that the impact is associated with the operational
phase of the development and is therefore longer term. Many factors play into
considerations of collision risk. The sensitivity of a species to collision will
depend upon the overall population of said species, for example the loss of an
individual in a low-density species (eg. raptor) would be more significant than
the loss of an individual in a high-density species (eg Skylark). Collision risk is
thought to be higher for species that spend more time in the air, such as
foraging raptors, or those that follow migratory routes such as geese. The
EIAR considers that the Fetteresso site does not lie on a migratory route, or
contain features which would attract species at a higher risk of collision.
6.4.6 As the general risks have now been outlined, the paragraphs below shall
consider each of the IOFs in turn and consider the responses from SNH and
RSPB in determining whether the proposal complies with Policy E1.
Goshawk
6.4.7 Goshawk at this location are considered to form a regionally significant
population, although not specifically linked to any wider designated site. The
species is relatively sparse, although difficult to monitor and therefore actual
populations are thought to be higher than observed.
6.4.8 Survey work recorded high variation in the number of flights observed
between years, however the number of nests found increased from 4 in 2015
to 8 in 2018.
6.4.9 Disturbance to Goshawk is most likely to be related to noise or changes in
environment during the early breeding season (mid-march to mid-may),
although evidence would suggest that individuals can become accustomed to
a degree of disturbance if it is present from the beginning of the nesting
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period. This has been evidenced on site with nests found less than 170m from
the existing roads. For this reason, the EIAR considers the risk of disturbance
to be low and not significant.
6.4.10 Displacement of Goshawk is considered to be moderately negative, however
not significant as the wider Fetteresso forest does provide good hunting and
breeding grounds for the species.
6.4.11 Collision mortality for this species is predicted to be 1.8 birds per year, or
3.6% of the population (0.66% Scottish population). Raptors are generally
considered to be at higher risk of collision in part due to physiology, and
partially due to hunting behaviour, with attention focused on distant prey.
Behaviour observed on site would indicate that Goshawk tend to fly at
predicted collision height when displaying, and generally hunting in the
canopy. This behaviour pattern would indicate a high chance that Goshawk
would be able to avoid the turbines. As such the potential impact of collisions
for this species is likely to be apparent but not significant.
6.4.12 SNH and RSPB are satisfied with the findings of the EIAR in relation to
Goshawk, and the proposed mitigation measures including working practices
as outlined above. SNH have advised that precautionary approach to buffer
zones around Goshawk nests should be taken, with a 500m buffer as
opposed to a 400m buffer. In assessing the above, the Planning Service are
minded to agree with the conclusions of the RSPB and SNH.
6.4.13 In a policy context, it has been demonstrated through appropriate survey work
that the impact of the development upon the Goshawk population has been
considered and is capable of mitigation through appropriate measures as
required under Policy E1.
Herring Gull
6.4.14 Herring Gull in this location are closely associated with the Fowlsheugh SPA.
The population is considered to be in decline. The Herring Gull population
tends to assemble during the breeding season, and later disperses to various
foraging ranges. This is reflected within the survey work, with around 125
individuals spotted to the east of the development during the 2015 breeding
season, but none later in the year. No gulls were spotted during the 2018
breeding season; however this could reflect changing food resources that
year. Given the location of sightings, it is reasonable to presume the gulls are
associated with Fowlsheugh SPA.
6.4.15 Herring Gulls were not observed feeding, roosting or adjacent to the proposed
development and therefore the development is considered to have no
predicted effect in relation to disturbance or displacement.
6.4.16 Collision risk modelling has been carried out in relation to Herring Gull. The
additional information which was submitted for this application contained a
revised assessment. Based upon the 2015 observations, and utilising a
99.5% avoidance rate for large gulls, it is suggested that 0.77 Herring Gulls
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would collide with the turbines in any given breeding season. It is considered
within the EIAR that the impact would therefore be of low negative magnitude
and not significant in terms of the wider population.
6.4.17 RSPB have raised no concerns in relation to Herring Gull, and note that the
2018 Seabird Census data suggests the breeding population at Fowlsheugh
SPA is much higher than previously suggested. This would lessen the impact
of any collisions. SNH have come to the view that any impact upon Herring
Gull would be significant in so far as it may impact upon the qualifying
interests of Fowlsheugh SPA. This is elaborated upon in the upcoming
Fowlsheugh section of this report.
6.4.18 The EIAR does not propose specific mitigation measures in relation to Herring
Gull as the population does not appear to roost or feed adjacent to the
turbines and therefore no significant population of the species would be
impacted by the proposed development. The collision modelling suggests a
low impact that could not be reasonably mitigated, and therefore any
individuals which are in the vicinity of the development would have a high
likelihood of avoiding the turbines (99.5% avoidance rate). Given the nature of
observations in this area (transient) and the avoidance rate, it is considered
that no meaningful mitigation could reasonably be undertaken.
6.4.19 In a policy context, it has been demonstrated through appropriate survey work
that the impact of the development upon the Herring Gull population has been
considered and would be acceptable without specific mitigation as required
under Policy E1.
Fowlsheugh SPA
6.4.20 Fowlsheugh SPA lies approximately 16km to the east of the development site
and is noted for gulls. Herring Gull in particular are an important feature of the
site, which previously supported up to 3190 pairs (2% GB population). More
recently, since the SPA was designated (1992) the Herring Gull population
has fallen to 125 breeding pairs. RSPB have however indicated that more
recent data (seabird census) may suggest the population is much higher.
6.4.21 In respect of the SPA, Policy E1 states that for nature conservation sites,
Aberdeenshire Council will only permit development where it can be
demonstrated that the objectives of the site and overall integrity are not
compromised. Through consultation with SNH, and investigations associated
with the EIAR it is clear that the main impact upon the Fowlsheugh SPA
relates to any impact upon Herring Gull.
6.4.22 As stated in the Herring Gull section, the main impact relates to collision risk
and the effect this would have upon the species integrity. Revised data would
suggest the loss of 0.77 individuals per year. Whilst it is difficult to quantify the
breeding population at Fowlsheugh, this figure of 0.77 would equate to less
than 0.616% of the population (as worked out from the number in the EIAR).
This is not likely to significantly alter or undermine the wider population at
Fowlsheugh.
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6.4.23 In a regulatory context, SNH have advised that the Scottish Government (as
determining authority) will need to carry out an appropriate assessment of the
impact on the qualifying interests of the SPA under the Habitats Regulations.
6.4.24 It is considered that the proposal has demonstrated that it is unlikely to have
such a significant effect upon the qualifying interests of the SPA designation,
as to risk or challenge the need for said designation. It is therefore considered
that the proposal complies with Policy E1 in relation to ornithology and
designated sites.
Ornithology Conclusion
6.4.25 It is considered that the applicant has demonstrated through appropriate
survey work, that the ornithological impact of the development could be
appropriately managed through mitigation measures. These measures
primarily related to the construction phase of the development, when
disturbance to bird is most likely to occur. Such disturbances would be
managed through working practices and the employment of an ecological
clerk of works (ECoW), which should be detailed within a CEMP and secured
via planning condition. The impact upon specific species is considered to be
acceptable when assessed against Policy E1.
6.4.26 In respect of Designated Sites, Fowlsheugh SPA has been identified as the
only site likely to be impacted. Appropriate survey work has been undertaken
to demonstrate the proposal would not undermine the qualifying interests of
the designation. It is considered that the proposal would comply with Policy
E1 in respect of designated sites.
6.4.27 Notwithstanding the above, the Planning Service would reiterate that the
Scottish Government (as determining authority) will need to carry out an
appropriate assessment of the impact on the qualifying interests of the SPA
under the Habitats Regulations
6.5

Landscape and Visual Impact

6.5.1 Chapter 8 of the EIAR concerns Landscape and Visual Impact. The EIAR
comprises a Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) and a
Cumulative Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (CLVIA).
6.5.2 The study area for the assessment is identified as being 40km from the
outermost turbines in all directions. This area is consistent with that
recommended in good practice guidance for turbines of this scale, and has
been agreed by the applicant with SNH through the scoping process and preapplication discussions. The cumulative search area is 60km, and includes all
operational schemes, schemes under construction, approved schemes and
those with a valid application (including appeals) along with those at the
scoping stage. Single turbines or those with a height of 50m or less are only
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considered within 5km of the proposed development. Those schemes within
15km of the proposed development are included within the CLVIA.
6.5.3 The EIAR has sought to determine the landscape baseline through utilising
various assessments and designations which characterise the landscape.
These include SNH Landscape Character Assessments, which outline
Landscape Character Types (LCTs). SNH reviewed their Landscape
Character Assessments in February 2019, which supersede the previous
1998 editions. LCTs previously contained Landscape Character Areas
(LCAs), which provided more localised information. As part of the review, the
titles and boundaries of some LCTs changed and LCAs within each LCT are
now no longer referenced. Other key landscape designations, such as the
Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs) are also identified within the
EIAR as a key consideration. These are designated by Aberdeenshire Council
through the Local Development Plan process and seek to highlight local
significant or valued landscape elements.
6.5.4 The methodology presented in the LVIA / CLVIA is considered to be orthodox
and appropriate.
6.5.5 The key policies in relation to this chapter are Policy E2 Landscape and Policy
C2 Renewable Energy. Policy E2 states that Aberdeenshire Council will
refuse development which causes unacceptable impacts upon the key natural
landscape elements, historical features, composition or quality of the
landscape character through scale, location or design. The Policy further
states that development should not significantly erode characteristics as
defined in Scottish Natural Heritages Landscape Character Assessment or
linked to Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas (SLAs). Policy C2
highlights the significance of the Spatial Framework Mapping on P74 of the
LDP and Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines in
determining the appropriateness of a location for Wind Turbines. The Policy
further requires all wind farms to be appropriately sited and designed in order
to avoid unacceptable environmental effects and take into account cumulative
effects of existing and consented wind turbines.
6.5.6 It is noted that the ‘Planning Statement Update, February 2020’ outlines the
developers view that Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment referred to
by within Policy C2 is out of date, having been produced in March 2014 –
before SPP (June 2014) and other more recent Scottish Government policies
on climate change and energy such as The Scottish Government’s Onshore
Wind Policy Statement (December 2017). Whilst the Planning Service can
understand the view of the developer, the Service is confident that the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment remains valid. Whilst the
assessment was compiled prior to SPP, it forms part of the Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2017 which was subject to examination and
eventually adopted after SPP came into force – the Strategic Landscape
Capacity Assessment forms part of the adopted and up to date Local
Development Plan and as such, regardless of the developer’s disagreement
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with the content of this, the fact remains that this forms and adopted and key
part of the Policy basis for assessment. The Planning Service shall therefore
treat Policy C2 and the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment as a key
consideration.
6.5.7 It is worth reiterating at this point that even in a scenario whereby any
landscape assessment was agreed to be out of date or not fit for purpose
(which is not the case here) a proposal would still require to have an
acceptable visual impact upon the surrounding landscape. The argument that
any issues with the status of a policy or landscape capacity assessment in
turn result in a de facto acceptability of any proposal are considered to be
misplaced and do not take account of wider landscape and visual
considerations.
6.5.8 The impact of the development is best viewed through two distinct, but
undoubtedly linked elements. Landscape Character relates to the pattern of
development and landscape features which define an area. Visual Impact
relates to individual receptors, such as settlements, properties or those
utilising an area for recreational purposes.
Landscape Character Effects of Development
6.5.9 In order to determine the impact of the development upon the landscape
character and composition and subsequently upon the LCTs and SLAs, the
likely impacts of the scheme must first be determined. The development
would have three phases, which are likely to impact the landscape in different
ways. These are the construction phase - which is predicted to last around 12
months, the operational phase – which would last up to 35 years and the
decommissioning phase at the end of the productive lifespan of the
development.
6.5.10 Construction effects on the landscape include an increase in human activity
for forestry felling to allow ground infrastructure works, borrow pit excavation
(which is unquantified in terms of exact depth or size within the submission),
creation of new access tracks and upgrades to the existing access,
installation of electrical infrastructure, construction of wind turbine foundations
and crane pads, erection of wind turbines and reinstatement and restoration
works. The construction phase is predicted to last no less than 12 months.
6.5.11 Effects would mainly arise from the erection of the wind turbines, and the use
of minor roads for construction traffic, including HGVs and cranes. It is likely
that these impacts would largely be short term when considered in the context
of the lifetime of the development (12 months of construction activity out of 35
years, with not all activity occurring at once). Other effects are likely to be
limited through the use of existing infrastructure (i.e. access tracks) and
through the adoption of good practice and site management, alongside
restoration works to restore forestry and moorland lost during construction.
6.5.12 Operational impacts are likely to be associated with short term loss of
coniferous forestry and open ground/ moorland in order to accommodate
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turbine bases and crane pads. Where possible temporary elements shall be
reinstated post construction. The EIAR characterises the introduction of wind
turbines as the addition of new man-made elements of considerable vertical
scale to the landscape, but suggests the impact would be localised. The
operational impact in terms of infrastructure is likely to be lower than the
construction phase, with fewer vehicle movements and restoration of borrow
pits.
6.5.13 It is considered that the description of likely effects during the construction
and operational phases are accurate, however in order to determine the
significance of any impact upon the landscape character, the Planning
Service must consider the impact the construction and operational phase
upon each LCT and SLA. The EIAR has identified the following LCTs and
SLAs (within Aberdeenshire).









LCT 29 Summits and Plateaux - Aberdeenshire (Location of
Development)
LCT 24 Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills - Aberdeenshire
LCT 22 Broad Valley Lowlands – Aberdeenshire
LCT 26 Wooded Estates – Aberdeenshire
LCT 28 Outlying Hills and Ridges
Braes of the Mearns SLA
Clachnaben and Forest of Birse SLA
Dee Valley SLA

6.5.14 The EIAR has assessed the impact of the development upon each LCT and
SLA. In order to determine the Landscape Character Impact upon
Aberdeenshire, the Planning Service has reviewed the assessment each LCT
/ SLA in the paragraphs below.
6.5.15 LCT 29 Summits and Plateaux - Aberdeenshire (Location of Development) is
an expansive upland plateau with a smooth rolling landform and rounded hill
summits. The EIAR suggests that the proposal would marginally increase the
presence and influence of wind energy development within the Aberdeenshire
Summits and Plateaux, particularly when viewed in conjunction with the
existing Mid Hill schemes. It is also suggested that the scale of the proposed
turbines would be consistent with the existing Mid Hill development, as the
siting would ensure a degree of consistency in tip heights (AOD). Overall the
EIAR concludes that the direct impact upon the immediate area of the LCT is
likely to be Moderate and Significant. Beyond the immediate area, the EIAR
contends that the wider LCT is unlikely to suffer significant impacts due to
increasing distances from the development.
6.5.16 The EIAR relies upon Viewpoints 4,5 and 10 (VP4, 5 and 10) to demonstrate
the purported diminished impact on the wider LCT. VP 4 concerns Cairn
O’Mount, and is covered in greater detail below, however it is considered that
the viewpoint demonstrates that while the development can be read as an
extension to Mid Hill, the scale and positioning of Fetteresso creates a sense
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of encroachment. VP 5 concerns Clachnaben, and is covered in greater detail
below, however it is considered that the viewpoint demonstrates a focusing of
Wind Turbine development to the eastern end of LCT 29, which Fetteresso
would reinforce. VP 10 concerns Durris Forest. The landscape is shown to be
managed but naturalistic with forestry as a key element, man made elements
are obvious in the form of transmission infrastructure and Mid Hill Wind Farm.
It is considered that Fetteresso would be viewed as an extension to Mid Hill
from this location (from the north), with efforts (in terms of siting) to minimise
the disparity in heights proving successful.
6.5.17 The Planning Service consider the impact upon the entirety of LCT 29 to be
Moderate and Significant. Whilst the applicant has demonstrated that the
embedded design may prove successful in mitigating landscape impact from
the north (VP 10), VP4 and VP5 demonstrate the sensitivity of the LCT to
additional turbines as a whole. The impact is deemed to be moderate as
opposed to high, as it could theoretically be reversed at the end of the
operational lifespan. Policy E2 states development should not significantly
erode the characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). The focusing of wind
development on one end of the LCT would create a distinct localised
character, which would be dominated by man-made features of a significant
scale which would be at odds with the wider Summits and Plateaux LCT. The
significant impact is therefore considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.18 LCT 24 Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire is a large, open
landscape located to the east of the development site. A large proportion of
this LCT is predicted to have visibility of 9-10 Turbines. The EIAR considers
the LCT to be of Medium/ Low sensitivity, due to the relatively medium/ low
landscape value and susceptibility. The Planning Service broadly agrees with
this assessment of the sensitivity of the LCT, however would tend to air on the
side of caution in determining it to be Medium sensitivity, due to the proximity
to the development site.
6.5.19 Due to the scale and varying predicted effects, the EIRA considers LCT 24 in
several sections. The Glenbervie section (to the west of the A90) of the LCT is
predicted to be subject to the most significant impacts. Viewpoints 11 and 13
(VP 11 + 13) are located within this area. VP 11 is located to the West of
Blererno, and demonstrates a relatively open landscape bounded by
undulating hills. Some Wind Farm development is already evident. VP 11
provides a photomontage of 9 Fetteresso turbines which would be visible.
This viewpoint represents a more elevated region of this LCT. VP 13 is
located at Glenbervie and seeks to demonstrate that the intervening
landforms would prevent a significant impact from occurring. 3 Turbine tips
are shown to be visible on the wireframe drawing, however no photomontage
has been provided as intervening landscaping would prevent higher visibility.
The EIAR concludes that the proposal is likely to have a Moderate effect on
this part of the LCT, which although indirect would be Significant. The
Planning Service agree with this assessment and would go further in
suggesting the scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of height and rotor
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diameter) exacerbate the sense of development encroaching on this LCT.
Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode the
characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). This location is considered by the
Planning Service to be particularly sensitive to the scale of the proposed
turbines, as it includes nearby settlements. The scale of the proposed turbines
in terms of height would lead to a sense of encroachment when the
development is viewed against the backdrop of the Mid Hill developments.
This sense of encroachment would undermine the open character of the LCT.
The significant impact is therefore considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.20 The Garvock part of the LCT (east of the A90) would according to the EIAR,
be subject to less significant impacts, due to the intervening landscaping and
topography. Viewpoints 2 and 12 (VP 2 + 12) are located within this area, with
Viewpoint 9 (VP 9) located on the edge. VP 2 is located along the A90 to the
East of Meikle Fiddes. This VP demonstrates a relatively open landscape,
punctuated with clusters of wind energy development. 10 turbines are
theoretically visible, however the photomontage indicates intervening
landscaping would prevent visibility. VP 9 presents views of the development
from Aberdeen Road, Laurencekirk. Again, the landscape is relatively open
and bounded by undulating hills, with the Mid Hill Developments visible in the
distance. The applicant contends that the positioning of Fetteresso in front of
the Mid Hill Developments would lessen the visual impact and limit effects
upon the LCT. VP 12 presents views from Hill of Garvock Car Park, which
benefits from panoramic views to the north. The Mid Hill Developments,
Herecha Hill I, Droop Hill, East Town, Jacksbank and Meikle Carewe Wind
Farms/ Turbines are all visible. The EIAR contends that VP 2, 9 and 12
demonstrate that the decreasing visibility and prominence as distance from
the site increase, suggests the impact upon the wider LCT may be moderate,
but is not significant. The Planning Service agree that the EIAR has
demonstrated a variable impact upon this part of the LCT, however disagrees
with the idea that the placement of Fetteresso in the foreground of Mid Hill
would lessen the impact. The scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of
height and rotor diameter) exacerbate the sense of development encroaching
on this LCT.
6.5.21 The Planning Service consider the impact of the development on the
Glenbervie section of LCT 24 to be Moderate and Significant. Whilst the local
topography and landscaping may limit some views, where the development is
visible, the scale (in terms of height and rotor diameter) in combination with
the siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) would create a sense of
encroachment and challenge the open nature of the landscape. The impact
upon the wider LCT is considered to be Moderate and Significant. The
Planning Service note that LCT 24 is characterised by ‘Frequent single and
small groups of large wind turbines’, this development has consistently been
referred to as an extension to the Mid Hill Developments, and would take the
total number of turbines to 43. The Planning Service consider this to be large
group of large wind turbines, the appearance of which is further exacerbated
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through a sense of encroachment (as detailed above). It is accepted that the
turbines lie out with this LCT, but the indirect effect would be significant.
Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode the
characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). The sense of encroachment around
the Glenbervie section of the LCT would undermine the openness of the
landscape character. The creations of a cluster of 43 wind turbines (Mid Hill
Developments + the proposed development) cannot be considered a small
group of large turbines, as this LCT is noted to house and therefore would
undermine the character of the LCT. The significant impact is therefore
considered to be unacceptable.
6.5.22 LCT 22 Broad Valley Lowlands – Aberdeenshire has been identified as being
of medium sensitivity and likely to be subject to a moderate/ minor effect by
the developer. The EIAR rationalises this assessment through noting that
impacts within this LCT are likely to be limited to the eastern portion of the
area, with up to 10 turbine tips being visible and falling away to zero visibility
elsewhere. The EIAR does not consider the impact to be significant.
Viewpoint 3 (VP3) taken on the A90 south of Fordoun is situated within an
area of LCT 22 from which up to 10 turbines would be visible. The EIAR
suggests that as the development would be an extension to the Mid Hill
Developments, it appears against the backdrop of an existing windfarm and
therefore has a lesser impact. The Planning Service accepts the argument
that this development could be viewed as a visual extension from this
location, however the significant difference in scale (between the heights of
the turbines at Fetteresso and Mid Hill) would lead to a perception of
development creeping steadily southward. For this reason, the Planning
Service considers the effect to be Moderate. In terms of impacting upon the
wider LCT, the Planning Service considers that the lack of visibility within the
remainder of the area would limit the potential for a significant effect to occur,
and therefore agree with the overall conclusion that the effect on the LCT is
Not Significant. Policy E2 states development should not significantly erode
the characteristics of SNH LCAs (now LCTs). Whilst localised impacts may
occur in this LCT, the limited visibility in large areas of the LCT would prevent
a significant impact from occurring. The Planning Service consider the impact
on LCT 22, when assessed against Policy E2 to be acceptable.
6.5.23 LCT 26 Wooded Estates – Aberdeenshire lies approximately 7km to the north
of the development site. The EIAR identifies this area as being of medium
sensitivity and subject to a minor/ negligible effect. The EIAR outlines that
whilst there is potential for visibility within the southern section of this LCT (as
shown on the ZTV, up to 10 turbines could be visible), the intervening
topography and landscape would drastically reduce this. Where visibility does
occur, it is likely to be seen as an extension to the Mid Hill Developments.
Viewpoint 14 (VP 14) is taken from the B9126 overlooking the Loch of Skene
and demonstrates that the existing Mid Hill development is difficult to
perceive. Whilst a photomontage has not been provided for this location, the
wireframe viewpoint does suggest that any visual impact is likely to be minor.
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The Planning Service agree with the developer’s classification of the potential
effect as Minor/ Negligible. In terms of impacting upon the wider LCT, the
Planning Service considers that the lack of visibility within the remainder of
the area would limit the potential for a significant effect to occur, and therefore
agree with the overall conclusion that the effect on the LCT is Not Significant.
This would be acceptable in terms of Policy E2, as the limits visibility would
prevent a significant change to the character of this LCT.
6.5.24 LCT 28 Outlying Hills and Ridges are a series of moorland spurs that extend
from the Cairngorms to the farmed landscape. Six instances of this LCT occur
within the 40km study area, with the closest being Scotly Hill to the north. The
EIAR considers this LCT to be of Medium/ High sensitivity and characterises
the predicted effects as Moderate/ Minor. Viewpoint 6 (VP 6) demonstrates
the impact of the development from Scotly Hill (as the closest example of this
LCT). 3 of the proposed turbines are predicted to be visible from the southern
slopes, which the EIAR suggests would be read as an extension to the
existing Mid Hill development. The EIAR further elaborates to state the scale
of the new turbines would be unlikely to be noticed from the position, due to
care taken when siting the turbines in terms of their position AOD. The
Planning Service agree with the conclusions of the developer in relation to this
viewpoint, and are satisfied that other instances of LCT 28 are likely to be
subject to diminishing impacts due to increasing intervening distances. The
Planning Service therefore consider the impact upon LCT 28 to be Minor/
Moderate and Not Significant.
6.5.25 The Braes of the Mearns SLA is located approximately 2.5km south of the
development site. The designation includes the south facing slopes of the
Mounth and the northern part of the Howe of the Mearns. The EIAR considers
this designation to be of medium / high sensitivity and likely to be subject to
minor, non-significant effects. In justifying this stance, the EIAR notes that
visibility would be limited to specific locations within the SLA and focuses
comment upon Cairn O’Mount (Viewpoint 10). The EIAR states that the
impact from Cairn O’Mount would not spoil the most popular view over the
Howe of the Mearns, but rather would be north east and where turbines are
visible they would be viewed as an extension to the Mid Hill development, with
the impact further mitigated through intervening landforms. The Planning
Service agree with the designation of the landscape sensitivity as Medium/
High as the designation of an SLA represents a landscape of local
significance and value. In terms of the significance of the impact, the Planning
Service agree with the developer that the proposal is unlikely to fundamentally
challenge the nature of the SLA, as the development would lie out with the
designation, and be visible from select areas. The impact on the SLA is
considered Minor and Not Significant. It should be noted that the visual impact
upon receptors, including visitors to Cairn O’Mount will be discussed in the
Visual Impact section.
6.5.26 Clachnaben and Forest of Birse SLA occupies the south western edge of
Aberdeenshire some 5km from the development site. The SLA comprises part
of the upland Mounth, the Forest of Brise (one of the wildest areas of
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Aberdeenshire outside the Cairngorms National Park) and Clachnaben (a
prominent landmark for miles around). The EIAR identifies this as an area of
Medium/ High sensitivity. The ZTV indicates scattered visibility across the
SLA, with the most significant impacts found towards the south of the
designation. Viewpoint 5 (VP5) provides an example of predicted views within
this SLA, and considers views from Clachnaben. VP5 shows the development
as clearly visible from Clachnaben, with the developer suggesting this is read
as a visual extension to the Mid Hill development. The contextual images
associated with VP 5 reiterate the wild character of other views from this
location, and emphasise that wind development is a significant feature to the
east (albeit out with the SLA). In terms of the significance of the impact, the
Planning Service agree with the developer that the proposal is unlikely to
fundamentally challenge the nature of the SLA, as the development would lie
out with the designation. In terms of the Landscape Character of the SLA, the
effect is considered to be Moderate although Not Significant as the underlying
qualities of the wider SLA would remain unchanged. It should be noted that
the visual impact upon receptors, including visitors to Clachnaben will be
discussed in the Visual Impact section.
6.5.27 The Dee Valley SLA is located approximately 6km north of the development
site, and encompasses the riverside setting of settlements such as Aboyne
and Banchory. The EIAR identifies this as a High/ Medium sensitivity area,
which the planning service agrees with. A Moderate/ Minor level of effect is
predicted, which the EIAR states is Not Significant. The ZTV indicates a
relatively low visibility, with 1-3 turbines predicted to be visible in the core of
the SLA (west of Banchory), the EIAR further notes that visibility of the
proposal is likely to be further reduced through intervening landscaping
(noting forestry and woodland are common in this area). Where visibility does
occur, the development is likely to be read as an extension to the existing Mid
Hill development. As with the other SLA designations, in terms of the
Landscape Character of the SLA, the effect is considered to be Moderate
although Not Significant as the underlying qualities of the wider SLA would
remain unchanged. The Planning Service are satisfied with the assessment
contained within the EIAR, as the low visibility would prevent a significant
impact upon the wider SLA designation.
6.5.28 In relation to the overall Landscape Character Impact, the Planning Service
are satisfied with the developer’s assessment of the effects of the proposal
upon LCT 22, 26, 28 and the Braes of the Mearns SLA, Clachnaben and
Forest of Birse SLA and Dee Valley SLA, as whilst some visibility may occur,
the extent is unlikely to fundamentally undermine the underlying character of
these areas and therefore the Planning Service do not consider the impacts to
be significant, and therefore they are acceptable. The Planning Service
partially agree with the EIAR in respect of LCT 29 and 24, however consider
localised and wider effects as significant. The significance of these effects
primarily relates to the scale of the proposed turbines (in terms of height and
rotor diameter) and the siting of the proposal in the foreground of the Mid Hill
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Developments, which is considered to create a sense of encroachment. This
impact is considered to undermine the openness associated with LCT 29 and
is therefore significant and unacceptable in terms of Policy E2. Further to this,
the development will create a large cluster of large wind turbines, which would
not be in keeping with the established character of LCT 24. Whilst the
Planning Service accept the development is not located within LCT 24, the
high degree of visibility would create a significant and unacceptable impact.
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire
2014
6.5.29 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 provides a
strong link to the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy
in Aberdeenshire 2014. This document pre-dates the SNH Landscape
Character Assessment 2019, and therefore considers the impacts upon
Landscape Character Areas (LCAs), as opposed to the broader LCTs which
are detailed above. It is noted that LCAs sit within LCTs, and provide a more
localised description of the landscape character and pressures. Given the
strong policy link and the hierarchical nature of LCAs (forming a more
localised element of LCTs), it is entirely reasonable and appropriate to
consider the impact of the development upon the LCA in which the
development is located.
6.5.30 The Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire 2014 forms the basis of Aberdeenshire Councils approach to
determining whether proposed wind energy developments are appropriately
located. The document considers each LCA, and takes into account wind
energy developments which were operational or consented at the time of the
assessment (2014). The assessment has been used to identify several
‘groups’ within Aberdeenshire. Group 1 areas are not suitable for
development (Cairngorms National Park, National Scenic Areas), Group 2
areas of significant protection (national or international designations, or within
2km around settlements), Group 3 areas have potential capacity subject to
detailed consideration and final Areas with strategic landscape capacity are
identified. The development site lies within a Group 3 area. At a more
localised level, further examination of the Capacity Assessment identifies the
development site as falling within ‘The Mounth LCA’. The findings of the
capacity assessment in relation to this LCA are detailed below.
6.5.31 The Capacity assessment describes the area as follows:
“Although large in scale and simple in pattern with the characteristics
considered suitable for wind farm development, the Mounth is a distinctive
landform (the Highland Boundary Fault), integral to the identity of much of
Aberdeenshire and visible from a very wide area. Its southern flank has a
high degree of visual sensitivity. It forms the backdrop to many sensitive
LCAs and is the foreground to the Cairngorm massif and National Park…The
Mounth LCA is characterised as an area which would be unsuitable for wind
turbine development beyond a domestic scale (15m)…”
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6.5.32 The Planning Service considers this to clearly identify the area as sensitive to
development, with no remaining capacity.
Landscape Character Conclusion
6.5.33 The EIAR has provided a thorough and mostly accepted assessment of the
impact of the proposal on LCTs and SLAs. Concerns in relation to the wider
impact upon LCT 29 and 24, relate to the scale of the proposed turbines when
viewed in conjunction with Mid Hill Wind Farm. The comparative height and
rotor diameter of the Fetteresso turbines (particularly when viewed in the
foreground of Mid Hill) is considered to create a sense of encroaching
development, which undermines the sense of openness associated with LCT
29 and 24.
6.5.34 It is noted that SNH have agreed with the conclusions of the EIAR in their
entirety, and also highlighted a lack of capacity for development of this nature
within the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire 2014, although concluding this would be permissible as an
extension.
6.5.35 Whilst Aberdeenshire Council note the views of SNH, the Council as Local
Planning Authority have concluded that the development (in terms of
Landscape Character Impact) does not comply with Policy E2, as it would
have significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to the
scale and siting of the proposed turbines. Furthermore the proposal does not
comply with Policy C2, as the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire 2014 states the development lies within ‘the
Mounth LCA’ (Now superseded by LCT 29 within SNH guidance) and
characterises this as an area which would be unsuitable for wind turbine
development beyond a domestic scale.
Visual Impact (Viewpoints)
6.5.36 Visual impacts are distinct from the wider Landscape Character impact, as
they focus upon specific receptors such as settlements, landmarks or
individuals. The EIAR considers visual impact through representative
viewpoints, many of which have been considered in the preceding Landscape
Character section. Table 3 (below) details the viewpoints, alongside the visual
receptor and projected significance as stated in the EIAR.

Viewpoint Location
VP 1
VP 2

Stonehaven
Monument
A90, East of
Meikle Fiddes

Distance
from nearest
Turbine (km)
15.4
9.6
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Visual
Receptor

Significance

Recreational
visitors
Road users

Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
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VP 3

A90, South of
Fordoun

9.7

Road Users
Residents

VP 4

B974, Cairn
O’Mount

6.4

VP 5

Clachnaben

8.6

Recreational
users at
summit
Hillwalkers

VP 6

Scotly Hill

8.6

Hillwalkers

VP 7

Banchory

11.0

VP 8

A93, Denmar

15.1

Elevated
Residents
Road Users

VP 9

Aberdeen Rd,
Laurencekirk

11.9

Road Users
Residents

VP 10

Durris Forest

8.2

Hillwalkers

VP 11

West of
5.4
Blererno
Hill of Garvock 13.7
Car Park

VP 12

Recreational
users
Recreational
users (picnic
spot)
Residents
Road users

VP 13

Glenbervie

7.1

VP 14

B9126
overlooking
Loch of Skene
Mount Keen

23.7

Road users

29.1

Hillwalkers

Cairn
Caidloch

29.1

Hillwalkers

VP 15
VP 16

Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate/
Minor)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Moderate)
Not Significant
(Negligible)
Not Significant
(Negligible)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Minor)
Not Significant
(Minor)

Table 3: Summary of Viewpoints

6.5.37 The Planning Service are satisfied with the identification of significant impacts
as detailed within the above table, with the exception of VP 5 – Clachnaben
which shall also be treated as significant for the purposes of this report, as the
Planning Service consider the magnitude of change to be higher than detailed
within the EIAR. The determination of significance is dependant upon the
magnitude of change for the visual receptor. VP 4, 5 and 11 are explored in
greater detail below.
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6.5.38 VP 4 considers the impact of the development from Cairn O’Mount, with
recreational users identified as the visual receptor. Recreational users, as the
receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape during activities.
Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational users would not
be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a long exposure
time to the visual change. Appendix 8.3 of the EIAR further details the
potential impacts upon visual receptors, and in relation to Cairn O’Mount
notes that the development would be viewed against the backdrop of Mid Hill.
The Planning Service accept this analysis, and further consider that the
proposal at Fetteresso would further establish Wind Generation as a
prominent Landscape Element which is visible to the east of Cairn O’Mount.
Therefore the magnitude of change is likely to be limited, however the scale
(in terms of turbine height and rotor diameter) are likely to create a sense of
visual encroachment which would result in a Moderate and Significant impact.
With regard to Policy, it is considered that the impact would raise concern
when assessed against Policy E2, which seeks to prevent development which
has a detrimental upon landscape character or composition, through scale,
location or design.
6.5.39 VP 5 considers the impact when viewed from Clachnaben, with recreational
users identified as visual receptors. As with Cairn O’Mount. Recreational
users, as the receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape
during activities. Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational
users would not be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a
long exposure time to the visual change. Appendix 8.3 of the EIAR further
details the potential impacts upon visual receptors, and in relation to
Clachnaben states that the development would read as a lateral extension to
Mid Hill, and therefore the Moderate impact would be considered Not
Significant. The Planning Service disagree however and consider the visual
impact in this location to be significant, as the lateral extension of Mid Hill via
Fetteresso would create a dense cluster of Wind Generation, with visual
connectivity between several individual turbines and Wind Farms in an area
deemed to have no landscape capacity. This added impact would create a
cluttered and concentrated visual impact which raises concern in terms of
ALDP Policy E2.
6.5.40 VP 11 considers the impact when view from West of Blererno, with
recreational users identified as visual receptors. Recreational users, as the
receptors, are to be focused on the surrounding landscape during activities.
Visits to these locations are transient in that the recreational users would not
be a permanent receptor, however they are likely to have a long exposure
time to the visual change. This location is identified as being subject to a
Major/Moderate magnitude of change, which would therefore be Significant.
Whilst the development would not introduce a new landscape feature, the
proposed turbines would outnumber and out scale those currently present.
The Planning Service agree with this conclusion, with the significant visual
impact raising concerns in terms of Policy.
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6.5.41 Assessing the above noted visual impacts against Policy ALDP E2, the
proposal would have significant effects upon the character of the natural
landscape as a whole. Visibility in itself is not necessarily a negative issue, but
in this instance, it is considered that given the scale and location of the
proposal in relation to the Mid Hill Developments, that significant adverse
impacts would result which would in turn represent an unacceptable visual
impact within this landscape. The scale of the development when viewed
against the backdrop of the Mid Hill Developments would create a sense of
the development encroaching further into the landscape due to the varying
heights of the developments. Even taken in isolation, the design of the
Fetteresso development is a cause for concern, as the turbines would all have
a rotor diameter of 130m regardless of blade tip height. This would result in a
number of turbines appearing squat, particularly next to turbines which may
be up to 50m taller. This would create a visually discordant development, out
of scale with the host landscape. Based on this, it is considered that the
effects of the proposed development are unacceptable on the natural
landscape in terms of ALDP Policy E2.

Visual Impact (Settlements and Residential)
6.5.42 Moving on from viewpoints, the Development Site lies adjacent and within
view of a number of Settlements and individual properties. The EIAR has
therefore considered residents of these places as visual receptors. Unlike
recreational users, residential receptors are less likely to be focused on the
surrounding landscape, but would have a longer exposure to any effects. The
EIAR designates settlements as having a High sensitivity, an approach which
the Planning Service agrees with. It should be noted that the assessment of
significance in relation to Settlements relates to the entirety of the settlement,
as opposed to individual properties.
6.5.43 Auchenblae, Fordoun, Laurenckirk, Stonehaven, Inverbervie and Portlethen
have been considered. Auchenblae is located 5km south of the proposed
development, with some existing views towards Mid Hill. Fetteresso would be
visible from some properties with views to the north, and is likely to be viewed
as an extension to Mid Hill. The slight lateral extension of Mid Hill would
create a Moderate and Significant impact for effected properties, however the
wider impact on the settlement is considered Not Significant as intervening
landforms would block visibility. The Planning Service are in agreement with
this conclusion.No significant impacts have been identified in relation to
Fordoun, Laurencekirk, Stonehaven, Inverbervie or Portlethen. Fordoun and
Laurencekirk are predicted to be subject to localised slight/ minor magnitudes
of change, as any views of Fetteresso are likely to be seen behind or in
conjunction with existing Wind Turbines and therefore would not alter the
character of these views. Stonehaven, Inverbervie and Portlethen are noted to
be focused and oriented towards the North Sea, and benefit from Landcover
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to the west, thus limiting potential visibility. The Planning Service is satisfied
with the assessment in relation to these settlements.
6.5.44 Residential Visual Amenity has been considered for properties within 3km of
the Development Site. This has identified 29 properties within this area. 21 of
these properties would have visibility of the proposed development, 9 of which
would be subject to significant effects. A further 2 may experience significant
effects, depending upon forest clearance. The EIAR notes that residential
visual amenity is particularly difficult to quantify and assess as it is often a
very subjective and personal matter. The 9 properties which are considered to
be subject to major impacts, are those which have some visibility of the Mid
Hill Developments and would have theoretical visibility of between 7 – 10 of
the proposed turbines. The significance of the impact is closely related to the
magnitude of change which would occur. The 2 further properties with
potentially significant impacts would have theoretical views of 7 blade tips,
and 4 hubs however currently cannot see the Mid-Hill Developments. The
Planning Service are in agreement with the assessment of significance, and
would air on the side of caution in including the 2 additional properties. The
assessment further states that intervening landscaping topography and the
positioning of the properties would prevent any impact from being so
significant as to make the residence unattractive to occupy. Policy C2 states
that in respect of Residential Amenity, unacceptable significant impacts
should be avoided.
Landscape and Visual Impact Conclusion
6.5.45 In assessing the overall Landscape and Visual Impact of the proposed
development, the Planning Service must have due regard for the relevant
Policies of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017. These are
considered to be Policy E2 Landscape and Policy C2 Renewable Energy.
Policy E2 states that Aberdeenshire Council will refuse development which
causes unacceptable impacts upon the key natural landscape elements,
historical features, composition or quality of the landscape character through
scale, location or design. The Policy further states that development should
not significantly erode characteristics as defined in Scottish Natural Heritage’s
Landscape Character Assessment or linked to Aberdeenshire Special
Landscape Areas (SLAs). Policy C2 highlights the significance of the Spatial
Framework Mapping on P74 of the LDP and Strategic Landscape Capacity
Assessment for Wind Turbines in determining the appropriateness of a
location for Wind Turbines. The Policy further requires all wind farms to be
appropriately sited and designed in order to avoid unacceptable
environmental effects and take into account cumulative effects of existing and
consented wind turbines.
6.5.46 In terms of Policy E2, the Planning Service considers that as the proposal
would have significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to
the scale and siting of the proposed turbines, that the development would
have an unacceptable Landscape Character impact. Furthermore, the
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proposal would have significant effects upon the visual amenity of the
Landscape, particularly for recreational users. Visibility in itself is not
necessarily a negative issue, but in this instance, it is considered that given
the scale (turbine height and rotor diameter) and location of the proposal in
relation to the Mid Hill Developments, that significant adverse impacts would
result which would in turn represent an unacceptable visual impact within this
landscape. It is therefore considered that the proposal does not comply with
Policy E2.
6.5.47 In terms of Policy C2, the development site falls within a Group 3 area which
suggests there may capacity for Wind Turbines subject to detailed
consideration. Upon further interrogation of the Spatial Framework for Wind
Energy, it is the case that the development would be located within ‘The
Mounth LCA’, which the Spatial Framework considers to have no further
capacity, above domestic generation. Whilst the Planning Service is cognisant
of SNHs stance that as the development would be an extension to Mid Hill
Wind Farm, the Planning Service consider that Spatial Framework is clear in
stating no capacity exists and that Policy C2 is clear that the Spatial Strategy
is key material consideration. It is therefore considered that due to the scale
and location of the development, as well as the impacts and nature of the
scheme itself, that the proposal does not comply with Policy C2.

6.5.48 In addition to the above, it can also be stated that regardless of the
overarching assessment of capacity for additional wind energy development
within this area, the proposal remains unacceptable due to its siting and scale.
The proposal in its current form would be considered unacceptable for these
reasons even if there was available capacity in the area. Notwithstanding this,
the proposal does not comply with ALDP Policy C2.
6.6

Cultural Heritage

6.6.1 This Chapter of the EIAR considers the potential effects of the proposed
development on cultural heritage assets. Pre-application consultation with
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) and Infrastructure Services
(Archaeology) helped to inform the scope of the assessment and the required
study area.
6.6.2 Two study areas were used for the assessment. The first is the ‘inner area’
which is the site of the proposed development (within the red line application
boundary), and the second is the ‘wider area’ with a radius of 10km from the
edge of the outermost proposed wind turbines for assessment of effects upon
heritage assets including Scheduled Monuments (SM’s), Category A, B and C
listed buildings, Conservation Areas and Gardens and Designed Landscapes.
6.6.3 The EIAR highlights the existing baseline of the site, including the presence of
remains of medieval settlement, boundary markers (marking parish and land
ownership boundaries) former roads and trackways and second world war
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features including Scheduled Monument (SM) earthworks and pillbox.
Archaeological potential within the inner study area is generally focussed
along Cowie Water where a settlement was concentrated, however other
features are found within the site. The EIAR suggests the discovery of sites of
archaeological significance during construction is low. In terms of the wider
study area, 26 Category B Listed Buildings and one Conservation Area are
noted. Two Category C Listed Buildings are noted within 5km of the site.
6.6.4 In terms of impacts, potential direct effects (in the absence of any mitigation)
are predicted upon 17 cultural heritage assets within the proposed
development site, caused by ground-breaking during the construction phase.
Of the 17 assets to be affected, significant effects are predicted upon 9 of
these. See Table 4 below for details.
Number on Figure 9.1

Description of Asset

Heritage Importance

7
9
11
15

Former Farmstead
Former Farmstead
Two Buildings
Remains of Possible
building (poorly
preserved)
Three Buildings
Five Boundary Stones
Two Boundary Stones
Hollow-way
Boundary Stone

Local
Local
Local
Low

17
22 a-e
24 a&b
27
29

Local
Local
Local
Local
Local

Table 4: Cultural Heritage assets affected

6.6.5 Mitigation is embedded into the design of the proposed development, by
siting, where possible, the development to avoid heritage assets. In addition,
site specific mitigation measures including the marking-off of remains; an
archaeological watching brief being carried out during any ground-breaking;
avoidance of features and designing grid connection to avoid assets are also
proposed. Should the mitigation measures be used, the significant impacts
identified above would be reduced. The Planning Service consider the
mitigation measures to be reasonable and proportionate to the archaeological
potential of the development site.
6.6.6 No significant operational effects on the setting if heritage assets including
Cairn o’Mount SM, Eslie Stone Circle SM or Glenbervie Garden and Designed
Landscape (GDL) were identified within the EIAR. The opportunity for
disruption during the decommissioning phase would be extremely low,
provided the same infrastructure were to be used.
6.6.7 Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) provided comment on the proposal.
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) have been consulted by and have
provided formal comment to the Scottish Government.
6.6.8 Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) have raised concerns over the number
and scale of the proposed wind turbines and the potential to effect the built
environment both directly within the development site, and indirectly on the
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wider landscape. Notwithstanding these concerns, no objection is made,
based on the proposed programme of archaeological mitigation outlined
within the EIAR.
6.6.9 HES are content that the information within the EIAR regarding SMs and
GDLs is sufficient. No objection is made.
6.6.10 Based on the information and technical assessments included within the
EIAR, along with the proposed mitigation measures and Infrastructure
Services Archaeology comments, the Planning Service are satisfied that there
will be no significant effects upon the historic environment. This is in line with
Policies HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments and HE2
Protecting historic and cultural areas as contained within the ALDP.
6.7

Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology

6.7.1 Chapter 10 of the EIAR considers the impact of the development upon
hydrology, geology and hydrogeology. Within this chapter The EIAR outlines
surveys and research to assess potential hydrological, geological and
hydrogeological and soil/peat impacts resulting from the proposed
development. This involved survey work including desk-based research along
with field surveys to determine peat depth and stability and hydrological
characteristics of the site.
6.7.2 Effects during the construction and operational phases are considered.
Effects during the decommissioning stage at the end of the projects
anticipated 35 year life span has have been scoped out of the assessment,
owing to the fact that operations would be similar and of a smaller scale than
those during previous phases.
6.7.3 The baseline of the site and surrounding environment is given in the EIAR.
This includes details of the existing surface water hydrology, water quality,
flood risk, water resource information, soils and peat and Groundwater
Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE).
6.7.4 The EIAR identifies potential significant impacts to:







Degradation of peat soils; and
Increase risk of peat slide.
Disruption to Private Water Supplies (PWS);
Degradation of GWDTE’s;
On-site and downstream flood risk;
On-site and downstream water quality;

These are noted as being potential risks during both the construction and
operational phases of the proposed development.
6.7.5 For the above identified impacts, mitigation to reduce the potential significant
effects to have a non-significant residual effect are highlighted within the
EIAR. In terms of mitigation embedded into the design of the proposed
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development, consideration was given to peat depth on site, with turbines
sited outside of areas of peat as far as possible, with the exception of turbines
T1 (peat depth approximately 1.3m) and T2 (peat depth 0.55m) and a 50m
buffer zone around all hydrological features has been adopted into the design.
All turbines, crane pads, borrow pits and ancillary infrastructure (with the
exception of tracks) are outside of this. Where tracks and access necessitate
watercourse crossing, the EIAR highlights the efforts made to minimise tracks
parallel to the watercourse. A total of 7 crossings are proposed. To maintain
GWDTE’s, buffer zones of 100m and 200m are applied to those that are
moderately dependant and highly dependant respectively. Where
infrastructure is located within these buffers, the use of industry best practice
construction and drainage diversion channels could be employed. Additional,
specific mitigation including a Pollution Prevention Plan (PPP) would be
prepared, as would a CEMP. Other, general mitigation, including monitoring
plans, contingency plans and staff/site training are also proposed in order to
avoid effects. The appropriateness of these mitigation steps are discussed in
more detail below.
Peat and Carbon Rich Soils
6.7.6 This section of the report shall consider the impact of the development upon
Peat and Carbon Rich soils in terms of the criteria set out in Policies PR1 and
C3. The ecological impact of developing on Peatland (and in particular
Blanket Bog) is covered within the Ecology section of this report.
6.7.7 Policy PR1 seeks to prevent development which would have a negative
impact upon an important environmental resource, such as peat and carbon
rich soils. Development shall not be permitted unless economic and social
benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to the local community and
there are no reasonable alternative sites.
6.7.8 Policy C3 states that Aberdeenshire Council will protect carbon sinks and
stores, such as high carbon peat rich soils (defined by SNH Carbon and
Peatland Map 2016 as Class 1 and 2, and greater than 0.5m depth) from
disturbance or destruction. Developments which result in disturbance or
destruction of peat will only be permitted if tools such as the ‘Carbon
Calculator’ demonstrate that within its lifetime, the development will have no
net effect on CO2.
6.7.9 The EIAR has been supported through the submission of a Peat Stability Risk
Assessment, which was subject to amendment through the submission of
additional information. The additional information sought to clarify
methodology and respond to some of the points raised in SEPAs initial
consultation response. The EIAR uses the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map
2016 to confirm that part of the development site lies on Class 1 (Nationally
important carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat). The
Class 1 land contains Turbines 1, 2, 3 and the construction compound. The
wider site contains Class 4 (Areas unlikely to be associated with peatland
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habitats or wet and acidic type), Class 5 (Soil information take precedence
over vegetation data) and Mineral Soil types.
6.7.10 The Peat Stability Risk Assessment has undertaken a peat depth analysis
and shows that 92% of the 1,257 peat probes undertaken recorded a depth of
less than 1m. This data has been used to interpolate the mean peat depth
around each turbine. Table 5 below summarises the depths
Turbine
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Interpolated Mean Peat
Depth (m)
1.30
0.55
0.33
0.27
0.22
0.27
0.36
0.31
0.36
0.54

Carbon and Peatland
Map 2016 classification
1
1
1
Mineral Soil
4
4
4
Mineral Soil
4
4

Table 5 Peat Depths

6.7.11 SEPA in their initial consultation response objected to the proposed
development on the grounds of lack of information relating to peat avoidance
and appropriate re-use, however the subsequent response from SEPA has
removed this objection subject to further peat probing being conditioned on
any locations which are subject to micro-siting.
6.7.12 It is highlighted in their initial response that SEPA recommended amendments
during the scoping phase of the development to minimise development on
deep peat. The subsequent response does not object, however retains
concerns in relation to this matter and requests further consideration of the
position of T1, micro-siting of T2 and the positioning of the construction
compound. T1, in its proposed location, would represent over 50% of the total
peat to be excavated T2, T10 and the Construction Compound are requested
to be relocated on areas of shallow or no peat as these elements would also
contribute to significant peat excavation.
6.7.13 Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has also made
comment in relation to peatland and carbon rich soils. Concerns have been
raised over the development located on deep peat (Class 1), in particular T1,
T2, T3 and the construction compound. The Environment Team have stated
that at the very least, consideration should be given to the relocation of the
construction compound to a less sensitive area. Subsequent discussions
indicate that a suspensive condition requiring micrositing and detailed
construction methodology may be acceptable in relation to the construction
compound due to the temporary nature of this element.
6.7.14 The Environment Team has noted that a total of 25,927 cubic meters of peat
would be excavated across the site. Whilst it is noted that the intention is to
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store and re-use the excavated peat on site, the storage methods would need
to be outlined within a Construction Environment Management Plan (CEMP).
6.7.15 SNH has stated that it considers a small amount of peatland would be lost,
although notes that small losses add up. SNH consider restoration to be a key
tool in addressing such losses. No Objection has been raised.
6.7.16 The impact of the development upon peatland is complex, and spans multiple
consultees as outlined above. The role of each consultee reflects their
differing remits and areas of expertise, which can sometimes lead to
conflicting responses. The Planning Service therefore must take cognisance
of each position when determining whether the proposal ultimately complies
with the Local Development Plan.
6.7.17 Based upon the EIAR, it is clear that the development site partially covers
Class 1 peatland, and therefore Policy C3 requires a carbon calculation to be
undertaken in order to demonstrate that over it’s lifetime, the development
shall have no net impact on CO2. This has been submitted as Appendix 10.4
of the EIAR (Carbon Balance Assessment ), which indicates that it is
expected that the proposed development would have ‘effectively paid back its
expected carbon debt’ from manufacture, construction, impact on habitat and
decommissioning in 2.4 years (based on fossil fuel electricity generation).
Based on a fossil fuel-mix, the range of the payback time is between 0.8 years
and 11.7 years. The Carbon Calculation as submitted, clearly demonstrates
that the development as submitted would have a net positive impact upon
CO2 emissions as required through Policy C3.
6.7.18 Policy PR1 does not permit development of Carbon Rich Soils or Peatland
unless economic and social benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to
the local community and there are no reasonable alternative sites. Whilst the
proposal would not have a net negative impact upon carbon emissions over
its lifespan which would provide a degree of public benefit, this only considers
the development site as a carbon sink, and does not consider the ecological
value. In assigning a public value to the site, the wider ecological value is a
key consideration as the proposed site is identified as containing Class 1
Peatland in the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 and also contains
Blanket Bog (Annex 1 Habitat under the EC Habitats Directive). This indicates
that areas of peatland found on site are both Nationally and Internationally
important carbon rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat. These
designations further feeds into Scottish Planning Policy, which classifies this
kind of land as ‘Group 2: Areas of significant protection’ and states that any
significant effects on the qualities of these areas will need to be overcome
through siting, design or other mitigation. The Planning Service therefore
consider the development site to have a high public value. The locational
requirement for this development is evident as the proposal is being treated
as an extension to Mid-Hill I + II, and utilises existing infrastructure to a large
extent. Whilst this does not detail the necessity for the development of deep
peat (particularly around T1, T2 and the construction compound), the relevant
consultees are in agreement that the impact of development could be
lessened through micrositing and construction methodology which would be
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secured via suspensive condition. The Planning Service therefore consider
that the economic and social benefits of the scheme (primarily through the
generation of renewable energy) when combined with appropriate mitigation
would outweigh the loss of a small quantity of deep peat. The proposal
therefore complies with Policy PR1.
Water Resources (PWS)
6.7.19 With regards to PWS, the EIAR identifies that 13 of the registered water
abstraction locations within a 3km radius of the proposed development site
are hydrologically connected to the development site. As such, there is the
potential for water sources to be impacted, particularly during the construction
phase through excavations and disturbing the water delivery infrastructure,
but also through pollution incidents degrading the water quality through the
operational phase. Although the commitment to monitor water supplies that
may be affected is welcomed by SEPA, an overall objection was made on the
grounds of a lack of information. The Objection arose as details of the grid
connection (including excavation depths and proximity to groundwater
sources) are not included within this application. SEPA has since removed
this objection, subject to the attachment of a condition which requires further
investigation to be carried out during the pre-construction phase, including rerouting of the grid connection if significant impacts are predicted.
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) makes no comment on PWS,
as this is covered by SEPA. The Planning Service concurs with the SEPA
assessment in so far as the Service would also seek the additional
information. Policy P4 seeks to prevent development which would cause
pollution or nuisance, including that to private water supplies. Where such an
impact is identified, mitigation may be required. Further discussions with the
applicant have confirmed that the cable route area is significantly larger than
is likely to be developed, and therefore it is likely that impacts upon PWS can
be avoided altogether. On balance it is considered that a detailed assessment
of the impact upon PWS would be required once the cable route has been
finalised, which should include mitigation measures (where an impact is
identified) and details of responsibility for said measures. This would be
secured via suspensive condition.
Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTEs)
6.7.20 GWDTE’s (a type of wetland which depends on groundwater flows and are
safeguarded by the Water Framework Directive) are considered within the
EIAR. It was concluded that construction works have the potential to effect the
quantity and quality of water supplying GWDTE habitats, as excavation may
lead to dewatering and diversion of low paths, while runoff from construction
areas may contaminate and lower the quality of water supplying GWDTE
through pollution and sedimentation. SEPA have initially objected to the
proposed development, as the National Vegetation Classification (NVC)
included within the EIAR does not encompass the full access track, while the
assessment of GWDTE does include the full access length. SEPA have since
removed their objection and recommend a condition be attached in order to
secure targeted NVC surveys in order to inform the pre-commencement
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CEMP. Whilst the provision of a complete and full survey is normally
expected, the omissions relate primarily to the access track. The existing
tracks are in use for commercial forestry and would be utilised for this
development. The increase in traffic volumes may necessitate some
upgrades, but the provision of targeted further NVC survey work via
suspensive condition provide opportunities to limit any potential negative
impact.
Flood Risk
6.7.21 In terms of flood risk, no objections are made by Infrastructure Services
(Flood Risk and Coastal Protection) or SEPA in this regard. SEPA does
however object to the effects of engineering activities on the water
environment caused by the proposed development. As above, a 50m buffer
strip around each watercourse is proposed, however the laydown area for T1
is shown to be within the 50m buffer area. Although SEPA objects to this, it is
indicated that should the laydown area be altered to be outside of the buffer,
this objection would be removed. Additionally, seven new watercourse
crossings are proposed as part of the development; SEPA objects on the
grounds of a lack of information regarding the watercourse crossings on the
existing access track from the main road (A957). It is indicated that the access
requires to be upgraded, however no details on crossing upgrades are
provided. Again the Planning Service are minded to agree with the SEPA
stance. Until these points have been addressed, the Planning Service cannot
confirm that the proposed development will not have an adverse effect upon
the water environment, and it can’t be determined to be in line with the aims
and objectives of Policy P4 as contained within the ALDP.
Groundwater Contamination/ Pollution
6.7.22 Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) has identified no existing
contamination and SEPA have made no objections to the proposal on
pollution risk. The EIAR concludes that good practice measures would be
adopted to minimise risk and effects from pollution incidents. Significant
pollution, nuisance or danger to the public or environment is not anticipated
and is therefore in line with Policy P4 as contained within the ALDP.
Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology Conclusion
6.7.23 It is considered that in respect of Hydrology, Geology and Hydrogeology that
the developer has provided sufficient information to provide an indication of
the likely impacts. Several gaps in the survey work have been identified by
SEPA, including in respect of peat probing methodology (in terms of survey
resolution) and extent of the National Vegetation Classification (NVC).
However SEPA is satisfied that the submitted survey work indicates that these
matters are likely resolvable via suspensive condition. Whilst the Planning
Service is disappointed that these issues have not been resolved at this stage
of the process, it accepts that suspensive conditions would provide a further
opportunity to address and agree suitable mitigation (albeit at increased risk
to the developer).
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6.7.24 It is considered that the proposed development complies with Policies PR1,
P4 and C3 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 subject to
suspensive conditions requiring detailed micrositing of T1, T2 and the
construction compound, agreement of cable routing and further investigations
of the impact upon PWS (including mitigation if required) and further NVC
survey work.
6.8

Forestry

6.8.1 Chapter 11 of the EIAR covers forestry, and is based upon a forestry study.
The forestry study covers an area of 1267.66 ha (the application site), the
majority of which is stated to be commercial conifer plantation managed by
Forestry and Land Scotland. The Study area comprises part of the larger
Fetteresso & Drumtochty Forest. Within the study area, approximately 700 ha
(55.2% of the site) would be completely unaffected by the proposed
development.
6.8.2 The Forestry Study establishes the baseline condition of the woodland, and
characterises it as predominantly Sitka Spruce, with smaller numbers of Scots
Pine, Larch and other conifers. The structure and nature of the woodland
reflects the policies in place at the time it was commercially planted (1950s) –
namely large areas of conifer in locations which may now be deemed
inappropriate, such as on deep peat.
6.8.3 Many woodlands within the UK are subject to Forest Design Plans (FDPs),
which identifies issues relevant to the forest, sets out management objectives
and long-term strategy. These plans cover a period of 10 years, with a 5 year
review window in order to address emerging concerns such as pathogens,
pests or emerging economic opportunity. The development site is covered by
the FDP for the wider Mearns Forest (2015-2024). This FDP has been utilised
by the developer in order to extract baseline information on the nature of the
woodland.
6.8.4 Given the location of the proposed development and nature of the proposal,
tree felling is to be expected and would be completely unavoidable. The issue
becomes the scale and location of the felling, as well as the nature of any
mitigation.
6.8.5 Paragraph 11.4.2 of the EIAR outlines the necessity of felling operations, and
states the two purposes of felling on site as:



To allow construction and operation of turbines, access roads and
other infrastructure; and
For forest management purposes, to windfirm edges to reduce the risk
of subsequent windblow, reduce coupe fragmentation, ensure access
for future forestry operations & integrate with the existing FDP.

It is considered that the above rationale provides clear and concise reasoning,
against which any felling can be assessed.
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6.8.6 In design terms, the construction and operation of a wind farm does require
the setting out of certain buffer distances between infrastructure and
woodland. Table 6 below details the required clearances.
Access Roads
Turbines
Crane Pads
Substations
Borrow Pits

10m either side of road
75m radius
10m
25m
No Buffer

Table 6: Proposed Forestry Buffer zones

6.8.7 Using the information from the table above, the EIAR states the total buffer
space required across the site would be 74.35 ha. Of the commercial forestry
within the buffer area, 10.32 ha would have been felled within phase 1 of the
FDP, with an additional 13.67 ha felled prematurely. 2.14 ha of land within the
buffer zone is currently unplanted (awaiting restocking) and would remain as
open ground. In total the woodland which would be removed due to buffer
requirements, would total 26.13 ha (2% of the study area). It is expected and
proposed that compensatory planting would be provided for this loss.
6.8.8 Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 states that Development resulting in the loss of or
serious damage to trees and woodland of significant ecological, recreational,
historical, landscape or shelter value will not normally be permitted. Where
development is permitted, an assessment of the ecological and amenity value
of the woodland must be provided, and compensatory planting must be
undertaken to an agreed standard in order to mitigate the impact on the
landscape, sequestered carbon, character, amenity and ecological diversity.
6.8.9 The ecological value of the woodland and in particular the impact upon
protected species has been detailed within the Ecology section of this report.
It is considered that the ecological impact can be suitably managed through
the use of conditions which outlines various elements of appropriate
mitigation. Restructuring of the woodland may have some residual ecological
benefits through presenting opportunities for peat restoration and habitat
creation.
6.8.10 The amenity value of the woodland is more difficult to calculate. The Access
section of this report considers the various rights of way which bisect the
development site and provide a degree of recreational amenity. The proposal
would not significantly alter these in the long term. Given the nature of the
development site as a commercial forest, and the relatively small degree of
change involved (in respect of forest composition and overall cover), it is
considered that the amenity impact of woodland removal would be acceptable
in terms of Policy PR1.
6.8.11 On the outstanding matter of compensatory planting, the EIAR states that an
appropriate volume of compensatory planting shall be undertaken on Forestry
and Land Scotland land. Details of which are to be agreed with Aberdeenshire
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Council and other relevant consultees. The Planning Service are agreeable in
principle to the exact location and volume of compensatory planting being
agreed via condition, however would raise concerns over the enforceability of
said condition if the planting were to occur out with the site boundary or land
in the applicants control, as external obstacles may arise which prevent the
planting being undertaken. Whilst this approach is agreeable in principle,
compliance with Policy PR1 would depend upon the detail and location of the
said planting. PR1 requires compensatory planting to be undertaken in order
to mitigate the impact upon the landscape and character (amongst other
measures), it is for this reason that the Planning Service would pursue
planting as close to the removed woodland as is practical. This would
ultimately depend upon land ownership.
6.9

Traffic and Transport

6.9.1 Chapter 12 of the EIAR concerns the traffic and transport impact of the
proposed development. The chapter considers the impact of the development
during the construction, operational and decommissioning phases upon the
surrounding roads network. The assessment is based on a worst-case
baseline condition of traffic flows on the surrounding road network and notes
that the most significant impacts are likely to occur during construction (a
period of around 12 months) and decommissioning. Both phases are likely to
require abnormal loads.
6.9.2 Several routes have been identified, the choice of which will depend upon the
use of Peterhead Port or Dundee Port. In the case of components being
received into Peterhead, abnormal loads would travel south towards
Aberdeen via the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route and A956 towards
Charleston. From Dundee, vehicles would head north on the A90 to meet the
common point in the route from Dundee at Charleston. It’s then proposed that
vehicles would continue east on the A956 ‘Wellington Road’ before taking the
north-western turn-off for B9077 ‘West Tullos Road’ towards ‘Great Southern
Road’. Vehicles would continue westwards along the B9077 before turning left
onto the A957 ‘Slug Road’ south of Crathes towards the site entrance. These
roads include dual carriageways, and single carriageways in both urban and
rural areas.
6.9.3 Predicted vehicle movement during the construction period (12 Months) would
vary from around 1000 per month (all vehicles) in the first 3 months, before
falling to 500 per month by month 6, 260 per month by month 9 and 14 per
month by month 12. The vehicle volumes would represent up to a 6.1%
increase in total traffic flow, and up to 28.7% increase in HGV flows.
6.9.4 During operation, irregular and limited traffic movements consisting almost
entirely of cars or vans would be required for the servicing and maintenance
of the site. It may also be the case that traffic increases would be absorbed by
the existing provisions for the adjacent wind farm if, for example, the
operators were to be the same.
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6.9.5 Decommissioning of the site is anticipated to have a lower impact than the
construction phase. Rotors, if not being reused, are to be cut into smaller
sections to allow the use of normal HGVs as per best practice guidance, and
foundations etc are to remain in situ to be naturalised.
6.9.6 While no significant effects are identified, potential impacts from the
construction traffic include noise, vibration, driver and pedestrian delay, air
pollution and dust and dirt are identified from construction traffic. As they are
not identified as significant effects, no specific mitigation is required.
Notwithstanding this, the use of good practice measures identified within the
EIAR, including the use of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would minimise
effects on receptors as much as possible.
6.9.7 Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) makes no objection to the
proposed development. The traffic movements and generation do not give
rise to any concern with regard to the local road network. Conditions are
identified as being appropriate should permission be granted.
6.9.8 Transport Scotland, in their consultation response to the Scottish
Government, make no objection to the proposed development as they do not
consider there would be any significant environmental impacts associated
with increased traffic. A TMP developed prior to the movement of any
deliveries is appropriate.
6.9.9 Overall, it is considered that the proposal and the assessment included within
the EIAR is in compliance with Policy RD1 as contained within the ALDP and
the Planning Service agrees with the conclusions made within this chapter.
6.10

Noise

6.10.1 This chapter of the EIAR considers the potential effects from construction,
operational and decommissioning noise (including traffic noise) from the
proposed development on nearby properties. Pre-application consultation with
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) aided in informing the
assessments and standards required for the EIAR.
6.10.2 The EIAR identifies the nearest residential receptors and concludes that the
predicted noise level from the proposed development, acting alone, is below
30 dB at all but 4 residential properties: Corsebauld; Chapelton Croft, West
Bogton and Bogton. Predicted cumulative noise levels have been calculated
at these properties, including the contribution from Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II
wind farms.
6.10.3 Detailed construction noise levels predictions have not been carried out due
to the separation distances between the noise sensitive receptors and on-site
construction works. It’s considered within the EIAR that on-site construction
activities are likely to be below the 65dB criterion given within practice
guidance for construction noise levels in quiet areas such as this.
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6.10.4 Blasting may be required as part of the construction phase (in relation to
borrow pits), however predictions as to the frequency, duration and noise
levels are difficult. It is however noted within the EIAR that effects from
blasting may be heard from residential receptors.
6.10.5 Where road upgrades and cabling between the site and grid connection is
carried out close to residential receptors, short term noise impacts may be
experienced. However, noisy activities near to properties are likely to be short
term for less than 1 month, and therefore considered to be not significant. The
Planning Service agree with this conclusion.
6.10.6 No road traffic noise impacts are anticipated during the construction phase, as
predictions indicate the maximum noise increase during the busiest
construction month (month 3) is less than 1dB.
6.10.7 In terms of operational noise, no significant effects are anticipated.
Cumulative predicted noise levels (including the Mid Hill I and Mid Hill II wind
farms) at the 4 residential properties where noise levels exceed 30dB are not
anticipated to exceed 40dB which is the lower noise limit conditioned within
the Mid Hill wind farms permissions and would likely remain constant across
this proposal. No significant increase, nor significant cumulative noise impact
is therefore anticipated within the EIAR.
6.10.8 While no specific mitigation is required as noise limits are met, the use of best
practice measures including restricting works to standard working hours and
the exclusion of Sundays is proposed to reduce potential construction effects.
With regards to blasting, it’s proposed that a ‘pre-blasting noise management
programme’ be submitted and agreed by the planning authority prior to any
blasting operations. Operationally, restrictions to the rotational speed of
machines could be used should any issues arise. Decommissioning works is
likely to be similar to construction noise, and so similar mitigation measures
would be used.
6.10.9 Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) requested additional
information to ensure there is no acoustic correction required, particularly with
reference to the cumulative noise impact with the 4 residential properties
mentioned above. Additional information was also requested to confirm
whether the approved wind turbine at Chapelton Farm (APP/2014/4388)
remains valid. This information has since been received, and Environmental
Health has confirmed that the applicant has demonstrated that the proposed
development is capable of operation within the cumulative noise constraints
agreed during the scoping stage. In respect of Amplitude Modulation (AM),
Environmental Health are satisfied that this could be controlled via Planning
Condition.
6.10.10
The Planning Service are therefore satisfied that it has been
demonstrated that the proposed development is consistent with the aims and
objectives of Policy P4 of the ALDP, which seeks to ensure no significant
pollution, nuisance or danger by virtue of the proposed development. Further
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to this, the Planning Service is satisfied that the proposal would comply with
the amenity element of Policy C2 in respect of noise.

6.11

Aviation and Infrastructure

6.11.1 With regard to aviation, the Scottish Governments Energy Consents Unit has
shared details of the Aberdeen International Airport and Ministry of Defence
(MoD) consultation responses. Aberdeen International Airport has advised
that they hold no objection to the proposed development. The MoD has
objected to the proposal, citing unacceptable interference on the Air Defence
(AD) radar at RRH Buchan as their reason. The response from the MoD is
consistent with their typical approach to turbine developments – essentially
there is presumption that applicants will not undertake investigations or
discussions with the MoD concerning mitigation measures until it is clear
whether the development is likely to be approved. It may be possible that the
technical reason for objection can be overcome, however this would be a
matter for the MoD to consider. The MoD have highlighted a number of
conditions to be attached in the event that permission is to be granted, these
concerns standard matters such as aviation lighting.
6.11.2 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017 covers the
impact of wind developments upon aviation. The Policy seeks to prevent
development which would have an unacceptable impact upon aircraft or
airfields. This is a technical matter and therefore the Planning Service relies
upon the input of the relevant consultees. As thing stand, the Planning
Service has no concerns in relation to airfields (due to the response from
Aberdeen International Airport, NATS). However, the proposal does not
comply with Policy C2 due to the outstanding MoD objection, this would need
to be resolved in order to ensure compliance with this aspect of the policy.
Telecommunications
6.11.3 Wind developments have the potential to impact upon telecommunications
(TV, radio, mobile phones networks). Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2017 covers the impact of wind developments upon
telecommunications, and again seeks to prevent development which would
have an unacceptable impact upon said infrastructure. This is a technical
matter and therefore the Planning Service relies upon the input of the relevant
consultees.
6.11.4 Section 14.4 of the Environmental Impact Assessment Report details scoping
discussions which were carried out with the relevant consultees. This resulted
in BT, JRC and Atkins Global confirming that they each had no objection to
the proposal. Further to this, JRC and BT have commented specifically on this
application and reiterated that they each hold no objection. It is therefore
considered that the proposed development would comply with the
telecommunications aspect of Policy C2.
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Pipelines
6.11.5 In terms of infrastructure, the EIAR indicates that there are gas pipelines in
the vicinity of the proposed development. Prior to the submission, wind
turbines 1 and 2 were repositioned from previous layout iterations to mitigate
any potential effects. Pre-construction investigations into identifying the
location of infrastructure prior to the commencement of construction is
suggested within the EIAR. It is considered that, subject to the carrying out of
pre-construction assessments and no objection being made by the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE) or other consultee regarding the impact on
infrastructure, no adverse effects are anticipated and the development would
comply with Policy P4 of the ALDP.
Ice throw and Shadow flicker
6.11.6 With regards to ice throw and shadow flicker from the proposed development,
no significant effects are identified, owing to the distance of the turbines from
residential properties. While shadow flicker was scoped out of the
assessment, ice throw was considered further as the surrounding area is a
publicly accessible forest and so some residual risk remains. The risk of ice
throw is minimised through the use of modern technology identifying climatic
conditions that would cause frosting to the blades and automatically shutdown the wind turbines. Additionally, good practice including the restriction of
access to turbines where ice is present and visual warning signs would
reduce the risk of harm. Subject to the use of good practice measures
mentioned, no significant risks of nuisance of danger to the public is
anticipated, in line with Policy P4 of the ALDP.
6.12

Socioeconomics

6.12.1 Chapter 15 of the EIAR covers the Socioeconomic impact of the proposed
development. The chapter has detailed the age and population profile of
Aberdeenshire and contextualised this against that of Scotland as a whole.
The employment and economic circumstance of nearby settlements has also
been detailed. The chapter details the socioeconomic benefits of the existing
Mid Hill Wind Farm developments, which are listed as Energy Generation,
Environmental Offset and Community Spend (supporting projects with
Auchenblae Community Association; Banchory Community Council; Crathes,
Drumoak and Durris Community Council; Feughdee West Community
Council; and Glenbervie and District Community Association). The chapter
further highlights potential opportunities for community benefit and shared
ownership, as well as employment opportunities (largely during construction).
6.12.2 Employment and economic benefits were highlighted as a positive, but minor,
impact during both the construction and operational phases. The Planning
Service agrees with the conclusion in the EIAR that the employment and
economic benefits would have a positive effect.
6.13

Access
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6.13.1 Chapter 16 of the EIAR covers the access implications of the proposed
development. The chapter identifies access routes which will be impacted by
the proposal, assess the likely impact and potential effects upon said routes
and finally outlines mitigation measures (including temporary diversions if
required).
6.13.2 The development site contains no Core Paths, however 4 public rights of way
may be impacted (GK 70, 71, 74 and Way Cryne Corse Mounth). There is a
degree of commonality of the potential impacts upon the rights of way, namely
that there may be a degree of disruption in the early phases whilst access
upgrades are carried out, however these are likely to be limited to a period of
days.
6.13.3 The operational impacts of the development upon the Right of Way have
been considered in terms of the magnitude of the impact and the sensitivity of
the path. This has informed the proposed mitigation. Table 7 summarises the
assessment in the EIAR.
Right
Magnitude
of Way of Impact
GK 70 High

GK 71

High

GK 74

Medium

Way
High
Cryne
Corse
Mounth

Sensitivity Mitigation
of Receptor
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.
High
Temporary Diversion during peak
construction period and delivery of
abnormal loads;
Continuous Management throughout
construction period;
Diversion and Safety signs at
appropriate locations.

Table7: Impact upon Rights of Way
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6.13.4 The Planning Service is satisfied with the assessment of impacts and
sensitivity contained within the EIAR. The mitigation measures outlined within
Table 2 are predicted to lessen the severity of the impacts to moderate. Given
the time limited nature of the impacts, it is considered that this would be
acceptable. Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) has
noted that the development may impact upon known paths, and highlighted
the need for a pre-commencement Access Plan to be submitted
6.13.5 Policy C2 of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan requires that Wind
Developments do not have a significant detrimental impact upon recreation
interests, including core paths and other established routes. It is considered
that, while the proposal will impact upon the established path network, it has
been demonstrated that the impacts can be managed through appropriate
mitigation measures. A suspensive condition requiring the submission and
agreement of an Access Plan would enable the development to comply with
the access aspect of Policy C2.
6.14

Conclusion

6.14.1 Planning policy at national, regional and local levels supports a transition to a
low carbon economy through the use of renewable energy. National, regional
and local policies also state that this can only occur when the location of the
development can be constructed and operate without having a significant
adverse impact on the environment, i.e the right development in the right
place, as per Paragraph 28 and Paragraph 169 of SPP.
6.14.2 The scale of the proposed development, with a collective output with Mid Hill I
and II output of over 50MW would make a significant and meaningful
contribution towards meeting Scotland’s renewable energy production aims
listed in national and regional policy, and the associated benefits with this are
noted.
6.14.3 The consideration of this proposal does however identify a number of key
issues and environmental considerations, most namely the landscape and
visual impact, Impact upon peatland along with other technical elements.
6.14.4 In terms of Landscape Character and Visual Impact, the Planning Service
consider that the proposal does not comply with Policy E2, as it would have
significant negative impacts upon LCT 29 and LCT 24, owing to the scale
(height and rotor diameter) and siting (in the foreground of Mid Hill) of the
proposed turbines. The proposal would lead to a visually discordant and
cluttered landscape in this location, with the siting creating a sense of
encroachment due to significantly larger turbines being sited in the
foreground. Furthermore the proposal does not comply with Policy C2, as the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire
2014 states the development lies within ‘the Mounth LCA’ (Now superseded
by LCT 29 within SNH guidance) and characterises this as an area which
would be unsuitable for wind turbine development beyond a domestic scale.
This also means the principle of development cannot be established.
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6.14.5 In respect of Peatland, the issue can be broken down into two elements –
habitats and carbon rich soils. Blanket Bog (as listed in Annex 1 EC Habitats
Directive) is found around T1, T2 and the construction compound. Policy E1
requires that development of said areas must demonstrate efforts to avoid
disturbance and destruction through siting and design. SEPA and
Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural Heritage) have requested
amendments to the scheme, and in the case of SEPA did so ahead of
submission. No detailed site selection process has been provided in relation
to T1, T2 or the construction compound and therefore the ‘need’ to develop
deep peat has not been demonstrated. Whilst the impact upon peatland is
unlikely to be nationally or internationally significant, any loss is considered
regrettable. SEPA and Infrastructure Services (Environment – Natural
Heritage) have advised that the use of a suspensive condition in relation to
micrositing of T1, T2 and the construction compound, alongside construction
methodology for the compound may mitigate against the most severe
impacts. The limited impact in the wider sense, combined with the opportunity
for appropriate mitigation indicates that this would be an acceptable departure
from Policy E1. Moving on to Carbon Rich Soils Policy C3 states that
Aberdeenshire Council will protect carbon sinks and stores, such as high
carbon peat rich soils (defined by SNH Carbon and Peatland Map 2016 as
Class 1 and 2, and greater than 0.5m depth) from disturbance or destruction.
The development site contains Class 1 around Turbines 1, 2, 3 and the
construction compound. The policy does permit development where a carbon
calculation shows no net impact over the life of the development, and this has
been submitted. The proposed development (as submitted) does comply with
Policy C3. Policy PR1 does not permit development of Carbon Rich Soils or
Peatland unless economic and social benefits clearly outweigh the value of
the site to the local community and there are no reasonable alternative sites.
The site is considered to have a high public value (due to the presence of
Class 1 Peatland and Blanket Bog) which is further reinforced through SPP
classifying sites containing deep peat as ‘Group 2: Areas of significant
protection’. The locational requirement has been inferred through the
treatment of this development as an extension to Mid-Hill I + II, including
through the use of existing infrastructure, although it is noted that the
locational requirement for the construction compound has not been fully
detailed. The Planning Service therefore consider that the economic and
social benefits of the scheme (primarily through the generation of renewable
energy) when combined with appropriate mitigation would outweigh the loss
of a small quantity of deep peat. The proposal would comply with Policies
PR1 and C3.
6.14.6 It is noted that the Ministry of Defence have an outstanding objection to the
proposal, based upon radar impacts. The indications from the MOD are that
this may be capable of resolution. Based on previous experience the Planning
Service is aware that the MOD will often not engage in discussion with an
applicant (regarding mitigation), until it becomes clear as to whether Planning
Permission shall be granted. Whilst the proposal does not technically comply

Planning Application: APP/2019/1341

Item: 6
Page: 167
Appendix 3A: Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee Report
with Policy C2 in respect of aviation impacts at this stage, it would if and when
the MOD remove their objection.
6.14.7 In conclusion, it is considered that the significant environmental effects
highlighted, in terms of landscape and visual amenity, are sufficient to
outweigh the benefits of the scheme to contribute towards meeting Scotland’s
renewable energy production. The proposal cannot be supported and as such
it is recommended that Aberdeenshire raise an objection regarding the
application to the Scottish Government.
6.15

Marr Area Committee

5.15.1 The Marr Area Committee considered this proposal during their meeting on 29
September 2020. A verbal update was given in respect of Feughdee West
Community Council in order to better convey their concerns. The Area
Committee sought clarification in relation to the Ministry of Defence objection,
in so far as understanding why the issue has not been resolved prior to this
stage.
5.15.2 The Area Committee was provided with an earlier version of this report.
Paragraph 4.12 has been amended in order to reflect the verbal update given
to the Marr Area Committee. Section 6.15 has been added.
5.15.3 The Marr Area Committee agreed to refer the proposal to the Infrastructure
Services Committee and endorsed the recommendation that Aberdeenshire
Council Object for the reasons in section 11.2 of this report.
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 in giving a view on the
proposed consultation response the Committee will not be doing anything
which will result in a differential impact on people sharing the same protected
characteristics.

8.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

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.
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10.

Departures, Notifications and Referrals

10.1

Strategic Development Plan Departures
None

10.2

Local Development Plan Departures
Policy C2 Renewable energy
Policy E1 Protected Species
Policy E2 Landscape
Supplementary guidance 9c Special Landscape Areas

10.3

The application is a Departure from the Local Development Plan but no
departure procedures apply in this instance, given Aberdeenshire Council’s
position as a consultee.

10.4

The proposed development has, in the opinion of the Head of Planning and
Environment Services, a significant impact on more than one area and so the
consultation is to be referred to Infrastructure Services Committee.

11.

Recommendation

11.1

That Members agree that the application be referred to the Infrastructure
Services Committee with a recommendation to Object to the proposed
development.

11.2

Reason for Decision

11.2.1 The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a)

the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale
(over 15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the
Mounth Landscape Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29
within SNH Landscape Character Assessment 2019) ; an area of
significant protection due to its sensitive landscape, high visual
prominence.

b)

it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.
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11.2.2 The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy E2 (Landscape) as the EIAR has underestimated the potential
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development, most notably the
disparity in scale between the proposed development and the established Mid
Hill I + II developments. The difference in height shall create a sense of wind
development advancing and encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT
24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29
‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author of Report: James Hewitt
Report Date: 5 October 2020
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APPENDIX A
PLANNING APPLICATIONS
(D) Reference No: APP/2019/1341
Notification under Electricity Act 1989 For Section 36 - Section 36 for the
Construction and Operation of Windfarm
Applicant:
Agent:

Natural Power Consultants, Ochil House, 3-4 Springkerse
Business Park, Stirling, FK7 7XE
Scottish Government, Energy Consent Unit, 4th Floor,
5 Atlantic Quay, 150 Broomielaw, Glasgow, G2 8LU

A report by the Director of Infrastructure Services was circulated advising Members
that the Scottish Government had consulted the Council in respect of an application
under Section 36 of the Electricity Act 1989 for the installation of 10 wind turbines and
associated infrastructure at Fetteresso Forest, Stonehaven. The Head of Planning and
Building Standards had decided not to exercise his delegated power in the particular
case and had referred the matter to the Kincardine and Mearns and Marr Area
Committees to give views to the Infrastructure Services Committee, prior to that
Committee being asked to agree the Council’s response to the consultation.
The Committee agreed to the request to speak and to hear from Miles McConville,
representative for the applicant, Fred Olson Renewables.
The planning officer introduced the report and gave an overview of the application
and process, focusing on the areas of concern. He confirmed that the role of
Aberdeenshire Council was as a consultee to consider whether the proposal
complies with the Council’s Local Development Plan 2017 (LDP) and to respond
accordingly to Scottish Government. He explained that the development site lies
predominantly in the Kincardine and Mearns area and is also adjacent to the
boundary of Marr.
The main concerns of the Planning Service in relation to the proposal related to the
scale of the proposed development, which is considered to be inappropriate for the
location, with the issues arising largely due to the siting of the turbines in the
foreground of Mid Hill and the new turbines being between 25 and 75 metres taller
than those already on site/adjacent to the site. It was considered that the
appearance of larger turbines in the foreground would create a sense of
encroachment and increase the prominence of wind energy at the location.
Visualisations of the proposed development were shown from different viewpoints
and locations.
The planning officer outlined the recommendation of the Planning Service that the
Council should object to the proposal under Policy C2 and E2 of the LDP 2017, for
the reasons outlined within the report.
The Committee then heard from Miles McConville, Fred Olsen Renewables in
support of the application making reference to the existing windfarm at Midhill, which
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had provided employment and investment within the local area. The investment in
the Fetteresso windfarm would provide further investment in the local area and
would create the equivalent of 11 full time jobs, as well as 47 jobs for Aberdeenshire
during construction.
Members then asked questions in relation to the scale of the turbine design and the
justification for the location of turbine number one and two. The speaker advised
that due to technological advances the turbines proposed were the new standard
design and size.
After due consideration, the Committee agreed that the application be referred to the
Infrastructure Services Committee with a recommendation to Object to the proposed
development.
Reason for Decision
1.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy C2 (Renewable energy) and the associated Spatial Framework
Mapping and Planning Advice ‘Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for
Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire’ 2014 as:
a) the proposed development site lies within an area with no underlying
capacity for new wind energy developments beyond a domestic scale (over
15m in height) by virtue of the site being located within the Mounth Landscape
Character Area (a constituent element of LCT 29 within SNH Landscape
Character Assessment 2019) ; an area of significant protection due to its
sensitive landscape, high visual prominence.
b) it has not been demonstrated that the proposed development would not
have a detrimental impact upon aircraft and aviation as outlined by the
objection from the Ministry of Defence.

2.

The proposed development is contrary to Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan Policy E2 (Landscape) as the EIAR has underestimated the potential
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed development, most notably the
disparity in scale between the proposed development and the established Mid
Hill I + II developments. The difference in height shall create a sense of wind
development advancing and encroaching, particularly when viewed from LCT
24 ‘Coastal Farmed Ridges and Hills – Aberdeenshire’ or within LCT 29
‘Summits and Plateaux – Aberdeenshire’. The impact is not considered to be
outweighed by any economic or carbon reduction benefits.
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Infrastructure Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
ROADS ASSET MANAGEMENT UPDATE
1

Reason for Report/Summary

1.1

This report updates Members on the condition of roads related infrastructure
assets in Aberdeenshire and assesses the implications of various expenditure
scenarios.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Consider the Status and Options Report 2020 appended to this
report as Appendix 1;

2.2

Acknowledge the estimated annual costs needed to maintain roads
infrastructure in its current condition;

2.3

Consider the contents of the Status and Options Report 2020 when
making decisions relating to the future management of the road
network; and

2.4

Note the contents of the 2020 Roads Asset Management Practice
Audit Report (appended to this report as Appendix 2) and the ongoing progress in implementing Society of Chief Officers of
Transportation in Scotland (SCOTS) Road Asset Management
Project recommended practice.

3

Purpose and Decision Making Route

3.1

At its meeting on 21 June 2018 (Item 10), the Infrastructure Services
Committee agreed to receive an annual report on the condition of the Council’s
road infrastructure and how the Council’s most valuable physical asset is
managed and maintained. This report is provided in response to that request
and for the reasons listed in paragraphs 4.1 to 4.3 below.

4

Discussion

4.1

Reference is made to the minutes of the meeting of the Infrastructure Services
Committee on 4 October 2012 (Item 10), wherein, the Committee agreed to
formally adopt the Aberdeenshire Road Asset Management Plan (RAMP) and
Aberdeenshire Road Asset Management Handbook. The development of these
documents was supported through the Council’s participation in the SCOTS
Roads Asset Management Project. This project provides guidance on best
practice in road asset management and makes the specific recommendation for
Annual Status and Options Reports (ASORs) “that reports are prepared for
each of the major asset groups, carriageways, footways, structures, street
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lighting, and traffic management systems. A summary Committee report should
be prepared to summarise the asset group ASORs and make budget
recommendations to the relevant Committee and/or management forum.”.
4.2

Reference is also made to the minutes of the Infrastructure Services Committee
on 25 June 2015 (Item 8), wherein, the Committee agreed to endorse the work
of officers in using a RAMP model to develop options for prioritising expenditure
on Road Maintenance, and of 1 December 2016 (Item 7), wherein, the
Committee agreed to support the continuation of this work and also noted the
issues raised by Audit Scotland in their August 2016 report.

4.3

That report, “Maintaining Scotland’s Roads – A Follow Up Report”
(https://www.auditscotland.gov.uk/uploads/docs/report/2016/nr_160804_maintaining_roads.pdf)
included recommendations that Councils and Transport Scotland should:
1) Ensure that they use their RAMPs to inform elected members and Scottish
ministers of long-term investment plans for maintaining roads that take into
account the whole-life costing of treatment options; and
2) Ensure that the consequences of spending less than that necessary to
maintain current road condition adequately features in budget-setting
processes to allow elected members and Scottish ministers make informed
choices which take account of competing demands and priorities.

4.4

The Annual Status and Options Report 2020 is presented here (Appendix 1)
for consideration in accordance with these recommendations. This report
summarises the status of our road assets in terms of size, value and condition
and presents a number of investment scenarios for our major road assets. The
options presented and issues raised are in line with the nationally agreed
approach to Roads Asset Management and are also designed to assist with the
decisions that members require to take in the annual budget-setting process.

4.5

Plans to include highways assets in the financial reporting requirements for
local authorities have now been abandoned. However, officers have continued
to quantify their value. The Depreciated Replacement Cost (DRC) for the main
asset groups have been calculated to be as follows:
Bridges and Structures
Carriageways
Footways
Street Lighting
Traffic Signals

4.6

£189,916,000
£3,725,929,000
£200,415,000
£57,135,000
£647,000

This gives a total of £4,172,068,000. By comparison the total value of all other
physical assets (heritage assets, assets held for sale, investment properties,
and property, plant and equipment excluding roads assets) listed in the
Council’s accounts for 2019/20 was £1,866,499,000.
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4.7

The ASOR is intended to provide a snapshot of the condition and value of our
assets on 31 March 2020. As part of the national response to the global Covid
19 pandemic, work on all non-essential construction sites stopped from 6 April
2020 and while this clearly would not have had any impact on the condition
levels reported in the 2020 ASOR, it has drastically reduced our capability to
deliver the 2020/21 road maintenance programme with, for example, only
189,962m2 of an anticipated 1,000,000m2 of surface dressing being completed.
Coupled with a reduced budget for drainage works, this shortfall in preventative
maintenance works leaves our road network vulnerable to the damaging effects
of a bad winter and the consequent need for more reactive maintenance.

4.8

The table below illustrates the combined budget (Capital and Capital From
Current Revenue) needed for the asset groups considered above to be
maintained at their existing condition. The current allocations (2020/21) are
presented for comparison.

Bridges and Structures
Carriageways
Footways
Street lighting:
LED replacement
Column replacement
Traffic signals
Total
4.9

2021/22

2022/23

(£ p.a.)
5,100,000
17,400,00
0
1,750,000

(£ p.a.)
5,100,000
17,400,00
0
1,750,000

2023/24
Existing
onwards allocation
(£ p.a.)
(£ p.a.)
5,100,000 1,400,000
17,400,00 11,750,00
0
0
1,750,000
451,000

1,000,000
25,250,00
0

1,000,000
25,250,00
0

1,100,000
150,000
25,500,00
0

1,364,000
424,000
15,389,00
0

Recognising that current budget pressures are likely to continue for the
foreseeable future, it is worth highlighting some points from the ASOR:




14 bridges have a condition rating of “black” (closed to vehicular
traffic) and of those 8 were lost due to scour and 6 were closed due
to condition (no longer fit for purpose);
At 2019/20 spending levels, on average, a section of road would be
resurfaced every 441 years while the frequency of resurfacing or
reconstruction of footways would be once every 1994 years; and
26% of our street lighting columns and 35% of our traffic signals have
exceeded their nominal service lives.

4.10

Looking forward, even pre-Covid 19 spending levels would be insufficient to
maintain all our infrastructure assets in their current condition and tough
decisions will need to be made regarding prioritisation.

4.11

SCOTS have commenced a “Value of the Local Road Network” project (VLRN)
which aims to quantify the value of local roads based on their “utility ratio”,
“social value” and “future value”. Aberdeenshire Council are also developing a
“Bridge Asset Management Strategy” (BAMS) to prioritise works and, at current
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funding levels, necessarily identify lower priority routes where the condition of
the key structures have the potential for restrictions or closure rather than
repair. It is intended that the 2021 Road Asset Management Update report to
this Committee will contain fuller details of, and implications arising from, the
development of VLRN and BAMS.
4.12

As part of the SCOTS Roads Asset Management Project, each of the
participating 32 Scottish local authorities have had their asset management
practices assessed in an independent audit by the project’s consultant, Atkins.
The audit of practice in Aberdeenshire took place in February 2020 and the
findings are presented in the audit report (Appendix 2).

4.13

The audit report is generally positive, stating:
Aberdeenshire have embedded many of the asset management
principles into the road service activities and are one of the most
advanced practitioners of Asset Management across the local authority
road services. Aberdeenshire has taken a pragmatic, data-led/risk-based
approach across many of the Road Asset Management practices to
determine where would be most beneficial in focusing their resources.

4.14

The audit report does however identify a number of improvement actions and
these shall be considered, prioritised and progressed by Infrastructure
Services, where appropriate, in due course.

5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

The report helps to deliver the Council Priority within the pillar “Our Economy”
and the principles which underpins this priority of “responsible finances” and
“tackling poverty and inequalities”
The report helps to deliver the Council Priority within the pillar “Our
Environment” and the principle which underpins this priority of “climate and
sustainability”

5.2

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendations are agreed.
Subject
Financial
Staffing
Equalities
Fairer Scotland
Duty
Town Centre First
Sustainability
Children and
Young People’s
Rights and
Wellbeing

Yes

No

N/A

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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5.3

An Equality Impact Assessment has not been carried out as part of the
development of the scenarios considered in Appendix 1 but if the Council were
to make a decision on a specific alternative investment regime to previous
years then an Equality Impact Assessment would be required as part of the
decision-making process. Based on previous work in this area changes in
maintenance expenditure can impact on groups with protected characteristics
and so would have to be assessed.

5.4

There are financial and staffing implications associated with each of the
scenarios within the report at Appendix 1. Any financial implications will
require to be considered in line with the overall Medium Term Financial
Strategy (MTFS) of the Council as part of the annual budget setting process.
The implication of increased expenditure to address the current backlog would
create a pressure on both Revenue and Capital budgets in the short term but
should achieve the avoidance of future costs associated with a highly
deteriorated asset. The MTFS analyses the impact of all financial resources in
a 3 to 5 year timeframe and will require to consider the impact on the Capital
Plan and the associated borrowing implications of any additional spend on the
road asset. A flat cash settlement or real term reductions will see an increased
requirement for teams to focus on reactive safety based activity and potentially
changes in staff numbers in various teams who look after the network.
Therefore, savings from Capital and Revenue may be impacted by short term
costs if the level of such changes cannot be managed through natural wastage.
A deterioration in road condition would be likely to lead to increased insurance
premiums and liabilities.

5.5

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Corporate Level:
 ACORP01 - Budget Pressures,
 ACORP09 - Operational Risk Management; and
 ACORP10 - Environmental Challenges
as the investment scenarios included may put pressure on existing budgets,
impact on reference insurance liabilities and reputational risk as well as wider
economy, environment and wellbeing priorities.

5.6

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Strategic Level as the scenarios set out to reduce expenditure would impact on
each of the above areas through a reduction in the ability of those strategic
priority areas within the Council Plan to be delivered:






ISSR01 - Active Travel;
ISSR02 - Regeneration:
ISSR03 - City Region Deal;
ISSR04 - Climate Change; and
ISSR08 - Economic Development.
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Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section F.1.1d and f of the List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme
of Governance as it relates to Transportation, and Roads, Landscape and
Waste Services.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Ewan Wallace, Head of Transportation, David Armitage, Roads
Policy and Asset Manager and John Bruce, Roads Policy Officer
11 November 2020
List of Appendices
Appendix 1 - Status and Options Report 2020
Appendix 2 – SCOTS Roads Asset Management Practice Audit Report
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Introduction
The Annual Status and Options Report is a product of our Road Asset Management
Plan (RAMP), which records the level of service that the Council is aiming to achieve
and provides a means of identifying and prioritising the overall funding needs of our
road assets.
This report summarises the status of our road assets in terms of size, value and
condition and presents a number of investment options for our major road assets.
The scenarios presented and issues raised are designed to assist with the budget
setting process.
Asset groups considered are Bridges and Structures, Carriageways, Footways,
Street Lighting, and Traffic Signals. The Council has conducted a programme of
inventory collection and condition assessments over recent years. The information
collected gives an accurate picture of the extent of the area’s roads infrastructure.
An accurate record of condition allows us to anticipate overall funding needs and
predict the impact investment scenarios will have on condition.
Road infrastructure deterioration is slow and often unseen, meaning that the impact
of investment cannot be assessed in the short term. The investment scenarios
presented consider the projected impact over a 20 year period. This allows decisions
to be taken with an understanding of medium and long term implications.
The financial tools used to develop forecasts consider the existing condition of our
infrastructure and scope the remedial costs of network improvement. It should be
noted that, unless otherwise stated, no allowance has been made for
construction inflation and forecasts are based upon today’s prices. Where
inflation has been allowed for, the Office of National Statistics non-housing repair and
maintenance 12 month output price inflation figure of 1.1% (March 2020)1 has been
assumed. Whilst it is impossible to accurately predict price inflation over the next 20
years, this figure is used in projections over that period to give an indication of what
the effect of inflation might be on effective spending power.

1

https://www.ons.gov.uk/businessindustryandtrade/constructionindustry/datasets/interimconstructionout
putpriceindices
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2 Budget Summary
2.1 Budget necessary to maintain current level of provision
A number of budget scenarios are considered in the sections which follow for the
main asset groups. Among these, the estimated costs of maintaining assets in a
steady state condition or of implementing a programme to replace assets to ensure
the current level of provision is maintained have been calculated and are
summarised below in Table 2.1. Current allocations are also presented to facilitate
comparison.
Table 2.1: Estimated Annual Cost Required to Maintain Current Conditions

2021/22
(£ p.a )1

2022/23
(£ p.a )1

2023/24
onwards
(£ p.a.)1

Bridges and
Structures2

5,100,000

5,100,000

5,100,000

1,400,000

Carriageways 3,4

17,400,000

17,400,000

17,400,000

11,750,000

Footways 5

1,750,000

1,750,000

1,750,000

451,000

Street Lighting 6:

0

0

0

0

1,364,000

LED
replacement

1,000,000

Column
replacement

0

1,100,000

0

150,000

Traffic Signals 7
Total

25,250,000

1,000,000

1,000,000

Existing
allocation
(£ p.a.)

25,500,000

424,000
0
15,389,000

Notes on Table 2.1:
1: Expenditure values are based on 2020 costs – the quoted figures would need to increase with
inflation annually to maintain current conditions.
2: The figure quoted for the existing allocation is the current Capital Plan annual allocation for Bridges
and Structures (for years 2021/22 onwards) after deductions of £300,000 p.a. for contingencies and
bridge parapet remedials.
3: The figures quoted here relate only to planned carriageway maintenance (surface dressing,
resurfacing and reconstruction) excluding staff costs and fixed costs. The existing allocation is from
the Capital Plan allocation for planned carriageway maintenance supplemented by part of the total
allocated to Roads Maintenance in the Revenue Budget as CFCR (Capital Financed from Current
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Revenue). The full Revenue Budget allocation for Roads Maintenance (of £11,961,000) covers all
road maintenance activities including patching, footway maintenance, drainage maintenance, verge
maintenance, safety fences, gully emptying, responding to accidents, road signs, studs and lines,
street lighting maintenance, street lighting electricity, bridge maintenance, statutory duties (road
inspections, Scottish Road Works Register duties) and overheads.
4: The model used in this year’s report for the prediction of carriageway condition relative to
expenditure is the latest version of that produced for the SCOTS Roads Asset Management Project.
Prior to the 2018/19 ASOR, predictions were based on an earlier version of the SCOTS model
modified to fit the then available historical Aberdeenshire data however this has subsequently been
shown to be overly optimistic. It is suspected that the new SCOTS model may be slightly pessimistic
for Aberdeenshire’s network however work to calibrate this new model to Aberdeenshire’s data is still
on-going and the unmodified, national version has been used here.
5: The existing allocation for footways is drawn from the £11,961,000 Revenue allocation for Roads
Maintenance only. (The Capital allocation for Cycling and Walking schemes funds new schemes only
and does not contribute towards maintenance).
6: The figures quoted for LED replacement and column replacement refer to Capital expenditure only.
Day to day street lighting costs are met from the £11,961,000 Revenue allocation for Roads
Maintenance and include around £1,832,000 for electricity, £300,000 for repairs and £51,000 for
electrical testing.
7: As with Street Lighting, the totals in the table refer to Capital expenditure only and would cover the
cost of asset replacement rather than the day to day running costs (around £38,000 per annum) which
are met from the £11,961,000 Revenue allocation for Roads Maintenance. Currently there are no
funds allocated for the replacement of traffic signals approaching the end of their serviceable life.
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3

Bridges and Structures

3.1 Status
3.1.1 Road Bridge Stock
Aberdeenshire Council are responsible for the maintenance of 1303 bridges. Table
6.1 gives a breakdown of this total by span size.
Table 3.1: Number of Bridges by Bridge Category

Bridge Category
l Span ≥ 15m
a
mSpan 5m – 14.9m
e
s Span 1.5m – 4.9m
m

Number

Combined Total Span (km)

94

3.3

288

2.3

921

2.2

The gross replacement cost of our bridges has been calculated to be £211 million 2.
3.1.2 Bridge Alert Status
Our bridges are regularly inspected and structurally assessed to provide condition
and strength information. This allows each bridge to have a resilience depletion
‘Alert Flag’ which is derived from detected current deterioration, predicted rates of
future degradation and their likely effect on structural robustness.
Table 3.2: Alert Flag Definitions

Alert Flag

Definition

Black Flag

Closed to vehicles due to either extensive scour damage, accident
damage or condition (i.e., no longer fit for purpose)

Red Flag

High likelihood of safety led weight restriction/closure in next 5 years if
no further investment in maintenance or replacement.

Amber Flag

Medium likelihood of safety led weight restriction/closure in next 5
years if no further investment in maintenance or replacement.

Yellow Flag

Low but possible likelihood of weight restriction/closure in next 5 years
if no further investment in maintenance or replacement.

This figure is calculated using the SCOTS.CSSW Structures Tool. Officers believe that this method
underestimates the true cost of replacing our structures and that a value of £724m would be more
accurate.
2

Item: 7
Page: 187

10 |Status and Options Report 2020

Green Flag

Predicted fully operational at the end of the next 5 years, barring
extreme weather events and with timely low-cost routine cyclic
maintenance and repairs as necessary.

3.1.3 Network Criticality
The network criticality of the road carried by each bridge, in respect of benefit to the
regional economy, has been proposed, to permit strategic prioritisation of
recommended remedial works for Black, Red, Amber and Yellow flagged bridges.
Table 3.3: Number of Bridges by Network Criticality and Resilience Depletion Alert

No. of Bridges carrying:

Black

Red

Amber Yellow Green

Vital roads (predominantly A class and other
classes providing single access to
communities)

0

6

18

32

260

Important roads (predominantly B class)

1

3

3

28

234

Standard roads (predominantly C class and
Unclassified)

12

1

30

69

606

3.2 Key Issues
Of our 1303 Bridges, less than 10% have been designed to modern vehicle loading
standards. There are currently 64 weak bridges of which 10 have weight restrictions.
In addition to structural degradation over time the following significant events can
have a destabilising effect on structural resilience.

Abnormal Load (A982)

Approximately 3,400 abnormal load
notifications are processed yearly.
45% of our large bridges and 75% of
our medium bridges have limited
abnormal load capacity. These
abnormal load movement restrictions
limit the movement of mobile cranes
and large pieces of civil and
mechanical equipment, including
movements required for the oil and
windfarm industries (for example
abnormal movements now prohibited
on the A92 over Jubilee Bridge at
Inverbervie).
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Over the past 10 years the major
risk to the bridge stock has extreme
heavy rainfall events. These events
are now becoming more frequent in
Aberdeenshire, most likely because
of climate change. As an
example, in September 2019 7
bridges were washed away by an
extreme rainfall event in the King
Edward parish. There was only
sufficient money in the Roads and
Transportation budget to replace 1
of those bridges. The roads that
were carried on the 6 bridges that
have not been replaced, remain
closed to all traffic including
pedestrians. Also, in December
2015 and January 2016 Storm
Frank resulted in significant
damage to around 20% of our
bridges.

Mill of Balmaud Bridge (U12S)

Over the last 10 years an average of £1,631,000 p.a. of Capital funding has been
spent on our bridges. Figure 6.1 provides a breakdown of this expenditure.
Figure 3.1: Average Annual Capital Spend Over Last 10 Years
£158,000
£469,000

£485,000

replacement

£519,000

strengthening (inc. redecking)
repairs (inc. painting, component replacement, scour remedials)
miscellaneous (including retaining walls, parapet remedials and assessments)
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3.3 Investment Options
Scenario 1: 20-year investment to maintain full extent of current network
All bridges currently flagged black, red, amber and yellow repaired, strengthened or
renewed as required by 2040, thereby sustaining existing road network at current
service level.
Black flagged bridges:

£ 12M

Red flagged bridges:

£ 5M

Amber flagged bridges:

£ 50M

Yellow flagged bridges:

£ 35M

Total over 20 years is £102M
This equates to £5.1M per annum which is 364% of current
allocated budget (note allocation in current Capital Plan 2019/2034,
after deduction of £300K per annum for contingencies and bridge
parapet remedials, is £1.4M per annum).
Scenario 2: 20-year investment to maintain assets on Vital and Important Routes
only
As option 1 but excluding all black bridges and bridges carrying the standard network
(the majority of C and U class roads).
Red flagged bridges:

£3.9M

Amber flagged bridges:

£41.2M

Yellow flagged bridges:

£23.3M

Total over 20 years is £68.4M
This equates to £3.42M per annum (244% of current allocated
budget).
This, in time, will lead to closure of bridges no longer “fit for purpose” on the standard
road network. Whilst initially resulting in diversions for the local communities this will
lead to lack of resilience in the road network itself and reclassification of previously
standard roads.
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Scenario 3: 20-year investment to maintain full extent of current network for schemes
less than £5M
As Option 2 but also excluding the three repair/replacement schemes which are
estimated at over £5M each. i.e. A92/80 Inverbervie (Amber) £20M, A98/190 Banff
Bridge (Yellow) £12M, B993/160 Don Bridge, Inverurie (Amber) £6M.
Red flagged bridges:

£ 3.9M

Amber flagged bridges:

£ 15.2M

Yellow flagged bridges:

£ 11.3M

Total over 20 years is £30.4M
This equates to £1.52M per annum (109% current allocated
budget).
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Total over 20 years is £30.4M

carriageways
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4

Carriageways

4.1 Status
The total length of public road maintained by Aberdeenshire Council is 5,564km or
3,457 miles. A breakdown of this total by class is given below:
A
Class Roads
B
Class Roads
C
Class Roads
Unclassified Roads

687km
814km
1,548km
2,515km

427 miles
506 miles
962 miles
1,563 miles

Figure 4.1: Annual Increase in Carriageway Length
35.00

Increase in length (km)

30.00
25.00

adoptions, etc
AWPR side roads

20.00
15.00
10.00
5.00
0.00
07-08 08-09 09-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20

Year

The length of carriageway increased by 1.5km (0.9 miles) over the last year. This is
significantly below the annual average of 13.0km (8.1 miles) over the previous 12
years (excluding the 22.8km (14.2 miles) which transferred to Aberdeenshire Council
on the completion of the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route).
The gross replacement cost of our carriageways has been calculated to be £4.388
billion.
In the 2020 National Highways and Transport Network’s NHT survey 89% of
Aberdeenshire respondents rated Road Condition as “very important” while a further
11% rated it as “fairly important”. Similar results to the same question were given in
the 2019 SCOTS/APSE “Scotland Roads Survey” by Aberdeenshire respondents
with 92% for “very important and 7% for “fairly important”.
In contrast, when asked about their satisfaction with the condition of local roads, only
6% were “very satisfied” and 26% “fairly satisfied” in the 2020 survey while in the
2019 survey the figures were 1% and 20% respectively. Figure 4.2 shows an
increase in levels of satisfaction after a steady decline over the previous years.
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Figure 4.2: Annual Satisfaction Levels

Satisfaction with condition of roads
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Road condition is measured by the Scottish Road Maintenance Condition Survey
(SRMCS). This is a traffic speed carriageway condition survey which uses
SCANNER (Surface Condition Assessment for the National Network of Roads)
technology to record parameters such as, smoothness, rutting, surface texture and
surface cracking. The survey data from 2 years of classified road surveys and 4
years of unclassified road surveys is processed to calculate a Road Condition Index
(RCI) for every 10m of the surveyed road.
Traffic light colours, Green, Amber and Red have been assigned to different RCI
bands as shown below:




Green: An RCI score <40 where the carriageway is generally in a good state
of repair;
Amber: An RCI score ≥40 and <100 where some deterioration is apparent
which should be investigated to determine the optimum time for planned
maintenance treatment;
Red: An RCI score ≥ 100 where the carriageway is in poor overall condition
which is likely to require planned maintenance soon (i.e. within a year or so).

The SRMCS Performance Indicator (PI) is made up from the total proportion of a
network that is above or equal to an RCI of 40 (i.e. both red and amber conditions).
Low SRMCS PI values are indicative of networks in good condition while higher
values would be expected for networks in poorer condition.
Figure 4.3 shows how our road condition has compared over the last 13 years
against the Scottish average while figure 4.4 illustrates the changes within
Aberdeenshire for each road class.
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Figure 4.3: SRMCS PI – Aberdeenshire and Scotland (all roads)
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Figure 4.4: SRMCS PI – Aberdeenshire Condition by Road Class
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Results from the current (year 2018-2020) Scottish Road Maintenance Condition
Survey indicates the following condition split for Aberdeenshire’s roads:
Green
Amber
Red
SRMCS PI

73.75%
22.70%
3.54%
26.2%

4103.9km 2550.1 miles
1263.4km
785.0 miles
197.7km
122.8 miles
1461.1km 907.9 miles

While this result puts Aberdeenshire Council in the top quartile of roads authorities it
does indicate that there is a considerable length of the network that requires further
work to bring it back into a good condition. The latest estimate (2019) of this
maintenance backlog was in excess of £99m.3

4.2

Key Issues
It is well recognised that appropriate, targeted early investment in carriageway
maintenance offers long term cost savings. The options modelled later in this report
show that effective use of budgets and planned remedial and preventive measures,
at the earliest stage of deterioration, is the most cost effective strategy to maintain
our assets. This general principle applies to all assets.
The Council has spent an average of £11.6m per year over the last 7 years on
planned maintenance (see figure 4.5). This investment has allowed the condition of
the road network to remain relatively steady over the period however some
deterioration has occurred in recent years and this decline would be expected to
continue at current budget levels. It should also be noted that recent winters have
been comparatively mild and that current investment levels would be insufficient to
maintain current conditions if more severe winters were encountered.
Figure 4.5: Historic Investment Levels

Planned-maintenance spend (carriageway)
£14,000,000
£13,000,000
£12,000,000
£11,000,000
£10,000,000
£9,000,000
£8,000,000
£7,000,000
£6,000,000
£5,000,000
£4,000,000
2012/13

2013/14

2014/15

2015/16

Actual
** projected

3

SCOTS Backlog & Steady State Model May 2019

2016/17

2017/18

Jan. 2013 prices

2018/19 2019/2020 2020/21**
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As shown in figure 4.6, Aberdeenshire’s expenditure on planned maintenance per
kilometre of carriageway is one of the lowest in Scotland and well below the Scottish
average. The values used for this figure include planned patching and drainage
works which are not included in the other assessments given in this report however,
if expenditure on patching and drainage was assumed to remain at current levels,
raising Aberdeenshire’s expenditure rate on planned maintenance per kilometre of
carriageway to the Scottish average would result in a total spend of around £21.4M
on carriageway surface treatment, resurfacing and reconstruction works – spending
at this level would enable reconstruction works to be undertaken to address structural
issues in the carriageway while improving the overall condition of the network (see
section 4.3, Scenario 4.
Figure 4.6: Spend on Planned Maintenance per km of Carriageway 2018/19
£16,000
£14,000
£12,000
£10,000
£8,000
£6,000
£4,000
£2,000
£0
other council

Aberdeenshire

average

Figure 4.7 illustrates the trend in recent years of increasing areas carriageway being
surface dressed but reducing amounts of resurfacing. While targeting available
budgets on low cost preventative treatments is in line with road asset management
best practice and has allowed us to maintain respectable values of SRMCS PI this is
unsustainable over the longer term. At 2019/20 spending levels, on average, a
section of road would be surface dressed every 26 years but the resurfacing
frequency would be once every 441 years.
Figure 4.7: Areas Treated
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4.3 Investment Scenarios (Planned Maintenance)
Scenario 1: Steady state
An annual investment of £17.4m (but inflation linked and potentially rising to £21.42m
by 2040) would maintain the road condition at existing levels. The volume of reactive
temporary repairs, public liability claims and levels of customer satisfaction can also
be expected to be maintained.
Steady state - £17,400,000 pa rising with inflation

100%

£25,000,000

90%
£20,000,000

Condition

70%
60%

£15,000,000

50%
40%

£10,000,000

30%
20%

Annual spend

80%

£5,000,000

10%
0%

£0
0

1

2 3
Red

4

5 6
Amber

7

8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Year
Green
Annual spend

Scenario 2: Continued funding at existing level (not inflation linked)
The current budget allocation for carriageway planned maintenance of £11.75m is
only 67.5% of that required to maintain steady state conditions. If the costs were
assumed to increase by 1.1% each year, a continued spend of this value would result
in significant deterioration with 46% of our roads requiring attention after 20 years.
The cost of reactive temporary repairs and public liability claims would be expected
to rise, year on year, with decreasing customer satisfaction levels.
Flat spend at current level of £11,750,000 pa

100%

£15,000,000

90%
£12,000,000
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£9,000,000
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Scenario 3: 60% of steady-state level of investment
Spending at this reduced level would lead to significant deterioration, with 50% of our
roads requiring attention after 20 years. The cost of reactive temporary repairs and
public liability claims would be expected to rise, year on year. Customer satisfaction
levels would be expected to decrease significantly. Prioritising A and B class roads
would result in a diminishing spend on C Class roads and no spend on unclassified
roads.
60% of steady-state level - flat spend of £10,440,000 pa
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Scenario 4: 123% of steady-state level of investment
An annual investment of £21.4m (rising to £26.3m in 2040) in planned carriageway
maintenance would lead to an improvement in the condition of our roads with only
22% requiring attention after 20 years. The volume of reactive temporary repairs
would reduce, as would public liability claims. Customer satisfaction levels could be
expected to improve.

100%
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5

Footways

5.1 Status
The total length of footway maintained by Aberdeenshire Council is 1,440km or 895
miles. A breakdown of this total by material is given below:
Bituminous materials
Precast concrete slab
Stone
In-situ concrete
Precast concrete block

1,207 km
20 km
5 km
205 km
3 km

750 miles
13 miles
3 miles
127 miles
2 miles

The gross replacement cost of our footways has been calculated to be £320m.
In the 2020 NHT survey 78% of Aberdeenshire respondents rated “Pavements” as
“very important” while a further 19% rated it as “fairly important”. Similar results to
the same question were given in the 2019 “Scotland Roads Survey” by
Aberdeenshire respondents with 78% viewing “Good pavements/footpaths” as “very
important and 20% for “fairly important”.
When asked about their satisfaction with local pavements, 10% were “very satisfied”
and 51% “fairly satisfied” in the 2020 survey while in the 2019 survey the figures
were 9% and 46% respectively. Figure 5.1 shows relatively constant levels of
satisfaction with pavements over recent years.
Figure 5.1: Annual Satisfaction Levels
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Footway surface condition is assessed visually by in-house survey teams who give
each section of footway a condition rating of 1 to 4. Table 5.1 gives the definitions
used in this assessment.
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Table 5.1: Footway Condition Rating Definitions

Condition Rating

Definition

1 acceptable

The footway is in an acceptable condition and currently requires
no work to be carried out on it.

2 safe but of
poor
appearance
(Aesthetically
Impaired)

The footway is free of defects and is safe. It however does not
look good as a result of:
 patches and/or trenches;
 slabs or blocks of different colours/materials (including
bituminous reinstatements in flagged footways);
 cracked but sound flags/blocks with no movement;
 loss of coloured surfacing or severely faded material.

3 minor
deterioration
(functionally
impaired)

The footway has minor deterioration such as:
 cracked flags/blocks showing some signs of movement;
 missing joint filer;
 minor fretting, fatting up, scaling or minor cracking of
bituminous footways;
 Moderate local settlement/subsidence or trips between 10
– 13mm.

4 major
deterioration
(structurally
impaired)

The footway has major deterioration such as:
 cracked and depressed or missing flags/blocks;
 flags/blocks with exaggerated movement;
 major cracking, fretting or scaling;
 trip hazards exceeding 13mm
 Poor shape, severe local settlement/subsidence creating
a difference in level greater than 30mm

The outer ring of Figure 5.2 shows the results from the 2019 footway survey with
over a quarter of the network being in a deteriorated condition (21.2% condition
rating 3 and 4.1% condition rating 4). This is significantly worse than that recorded in
the 2014 footway survey where only 11.0% was assessed as being Condition 3 and
0.5% as being Condition 4.
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Figure 5.2: Footway Condition Rating
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5.2 Key Issues
As shown in figure 5.3, there is a generally downward trend in annual expenditure on
footway maintenance and while the focus on preventative maintenance can help
maximise the areas being treated, as has already been demonstrated in Figure 5.2,
recent levels of expenditure have been unable to prevent a significant deterioration in
our footway condition. No planned maintenance footway works have been
undertaken in 2020/21 due to the impact of the Covid 19 pandemic.
Figure 5.3: Historic Investment Levels
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At 2019/20 spending levels, on average, a section of footway would undergo surface
treatment every 136 years and the frequency of resurfacing or reconstruction would
be once every 1994 years.
Figure 5.4: Areas Treated
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5.3 Investment Scenarios
Scenario 1: Steady state
An annual investment of £1.75m (rising annually with inflation) would maintain the
footway condition at existing levels. The volume of reactive temporary repairs, public
liability claims and levels of customer satisfaction can also be expected to be
maintained.
Steady state - £1,750,000 pa rising with inflation
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Scenario 2: Continued funding at existing level (not inflation linked)
If the current level of investment in footway planned maintenance was maintained
(i.e. a flat spend of £451,000 pa while costs rose with inflation) significant
deterioration would be expected with 42% of our footways functionally or structurally
impaired after 20 years. The volume of reactive temporary repairs would be
expected to rise, year on year, as would public liability claims and customer
satisfaction levels would be expected to decrease.
Flat spend at current level - £451,000 pa
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Scenario 3: 60% of steady-state level of investment
Spending at this level would slow the rate of decline of our footway network but
would still result in a significant worsening of condition with 37% of our footways
functionally or structurally impaired after 20 years. The volume of reactive temporary
repairs would be expected to rise, year on year, as would public liability claims while
customer satisfaction levels would be expected to decrease.
60% of steady-state level - flat spend of £1,050,000 pa
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Scenario 4: 125% of steady-state level of investment
An annual investment of £2.2m (rising annually with inflation) in footway plannedmaintenance would lead to a significant improvement in the condition of our
footways, reducing the amount of structurally impaired footways to below 1% after 20
years. The volume of reactive temporary repairs would significantly reduce, as would
public liability claims. Customer satisfaction levels could be expected to improve.
£2,200,000 pa rising with inflation
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street lighting
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6

Street Lighting

6.1 Status
There are approximately 44,304 lighting columns and 45,908 luminaires across
Aberdeenshire. The average age of these columns is currently 23 years, however
there are 11,707 columns that have exceeded their theoretical service life.
Figure 6.1 shows the proportional split of our street lighting column stock by material
while table 6.1 gives theoretical service lives for columns of different materials.
Figure 6.1: Street Lighting Columns by Material
Non Galvanised Steel
14.51%

Galvanised Steel
48.76%

Aluminium
35.98%

Cast Iron
0.74%
Concrete
0.01%

Table 6.1: Theoretical Service Life - Street Lighting Columns

Street Lighting Column Material

Theoretical Service Life (years)

Non-galvanised Steel

25

Galvanised Steel

30

Concrete

30

Aluminium

50

Stainless Steel

70

Cast Iron

100

The gross replacement cost of our street lighting infrastructure has been calculated
to be £106m.
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In the 2020 NHT survey 66% of Aberdeenshire respondents rated “street lighting” as
“very important” while a further 24% rated it as “fairly important”. In the 2019
“Scotland Roads Survey” 59% of Aberdeenshire respondents viewed “good street
lighting” as “very important and 32% as “fairly important”.
When asked about their satisfaction with local street lighting, 17% were “very
satisfied” and 49% “fairly satisfied” in the 2020 survey while in the 2019 survey the
figures were 17% and 45% respectively. Figure 6.2 shows relatively constant levels
of satisfaction with street lighting over recent years.
Figure 6.2: Annual Satisfaction Levels

Satisfaction with street lighting
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%
2013 (NHT)

2014 (NHT)

2015 (NHT)

2016 (NHT)

2017 (n/a)

2018 (NHT) 2019 (APSE) 2020 (NHT)

An 8 year cyclical programme of electrical testing and inspection is in place. The
inspection compares details such as cable size, number of cores, and fuse and
circuit breaker ratings against circuit schematic diagrams. A visual assessment of
the column condition is undertaken and electrical tests including earth impedance
and voltage drop measurements are carried out.

6.2 Key Issues and Current Investment Programme (LED lanterns)
There is an on-going project to invest some £6.6m over 8 years in energy efficient
infrastructure replacement (see Table 6.2). Additionally, LED lanterns are now
specified by the Council for all new and replacement schemes and for new road
construction consents for developers’ schemes.
62% of our lighting stock is now LED and conversion of the remainder should be
completed by 2023.
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Table 6.2: LED Upgrade Programme

Year

Spend

Cumulative Spend Annual Revenue
Saving

2015/16

£395,975

£395,975

£0

2016/17

£526,196

£922,171

£68,392

2017/18

£1,001,831

£1,924,002

£159,276

2018/19

£1,092,265

£3,016,267

£332,310

2019/20

£901,200

£3,917,467

£488,000

2020/21

£698,875

£4,616,342

£616,000

2021/22

£1,000,000

£5,616,342

£715,000

2022/23

£1,000,000

£6,616,342

£858,000

2023/24

£0

£6,616,342

£1,000,000

Figure 6.3 illustrates the month by month variation in energy consumption and
reductions being achieved with the LED upgrade programme.
Figure 6.3: Street Lighting Energy Consumption
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6.3 Key Issues and Proposed Investment Programme (Column
Replacement)
Figure 6.4 shows the age profile of our street lighting columns while figure 6.5 details
the number of columns (by material type) which have exceeded their theoretical
service life.
Figure 6.4: Street Lighting Column Age Profile
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Figure 6.5: Street Lighting Columns Exceeding/Within Theoretical Service Life
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Following completion of the LED replacement programme it is recommended that the
Council address the potential issues associated with older and corroded columns.
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The recommended option to achieve this would be an 8 year replacement
programme of £1,100,000 per year (at current prices) starting in 2023/24. This would
allow the replacement of all remaining non-galvanised and concrete columns with
longer lasting galvanised steel or aluminium columns. It would also enable the
replacement of lights currently mounted on wooden electricity poles with standalone
columns and allow wall mounted lights to be renewed or replaced on standalone
columns.
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traffic signals
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7

Traffic Signals

7.1 Status
Aberdeenshire has 14 signal controlled junctions and 43 signal controlled pedestrian
crossings (see figure 7.1).
The gross replacement cost of our traffic signals has been calculated to be £1.6m.
Figure 7.1: Traffic Signal Assets by Type
Junctions, 14, 25%

Toucans, 16, 28%

Puffins, 14, 24%

Pelicans, 13, 23%

7.2 Key Issues
56% of our traffic signals currently have modern LED equipment. Many of the preLED installations are quite old and will need extensive refurbishment within 10 years.
Figure 7.2 illustrates the aging profile of our traffic signal assets. The service life of a
traffic signal installation is considered to be 20 years.
Figure 7.2: Traffic Signal Assets by Age
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7.3 Investment Options
The energy savings achievable by converting signals to LED are lower than those for
street lighting however due to deteriorating condition it will be necessary to replace
the installations older than 25 years within no more than 10 years. The
recommended option to achieve this would be a 5 year upgrade programme of
£150,000 per year starting in 2023/24. The total programme of £750,000 under this
option would give energy savings of approximately £5,000 per year and make a small
contribution towards achieving the Aberdeenshire Council carbon reduction target of
75% by 2030. This option represents the minimum investment necessary to keep
our stock of traffic signals in a serviceable condition.
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8

Strategic Transport

8.1 Introduction
The current period has been characterised by significant investment in rail
infrastructure locally and further effort on national and regional transport policy,
preparation of delivery plans for the next 20 years, and continuation of infrastructure
schemes following on from completion of the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route.

8.2 National Transport Strategy
At a national level, the Scottish Government published a new National Transport
Strategy (NTS), which establishes the policy priorities for the Scottish Government
over the next 10 to 20 years. The NTS placed a heavy emphasis on the need to
reduce carbon emissions from transportation, adapt to climate change and
introduced a transport hierarchy where active forms of transport are placed higher
than less sustainable modes. In parallel a Strategic Transport Projects Review
(STPR) was commissioned to identify the transport interventions required to achieve
the new policy. Due to Covid 19 the planned collaborative STPR process has not
materialised in the way envisaged and it is now expected that a 2 stage reporting
process will take place with initial short term and immediate actions and investment
being announced in December 2020 with longer term investment and policy being
unveiled later in 2021.

8.3 Regional Transport Strategy
At a regional level, Nestrans (the regional transport partnership covering the areas of
Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire) have developed a new Regional Transport
Strategy (RTS) which was consulted on during autumn 2020 and will be considered
by the Nestrans Board. The City Region Deal has funded a Strategic Transport
Appraisal (STA) for the area, which identifies the priority transport investments,
including those required to deliver the regional economic strategy. The STA has
completed the pre-appraisal and initial appraisal stages of the project with the City
Region Deal Joint Committee to consider the next steps at its November 2020
meeting. The appraisal supports key candidate strategic schemes such as A90 at
Ellon/Toll of Birness, A947 Route Improvement Strategy and Inverurie Interchange.

8.4 Development Planning
This work has taken cognisance of the transport infrastructure requirements arising
from the strategic development plan and the new Local Development Plan.

8.5 Ongoing Committed Schemes


Local Rail Upgrade – dualling of track between Inverurie and Aberdeen was
completed in the summer of 2019. The December 2019 timetable delivered
significantly enhanced level of local rail service, although this has had to be
significantly curtailed temporarily in light of the Covid 19 situation.
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Kintore Station – opened on 15 October 2020 with regular stopping services to
Inverurie and Aberdeen.
A96 Dualling – Aberdeen to East of Huntly; design options currently being
worked up for Kintore to East of Huntly section, preferred route was
anticipated to have been announced by the end of 2019, however due to the
significant public response to the reduced route options consultation and the
impact of Covid 19 this has been delayed significantly with no indication of
when a preferred route may be announced.
Laurencekirk Junction - announced alongside City Region Deal, draft Roads
Orders were published in December 2019. Four statutory objections to the
Orders were received – including Aberdeenshire Council due to a concern
over future access to properties at Oatyhill. It is anticipated that these
objections can be resolved without recourse to a Public Local Inquiry which
would significantly delay progression of the project.
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Executive Summary
Atkins undertook an audit of Authority’s Road Asset Management Practices based on the criteria
specified by the SCOTS Roads Asset Management Framework – Recommended Practices (Version
1.0 2017).
Each of the standard practice tasks was assessed and categorised as:
Developing
Consolidating
Secure

-

No evidence that the organisation has adopted this practice
Evidence that some practices have been adopted
Clear evidence that the authority meets or surpasses the SCOTS practice
requirements

Progress since 2017 Self-Assessment
The audit found that Aberdeenshire has maintained good progress in implementing SCOTS RAMP
Recommended Practice. Currently 3 of the 10 framework Tasks have being assessed as being at a
‘Secure’ level, with Policy having made the shift to this level since 2017 with evidence of an extensive
list of policies, guidance documents and operational procedures that are appropriately monitored
and managed. Other Tasks are all at a ‘Consolidating’ level, with some progress at sub-task level.
For example, a full survey of footways data carried out in 2017; and a new risk based safety
inspections policy and procedure approved by Committee.
Practice Area (Core Tasks)

2017 Self-Assessment

Current Audit

1

Policy

Consolidating

Secure

2

Data

Consolidating

Consolidating

3

Financial Practices

Consolidating

Consolidating

4

Performance Measurement and
Improvement

Consolidating

Consolidating

5

Maintenance Manual

Consolidating

Consolidating

6

Annual Status and Options Reporting

Secure

Secure

7

Road Asset Management Plan

Secure

Secure

8

Work Programme

Consolidating

Consolidating

9

Communication and Engagement

Consolidating

Consolidating

10

Improvement and Value for Money

Consolidating

Consolidating
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A summary of Authority’s current level of practice, as defined within the standard of each of the
SCOTS framework Core Tasks, is shown in the table below. Further detail is contained within the
body of the report.
Task

Objective

Notes

Policy
SECURE

To determine if
appropriate road
management policies
are in place to support
good RAMP.

Aberdeenshire provided evidence of an extensive list of
policies, guidance documents and operational procedures
that are monitored and managed.
The Road Asset Management Plan has been approved by
committee.

Data
CONSOLIDATING

To determine if
appropriate data
management practices
are in place to support
good RAMP.

Aberdeenshire has undertaken a risk-based assessment of
what data is required to operate and manage the road
network. There is no formal data management plan in
place, although data improvement actions are being
identified and prioritised.

Financial
Practices
CONSOLIDATING

To encourage the use
of financial practices
that support road asset
management planning.

There is a range of activity undertaken, including within the
SCOTS family groups; reporting within Whole of
Government Accounts; and utilising this data within
Aberdeenshire’s ASOR.

Performance
Measurement and
Improvement
CONSOLIDATING

To ensure that
performance is
appropriately reviewed
and reported to support
good RAMP.

Data submitted to APSE and has been successfully utilised
for building business cases for Structures funding and to
defend Aberdeenshire’s current strategy of maintaining
their existing performance levels within the roads service.
Local operational measures are reported via a dashboard,
allowing performance to be activity reviewed and managed
by the area engineers and the Asset Management team.

Maintenance
Manual

To document the
methods used to
manage the road asset.

Aberdeenshire maintenance manual consists of an Asset
Management Report Handbook, lifecycle plans for each
major asset type and process & procedures for high risk
activities. Aberdeenshire also has several controlled
operational procedures but they do not cover all aspects of
Asset Management and service delivery.

A document to inform
senior decision makers
about the impacts of
past decisions and
impact assessments of
different future
scenarios.

The ASOR has assisted Aberdeenshire in protecting road
service funding by raising the awareness of the impacts of
budget cuts on the service.

To create a document
that communicates the
plans for the asset to
users and stakeholders.

Approved by Committee, the RAMP links to the corporate
asset management plan objectives.

CONSOLIDATING

Annual Status and
Options Report
(ASOR)

SECURE

Road Asset
Management Plan
SECURE

Aberdeenshire are continuously looking at ways of evolving
the ASOR and finding appropriate and effective ways of
conveying the information to different stakeholders.

The RAMP provides an overview of the asset strategies;
however, each asset has its own strategy document which
provides more detail, allowing the strategies to be agile and
evolve based on the current circumstances without
requiring committee approval for the amendments.
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Task

Objective

Work Programme

To ensure that works
programmes are
created that support the
strategies and targets
contained
within the RAMP

Aberdeenshire are trialling an assessment methodology
which they anticipate will become the standard approach
utilised by all areas in the future.

To enable authorities to
communicate effectively
with all RAMP
stakeholders.

Asset Management responsibilities are assigned for all core
asset groups and there are examples of good
communication with stakeholders, including members and
the public. Engagement levels within the RAMP project are
very good with representation on the Steering Group and
active engagement within workshops.

To ensure that asset
management planning
activities result in
improvements to
practice and better
value for money road
management.

The audit found several examples of ad-hoc initiatives to
drive improvement, however formal improvement
processes are required to evidence efficiencies.

CONSOLIDATING

Communication
and Engagement
CONSOLIDATING

Improvement and
Value for Money
CONSOLIDATING

Notes

Structures have a process for developing a prioritised
works list which is utilised to generate the multi-year works
programme based on funding.

Highlights
Aberdeenshire have embedded many of the asset management principles into the road service
activities and are one of the most advanced practitioners of Asset Management across the local
authority road services. Aberdeenshire has taken a pragmatic, data-led/risk-based approach across
many of the Road Asset Management practices to determine where would be most beneficial in
focusing their resources.
The three highlights from the audit are:
1. The continuous utilisation and evolution of the ASOR, plus the success in publicising the road
asset status in the local media.
2. Review and compliance auditing of controlled documents, such as the procedures for high risk
activities.
3. Focus on local needs, requirements and priorities in the implementation of Asset Management.
Improvement Actions and Recommendations
In completing the pre-audit self-assessment in 2019 Aberdeenshire carried forward two improvement
tasks not yet implemented from the previous audit:
1. Performance Management: Produce documented assessment procedure for carriageway
schemes and implement in all six areas.
2. Data Management: Check and correct inventory data previously the responsibility of areas.
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Both have been assigned ‘High’ priority, however no additional improvement actions were identified
in the self-audit.
Section 4 of this report lists recommendations for Aberdeenshire to consider as a means of further
developing their road asset management practices. They are based upon the findings from the audit
and information as provided by the authority and should be read in that context. Recommended
priority for each action is given, however it is accepted that Aberdeenshire will need to take into
account resource availability in programming resulting actions.
Recommendations assigned a high priority that are anticipated to provide significant benefits include:
•
•

Development of a centralised and standardised approach for generating works
programmes
Further improve performance management through developing local monitors/indicators to
demonstrate the activities and road services contribution to the delivery to the corporate
Objectives/ Priorities/Outcomes

Link to Task 10: Improvement and Value for Money
It is recommended that improvement actions arising from the self-assessment and the
recommendations contained within this audit report should be reviewed and consolidated using the
Improvement Action Programme spreadsheet within Task 10 to support action planning; tracking;
and reporting of status and outcomes.
Task 10 also includes additional practical templates for planning and reporting on individual
improvement initiatives/projects:
•
•
•

Efficiency Improvement Plan Template
Improvement Project Status Report Template
Improvement Outcomes Summary Report Template

Together, the above resources can support Authority’s ambition to develop a culture of continuous
improvement and provide a mechanism to evidence practice and value for money outcomes.
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1 Introduction
Purpose & Use
The audit has been commissioned by SCOTS under the SCOTS Road Asset Management Project.
Its purpose is to give authorities an independent assessment of their asset management practice
progress to date, based upon the practice evidence supplied via their submitted self-assessment of
Roads Asset Management practice (RAMP) and during the audit. The evaluation of the authority’s
progress is contained in the body of the report.
It is anticipated that the audit results will:
1. Identify each authorities level of Road Asset Management maturity and provide
recommendations
2. Provide a high-level view of the adoption and maturity of Road Asset Management practices
across Scotland
3. Highlight good practices across the Scottish Road Authorities
4. Identify improvements to the SCOTS Road Asset Management Framework

Audit Scope
The scope of the audit to undertake a high-level quantitative review of an authorities Road Asset
Management systems against the SCOTS Road Asset Management Framework Recommend
Practices. Additionally, the audit will undertake a light touch qualitative review of the following
practices:
1. Maintenance Manual
2. Annual Status and Options Report (ASOR)
3. Road Asset Management Plan

SCOTS Road Asset Management Standard of Good Practice
Asset Management is a continuous evolving journey and the SCOTS Road Asset Management
practices provide the tools to support road authorities along their journey. SCOTS Road Asset
Management recommended practices outlines three levels of progress (Developing, Consolidating
or Secure) for each practice standard sub-tasks; the standard definitions within each Core Task are
assessed and audit measured level of practice highlighted.
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Output
The outputs from the audit will be/are:
1. Authority Audit Report (this report)
2. National Summary Report on the findings of all audits for submission to the SCOTS Executive
3. Outline of Case Study examples of practice for subsequent development

2 Audit Method
The format of the audit was as follows:
1. Pre-Audit Self-Assessment. The authority completed the SCOTS self-assessment
spreadsheet, evaluating current asset management practice against the defined SCOTS
standards for each of the Framework Tasks (areas of RAMP practice)
2. Information Request. A request for information was made before the audit, listing relevant
documentation that the auditor would require in order to validate the authority’s self-assessment
and form a view of current practices.
3. Review of Self-Assessment. The auditor reviewed Authority’s submitted self-assessment and
documentary evidence of practice
4. Audit Teleconference. Pre-arranged telephone audit with relevant personnel from Authority’s
as detailed above in Audit Details on page 2.

Auditor
The audit was conducted by Matthew Miller (BSc(Hons), MCIHT), Atkins Consultant and RAMP
Project Manager since July 2017.

Date of Audit
The audit was conducted on Tuesday 11th February 2020 via a conference call.

Draft Report
A draft copy of this audit report was supplied to Authority to confirm factual correctness.

Final Report
The final report (this report) includes the finding of the audit with recommendations for practice
improvement.
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3 Audit Findings
1. Policy - SECURE
Scope
This section is used to determine if there is evidence of a commitment to the use of Asset
Management that has been formalised by the authority.
Findings
Aberdeenshire Council do not have a Road Asset Management Policy, however the Road Asset
Management Plan has been approved by committee.
All approved policies are published on the council’s external website and details of document owner
and review date are entered into the corporate system, which automatically emails the document
owner to remind them of imminent reviews. The corporate compliance team also monitors the
policies, ensuring that reviews and the necessary updates are completed.
Aberdeenshire provided evidence of an extensive list of policies, guidance documents and
operational procedures that are monitored and managed.
Assessment – Secure
The Council Corporate Asset Management Plan outlines the authority’s commitment to asset
management across all services and areas, plus highlights the link between Asset Management and
achieving the Aberdeenshire Councils corporate objectives.

1

Policy

1.1

Good practice is to
have asset
management practices
formalised.
This may be in the
form of a specific
policy or it may be
from other methods
that the councils use.

Developing
No evidence of formal
adoption of asset
management

Consolidating
Some practices
formalised via policy

Secure
Clear documented
policies covering all
aspects of asset
management as set
out in the SCOTS
Framework
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2. Data Management - CONSOLIDATING
Scope
The investigation of data examines the extent to which the authority has data available to support
road asset management planning. The SCOTS RAMP project defined a “Core Data” set that is
recommended that all authorities work towards having.

The extent to which this is held and

associated plans for its maintenance and improvement are examined.
Findings
a)

Data Management

Aberdeenshire provided evidence of a completed Data Assessment for Carriageways and Footways
only in 2008; no subsequent reviews were conducted, and no data improvement or management
plans were developed. During the audit call, it was indicated that Aberdeenshire indicated that during
the 2008 Data Assessment, a risk-based review of data was conducted and it was determined that
the data was sufficient for the operational needs of the service, plus the data supported the
management of risks on the network.
Aberdeenshire utilise Confirm Solutions software to manage their asset data and have implemented
processes to ensure this data is kept up to date. However, if data unavailable data is required, if
additional resources are required to collect the information, a business case is developed.
Aberdeenshire have a Traffic Signal Maintenance Contractor who manages the Traffic Signal assets
and manages all the data regarding this asset.
b)

Systems

This section of the audit examines whether the authority has appropriate software systems to enable
asset management to be applied effectively.
Aberdeenshire manages all their data within Confirm Solutions, with the authority migrating to a
centralised updated version to create an integrated asset management solution, providing a single
source of truth and support the management, monitoring and reporting of asset data.
Assessment – Consolidating
Aberdeenshire has undertaken a risk-based assessment of what data is required to operate and
manage the road network, meeting their statutory obligations and supports management of risks.
Aberdeenshire indicated that the data the presently hold and manage meets their local needs,
requirements and priorities, plus is kept up to date utilising the Confirm Solution.
Regarding data management, Aberdeenshire do not have a plan/strategy; data is managed through
training and the administration rights within the Confirm Solution, meaning that only authorised staff
can make access, amend and/or add records, depending on their privileges.
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Developing

Consolidating

Secure

Good practice is to
hold the core data
recommended by
SCOTS for all major
asset groups

Limited inventory and
condition data held,
with major gaps in
core data, or low
confidence in reliability

Good level of reliable
core data held with
clear plans to address
the deficiencies.

Robust core data held
for major asset groups

2.2

Good practice is to
have a plan for
managing the
improvement of asset
data/closing gaps in
asset data.

Data deficiencies are
not yet clearly
identified in a data
improvement plan

There is a formal data
improvement plan that
is progressing, but
there is still a way to
go

Data improvement is a
planned and
continuous practice.

2.3

Good practice is to
have formal data
management and
effective procedures
that ensure data is
regularly updated and
validated.

Data Management
Planning is
inadequate, or
procedures are not
being followed

Clear evidence of
data being updated
and validated but a
formal Data
Management Plan
may not be in place

Clear evidence of
active updating and
validation and
adherence to data
management
procedures

2.4

Good practice is to
have software systems
that store, manage
and report asset
information in a format
that aids good
decision making

Disparate systems that
allow data to be stored
and accessed

Systems with identified
needs for
improvement that are
in the process of being
actioned.

Coordinated systems
that enable reporting
and analysis of short
and long terms needs
in a format that
supports investment
choices and budget
allocations

The following actions are recommended:
i.

Review core data in accordance with WMHI CoP Recommendations 9 (Network Inventory)
and Recommendation 10 (Asset Data Management).

ii.

All Data Management Improvement Actions must be SMART and assigned an owner.

iii.

Develop a Data Management Plan
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3. Financial Practices - CONSOLIDATING
Scope
Financial practices are the hub of good asset management (AM). AM can only enable better value
for money to be achieved if the information generated is used to aid better, more informed choices.
There are several steps in attaining this. The financial aspect of the audit looked at the extent to
which the authority is able to gauge value for money. Does the authority have and use the requisite
financial information to allow cost benchmarking, investment level comparisons and appropriate
financial reporting? It also examined the authorities cost recording methods and whether they create
the information needed for asset management.
Findings
Aberdeenshire records the historical high-level and unit costs; some benchmarking utilising the data
is completed and the trend data is utilised within reports such as the ASOR, to provide context
regarding increases in works costs vs budgets.
High-level and unit cost data is submitted to APSE and family group performance meetings are
regularly attended; the APSE outputs are benchmarked to illustrate movements compared to peered
authorities; the quality team records and calculates this data.
A draft 2018-19 Whole Government Accounts was produced, and this information was utilised within
the latest Aberdeenshire ASOR. Aberdeenshire ASOR has assisted in defending the services
budgets and on occasions, assisted in gain additional investment.
Aberdeenshire provided the budget allocation procedure utilised to determine the budget split across
the service utilising several different indicators that determine the need and priorities, the indicators
differ for each area and consider information such as asset quantities, condition, demographics, etc.
Assessment - Consolidating
3

Financial Practices

Developing

Consolidating

Secure

3.1

Good practice is to
understand the Highlevel (network/asset
group/activity level)
Costs of typical items
of work, and be able to
determine why costs
are changing

Historical high-level
costs are not recorded

Historical high-level
costs are recorded but
are not being analysed

Historical high-level
costs are recorded
and analysed to
determine changes
and reasons for
changes in cost

3.2

Good practice is to
understand the Unit
Cost of typical items of
work, and be able to
determine why costs
are changing

Historical unit costs
are not recorded

Historical unit costs
are recorded but are
not being analysed

Historical unit costs
are recorded and
analysed to determine
changes and reasons
for changes in cost
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Developing

Consolidating

Secure

Good practice is to
routinely benchmark
high-level costs
against peer
authorities and
external suppliers

There is little evidence
of efforts to
benchmark high-level
costs

Benchmarking of highlevel costs is
undertaken
sporadically as part of
individual initiatives

Benchmarking of highlevel costs is
undertaken routinely
using a defined
method that is
regularly reviewed and
updated.

3.4

Good practice is to
routinely benchmark
unit costs against peer
authorities and
external suppliers

There is little evidence
of efforts to
benchmark unit costs

Benchmarking of unit
of costs is undertaken
sporadically as part of
individual initiatives

Benchmarking of unit
costs is undertaken
routinely using a
defined method that is
regularly reviewed and
updated.

3.5

Good practice is to
have a method of
allocating service level
budgets that uses
performance and cost
information to
influence choices

Budget allocation is
based upon a
historical method

Budget allocation is
based upon historical
budgets adjusted
annually to reflect
“pressures”

Budget allocation is
directly influenced by
reported performance
(ASOR or similar) zero
based review
undertaken regularly

3.6

Good practice is to
provide accurate
information to inform
corporate decision
making

No reporting of asset
needs (ASOR or
similar) at corporate or
council level

Asset needs (ASOR or
similar) are reported at
a corporate or council
level

Asset reporting
successfully influences
corporate strategic
decision making

3

Financial Practices

3.3

Recommendations
The following actions are recommended:
vi.

Undertake trend analysis on unit and high-level cost data, plus identify any conditions causing
costs to change unexpectedly. Any conditions which present a risk to the asset management
strategy and objectives should be recorded in the Road Asset Management Plan with mitigation
measures.

vii.

Benchmark unit and high-level cost data with peer authorities to identify differences and
improvements, e.g. contracts, materials, techniques, etc.
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4. Performance Review - CONSOLIDATING
Scope
This section looks at the extent to which the authority is able to gauge how well it is doing in terms
of managing the road asset. Specifically, the audit is trying to determine if performance data is
being used to drive improvement, i.e. is the authority measuring and reviewing the appropriate
things to enable informed choices to be made over investment? The audit examined the indicators
used, recent results, if appropriate trends and peer comparisons, and whether the results are being
used to aid management decisions.
Findings
Performance measure data is submitted to APSE annually and the outputs are reviewed against
service levels specified in the Road Asset Management Plan; if any measures fall below service
levels, improvement plans are implemented. In addition to the APSE measures, Aberdeenshire have
implemented local operational measures which are reported via a dashboard with the Confirm
Solution, allowing performance to be activity reviewed and managed by the area engineers and the
Asset Management team. Improvement activities/initiatives are implemented if local operational
measure flag areas of concern.
The APSE data is utilised in the ASOR reports, which are submitted and annually and the data has
been successfully utilised for building business cases for Structures funding. Additionally, the APSE
data was successfully utilised by the Aberdeenshire Road Service to defend their current strategy of
maintaining their existing performance levels, through building a business case around the impacts
reducing performance levels/funding on other neighbouring authorities.
Aberdeenshire have provided some evidence of use of the performance data and implementation of
ad-hoc improvement initiatives. To move to Secure, it is recommended that Aberdeenshire develops
performance monitors that align with the Asset Management and Corporate objectives, allowing any
risks to the objectives to be easily identified and the appropriate improvement initiative to be
implemented and monitored.
Assessment – Consolidating

4
4.1

Performance
Review
Good practice is to
have a relevant suite
of performance
measures to actively
manage core assets
and drive investment
decision making
towards best value
outcomes

Developing
Performance
measurement is
undertaken as an
administrative task,
e.g. to feed data to
APSE, and not as an
improvement
mechanism.

Consolidating

Secure

Data and performance
is reviewed and there
is some evidence of
usage in pursuing
improvement activity.

Performance data is
used effectively as the
basis for identifying
and measuring
service/VfM
improvements.
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4
4.2

Performance
Review
Good practise is to
have a mechanism for
evaluating and
improving
performance, aimed at
creating a culture of
continuous
improvement

Developing
No or little evidence of
any significant
improvement initiatives

Consolidating
Evidence of specific
ad-hoc improvement
initiatives
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Secure
Regularly undertake
improvement initiatives
as an embedded
practice

Recommendations
The following actions are recommended:
vi.

Develop local monitors/indicators to demonstrate the activities and road services contribution
to the delivery to the corporate Objectives / Priorities / Outcomes, such as the examples below:
Please note, the monitors/indicators below are standard examples to illustrate the
connection between the Organisations Strategic Objective, monitors/indicators and
measures. It is recommended that Aberdeenshire Council do not adopt the examples
below but develop local monitors/indicators following a similar approach.
Aberdeenshire might have existing local monitors/indicators implemented, with some
comparable to the examples below; if so, Aberdeenshire Council should undertake a
mapping exercise to link these to the Corporate Objectives.
Scottish Government Strategic Objective: Greener
Monitor: Road Service Greenhouse gas emissions
Measure: Estimated equivalent CO2 emissions for all aspects of road service
delivery, including manufacturing of materials and logistics.
Scottish Government Strategic Objective: Safer and Stronger
Monitor: Road skid resistance
Measure: Length of road which has been assessed to require surface treatment
due to the risk of wet skidding accidents.
Implementing local monitors/indicators akin to the above would provide visibility to all people
involved in delivery of road service activities how different activities contribute to the delivery
of the council’s corporate priorities, from the contractors to inspectors to officers to managers
to directors to the Chief Executive and members. Having this link creates a golden thread
and assists in improving the communication of road service risks against corporate priorities
and the service delivered on the ground.
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5. Maintenance Manual - CONSOLIDATING
Task Overview
Road service activities have been developed over time through trial and error, learning lessons from
previous mistakes and risk assessment. Historically, training staff for many activities has been
through on the job guidance and supervision from experienced staff. However, this approach can
lead lack of understanding surrounding the context of the activity, shortcuts/bad habits being passed
on, lack of consistency and/or risks not being fully mitigated.
Such as example would be where an inspector drives the inspection route but only records start/end
date/time when a defect has been observed and noted, with defect free sections having no recorded
date/time of inspection. The inspector might surmise that the inspection has been fully undertaken
and the ‘important data’ efficiently recorded. However, in the wider context this gap in recording
specifics of time and date of the entire inspection can result in challenges, with additional work and
costs incurred in defending claims further down the line. By incurring a very small amount of
additional time during inspections this risk could be mitigated, i.e. “a stitch in time saves nine”.
The Maintenance Manual is a resource that supports training of staff, manages risks, promotes
consistency and provides a standard approach that can be reviewed and audited for compliance.
The Maintenance Manual provides process and procedures for undertaking all activities by the road
service, based on national best practices, shared experience from forums such as SCOTS and local
experiences.
The Maintenance Manual does not need to be a single unified document, it could take the form of
small documents with a centralised reference system providing the document location, owner,
version, review/audit date, plus other key information. SCOTS RAM Practices recommends that the
Maintenance Manual and containing documentation are all part of a controlled document, e.g.
incorporated into a system, such as ISO 9000.
The Process and Procedures contained in the Maintenance Manual should provide clear instructions
allowing a person who has no experience of the activity to understand and conduct the task:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Context
Objective
Methodology
Risks
Reference documents
Competence/training/experience requirements

A maintenance manual can take various forms however it is recommended for each activity, key
information is summarised and highlighted, plus the methodology is clear and concise; authorities
should consider utilising process maps, to illustrate the key activities and decisions. The manual
should provide a consistent and auditable approach to the activity. Additionally, if there are incidents
where a process & procedure requires reviewing due to unforeseen risks, the context for the change
in approach and rationale should be recorded or referenced in the updated process and procedures.
In the suite of Asset Management documents, the Maintenance Manual should expand and “flesh
out” the Strategies contained in the Road Asset Management Plan, providing the detailed approach
utilised by the authority in the day-to-day operations of the service. During the annual review of the
17
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RAMP, the maintenance strategies should be compared to the Maintenance Manual practices and
any adjustments made, if required, to ensure alignment.
Scope
SCOTS recommends that authorities use documented processes for the key activities associated
with the management of the asset and has moved away from reliance upon the knowledge of long
serving individuals. Documented processes (or procedures) for aspects such as inspection, defect
categorisation/prioritisation, selection of planned maintenance schemes and selection of
maintenance treatments and/or materials would be expected to be recorded as a minimum.
Findings
Aberdeenshire maintenance manual consists of an Asset Management Report Handbook, lifecycle
plans for each major asset type and process & procedures for high risk activities.
The Asset Management Report Handbook and each of the asset lifecycle plans provides a highlevel approach to how the assets are managed throughout their life; providing a synopsis of the
activities undertaken in managing the asset. The Asset Management Report Handbook and lifecycle
plans are not control documents, therefore are not reviewed and audited for compliance.
Additional to the Asset Management Report Handbook and lifecycle plans, Aberdeenshire have
several controlled operational procedures documents, which are reviewed and audited for
compliance purposes. The operational procedure documents manage high risk activities, such as
Fencing & Vehicle Restraint Systems, Road Markings & Studding, Surface Dressing, Street Lighting,
Procurement of Works, Categorising of road sections, Gully Operator Guidance, etc. The
operational procedures cover a broad range of activities; however, the list is not extensive and does
not cover all aspects of Asset Management and service delivery.
A maintenance manual would provide the benefit of:
1. Supporting succession planning
The Maintenance Manual captures the knowledge and practices of the experienced members
of staff, including information how the process and procedures have been evolved, what has
been trailed, challenges with previous practices and lessons learnt. This will ensure this
information is retained and improved as staff progress, transfer or leave the organisation.
2. Supports the training and development of staff
The Maintenance Manual provides a training document which supports staff new to the
activity to quickly understand and undertake the activity with minimal input from other staff.
3. Promotes a consistent and enables compliance auditing
The maintenance manual provides a mechanism for compliance auditing (for the higher risk
activities), promoting consistency across the service and identifying improvements.
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Assessment – Consolidating
Aberdeenshire have several documents that form the foundation of a maintenance manual and
supports the training, consistency, monitoring and compliance of high-risk activities across the road
service. However, the documentation detail is insufficient for non-high-risk activities, such as
condition assessment, planned maintenance (scheme identification and prioritisation), etc to allow
staff to be trained in a consistent manner and for activities to be audited.
5
5.1

Maintenance
Manual
Good practice is to
have documented
methods of managing
the asset and a
process to monitor
compliance.

Developing

Consolidating

Secure

Evidence that some
assets are being
managed in
accordance with AM
principles but Asset
Management
procedures are not yet
fully documented

Evidence that main
asset groups are being
managed in
accordance with AM
principles. Asset
Management
procedures are
documented but not
controlled.

Main asset groups are
being managed in
accordance with
documented and
controlled Asset
Management
procedures and
compliance effectively
monitored

Recommendations
The following actions are recommended:
vii.
viii.

Develop Asset Management and Operational procedures for all road service activities
Undertake routine reviews and compliance audits of all procedures

ix.

Assign all procedures owners and review frequencies

x.

Evidence reviews of the procedures, including any non-conformances and improvement
actions.

19

SCOTS RAMP Audit Report Authority, 2020

Item: 7
Page: 238

6. Annual Status and Options Reporting - SECURE
Introduction
Historically, key decision makers were making choices that impacted the delivery and performance
of the road service and assets with little or no background information or understanding of the
consequences.
The purpose of the Annual Status and Options Report (ASOR) is to provide the key decision makers
with the information required to allow them to make informed decisions. The ASOR should contain
information such as:
•

Historical trends
o Illustrations
o Commentary
Existing status
Options Analysis
Risks

•
•
•

The ASOR should contain information regarding all assets and an asset is defined as:
“An item, thing or entity that has potential or actual value to an organisation” – ISO 55000
Value is defined as:
“The regard that something is held to deserve; the importance, worth, or usefulness of something”
– Oxford English Dictionary
Therefore, authorities should consider including staff and competence information with the ASOR.
Information from the ASOR is utilised to develop the Road Asset Management Plan strategies and
also supports the review and update of the RAMP.
Scope
The audit examined if the status of the asset is being reported and if costed future condition
predictions are reported. Template annual status and options reports have been made available for
this purpose under the project. This section investigates the adoption of these practices, specifically
is there a formalised reporting of status to management and councillors.
Findings
Aberdeenshire annually present the ASOR to the Infrastructure Services Committee; the committee
does not have budgetary responsibilities; however, the committee has on occasions requested
supplementary information and utilised this to raise awareness of the challenges facing the road
service across the members. Funding levels have not changed significantly over the last few years;
however, Aberdeenshire believe that the ASOR has assisted their case in protecting road service
funding by raising the awareness of the impacts of budget cuts on the service; budget savings have
been implemented on other services across the authority.
20

SCOTS RAMP Audit Report Authority, 2020

Item: 7
Page: 239

Additionally, the regional newspaper published an article based on the information contained in the
2019/20 ASOR, highlighting the road services challenges.
Aberdeenshire are continuously looking at ways of evolving the ASOR and in the 2019/20 ASOR
look at ways to present the information in an easier to consume format, plus ensuring they provide
a clear and consistent message for members and other stakeholders.
Assessment – Secure
6

Annual
Status
Options Reporting

and

Developing

Consolidating

Secure

6.1

Good practice is to report the
performance
(condition,
repair record and other
relevant information) about
the asset and the risks
associated with it to the
relevant stakeholders and
decision makers at least
annually

Formal
status
reporting has not yet
started

Status reporting is
done on an ad hoc
basis and not as a
regular,
scheduled
activity

Status reporting is
undertaken as an
annual regime (or
more frequently)

6.2

Good practice is to present
decision
makers
with
investment options.

Options reporting not
yet implemented

Options reporting is
done on an ad hoc
basis and not as a
regular,
scheduled
activity

Evidence of regular,
effective use of
Options reporting to
support investment
decision making.

Recommendations
The following actions are recommended:

xi.

Continue to evolve the ASOR report, ensuring it meets the needs of the target audience and
learn from other road authorities in the UK and world.

xii.

Leverage information and publicity created by other industry published reports, such as RAC
Foundation Bridges Report or AIA ALARM report.
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7. Road Asset Management Plan - SECURE
Introduction
In the suite of asset management documents, the Road Asset Management Plan (RAMP) resides
between the RAM Policy and the Maintenance Manual, linking the strategic objectives in the Policy
to the Maintenance Manuals operational process and procedures.
The RAMP provides information regarding the short, medium- and long-term strategy and outline of
the plan to achieving the authority’s corporate objectives through road infrastructure asset
management.
The RAMP should provide information regarding:
• Levels of service
• Performance Targets
• Strategies to achieve Levels of service and Performance Targets
• Risks and mitigation actions
The Levels of Service, Performance Targets, Strategies and risks contained in the RAMP should be
based on the outputs from the scenarios analysed as part of Financial Practices (Task 4) and
reported in the ASOR (Task 6). The RAMP should be reviewed annually to ensure the Levels of
service and performance targets remain realistic, strategies capable of delivering the specified
outcomes and that all risks have been identified and mitigated.
Scope
The audit examined if the council has a RAMP and if so what its purpose and contents are. RAMPs
are expected to be slim documents that are council approved and summarise the targets and
investments committed by the authority. This aspect will use the template RAMP as a reference to
gauge the quality of the RAMP.
Findings
Aberdeenshire’s Road Asset Management Plan (RAMP) was approved by committee in 2012 and
provides illustrations of SCOTS recommended practices, where the RAMP resides within the
Authority Plans and Strategic documentation. Providing a link to the corporate asset management
plan objectives.
The Road Asset Management Plan does not provide any Service Standards (Service Levels) and
targets surrounding Safety, Condition and Service; however it does outline the approach to
distribution of the budgets and development of the work programmes to support the delivery of value
for money.
The RAMP provides an overview of the asset strategies; however, each asset has its own strategy
document which provides more detail, allowing the strategies to be agile and evolve based on the
current circumstances without requiring committee approval for the amendments.
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Aberdeenshire RAMP contains the standard risks contained in the SCOTS template, plus builds on
the information by providing details of the Aberdeenshire Risk Management criteria and matrix and
identifying additional risks, providing the risk rating, the mitigations and the post-mitigation risk rating.

Assessment – Secure
The audits are based on the existing SCOTS RAM Project recommended practices outlined below
and have been assessed to be Secure, however several areas of improvement have been identified,
with suggested improvement actions outlined in the recommendation subsection, below.
7

Road Asset
Management Plan

Developing

Consolidating

Secure

7.1

Good practice is to
have
a
RAMP
approved by council

No RAMP produced

RAMP
has
been
produced but not taken
through
Council
Committee
approval
process

RAMP
has
been
presented to Council
Committee but may not
have received full
Council approval.

7.2

Good practice is for the
RAMP to contain the
service standard target
for the period covered
by the plan. (repair and
condition
standards/targets)

RAMP
does
contain
standards/targets

not

RAMP contains some
standards/targets

RAMP contains a full
suite of targets (all
major asset groups
and
repair
and
condition standards)

7.3

Good practice is for the
RAMP
to
details
strategies for how it is
planned to deliver the
standards/targets

RAMP
does
not
contain
asset
strategies

Some strategies in the
RAMP but not all asset
groups covered

Strategies for all asset
groups

7.4

Good practice is for the
RAMP to identify key
risks to successful
delivery and how these
will be managed.

The RAMP makes no,
or minimal, reference
to Risk Management

The RAMP includes
identification of Risks
but lacks sufficient
detail, or a clear plan
for how they will be
managed

The RAMP clearly
identifies key risks and
includes a plan to
manage them

Recommendations
The following actions are recommended:
xiii.

Develop monitors/indicators and service levels for risks specified within RAMP, e.g.
Scottish Government Strategic Objective: Greener
Risk: Increase in Greenhouse gases directly attributed to Road Services
Monitor: Road Service Greenhouse gas emissions from all aspects of Road Services
Measure 1: Estimated equivalent CO2 emissions for all aspects of road service delivery,
including manufacturing of materials and logistics.
Measure 2: Estimated CO2 emissions for all road lighting.

23

SCOTS RAMP Audit Report Authority, 2020

Item: 7
Page: 242

Scottish Government Strategic Objective: Safer and Stronger
Risk: Increase in number of injury road traffic collisions
Monitor: Road skid resistance
Measure: Length of road which has been assessed to require surface treatment due to the
risk of wet skidding accidents.
Please note, the monitors/indicators below are standard examples to illustrate the
connection between the Organisations Strategic Objective, monitors/indicators and
measures. It is recommended that Aberdeenshire Council do not adopt the examples
below but develop local monitors/indicators following a similar approach.
Aberdeenshire might have existing local monitors/indicators implemented, with some
comparable to the examples below; if so, Aberdeenshire Council should undertake a
mapping exercise to link these to the Corporate Objectives.
Scottish Government Strategic Objective: Greener
Risk: Increase in Greenhouse gases directly attributed to Road Services
Monitor: Road Service Greenhouse gas emissions from all aspects of Road Services
Measure 1: Estimated equivalent CO2 emissions for all aspects of road service
delivery, including manufacturing of materials and logistics.
Measure 2: Estimated CO2 emissions for all road lighting.

Scottish Government Strategic Objective: Safer and Stronger
Risk: Increase in number of injury road traffic collisions
Monitor: Road skid resistance
Measure: Length of road which has been assessed to require surface treatment due
to the risk of wet skidding accidents.

xiv.

Link the existing Authority Plan Priority to the service standards and targets within the RAMP.
Creating a connection between the outcomes and the respective monitors/indicators, plus
ensuring consistency with the Roads Operation Plan.

xv.

Implement a routine review process to ensure that the approach outline is still appropriate
and undertake updates to the RAMP, if required.

xvi.

Consider aligning the development of the RAMP with the political cycles of the authority and
publishing of corporate plans.
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8. Works Programme - CONSOLIDATING
Introduction
Multi-year works programmes support Asset Management on several fronts:
a. Promotes a consistent approach to assessing and prioritising planned works
i.
Provides evidence if audited or challenged.
b. Promotes review and updating of planned works programming process
i.
Continuous improvement of programme based on lessons learnt of previous
programmes.
c. Promotes sharing, visibility and transparency of Asset Programmes to internal stakeholders
i.
Promotes and supports more collaborative working across Asset Leads
ii.
Generates efficiencies through areas such as:
• Contract administration
• Traffic Management
• Reduced impact on public
iii.
Improved public opinion e.g. one set of roadworks, instead of several over the 5-year
window.
d. Promotes sharing, visibility and transparency of Asset Programmes with external
stakeholders
i.
Sets customer expectations
ii.
Provide visibility of works to Statutory Providers
Scope
The audit investigated whether the authority had a practice of identifying long term programmes of
work and the extent to which RAMP targets and strategies are incorporated and drive the selection
of schemes and treatment included in the relevant works programmes
Findings
Carriageway and Footway works programmes are developed by the area engineers; presently there
is no standardised methodology utilised by the area engineers to develop their programmes.
However, Aberdeenshire are trialling an assessment methodology which they anticipate will become
the standard approach utilised by all areas in the future.
Street Lighting have implemented a multi-year LED Improvement programme. Structures have a
process for developing the prioritised works list which is utilised to generate the multi-year works
programme based on funding.
Operational procedures covers many aspects of the design and delivery of the works; works are
routinely reviewed to ensure that it complies the required procedures and specification; however the
reviews do not consider the effectiveness of works programme.
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Audit Assessment – Consolidating
Developing

Consolidating

Secure

Good practice is to have a
rolling programme (3yrs
or more) of prioritised
planned
maintenance/renewals
schemes/projects that are
driven by a documented
strategy in the RAMP.

No rolling programme

Rolling programme for
some but not all asset
groups.

Rolling programme for
all asset groups directly
related to strategies
contained
in
the
RAMP.

Good practice is to have
an evaluation process to
monitor and review the
effectiveness of the works
programme

There is little evidence
of evaluation of the
works programme

Evaluation and review
of
the
works
programme is done on
an ad hoc basis

Evaluation and review
of
the
works
programme
is
undertaken
and
reported annually

8

Work Programme

8.1

8.2

Recommendations
The following actions are recommended:
xvii.

Develop a centralised and standardised approach for developing works programmes.

xviii.

Shared works programmes across the road service and annually meet to discuss
programme, looking to determine if efficiencies can be made through shared design, traffic
management, etc.

xix.

Routinely review the impacts of historical works and if required, calibrate the projection model
based on findings.

xx.

Annually review works programme to determine any lessons learnt and update maintenance
manual, works programme process and other documents, if required.
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9. Communications and Engagement - CONSOLIDATING
Introduction
The competency of the team delivering Road Asset Management activities is an important
component of Asset Management; it is essential for effective and efficient delivery of the services
that the staff have the competencies necessary. Competencies can be learnt through on the job
training and experiences, on the job reading such as the Maintenance Manuals or other documents,
or through official training, such as the SCOTS workshops.
Additionally, Asset Management is about continuous improvement and learning from innovation
within the road sector across Scotland, UK, Europe and the world, plus across other industries, such
as other transport sectors (e.g. railways, ports, airports, etc), Water, Oil and Gas, Energy,
telecommunications, etc.
Road Asset Managers are excellent at managing their assets to extend the asset life with the limited
budgets they have available, however the area that many Road Asset Managers have a weakness,
is regarding communication and engagement with stakeholders.
Stakeholder communication and engagement is an essential tool in Asset Management and is one
of the differentials between ‘Managing the Asset’ and ‘Asset Management’. Key to stakeholder
communication and engagement is understanding:
• Who your stakeholders are, internally and externally?
• How to effectively engage with different stakeholders?
• What are the stakeholder expectations?
• How do these expectations relate to the specified service levels?
• How to manage stakeholder expectations?
Critical to this is the development of a Communication Strategy, which creates a framework which
answers the questions above and provides an approach to manage communications and
engagement with stakeholders. Active communication and engagement with stakeholders, plus
setting stakeholder expectations has been proven to improve customer satisfaction and reduce
customer enquires.
Scope
The audit reviewed level of resource available to the authority for asset management planning tasks
and the level of understanding of the purpose and practice of asset management from those people
who are involved in the audit meetings.
Findings
Asset Management responsibilities for all core asset groups are assigned and contained within
‘Roads Policy and Asset Management’ document. The road service regularly provide updates to
committees and the minutes are available on Aberdeenshire Council website.
Authority are actively involved with most aspects of the SCOTS RAM Project; providing
representation to the Steering Group through to presenting at workshops and actively stimulating
discussions.
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Audit Assessment - Consolidating

9

Communication
and Engagement

Developing

Consolidating

Secure

9.1

Good practice is to have
the responsibility for asset
management
clearly
allocated to appropriately
trained/skilled personnel.

Lead
AM
responsibility is not
yet clearly assigned

Asset
Management
responsibility
is
assigned but not fully
developed

Asset
Management
responsibilities within
all core groups are
assigned

9.2

Good practice is to have
regular, planned AM
communications,
appropriate
to
stakeholder needs

There is little planned
or
structured
AM
communication

Evidence of Planned
Asset
Management
communications
but
they are not always
implemented, or at an
appropriate / sufficient
level

There is a documented
AM
communications
plan that is adhered to
and meets the needs of
key stakeholders

9.3

Good practice is active
engagement in the project

Little evidence of
active engagement

Evidence
engagement such
attendance
workshops but not
fully engaged

Evidence
of
full
engagement,
e.g.
regular attendance at
all workshops, tasks
always completed, high
membership on Khub
and
proactive
engagement.

of
as
at
yet

Recommendations
The following actions are recommended:
xxi.

Develop an Asset Management Communication plan (template available on KHub).

xxii.

Add Asset Management as dedicated item to all Road Service meeting agendas.

xxiii.

Undertake planned and structured Asset Management communications to share
information, knowledge, experience and resources across the road service and other asset
managers within the organisation.
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10. Improvement Action Programme & Value for Money - CONSOLIDATING
Scope
The audit will examine the extent to which the authority is planning for improvement of its asset
management practices. It will also review where specific value for money enhancing initiatives
driven, or underpinned by asset management have been undertaken.
Findings
Aberdeenshire have not developed an Asset Management Improvement Action Programme, but
have implemented several adhoc initiatives to drive improvements, such as implementing a RiskBased Inspection Methodology utilising the Confirm Solution mobile software, adapting and evolving
the ASOR and development of a structure’s works prioritisation methodology.
During the implementation of the improvement actions, Authority have not considered and
documented the baseline, expected outcomes, implemented measures, assigned key timescales
and owners of the actions; improvement actions have been assumed to provide efficiencies based
on anecdotal evidence.
Assessment - Consolidating

10
10.1

Improvement and
Value for Money
Good practice is to be
using asset management
to drive improvement and
deliver better value for
money.

Developing

Consolidating

Secure

Asset Management is
not yet being used to
drive improvement.

There is evidence of
AM being used to drive
improvement

Evidence
that
Improvement actions
are implemented and
benefits being realised

e.g. there is no
improvement plan

The following actions are recommended:
xxiv.

Implement guidance provided by Task 10 of SCOTS Road Asset Management Recommend
Practices to evidence and ensure that improvement actions are generating improvements.
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4 Improvement Recommendations
The following actions are those recommended for Authority to consider as a means of further
developing their road asset management practices. They are based upon the findings from the audit
and information as provided by the authority and should be read in that context and be integrated
into an Improvement Action Programme accordingly. Recommended priority for each action is given,
however it is accepted that Authority will need to take into account resource availability in
programming resulting actions.
No.

Recommendation

Priority

i

Review core data in accordance with WMHI CoP Recommendations 9 Medium
(Network Inventory) and Recommendation 10 (Asset Data Management).

ii

All Data Management Improvement Actions must be SMART and assigned Medium
an owner.

ii

Develop a Data Management Plan

iv

Undertake trend analysis on unit and high-level cost data, plus identify any Medium
conditions causing costs to change unexpectedly. Any conditions which
present a risk to the asset management objectives should be recorded in the
Road Asset Management Plan with mitigation.

v

Benchmark unit and high-level cost data with peer authorities to identify Low
differences and improvements, e.g. contracts, materials, techniques, etc.

vi

Develop local monitors/indicators to demonstrate the activities and road High
services contribution to the delivery to the corporate Objectives / Priorities /
Outcomes.

vii

Develop Asset Management and Operational procedures for all road service Medium
activities

viii

Undertake routine reviews and compliance audits of all procedures

ix

Assign all Asset Management and Operations procedures owners and review Medium
frequencies

x

Evidence reviews of the procedures, including any non-conformances and Medium
improvement actions.

xi

Continue to evolve the ASOR report, ensuring it meets the needs of the target Low
audience and learn from other road authorities in the UK and world.

xii

Leverage information and publicity created by other industry published
reports, such as RAC Foundation Bridges Report or AIA ALARM report.

Medium

xiii

Develop monitors/indicators and service levels for risks specified within
RAMP

High

xiv

Link the existing Authority Plan Priority to the service standards and targets High
within the RAMP. Creating a connection between the outcomes and the
respective monitors/indicators, plus ensuring consistency with the Roads
Operation Plan.

High

Medium
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No.

Recommendation

Priority

xv

Implement a routine review process to ensure that the approach outline is still Medium
appropriate and undertake updates to the RAMP, if required.

xvi

Consider aligning the development of the RAMP with the political cycles of
the authority and publishing of corporate plans.

xvii

Develop a centralised and standardised approach for generating works High
programmes

xviii

Share works programmes across the road service and annually meet to High
discuss programme, looking to determine if efficiencies can be made through
shared design, traffic management, etc.

xix

Routinely review the impacts of historical works and if required, calibrate the
projection model based on findings.

xx

Annually review works programme to determine any lessons learnt and Medium
update maintenance manual, works programme process and other
documents, if required.

xxi

Develop an Asset Management Communication plan (template available on Medium
KHub).

xxii

Add Asset Management as dedicated item to all Road Service meeting
agendas.

xxiii

Undertake planned and structured Asset Management communications to High
share information, knowledge, experience and resources across the road
service and other asset managers within the organisation.

xxiv

Implement guidance provided by Task 10
of SCOTS Road Asset Medium
Management Recommend Practices to evidence and ensure that
improvement actions are generating improvements.

Low

Medium

High
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Appendix A: Authority Feedback
Where the Authority believes the report to include factual inaccuracies or significant gaps in
information, please provide details and indication of relevant evidence and return to
Matthew.Miller@atkinsglobal.com for review and response within 5 working days of receipt of
the Audit Report.

Authority Feedback
Task No. / Area of Feedback/comment/
Practice
evidence

example

of Auditor Comments
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Appendix B: Report Acceptance
If/once you are satisfied that the report (or revised report) is an accurate representation of your
authority’s position in relation to the audit standards as defined, please complete the sign off section
and return to the RAMP Project Manager: Marie.Fitzpatrick@ls.glasgow.gov.uk

Authority Acceptance/Signoff
On behalf of the authority, I accept this audit report as an accurate reflection of our asset
management position as assessed against the audit defined standards:
Signed (name)

Authority

Position

Date
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Infrastructure Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
STRATEGIC TRANSPORT UPDATE
1

Reason for Report/Summary

1.1

This report provides the Committee with updates on transportation projects
across Aberdeenshire for the period between July 2020 and November 2020.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Acknowledge the progress made with projects, activities and
developments taken forward by Nestrans, external agencies and
stakeholders as outlined in the report; and

2.2

Agree to accept further updates on the progress of both the
implementation and delivery of the Aberdeenshire Local Transport
Strategy (LTS) as appropriate; and

2.3

Consider and approve the submission of the consultation response
to the Scotland’s Road Safety Framework to 2030 consultation.

3

Purpose and Decision Making Route

3.1

Attached to this report as Appendix 1 is the LTS Action Update covering the
period from July 2020 to November 2020. This shows progress made against
identified categories, i.e. Travel Actively and Travel Effectively.

3.2

This report is brought to the Infrastructure Services Committee at every second
meeting in order to provide timely updates on progress and allow appropriate
decisions to be taken.

4

Discussion

4.1

Since the last report to Infrastructure Services Committee on 20 August 2020
(Item 7), the Nestrans Board met virtually on 16 September. The approved
minutes of the meeting and a video recording can be accessed at:
https://www.nestrans.org.uk/about-nestrans/board-meetings-2/

4.2

Electric Vehicle usage is increasing across Aberdeenshire with the number of
charging sessions exceeding 2019 rates for July, August and September. Due
to the high cost of electricity and maintenance, the recovery of costs for charge
points was approved by Infrastructure Service Committee on 28 November
2019 (Item 11) a fee for electricity usage will commence in January 2021 and
the rate will be £0.21 per kWh.
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4.3

In the interest of public health off-street parking charges was removed across
Aberdeenshire from March 2020 due to Covid 19. Following endorsement from
the Recovery Reference Group, parking charges in our off-street car parks will
resume in January 2021.

4.4

Scotland’s Road Safety Framework to 2030 sets out the strategic vision for
road casualty reduction on the road network. Officers have been engaging with
Transport Scotland during the development of the Framework and are
supportive of the approach taken in setting out the aims and objectives of the
Framework. The proposed submission to the consultation can be found in
Appendix 2 and the consultation document is available via
https://consult.gov.scot/transport-scotland/road-safety-framework-to2030/user_uploads/425982_sct1219677072-001_sg-consultation-on-roadsafety_final_web--1-.pdf.

4.5

Following adoption of the Road Safety Framework, a revised Road Casualty
Reduction Strategy will then be developed in collaboration with partner
agencies and authorities. This process will follow our usual approach to
consultation including taking to Area Committee's before being reported to
Infrastructure Services Committee for approval in Spring 2021.

5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

The report helps to deliver the Council Priority within the pillar “Our Economy”
and the principles which underpins this priority of “responsible finances” and
“tackling poverty and inequalities”.
The report helps to deliver the Council Priority within the pillar “Our People” and
the principle which underpins this priority of “right people, right place, right time”
and “human rights and public protection”.
The report helps to deliver the Council Priority within the pillar “Our
Environment” and the principle which underpins this priority of “digital
infrastructure” and “climate and sustainability”.

5.2

This report shows how we are delivering on the commitments in the LTS.

5.3

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendations are agreed.
Subject
Financial
Staffing
Equalities
Fairer Scotland Duty
Town Centre First
Sustainability
Children and Young People’s Rights
and Wellbeing

Yes

No

N/A
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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5.4

An Equality Impact Assessment has not been completed for Equalities or Fairer
Scotland Duty as the interventions, strategies, projects and policies referred to
in this report will be separately assessed.

5.5

There are no staffing or financial implications.

5.6

As this report details events which have already occurred, there is no risk
identified in terms of the Corporate or Directorate Risk Registers.

6

Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section F.1.1f of the List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of
Governance as it relates to the monitoring of the activities of the Transportation
Strategy Unit.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Sally Davis, Strategy Development Officer
10 November 2020
List of Appendices
Appendix 1 – Transport Strategy Update, July 2020 to November 2020
Appendix 2 – Draft response to Scotland’s Road Safety Framework to 2030
Consultation
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Appendix 1 – Transport Strategy Update – July 2020 to November 2020
Project Title
Action
Budget

Charge Place
Scotland Grant
20/21
LTS E8, LEV
Delivery Plan
Charge Place
Scotland Grant

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Delivery

FY 2020/21

Progress

60%

Due to Covid 19, the 2020/21 programme was delayed.
Charge point installation progress can be found in the table below.
Location

Year

Turriff, The Wynd

18/19

Newmachar, Axis
Centre
Oldmeldrum,
Baker Street
Ellon, Library

18/19

Fraserburgh,
Hanover Street
Alford, Community
Campus
Insch, Martin Road

19/20

Peterhead, Lido

19/20

Aboyne

19/20

Hillside School

19/20

Macduff, Aquarium

19/20

Laurencekirk,
Mearns Academy

20/21

Portsoy, The
Square

20/21

Location

Year

Kemnay, Aquithie
Road

20/21

18/19
19/20

19/20
19/20

Charger
Type
2x 22kw
1x50kw
2x 22kw

Unit
Installed
P

1x 22kw
1x 50kw
1x 22kw

P

1x 22kw
1x 50kw
1x 22kw
1x 50kw
1x 22kw

P

1x 22kw
1x 50kw
1x 50kw

P

P

P

P
P

Metering

Commissioning

Completed
21/9/20
Completed
30/9/20
Completed
30/9/20
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Completed

Commissioned

Date to be
confirmed
Install
Date to be
Date to be confirmed
confirmed
3x 22kw
Install
Date to be
Date to be confirmed
confirmed
1x 22kw
P
Date to be
confirmed
1x 22kw
Install
Date to be
Date to be confirmed
confirmed
1x 22kw

Install
Date to be
confirmed
Charger
Unit
Type
Installed
1x 22kw
Install
Date to be
confirmed

Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed
Date to be
confirmed

Date to be
confirmed

Date to be
confirmed

Metering

Commissioning

Date to be
confirmed

Date to be
confirmed
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Tarland,
20/21
Recreation Ground

1x 22kw

Install
Date to be
Date to be confirmed
confirmed

Date to be
confirmed

Balmedie

1x 22kw

Install
Date to be
Date to be confirmed
confirmed

Date to be
confirmed

Project Title
Action

20/21

Recovery of Costs Public
Charge Point Network
LTS E8, LEV Delivery
Plan

Budget

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Delivery

FY 2020/21

Progress

10%

A tariff will be introduced on 4 January 2020 to recover the costs associated with the
operation of the public charge point network as approved by Infrastructure Services
Committee on 28 November 2019 (Item 11). The original implementation date of April
2020 was delayed due to Covid 19.
The Charge Place Scotland grant currently funds the maintenance of the charge point
network until 2022 therefore this cost is not passed on to the public.
The cost to the customer will be £0.21 per kWh to ensure recovery of costs
associated with the operation and management of the EV charger network in
Aberdeenshire. This cost is detailed as:
Energy cost per kWh used £0.16
Maintenance cost per kWh used £0.00
Transaction cost per kWh used £0.05
Total cost per kWh used £0.21
The tariff will be re-evaluated to include maintenance costs in 2022.
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Project Title

Walking and Cycling
Action Area
Travel Actively
Maps
Action
LTS M3
Delivery
FY 2020/21
Budget
Smarter Choices Smarter Progress
90%
Places
New walking and cycling maps have been developed for Aberdeenshire towns
including;








Kemnay
Kintore
Mintlaw
Portsoy
Turriff
Newtonhill
Banchory updates

There are now 18 different town walking and cycling maps available for
Aberdeenshire towns. The new maps will be available online in November.
Due to the success of the original Treasure Trails additional towns have been added
including Balmedie, Ellon and Kemnay. All the maps can be accessed through
Aberdeenshire Council’s website (https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/roads-andtravel/transportation/cycling/commuter-routes) and hard copies are available in local
libraries.

Project Title
Action
Budget

Staff Pool E-Bike
Scheme
LTS A17
Smarter Choices Smarter
Places

Action Area

Travel Actively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2019/20
80%

Five E-Bikes are currently available for staff use – 1 each at Woodhill House, Buchan
House, Gordon House, Banchory Social Work office and most recently at Ellon
Resource Centre. A further 2 E-Bikes are to be made available in the near future to
double the capacity at Woodhill House and Gordon House, but these have been
delayed due to Covid 19.
These bikes are free for all Council staff to make use of for either work or personal
journeys and have proved very popular during the last few months, with 31 different
members of staff making use of them this year. The majority of bookings have been
for leisure and for the purposes of being able to try out an E-Bike, with 71% of users
saying after using the staff E-Bike, they would be more likely to purchase their own
bike.
Transport Strategy are also procuring an online booking and management system,
again using Smarter Choices Smarter Places (SCSP) funding, to help streamline the
system and trial for other supported projects.
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Project Title
Action
Budget

Formartine and Buchan
Way E-Bike Project
LTS 2.1 A17
LEADER

Action Area

Travel Actively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2019/20
90%

Launch has been delayed due to Covid 19. It is hoped that at least 4 of the 5 sites
will be operational by the end of the financial year.

Project Title
Action
Budget

Caroline’s Well Woods
Shared Use Path
LTS 2.1
Walking and Cycling
Capital

Action Area

Travel Actively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2020/2021
30%

An online community consultation was held in August which generated over 500
responses. The response was overwhelmingly supportive of the proposals with a
large number of positive supporting comments also provided. A report was taken to
the Adaptive Services Board for agreement to progress this project to detailed design.
An Area Committee report will be taken to the Formartine Committee seeking
approval to construct the scheme once final cost estimates have been sought. It is
anticipated that this will be in early 2021.

Project Title
Action
Budget

Kintore – Blackburn
Active Travel Link
LTS 2.1 A17
Infrastructure, SCSP

Action Area

Travel Actively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2020/21
50%

Approval has recently been granted for the progression of this project through the
Adaptive Services Board and endorsed by the Recovery Reference Group. Work is
now progressing on the detailed design phase of the project.
Positive discussion have been held with Sustrans with regard to obtaining external
funding to progress the designs and the application is being currently being
considered by Sustrans. The project is not reliant on a successful application as there
is currently funding allocated within the Capital Plan for this work, which would no
longer be required if the application is successful.

Project Title

Stonehaven Wayfinding

Action Area

Action
Budget

LTS E1, E5
Station Travel Plan
Delivery Fund
Other

Delivery
Progress

Travel Effectively
Travel Actively
FY 2019/20
50%

Funding from ScotRail for the Station Travel Plan is on hold and there is currently no
update on this project.
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Project Title
Action
Budget

Schools Hands Up Travel
Survey
LTS M2
Station Travel Plan
Delivery Fund
Other

Action Area
Delivery
Progress

Monitoring, Reporting
and Promoting
FY 2020/21
80%

The annual national Hands Up Travel Survey, which originated in Aberdeenshire, has
just been completed by schools in Aberdeenshire with a 96.5% response rate. A
report on this has yet to be completed but results show 42% of pupils are walking to
school (4% increase from 2019), 7% are cycling or scooting (1% decrease from
2019), 7% are ‘park and striding’ (1% decrease from last year), 22% are being driven
(1% decrease from last year) and 22% are coming by bus or taxi (2% decrease from
last year).

Project Title
Action
Budget

I-Bike
LTS A9
Smarter Choices Smarter
Places/ Sustrans

Action Area
Delivery
Progress

Travel Actively
FY 2020/21
50%

I-Bike is working closely with 2 school clusters this academic year. The schools
participating are Auchterellon, Ellon, Meiklemill Primary Schools in the Ellon cluster
and Mintlaw and Pitfour Primaries in the Mintlaw cluster. Mintlaw Academy have also
been involved and the I-Bike officer has been available to direct interested staff to
funding and training courses.
The I-Bike officer has also contacted schools within the Fraserburgh, Peterhead and
Inverurie clusters. The I-Bike project works on a 3 year structure, the first year
provides intensive work with schools to help support them to take forward cycling
projects, year 2 the officer takes a step back to allow the school to take on some of
the work, and year 3, a further step back from the officer is taken. Due to Covid 19,
Ellon and Mintlaw are repeating year 1 as many of the projects were missed.

Project Title

Car Park Tariffs &
Management

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Action

E17, E19

Delivery

FY 2020/21

Budget

Car Parks

Progress

80%

At the start of the pandemic and lockdown period, the charging for use of the offstreet car parks was halted along with associated enforcement and maintenance
works. This decision was made in the interests of protecting public health, in
particular to protect our enforcement staff as well as customers where there would be
regular contact with ticket machines and the risk of close contact with others.
With the easing of lockdown restrictions and a better understanding of what can be
done to mitigate against the risk of virus transmission, along with associated issues in
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a number of towns due to decreased effective parking management measures, there
was a need to consider the resumption of charges for using the off-street car
parks.
At its meeting on 7 October 2020, the Recovery Reference Group endorsed the
recommendation to reintroduce charges in the Council’s off-street car parks from
January 2021. This decision was taken following internal discussion and
consideration of the current issues facing our residents and businesses.
During full lockdown there would have been minimal income, and Local Authorities
who retained charges saw a 90% + decrease in income. The agreed restart will allow
for 3 months of income in the 2020/21 financial year. However, it is assumed that
revenue will be below forecast due to the longer term impact of the pandemic and
therefore only 30% of budgeted income, based on 2019/20 actual figures, has been
allowed for in the period from January to March 2021.
Our town centres began to reopen on 29 June 2020 following the beginning of the
easing of lockdown restrictions. At this time our Car Park Operatives, who had
previously been redeployed assisting with various forms of deliveries during the
pandemic response, resumed car park monitoring, with a particular focus on misuse
of disabled parking bays within the car parks. Proactive communications setting out
that reintroduction of charges is to be delayed to beyond Christmas but will be
restarting in January 2021 will be undertaken.
Residents Permits
There have been 47 residents permits on our system since March 2020. All except 1
of these have been active through the period of no charging since 17 March
2020. For the number of weeks that they have been active for, when charging has
not been in place, they will be extended for, from the start date of charging in
January. All permit holders will be contacted and advised of the extension and of
when they will be required to pay for a renewal of their permit.
Machine upgrades
All machines have now been upgraded to accept card payments by either contactless
or chip payment. Integration between machines and enforcement systems (by the
restart date), all machines will be linked to our enforcement systems, this should
improve customer experience, for any user who forgets to display their ticket, or their
ticket is placed face down. This should also reduce the number of appeals and
associated administration.
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Project Title
Action
Budget

Strategic Transport
Appraisal – STAG1
Appraisal
LTS E24
City Region Deal

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2019/20
Ongoing

The Strategic Transport Appraisal (STA) STAG 1 Initial Appraisal stage has
concluded and was reported to Infrastructure Services Committee on 1 October (Item
8) as part of the Regional Transport Strategy consultation. The City Region Deal
Joint Committee will consider the STA report at its meeting on 13 November and
agree the next stage of work.

Project Title

Action
Budget

Strategic Transport
Appraisal – Strategic
Transport Model Update
LTS E24
City Region Deal

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2019/20
Ongoing

The new Aberdeen Aberdeenshire Transport Model – ASAM19 – which is used to
model the impact of proposed transport interventions and land use development has
been delayed due to the need to undertake more work on future scenario planning
which is linked to national work, changes to the Tay Cities model which has a knock
on impact to ASAM and to recent changes in travel patterns due to Covid 19. It is not
expected this will not be completed until Quarter 4 of 2020/21.

Project Title
Action
Budget

External Links to South
Aberdeen Harbour
LTS E24
City Region Deal

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2020/21
Ongoing

The External Links study into options for improving the link between the South
Harbour and the principal road network is progressing with the Harbour construction
restarting and the publication of the City’s Draft Local Development Plan. It is
anticipated that a preferred route will be identified by the end of 2020.

Project Title
Action
Budget

Rail Projects – Aberdeen
to Central Belt
LTS E26
Transport Scotland

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Delivery
Progress

By 2026
Ongoing

The Aberdeen to Central Belt Rail Enhancement Project is progressing through the
Rail industry investment stages with the Project Delivery Group meeting at regular
intervals. The November meeting of the City Region Joint Committee will receive a
presentation from Transport Scotland on progress of this project.
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Project Title
Action
Budget

Rail Projects – Kintore
Station
LTS E26
Transport Scotland,
Nestrans, Aberdeenshire
Council

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2020/21
Complete

The Kintore Station was opened to the public on 15 October - 56 years after it closed.
The Provost, Infrastructure Services Committee Chair, Leader and Local Members
were in attendance to welcome this achievement with significant positive coverage in
the media highlighting the partnership of Aberdeenshire Council, Nestrans and
Network Rail and Transport Scotland to delivering the project.

Project Title
Action
Budget

Rail Projects – Insch
LTS E26
Transport Scotland
(LRDF fund), Nestrans

Action Area
Delivery
Progress

Travel Effectively
FY 2019/20
Ongoing

Nestrans project to appraise alternative options for providing step free access to the
far platform at Insch Station, supported by Local Rail Development Fund.
This study is being carried out as a STAG appraisal with funding from the Local Rail
Development Fund. Under the grant conditions, each stage of the STAG is sent to
Transport Scotland as part of a gateway before we proceed to the next stage. A
revised Preliminary Appraisal Report was sent to Transport Scotland in August 2020.
They have now come back with further additional comments. AECOM, our
consultants carrying out the study on our behalf, are currently pulling together a
further revised version and this will shortly be sent to Transport Scotland. It is
planned to complete this study and send the final report to Transport Scotland by the
end of 2020. This is in line with the Local Rail Development Fund Grant conditions.

Project Title
Action
Budget

Aberdeen City/Nestrans
Cross Boundary Studies
LTS E24
Aberdeen City Council,
Nestrans, Infrastructure

Action Area

Travel Effectively

Delivery
Progress

FY 2019/20
Ongoing

Low Emission Zone
Work by the City Council is ongoing to deliver the Scottish Government’s commitment
to introduce Low Emission Zone’s (LEZs) into Scotland's 4 largest cities. The
implementation plan is being reviewed in light of the Covid 19 shutdown and
subsequent temporary traffic restrictions to enable social distancing. The Scottish
Government has now confirmed that the date for the implementation of LEZs will be
put back by 12 months.
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A944/B9119 Corridor Study
The Bus Alliance Partnership and Aberdeen City have commissioned a corridor study
of the A944/B9119 from the City Centre out to Westhill, to consider what could deliver
a step change in public transport, alongside active travel opportunities on the corridor.
Due to the Covid 19 response this project is currently paused.

Project Title
Action
Budget

Trunk Road Projects
LTS E4
Transport Scotland

Action Area
Delivery
Progress

Travel Effectively
FY 2019/20
Ongoing

Laurencekirk Grade Separated Junction
Aberdeenshire Council is continuing to work closely with Transport Scotland and
consultants Amey to address the issues arising from the closure of Oatyhill Bridge.
Work on an options appraisal is currently being undertaken to identify the most
effective future access options which would not impact adversely on the project. A
meeting with affected residents in Oatyhill was held in September and local Members
will receive regular briefings on progress once options have been considered in
discussions with Transport Scotland.
A96 Dualling
Work on the assessment of the route options in light of the previous public responses
is ongoing but was been delayed due to Transport Scotland’s focus on the Covid 19
response. On Friday 30 October The Cabinet Secretary for Transport issued an
update https://www.transport.gov.scot/news/a96-design-work-update/ which included
the publication of revised junction proposals, a report covering the online option at
Inverurie https://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/a96-online-dualling-at-inveruriesupplementary-study-october-2020/ and confirming that responses to stakeholder
feedback had been issued.

Project Title
Action
Budget

HTAP
HTAP

Action Area
Delivery
Progress

Travel Effectively
FY 2020/21
Ongoing

Regional Transport Strategy Consultation
The HTAP Programme Manager co-ordinated the NHS Grampian response to the
Regional Transport Strategy and assisted with the Aberdeenshire Council response.
Work was done to dialogue with the Health and Social Care Partnership colleagues
who also submitted responses.
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Consultations
Several transport projects have approached the Programme Manager seeking NHS
input. These are circulated accordingly, but there are clearly operational pressures
precluding colleagues being available for all such consultations.
Looking Back, But Moving Forward 2020
Each year the Programme Manager hosts a workshop for both HTAP Steering Group
and Sub-Group members and other supporters. The workshop will be held in early
2021.
Sub-Group Chair
A Transport and Public Health Sub-Group met on 8 October. Discussion focused on
the importance of ensuring HTAP does not focus on THInC or acute services, but also
address the evident issues of health inequality, social isolation, general wellbeing and
the availably of transport in all communities.
Spaces for People
Knowledge sharing discussion on Spaces for People, facilitated by the Programme
Manager, have been held with colleagues from NHSG, the 3 local authorities and
Sustrans
Sub-Group Chair
Since early 2020 the position of Chair for the Access to Health and Social Care SubGroup has been vacant. The pandemic required urgent actions from partners and
direct communication between senior managers involved with the Covid 19 response
were necessary. Paul Finch, Strategy Manager (Nestrans) chaired a meeting of the
Sub-Group on 17 September, as per the agreed schedule of meetings.

Project Title
Action

Budget

HyTrEc2 project –
Hydrogen Vehicles
Support new low carbon
vehicle initiatives and
implement associated
infrastructure where
appropriate and feasible.
ERDF Interreg 50%
support

Action Area

Effective Car use

Delivery

FY2021/22

Progress

ongoing

Under the EU funded project HyTrEc2, Aberdeenshire Council concentrates its efforts
exploring the use of hydrogen fuel as an option for a future ULEV fleet.
Aberdeenshire Council currently has four hydrogen powered vehicles in use. The
original plan to install Enterprise car club equipment to a hydrogen vehicle pool based
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at Woodhill House has been put on hold due Covid 19, however Enterprise have
since acquired their own fleet of the same hydrogen vehicles.
The 4 Aberdeenshire vehicles have been obtained on leases using a mixture of
Scottish Government Switched On Fleet grant and HyTrEc2 project funding resulting
in near zero overall cost to the Council.
The 4 vehicles are currently deployed with Transportation and Waste Services and
with up to 10,000 miles per annum are apparently operating a much greater mileage
than any others currently in the North East of Scotland.
The vehicles are monitored by the project in order to inform the debate about future
fleet options for such issues as fuel consumption and reliability. As a result of the
HyTrEc2 interactions Aberdeenshire are participating (at no cost to the Council) in an
overall high level assessment of the scope for more widespread operations of battery
and hydrogen vehicles.
The contract with the European funding body for the HyTrEc2 project has now been
extended to run until October 2022.
Project Title
Action

Budget

G-Patra Project demand
responsive transport
Undertake a
comprehensive review of
how to deliver an
integrated passenger
transport system.
ERDF Interreg 50%
support / PTU

Action Area

Passenger Transport

Delivery

FY 2021/22

Progress

ongoing

Under the EU funded project “G-Patra” Aberdeenshire Council has supported 2 ‘inhouse’ operated A2B dial-a-bus services in the Turriff area (Turriff Town and Turriff
Rural) since November 2018. These 2 ‘in-house’ minibuses also operate school
transport services to Auchterless Primary and Turriff Academy.
The Turriff A2B services were the first Council ‘in-house’ operated demand
responsive transport services to restart following Covid 19 lockdown and the general
suspension of ‘in-house’ A2B dial-a-bus services, recommencing operation on 26
October 2020.
The project partnership has agreed with the European funding body for a grant
contract extension applying to the overall project as a result of Covid 19 impact. The
new extension until the end of 2021 should allow Aberdeenshire to still claim the full
amount of available grant (at a rate of 50% of costs) despite the service interruption.
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Proposed Response to Consultation for Scotland’s Road Safety Framework to
2030
1

Is the vision set out for the next 10 years the right one?
X

Yes

No

Using various methods to reduce likelihood and severity of collisions in a
collective manner is a pragmatic but challenging vision. It may be overly
optimistic however and will require all partners withing the system to work
fluidly and progressively together.
Being the best in the world would take a vast quantity of money and
resources, and unless fully automated systems are in place human error or
judgement is always a variable that is difficult to mitigate. Councils are
carrying out repairs to existing infrastructure with limited budgets and existing
roads can be difficult to adapt to new standards. To achieve this vision will
require an understanding from the Scottish Government that it is unfeasible
without changes to how road safety is funded.
2

Are the outcomes of Safe Road Use, Safe Speeds, Safe Vehicles, Safe
Roads & Roadsides and Post-Crash Response to deliver the vision the
right ones?
X

Yes

No

Correct implementation of these 5 pillars will contribute greatly in working
towards zero fatalities on the network. However, there are various obstacles
in the way of achieving these outcomes especially on the local network and
would require significant investment from the Government to implement the
type of passive roadsides required.
Lowering speed limits without additional measures will not yield good rates of
compliance which would put extra strain on Police resources. Just lowering a
speed limit based on environmental features and expecting drivers to adopt a
limit that they feel is not warranted may not get the desired results.
In terms of Safe Roadsides, further work will be required to consider the costs
and the benefits of this approach on a blanket basis. As a rural authority with
an extensive road network it would not be feasible to protect or removed the
sheer number of mature trees required to make the roadsides completely
safe and this would also have to be consider alongside wider road
maintenance, amenity and habitat concerns.
Safe Roads – Segregation would be of great benefit but how is this funded
and implemented appropriately? Especially as it looks likely that e-scooters
and micro-mobility are going to need provision within the carriageway.
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3

Do you agree that the Safe System Approach is fundamental to the
success of the Framework?
X

Yes

No

We are under pressure to prevent all collisions and concentrating on Serious
and Fatal whilst laudable does not fit in with our Council Priorities of Health
and Well-Being and may be difficult for the public to accept that we will spend
less of our energies on addressing lower classes of casualty.
However, a true safe system also requires costly interventions such as
removing the potential for head on collisions at speed by either having 2+1
systems or central barrier where speeds are in excess of 40mph. Retrofitting
these types of schemes within existing evolved local road infrastructure will
be both costly and, in many cases, difficult to achieve due to topography
constraints.
Making sure the right road safety project is delivered in the right place is
becoming more challenging. Applying for the funds by using estimates of
long-term apparent savings is one approach that can be made; however, this
is reliant on the relevant Committee agreeing with the evaluation. A separate
fund for proactive and distinctive road safety projects through the National
Road Safety fund would be advantageous, however more clarity would be
required on how this fund may affect other budgets and statutory road safety
obligations. There are many questions still to be answered at this
developmental stage; where would the Scottish Government see this fund sit
in relation to Grant Aided Expenditure? Would this be above and beyond
existing local authority Road Safety budgets? How will the funds operate in
terms of applying?
Would there be specific criteria for application and time restrictions on
spending? Are there any mechanisms in place to ensure a fair spread of the
fund through all 32 Local Authorities?
The success of the Framework is reliant on multiple industries, organisations
and departments within organisations working towards the same goal in a
collective manner. A fundamental platform to work with seems like the most
effective way to collaborate and share resources.
4

Are the 12 key challenges for road safety, from Climate Emergency,
Health to Emerging technologies and Post-crash response, the correct
ones?
X

Yes

No

These are the correct key challenges to focus on as they cover a wide range
of matters that can affect road safety. By using advances in technology,
appropriate guidance and partnership working, it may be possible to work
towards reducing collisions and collision severity. Methods such as Route
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Risk Mapping that are mentioned appear workable but do not always produce
suitable results for rural Council areas. As the information shows, 60mph
roads have the highest severity of collisions. Route Risk Mapping usually
identifies solutions that just cannot be installed for either cost or available
space issues; be it central separations, climbing/overtaking lanes, removal of
road side objects such as mature trees. The Route Risk Mapping process
can also be expensive to implement. Other emerging technologies that can
be utilised to reduce collisions on the network will be welcomed and as an
authority with a dedicated Road Safety Unit, we would embrace opportunities
to work with, and promote, any new technology that can be used to make the
roads safer or potentially reduce collision severity.
Also in order for the 12 key challenges to be realistically and effectively
achieved it may require: an increase in Police recruitment to focus on speed
enforcement; input into Regional and Local Transport Strategies and National
Policy on new developments to address the Climate Emergency and Active
and Sustainable Travel challenges; and partnership working to coordinate
physical road safety measures with advances in technology.
5

Do you think the strategic actions will deliver the outcomes and address
the identified challenges?
X

Yes

No

Speed: The strategic actions will only work if a speed management review is
conclusive and feasible for local authorities to deliver. Enforcement must be
sufficiently funded and education is targeted to specific demographics.
Climate: There needs to be incentives for people to change mode of
transport. Accessible cheap public transport and scrappages schemes to
move from fossil fuel vehicles towards EV’s and infrastructure to power these
vehicles is fundamental to its success.
Funding and Resourcing: Additional funding that can be applied for, for
specific road safety projects/initiatives would be beneficial. However, funding
for better maintenance of existing carriageways would also be beneficial. It is
also understandable that in the current climate, funding for major projects will
be hard to come by and partnership working on a local level and sharing
resources as best as possible will be a good work practice to maintain.
Changes in Attitudes and Behaviour: Road safety week with focussed
advertising and educational events would be valuable. This can also be
applied to changing wider attitudes and behaviours so that the role of road
safety professionals' teams can be involved in strategies, projects and future
maintenance proposals at an early stage. Good work around public health
messaging and promotion of active travel can be used as a model for work on
road safety and the work on the Health and Transport Action Plan in the
North East of Scotland is a good example of how the outcomes of road safety
work is way beyond transport.
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Technology: As in car road safety technologies progress it will be interesting
to see how they interact with the rural road network given the lack of edge
lining, narrow roads adjacent to bridge parapets and areas subject to flooding
among other issues. It may be difficult to measure the reduction in collisions
as a result of technology unless there is a system in place to do this.
Active and Sustainable Travel: Active and sustainable travel is imperative
to achieving many of the strategic actions as without this they may not be
achieved.
Knowledge and Data Analysis: Aberdeenshire Council have recently jointly
procured a new collision analysis software with an adjacent local authority
with similar road network characteristics. Some of the major roads that cross
over the boundaries also make up regular tourist or promoted motorcycle
routes such as the North East 250. This allows a level of partnership working
between local authority road safety teams at an officer level which will be
beneficial for route action plans and will provide a consistent approach for
drivers over the whole route. This is something that should be encouraged
for all local authorities with shared borders, and potentially beyond.
Enforcement: Disappointing not to see graduated licencing not being
considered as part of a co-ordinated approach to young driver behavioural
work. Will be interesting to see how Police resources are used in the future
to make more of an impact. The restrictions around locating mobile
enforcement points may have to be reviewed to make better use of this
resource.
Health: The inclusion of health is potentially very beneficial to the educational
side of road safety as little is maybe known of the ongoing support that may
be required to an individual as a result of a road traffic collision. Projects
such as Safe Drive Stay Alive touch on this, and there may be elements of
this that can be expanded on in any future joint educational programmes or
advertising campaigns.
Aberdeenshire Council are one of the partners delivering The Health and
Transport Action Plan (HTAP). The plan comprises 2 themes: transport and
public health, and access to health and social care. One of the visions is for
everyone in the region to live without unacceptable risk to their health caused
by the transport network or its use.
It has long been known that the NHS could be a vital partner in assisting with
road safety activity and the focus within the framework ‘Health: improving
road safety to reduce impact on public health services’ is a welcome and
important addition which is broadly compatible with the themes within HTAP.
Education: The proposals for improving the educational road safety
developments may be mainly targeted to young drivers. However, focussing
on older drivers and awareness of impacts of ageing on reaction time and
general awareness may also be beneficial with an ageing population.
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6

Are some of these actions more important than others?
Yes

X

No

Each action will interact with all the others and progress with one will have a
positive effect on all the others.
7

What are your views on the proposed 2030 Interim Targets?
It is always good to have targets as long as they are achievable and lessons
are learned, with different approaches taken when not achieving these. We
will now be expecting in car technology to further reduce collision rates as
most engineering and education methods have been used to get us to the
point that we are at now.
There are a number of collisions that occur on the network where you cannot
simply attribute a simple engineering or educational mitigation measure. The
randomness of some collisions can be frustrating and are not often
considered when looking at a graph showing Killed or Seriously Injured
trends. It will take a considerable effort from everyone involved to reduce the
trends further given that they have been plateauing in recent years.

8

Do you think that the Intermediate Outcome Targets and Key
Performance Indicators are appropriate to monitor the progress towards
the 2030 interim targets?
X

Yes

No

The Intermediate Outcome Targets and Key Performance Indicators will allow
us to accurately report progress in annual Road Safety Performance Reports.
Along with our own collision statistics they will also allow us to specifically
identify areas that may require more focus than others to help achieve the
targets for 2050.
It is unclear how some of the proposed KPI’s will be monitored and reported.
Such as percentage of drivers not distracted by a handheld mobile phone/Sat
Nav or in-car entertainment system and percentage of vehicle occupants
wearing a seatbelt or child restraint system correctly.
9

Do you think that the proposed Governance Structure is appropriate?
X

Yes

No

In terms of coordinating national policies and events it seems appropriate. In
terms of representing all 32 Local Authorities which may all have differing
priorities, budgets and staffing availability it may fall short. There also seems
to be no mention of public transport or sustainability and environmental
groups at a high level which would be advantageous to meeting the
overarching aims of the Framework.
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Having experience of various road safety working groups specific to certain
areas or projects within Aberdeenshire, officers know that these collaborative
groups require good governance, strong communications and clarity of
purpose. The inclusion of Local Partnership Forums (LPF) may be effective
in if they can be managed locally and effectively by local officers and Road
Safety Professionals who have the experience required to provide string
advice which allows the difficult decisions around road safety
engineering/educational/enforcement to be taken.
10

Would road safety performance be improved across Scotland as a
result of systematically sharing information and best practice between
local authorities and/or local/regional partnership through Local
Partnership Forums?
X

Yes

No

We are currently in a partnership that works well and in additional to our
regional partnership, at a national level, information is shared through Society
of Chief Officers of Transportation in Scotland (SCOTS). Giving SCOTS a
stronger voice at strategic level would be beneficial. The formality of an LPF
may be beneficial in some instances.
11

In your opinion what aspects of road safety work well at the moment?
Our Road Safety North East Scotland partnership works well and give us
direct contact to emergency services. Aberdeenshire Council share
information and services with the local authorities via the Northern Roads
Collaboration group which also allows formal updates to Local Authority lead
transport members across the 7 Local Authority areas.
Aberdeenshire Council have managed to retain a Road Safety Educational
officer to give the vital links to road safety education and manage a very
successful Bikeability scheme with high up take.
Having an in-house Road Safety team that know the area and its challenges
works well in developing targeted interventions and integration with other
parts of the business, such as being able to provide in house road safety
audits and designing road safety mitigation schemes. Road safety data
analysis allowing for targeted approaches at a local level allow us to target
Capital budgets schemes effectively.

12

What practical actions would you like to see taken to encourage and
promote these aspects?
Specific Scottish Government funding of dedicated public sector Road Safety
teams and funding for research projects. This will show a positive
overarching attitude towards road safety from the Scottish Government and if
looking for unique proactive ways to tackle casualty reduction, may provide a
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larger selection of case studies for alternative road safety solutions that can
be utilised nationally if successful.
13

In your opinion what aspects of road safety do not work well in general
and as a result of Covid-19?
Reduction in funding due to Council budgets being redirected as a result of
the pandemic will reduce the potential for supplying road safety measures.
Not only engineering works but reaching people for educational purposes is
also more difficult, particularly youngers drivers. Reduction in maintenance
budgets not only leads to reduced maintenance of infrastructure but a
reluctance to implement measures that have future maintenance implications,
whole life costing of schemes and funding needs to be provided going
forwards.
Initially site visits were a real issue. Even now, not being able to car share to
sites make it slightly impractical and unsustainable. As more work was being
carried out as ‘desktop studies’ as opposed to site visits, officers were more
reliant than ever on our collision database being up to date and accurate,
which unfortunately was not been the case.
Information on how strategic level aspirations are translated into actions that
can be applied across the local network.

14

What practical actions would you like taken to overcome these aspects?
Improved lines of communication hopefully through a successful LPF and
additional funding.
A more integrated approach to trunk and local road interventions ie minimum
levels of skid resistance/roadside safety being applied to the local network.
Information and data analysis software being as accurate and up to date as
possible would give more confidence in evidence led approaches to road
safety mitigations schemes and educational and media/social media related
road safety awareness projects.
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REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
ROADS POLICY REVIEW UPDATE
1

Reason for Report/Summary

1.1

This report presents proposals for three policies (Speed Limits; Pedestrian
Crossings; and Street Trading and Occupation of the Road) and invites the
Committee to consider and approve these.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Consider and approve the draft Speed Limits Policy statement
appended to this report;

2.2

Consider and approve the draft Pedestrian Crossings Policy
statement appended to this report; and

2.3

Consider and approve the draft Street Trading and Occupation of
the Road Policy statement appended to this report.

3

Purpose and Decision Making Route

3.1

The Infrastructure Services Committee at its meeting on 24 August 2017 (Item
12) endorsed an outline programme for reviewing and updating existing policies
and for developing new policies relating to the functions of roads and
transportation. A further report on 3 October 2019 (Item 8) identified the
following policies as being next in line for review: Speed Limit Assessment
Policy, Pedestrian Crossing Assessment Policy and Street Trading and
Occupation of Road Policy. Drafts of these policies along with associated
guidance manuals are appended to this report as Appendices 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and
6. This split between the policy statement and the manuals allows the
principles to be fixed by the Policy Committee whilst permitting officers to
update the technical details as necessary to reflect changes in legislation,
standards or technological advances, for example.

3.2

In accordance with the Policy Review Framework in Part 4B of the Scheme of
Governance, each Area Committee (Banff and Buchan – 18 February 2020
Item 5, Buchan – 25 February Item 5, Formartine – 11 February 2020 Item 5,
Garioch – 25 February 2020 Item 6, Kincardine and Mearns – 11 February
2020 Item 4 and Marr – 18 February 2020 Item 6) was given the opportunity to
contribute to the development of these proposed policies by providing
comments on draft versions when they were presented for consideration at the
start of this year. The comments from the Area Committees are appended to
this report as Appendix 9.
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3.3

The subsequent public consultation was planned to take place in the spring of
this year however this was delayed until early autumn as the workload of the
Roads Policy team was re-prioritised to focus on Covid 19 tasks. To facilitate
the public consultation a dedicated page was published on the Council website
providing links to the respective policy documents, a link to an online survey
and details of how fuller responses could be submitted. Community Councils
and a number of other organisations were directly invited, by targeted emails, to
respond to the consultation (these bodies are listed in Appendix 10) and the
survey was publicised through the traditional press and through the Council’s
social media channels. The consultation ran from the start of September until 2
October and a good level of public participation was achieved, particularly in
relation to the speed limit proposals, with over 1000 responses submitted.

3.4

All responses and comments submitted have been considered and some
changes have been made to the manuals. The draft policy statements
recommended for approval however are identical to those previously
commented on by the 6 Area Committees.

4

Discussion
Public Consultation Results

4.1

The results from the online survey are presented in Appendix 11 and other
responses to the consultation are set out in Appendix 12. It should be noted
that while a good response was received, the questionnaire was not a
controlled survey and those responding may not form a fully representative
sample of Aberdeenshire residents. In particular non-drivers and town dwellers
appear to be under represented: only 4% of the respondents to the speed limit
survey did not identify themselves as drivers (in comparison to the 30% of
Scottish adults who do not have a driving licence and the 14% of
Aberdeenshire households who do not have access to a car or van) while the
34% of respondents identifying as living in a town is a significantly lower
proportion than the 52% of the overall Aberdeenshire population living in
settlements of over 3000 persons.
Speed Limits

4.2

Aberdeenshire Council’s current Speed Limit Policy was approved by
Infrastructure Services Committee at its meeting of 24 January 2008 (Item 24).
The appended draft Speed Limit Policy (Appendix 1) and Manual (Appendix
2) would supersede the existing policy and its accompanying guidance.

4.3

In the years since our existing policy was approved, a number of local
authorities (Including Edinburgh) have introduced widespread 20 mph limits in
built-up areas and Transport Scotland published its June 2016 “Good Practice
Guide on 20 mph Speed Restrictions”. This document aims to encourage local
authorities to set 20 mph limits where appropriate and states:
The Scottish Government… aims to ensure that people improve their
health, especially in disadvantaged communities, where circumstances
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can have a significant impact on a person’s health. There is clear
evidence that lower speeds reduce the number of casualties, and there
is specific evidence of casualty reduction in 20 mph speed limit zones. It
is argued that this is particularly true for disadvantaged areas and
communities and would help to reduce health inequalities.
4.4

The evidence in this document was based mainly on targeted schemes for
particular zones. A more recent study by the Department for Transport
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/20-mph-speed-limits-on-roads)
covering a larger sample of more widespread limits showed much less
evidence of a significant overall positive impact. Overall, the reduction in
average speed following a blanket introduction of 20 mph speed limits is usually
between 0 and 2 mph.

4.5

A recent review of the 20 mph limit policies in Edinburgh for the National
Institute for Health Research
(https://www.edinburgh.gov.uk/downloads/file/26614/report-on-key-outcomesfollowing-the-implementation-of-20mph-limits-in-edinburgh---nihr-sept-2019)
found a small but statistically significant reduction in vehicle average speeds
with greater reductions where the average speeds before the introduction of the
lower limits were greater than 24 mph. Furthermore, the review noted a
reduction in accident rates for all levels of severity and for accidents involving
pedestrians, cyclists and motorcyclists and also young children and the elderly.

4.6

At a strategic level the approval of the National Transport Strategy in early 2020
and the ongoing development of the Regional Transport Strategy by Nestrans
have seen a greater emphasis to being able to travel actively, which of course
reflects the approach in our own Local Transport Strategy. Road traffic
volumes and speeds are a factor in encouraging greater levels of active travel
and this has been seen during the period since March 2020. In light of all of
these developments it is proposed that we move towards making 20 mph the
normal speed limit on minor roads in our built-up areas while retaining 30 mph
or 40 mph limits on a strategic network of routes. It is also proposed that 20
mph limits are introduced in designated town centres. The widespread use of
20 mph limits is likely lead to a rise in the number of vehicles exceeding the
signed speed limit and additional effort may be needed to manage community
expectations.

4.7

Preliminary estimates put the cost of these measures between £1,000,000 and
£1,800,000 and initial discussions have been held on the possibility of an
external funding partner meeting a significant portion of these costs. This
would potentially allow for the preferred delivery mechanism of having the full
change implemented on a single date, and for having a concerted media
campaign to highlight the changes.

4.8

In the absence of external funding, the new speed limits could be phased in
across Aberdeenshire over a 5 to 10 year programme, depending on the
availability of resources, giving priority initially to disadvantaged areas where
the benefits would be greatest. Physical traffic calming measures would not be
introduced except for raised footways across the minor arms at some junctions
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with roads with higher limits. However, resources would be required for
undertaking assessments, preparing Traffic Orders and planning and
implementing appropriate traffic signing and road marking.
4.9

A viable alternative option would be to continue with the existing policy whereby
20 mph speed limits are introduced selectivity backed up by traffic calming
measures as necessary to meet qualifying speed criteria. This results in fewer
drivers exceeding the signed limits but means that a much lower proportion of
roads can have 20 mph speed limits introduced.

4.10

The results from the first speed limit related question in the online survey
(Appendix 11) indicate a narrow preference for moving towards default 20 mph
limits on urban minor roads and in main town centres. A much clearer majority
view was evident in the responses to the second question with 74.68% of
respondents agreeing that “current speed limits should be reviewed and
redetermined in accordance with the new policy rather than left at their current
state (even if it means some speed limits increasing)”.

4.11

It should be noted that a blanket approach to the introduction of 20 mph speed
limits backed up by physical traffic calming would not be a viable option. The
cost would be disproportionate to any additional benefit and could not be
accommodated within existing budgets. It is also likely that with the introduction
of speed restriction technology on new vehicles in the not too distant future,
physical traffic calming will become redundant within a decade or so and will
eventually be removed to facilitate maintenance and snow clearing and enable
a more economical driving style.

4.12

Other proposed changes include rationalising our speed limit orders into a set
with 1 speed limit order per area which would be regularly updated and
maintained.

4.13

Councillor Martin Ford (East Garioch) had previously submitted a Member
Promoted Issue on the introduction of a “Green Routes/Cycle Friendly Roads”
scheme, similar to that operated by Perth and Kinross Council. Officers
proposed that as the review was ongoing it was more efficient to consider the
issue raised as part of this policy review.

4.13.1 Perth and Kinross Council’s scheme seeks to promote active travel by
identifying certain minor roads as cycling and walking friendly. Qualifying
routes (with a carriageway width of less than 4m and mean speeds of 40 mph
or less) would have a 30 mph or 40 mph speed limit introduced along with
comprehensive signage to remind drivers that the route is used by walkers and
cyclists. These are not intended as traffic calming interventions and, while
supportive of the project, Police Scotland do not carry out enforcement of speed
limits in the green route network.
4.13.2 Perth and Kinross Council report that the scheme is popular with road users.
However, given the above, we are not convinced that the use of speed limit
orders is either necessary or appropriate for the promotion of active travel
routes. Implementing such limits would introduce additional sign clutter in the
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countryside and we do not recommend that Perth and Kinross Council’s Green
Routes scheme is replicated in Aberdeenshire.
4.13.3 It should be noted that there is a formal statutory process for the designation of
“quiet lanes” in England but that there are no similar statutory provisions in
Scotland. Officers will however consider the work to develop this policy when
considering a furthermore recent MPI that asks that officers consider measures
the Council could take to promote the continuation of the increased cycling and
walking on rural roads that occurred during lockdown.
Pedestrian Crossings
4.14

Aberdeenshire Council’s current Pedestrian Crossing Assessment Policy was
approved by Infrastructure Services Committee at its meeting of 29 November
2001 (Item 15). The appended draft Pedestrian Crossing Policy (Appendix 3)
and Manual (Appendix 4) would supersede the existing policy and the
guidance it contains.

4.15

The proposed policy formalises the internal approval processes for all new
pedestrian crossings and promotes prioritisation on an Aberdeenshire wide
basis to ensure that when funds are available for new crossings these are spent
where the need is greatest.

4.16

The Pedestrian Crossing manual sets out standard layouts for various
crossings from simple uncontrolled crossings to signal controlled crossings,
including new PEDEX crossings and parallel crossings for cyclists. The criteria
for zebra crossings have been relaxed, permitting their use in certain areas with
lower traffic and pedestrian volumes than previously. While our capacity to
install lower priority zebra crossings may be limited by funding constraints, this
relaxation should allow us to adopt more zebra crossings associated with new
developments.
Street Trading and Occupation of the Road

4.17

While Grampian Regional Council had a policy controlling street trading in
roadside laybys (GRC Traffic Note 29), records do not indicate that it has been
officially adopted by Aberdeenshire. Garioch Area Committee, at its meeting of
28 August 2018, requested that Infrastructure Services Committee gives due
consideration to the implementation of Grampian’s policy.

4.18

The proposed policy (Appendix 5) and manual (Appendix 6) seek to give
greater clarity to where and when street trading may be permitted in the public
road. They introduce the principles that the primary function of the road is to
provide a means of passage, that any secondary use of the road should not
unreasonably detract from this primary use, and that the maximum permitted
duration of an occupation of the road should be proportionate to the community
benefit.

4.19

These principles are extended in the manual to other uses of the road, including
street cafes, storage of non-motorised vehicles, community events and filming
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as well as street trading. This should enable officers to deal more effectively
with complaints about matters such as caravans being stored in the road while
giving businesses and members of the public clearer guidance on what is
permissible.
4.20

It should be noted that the permission for street traders to locate their unit on
the public road is quite separate from that granted following a successful
application for a street trader licence and both are required for street traders
wishing to operate from the road. Officers from Transportation, and Legal and
Governance have worked together to dovetail their separate requirements and
it is intended that a joint guidance document will be produced to assist potential
applicants. Legal and Governance’s Street Trader Licence application form
highlights that the applicant is responsible for obtaining consent from the Roads
Authority and, while it has never been the Roads Authority practice to approve
permanent occupation of the road, roads officers have (since July 2017) being
notifying applicants that their unit must be removed from the road overnight.

4.21

Results from the online survey (Appendix 11 – Street trading and occupation of
the road question 1) indicate strong support for laybys and industrial estate
roads being locations where it would be acceptable to consider allowing street
traders to operate from. Similarly, town and village centres were viewed as
acceptable locations by a majority of respondents however only 7.64% of
respondents viewed locations near schools as being acceptable.

4.22

The text in Section 3 of the version of the manual considered by the Area
Committees and made available for the wider consultation spoke of street cafes
being for the “consumption of food and drink” and also only being considered
“where the primary business carried on at the premises is the serving of food
and drink.” This phrasing was open to misinterpretation and has been rewritten to clarify that the serving of alcohol at on-street cafes would only be
permitted when accompanied by a meal. The Committee may wish to consider
if they are happy with this restriction. However, results from question 3 of the
online survey show that less than a quarter (23.40%) of respondents were in
favour of on-street cafes being permitted to serve “alcoholic drinks even if not
accompanied by a meal”. The same section has also been amended to allow
other businesses serving food and drink as only a part of their business (a gift
shop or delicatessen for example) to apply for street cafe consent provided the
proposed outdoor seating capacity does not exceed that maintained indoors.

4.23

Responses to question 4 of the online survey indicate that the majority of
respondents (51.80%) were agreed with the proposals for restricting the time
that non-motorised vehicles (such as caravans or trailers) would be allowed to
be left in the same road (not more than two consecutive days nor more than
any four days in a calendar month). 16.55% of respondents disagreed with the
proposals, feeling the suggested periods were too long while 31.65% felt that
the periods were too short.
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5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

The report helps to deliver the Council Priority within the pillar “Our Economy”
and the principles which underpins this priority of “responsible finances” and
“tackling poverty and inequalities”

5.2

The development of the policies considered in this report has the potential to
help deliver on the Aberdeenshire Child Poverty LOIP Action Plan by protecting
children living in poverty from its most adverse effects.

5.3

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendation is agreed.
Subject
Financial
Staffing
Equalities
Fairer Scotland
Duty
Town Centre First

Sustainability
Children and
Young People’s
Rights and
Wellbeing
5.4

5.5

Yes

No

N/A

X
X
[EqIA attached as
Appendix 7]
[EqIA attached as
Appendix 7]
[TCFP impact
assessment
attached as
Appendix 8]
X
X

An equality impact assessment has been carried out as part of the development
of the proposals set out above. It is included as Appendix 7 and there are
positive impacts as follows:


Reduced vehicle speeds and appropriate provision of crossing points
would assist those with wheelchairs/pushchairs, reduced mobility or
limited hazard perception; and



Prioritising the provision of traffic management interventions based
on need rather than expressed demand, and the consideration of
deprivation levels should help reduce the inequalities of outcome
encountered by disadvantaged communities.

Potential financial and staffing implications would be dependent on the rate of
implementation of the policies. The draft proposals in the Speed Limit Policy,
for example, sets out a direction of travel which could be implemented over a
number of years or all at once on a single date. The Pedestrian Crossing
Policy promotes prioritising measures within available budgets so would not
introduce any commitment to spend funds which were not available.
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5.6

Policy changes relating to speed limits and pedestrian crossings could
potentially promote active travel and contribute to a reduction in carbon
emissions while positively impacting on the safe, healthy, active and included
Wellbeing Indicators.

5.7

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Corporate Level:


ACORP001 – Budget Pressures (Corporate Risk Register).
The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Strategic Level:



ISSR001– Active Travel (Directorate Risk Registers)

6

Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

The Committee is able to consider this item in terms of Section F.1.1 of the List
of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of Governance as it relates to
policy and resource matters (within agreed budgets) relating to functions of
Roads, Landscape Services and Waste Management and Transportation which
have not been reserved to the Full Council or specifically delegated to any other
Committee of the Council.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by John Bruce, Roads Policy Officer and David Armitage, Roads
Policy and Asset Manager
11 November 2020
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1 Introduction
Both the general speed limit for restricted roads and the national speed limit are set
by the Scottish Ministers and these apply by default across the country in the
absence of signing to the contrary. As these default limits may not be appropriate for
all sections of route, local traffic authorities are permitted to set local speed limits
suited to local conditions and circumstances.
It is a widely accepted principle that set speed limits should reflect road users’
perception of the character of the road however road users can have quite different
opinions on what the appropriate speed limit for a stretch of road should be
depending on their mode of transport at the time.
National statistics indicate that children and other pedestrians in more deprived areas
are far more likely to be injured or killed by vehicles than those from affluent areas,
however more affluent residents are generally more likely to request and argue for
traffic management interventions in their areas.
This policy aims to promote a reasonable balance between the competing demands
of drivers and pedestrians, and residents and businesses. Compliance with this
policy should ensure a level of consistency across the areas of Aberdeenshire with
speed limits being set fairly and systematically following a quantitatively based
approach.

2 Policy Statement
Aberdeenshire Council, while acknowledging the need to avoid unnecessary
delays and restrictions to motorists, recognises the road safety and
environmental benefits of lower traffic speeds in our towns and villages.
We will:







Provide clear guidance on the assessment and implementation of speed
limits in a “Speed Limits Manual”;
Apply the guidance within the Speed Limits Manual consistently across
Aberdeenshire;
In urban areas, move towards 20 mph speed restrictions being the norm
while maintaining a network of strategic routes with 30 mph speed
restrictions;
Rationalise our Speed Limit Orders into a new set of 6 orders (1 per
Area) and regularly update these through the consolidation process;
Make all our Speed Limit Orders publicly available by publishing them on
our website; and
Promote residential road layouts in our standards for Road Construction
Consent which deliver more pedestrian and cycle friendly
neighbourhoods through lower design speeds.
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3 Scope
This policy shall apply to:


All roads and prospective roads for which Aberdeenshire Council is the local
traffic authority.

4 Implementation and compliance
Aberdeenshire Council’s “Speed Limits Manual” contains detailed direction on the
assessment and provision of speed limits within Aberdeenshire.
The Roads Policy and Asset Manager will be responsible for updating this manual to
reflect changes in legislation and any other improvements or amendments
considered to be needed.
Local Roads and Landscape Managers shall be responsible for compliance within
their areas, ensuring that guidance in the manual is complied with.
The Roads Development Manager shall ensure that roads for adoption comply with
the guidance in the manual.
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1 Introduction
Responsibility for both the general speed limit for restricted roads and the national
speed limit are devolved to the Scottish Ministers and these apply by default across
the country in the absence of signing to the contrary. These default limits may not be
appropriate for all sections of route and Aberdeenshire Council, as the local traffic
authority for all non-trunk roads within its area, is able to set local speed limits suited
to local conditions and circumstances.
This manual sets out how local speed limits shall be set and implemented across
Aberdeenshire.

1.1 Legal & Policy Background
1.1.1 Legal background
Under Section 81 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (RTRA), the General
Speed Limit for Restricted Roads is set at 30 miles per hour. Section 82 of that Act,
combined with further secondary legislation1, defines “restricted roads” as Class C
and unclassified roads with “a system of carriageway lighting furnished by means of
lamps placed not more than 185 metres apart”.
The National Speed Limit was set by the Secretaries of State2 and, with the General
Speed Limit for restricted roads and the vehicle-specific limits in Schedule 6 of the
RTRA (and the Road Vehicles (Authorisation of Special Types) (General) Order
2003, prohibits vehicles from exceeding the limits shown in Table 1.1.
Section 84 of the RTRA allows traffic authorities to vary speed limits to suit local
conditions by order. Local traffic authorities cannot however introduce vehicle
specific limits and the consent of the Scottish Ministers is required for any maximum
speed limit below 30 mph (except for 20 mph limits, 20 mph zones and temporary
speed limits) but this is unlikely to be granted.
Sub section 82(2) of the RTRA permits local authorities to change a road’s status to
or from a restricted road however this approach is not recommended for introducing
changes in speed limits.
Speed limits must be signed in accordance with section 85 of the RTRA and signs
must comply with the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016
(TSRGD).

The Restricted Roads (Classification or Type) (Scotland) Regulations 1985 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1985/1888/contents/made
2 The 70 Miles Per Hour, 60 Miles Per Hour and 50 Miles Per Hour (Temporary Speed Limit)
(Continuation) Order 1978 - http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1978/1548/made
1
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Table 1.1 National Speed Limits (excluding motorways)

Type of vehicle

Other single
carriageway
roads (mph)

Other dual
carriageway
roads (mph)

30

60

70

30

50

60

Goods vehicles (more than 7.5 tonnes
maximum laden weight).

30

40

50

Invalid carriages

20

20

20

25
30
20
12

25
40
20
12

25
40
20
12

Cars, motorcycles, car-derived vans and
dual-purpose vehicles.

Restricted
roads
(mph)

Motorhomes or motor caravans (not more
than 3.05 tonnes maximum unladen weight)
Cars, motor caravans, car-derived vans and
dual-purpose vehicles when towing one
caravan or one trailer.
Motorhomes or motor caravans (more than
3.05 tonnes maximum unladen weight)
Buses, coaches and minibuses.
Goods vehicles (not more than 7.5 tonnes
maximum laden weight).

Vehicles towing more than one caravan or
trailer.
Agricultural motor vehicles:
Standard tractors
High-speed tractors
Wider vehicles (2.55m – 3.5m)
Wider vehicles (3.5m – 4.3m)
Other special vehicles

See the Road Vehicles (Authorisation of
Special Types) (General) Order 20033

1.1.2 National policy
After a detailed review of speed management policies, the Department of the
Environment, Transport and the Regions concluded in its 2000 report4 that a national
framework was needed for determining speeds on all roads with limits that were
rational, consistent, readily understood and appropriate for the circumstances. It
3
4

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2003/1998/contents/made
New Directions in Speed Management: A Review of Policy
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recommended that 30 mph should be the norm for speed limits in villages and, for
urban areas, noted that while there is a strong case on road safety and urban
regeneration grounds for 20 mph restrictions, these are only effective with selfenforcing 20 mph zones.
In 2004 The Department for Transport published advice on speed limits in villages5
including a definition of a village for use when determining speed limits and, in the
same year, a Scottish Executive circular6 stated their belief that 20 mph speed limits
should be the norm outside schools.
Following this, the Scottish Executive published its guidance7 to be used by traffic
authorities “for setting all local speed limits on single and dual carriageway roads,
other than 20 mph limits, in both urban and rural areas”. This promoted a speed
assessment framework procedure which forms the basis for much of the guidance in
this manual and identified a number of underlying principles, including the following:








Traffic Authorities and Police forces should work closely together in
determining, or considering, any changes to speed limits;
Local speed limits should not be set in isolation, but as part of a package with
other measures to manage vehicle speeds;
The underlying aim should be to achieve a 'safe' distribution of speeds which
reflects the function of the road and the impacts on the local community. The
needs of vulnerable road users must be fully taken into account;
What the road looks like to road users should be a key factor when setting a
speed limit;
Mean speeds should be used to determine local speed limits. This reflects
what the majority of drivers perceive as an appropriate speed to be driven for
the road;
The minimum length of a speed limit should generally be not less than 600
metres to avoid too many changes of speed limit along the route; and
Speed limits should not be used to attempt to solve the problem of isolated
hazards, such as a single road junction or reduced forward visibility such as a
bend.

In 2010 the Scottish Government published guidance8 on the design and redesign of
existing streets which stated that “for residential streets, a maximum design speed of
20 mph should normally be an objective”.

Traffic Advisory Leaflet 1/04 - Village Speed Limits https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120606202733/http://assets.dft.gov.uk/publications/tal-104/tal-1-04.pdf
6 GETLLD Circular No 1/2004, 20 mph Speed Limits Around Schools on Roads with Speed Limits
Higher than 30 mph https://www.webarchive.org.uk/wayback/archive/20180517222337/http://www.gov.scot/Publications/20
04/03/19837/File-1
7 Setting Local Speed Limits: Guidance for Local Authorities: ETLLD Circular 1/2006
https://www.webarchive.org.uk/wayback/archive/20180521054427/http://www.gov.scot/Publications/20
06/08/14134225/2
8 Designing Streets: A Policy Statement for Scotland - https://www.gov.scot/publications/designingstreets-policy-statement-scotland/
5
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Transport Scotland subsequently published guidance9 on 20 mph restrictions,
seeking to achieve greater consistency across Scotland and to encourage local
authorities to set 20 mph restrictions where appropriate.
1.1.3 Aberdeenshire Policy
Aberdeenshire Council’s 2020 Speed Limit Policy acknowledges the need to avoid
unnecessary delays and restrictions to motorists while recognising the road safety
and environmental benefits of lower traffic speeds in our towns and villages.
This Speed Limits Manual is directly referred to in the Policy and the requirements
contained within this manual shall be applied for all non-trunk roads in
Aberdeenshire.
The Council’s Variable and Vehicle Activated Signs Policy and Manual are also of
some relevance, covering the use of permanent and temporary vehicle activated
signs emphasising speed limits, and signs for part-time limits at schools.

2 Dual Carriageways
Given the very low lengths of dual carriageway roads in Aberdeenshire all proposals
for new speed limits on these roads shall be dealt with in the manner set out in
section 4.4.

3 Aberdeenshire Standard Speed Limits for Single Carriageways
3.1 Categorisation of locations
For the purposes of this manual, locations shall be classified as Town Centre, Urban,
Village or Countryside. Routes shall be classified as Strategic or Non-Strategic as
shown in Table 3.1.
Table 3.1 Route Classification

Strategic Routes

Non-Strategic Routes

All A class roads

C class roads other than those listed in
Appendix A

All B class roads

Unclassified roads other than those listed
in Appendix A

Routes listed in Appendix A

Good Practice Guide on 20 mph Speed Restrictions https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/38640/20-mph-good-practice-guide-update-version-2-28-june2016.pdf
9
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3.1.1 Town Centres
Town centre categorisation is taken from the designated town centres in
Aberdeenshire’s current Local Development Plan.10 The extents of the town centres
shall be taken as those shown in the Plan’s Settlement Statements. Where a road
forms the boundary of a town centre but does not enter it, it shall be considered to be
out with the town centre. Table 3.2 below lists our principal and other town centres.

Table 3.2 Town Centre Categorisation

Principal Town Centres

Other Town Centres

Peterhead

Westhill

Inverurie

Portlethen

Fraserburgh

Kintore

Stonehaven

Macduff

Ellon

Kemnay

Banchory

Oldmeldrum

Turriff

Aboyne

Huntly

Insch

Banff

Alford

https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/aberdeenshire-local-developmentplan-2017/
10
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3.1.2 Urban
Urban areas shall be defined as settlements with a population of greater than 3000
people. Based on Scottish Government statistics11 the following settlements shall be
considered as Urban:
Peterhead, Inverurie,
Fraserburgh, Westhill,
Stonehaven, Ellon,
Portlethen, Banchory,
Turriff, Huntly, Kintore,
Banff, Macduff, Kemnay,
Newtonhill, Oldmeldrum,
Blackburn and Laurencekirk

The urban area shall extend to
include all built-up areas
contiguous with the settlement
which satisfy the village criteria
in section 3.1.3.
3.1.3 Village
Villages are defined as settlements with a population of less than 3000, meeting the
criteria for a village speed limit.
3.1.3.1 Village Speed Limit Criteria
For a settlement to qualify for a village speed limit, all the following criteria must be
satisfied:




11

The settlement must contain at least 20 house equivalent units over a
continuous length of route where each 100m section has a level of frontage
development of at least three house-equivalent units (HEUs);
The minimum length of village speed limit shall be 400m (or 300m where the
carriageway and sign at the far end of the limit are not visible to motorists
entering the start of the limit); and
The average level of frontage development along the total length of the limit
should not be less than 3 HEUs/100m.

Mid 2016 population estimates for settlements - https://www2.gov.scot/urbanrural
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3.1.3.2 House-Equivalent Units
House-equivalent unit (HEU)
values are given in Table 3.3.
To qualify as an HEU the
building must still be used for
that purpose or be actively
under construction or
renovation. The curtilage of the
building must have a frontage
onto the road in question and
be visually identifiable to
motorists as a built-up feature.
Table 3.3 House-Equivalent Units

Building Use or Amenity

House-Equivalent Unit

Dwelling house

1

Shop or post office

3

Hotel/public house/café/restaurant

3

Village hall

3

Filling Station

3

Pedestrian entrance to play park or sports field

3

Camping or caravan site

3

Church or other public place of worship

3

Sheltered housing complex/ nursing home

3

Hospital/GP surgery

5

Other business, commercial or industrial unit

3

School

5
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3.1.4 Countryside
Countryside areas are all other rural areas which do not satisfy the village criteria set
out in section 3.1.3.

3.2 Standard limits
The speed limits shown in Table 3.4 shall be implemented across Aberdeenshire
unless any of the extenuating factors in Section 4 apply.
Table 3.4 Aberdeenshire Standard Speed Limits for Single Carriageways

Road Category

Principal
Town Centre

Other Town
Centre

Other Urban/
Village

Countryside

A class

20 mph

30 mph

30 mph

60 mph

Other Strategic

20 mph

20 mph

30 mph

60 mph

Non-strategic

20 mph

20 mph

20 mph

60 mph

By retaining the national speed limit as the standard limit on countryside roads in
Aberdeenshire we will help to preserve the rural character of the area by minimising
the sign clutter of repeater speed limit signs.
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4 Extenuating Factors
4.1 Schools
Speed limits of 20 mph will be applied outside schools. These will be full time
mandatory 20 mph speed limits or zones in locations where the normal criteria for
such limits set out in this manual are met. In other locations, they will be part time
limits.

4.2 Road Safety Issues
Where the accident history indicates
that speed management measures
may be required on a particular
stretch of road, then an evaluation
will be made of possible remedial
options. Alternative speed
management options should always
be considered before a new speed
limit is introduced. Reductions in
speed limits on safety grounds will
only be permitted where Police
Scotland and the Council’s Principal
Road Safety Engineer agree on the
need for and the extents of the
reduced limit.

4.3 Urban Periphery
Sections of road,
contiguous with urban
areas (as defined in
Section 3.1.2, which
would not meet the
density requirements in
the village definition but
which link residential/
commercial/industrial
parts of the settlement
may be considered for a
reduced speed limit of 50,
40, 30 or ( for C class and
unclassified routes only)
even 20mph depending
on the mean speed of the
road.
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Table 4.1 Speed Limits Appropriate to Recorded Mean Speeds

Road Category

20 mph

30 mph

40 mph

50 mph

Strategic

-

< 30

31 - 40

41 - 50

Non-strategic

< 24

24 - 30

31 - 40

41 - 50

4.4 Other factors
It would be impractical for a guidance document such as this to cover every possible
situation in our large and varied road network in Aberdeenshire. Nevertheless, it is
important that the general principles of setting appropriate speed limits are applied
consistently and fairly and that professional judgement is exercised where the
application of the simple rule based method is inadequate.
Where local traffic engineers believe that the speed limit achieved through following
the method in this manual fails to take into account other relevant factors specific to
the location, they may prepare a submission justifying their proposal for an
alternative speed limit. This submission shall be validated or rejected by the Roads
Policy and Asset Manager following consideration by a panel of experienced
engineers in the Council’s Roads Standards Group. This validation shall be required
before any report recommending a speed limit, other than that achieved by following
the guidance in this manual, is presented to an Area Committee.

5 20 mph Restrictions
20 mph limits in Aberdeenshire shall either be:




part-time mandatory 20 mph speed limits at schools;
mandatory 20 mph zones; or
mandatory 20 mph limits.

Advisory 20 mph limits should no longer be used in Aberdeenshire. Where these
exist, they shall be removed and replaced by the appropriate mandatory speed limit.
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Item: 9
Page: 300

5.1 Part time 20 mph limits
Part time 20 mph limits shall be introduced outside
schools where the criteria for providing permanent
20 mph restrictions are not satisfied.
Part time limits should only be implemented at times
and dates when children are going to and from
school. Times will vary across the school network
and should be discussed with individual schools but
will typically include the period leading up the start of
the school day, lunchtimes and a period after the
end of the school day. It will be appropriate to
extend the periods covering when pupils are going to
school by 5 minutes after the bell to include
latecomers. In certain circumstances, such as at
academies where pupils are allowed to leave the
school premises and walk to local shops, it may be
appropriate to include breaktimes.
When introducing new or reviewing existing part time 20 mph limits at schools,
consideration should be given to the location and access point of the school in
relation to adjoining roads, community severance and routes used by pupils. The
use of part time limits should be restricted to the immediate environs of a school so
that drivers can identify the lower limit with the school. Unnecessarily long lengths of
variable speed limit must be avoided.

5.2 20 mph zones
20 mph zones should have sufficient traffic calming features to promote compliance
with the speed restriction without the need for enforcement. The Traffic Signs
Regulations and General Directions 2016 (TSRGD) require that no part of any road
(other than a cul-de-sac less than 80m long) within a 20 mph zone is more than 50m
from one of the traffic calming features listed in either Group A or B in Table 5.1
below. Group B features can be used where mean speeds are already around
20mph but every 20 mph zone must include at least one feature from Group A.
20 mph zones, where appropriate, are preferable to 20 mph limits, benefiting from
exemptions from the legal requirements on warning signs for build-outs, chicanes,
islands, pinch-points, rumble devices or road humps. Similarly, road humps within 20
mph zones are exempt from the standard requirements concerning lighting and
alignment.12

The Road Humps and Traffic Calming (Scotland) Amendment Regulations 1999
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1999/1000/contents/made
12
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Table 5.1 Traffic Calming features for 20 mph zones

Group A

Group B

road hump

A “20” repeater sign
(Diag. No. 670)

traffic calming works (build-outs, chicanes,
islands, overrun areas, pinch points or
rumble devices)
pedestrian refuge (if constructed after 15th
June 1999 and which encourages speed
reduction)

A “20” roundel road
marking (Diag. No.
1065)

carriageway narrowing (if constructed after
15th June 1999 for the purpose of speed
reduction)
a horizontal bend in the carriageway
(where all vehicles have to change
direction by no less than 70° within a
distance of 32m measured along the inner
kerb)

5.3 20 mph limits
20 mph limits do not require any physical
measures other than signage. While previously
they were only introduced where existing mean
speeds did not exceed 24 mph, a number of
authorities now apply 20 mph limits over wider
areas, grouping streets with higher mean
speeds with nearby streets with lower speeds.
In Aberdeenshire 20 mph limits shall be the
default speed limit on non-strategic routes in
towns and villages where the criteria for 20 mph
zones are not satisfied.
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6 Extents of speed limits
6.1 Start points
Reduced speed limits should be introduced at the first point where the criteria are
met for that limit. In certain circumstances however there may be valid reasons for
starting the reduced limit in advance of this point. Local traffic engineers can
promote orders with a start point up to “C” metres in advance of the qualifying start
point (see Table 6.1 and Figure 6.1) without further validation from the Roads Policy
and Asset Manager or being considered as a departure from Policy.
Table 6.1 Maximum distance start point can be advanced

Speed limit “A”

60 mph

50 mph

40 mph

30 mph

Maximum distance “C”

60m

50m

40m

30m

Figure 6.1 Advance start point for reduced speed limits

6.2 Minimum lengths of speed limits
Speed limits generally shall be at least 400m long although lengths of 300m shall be
permitted for village speed limits where the carriageway and sign at the far end of the
limit are not visible to motorists entering the start of the limit. In urban areas, shorter
lengths will be permissible in cul-de-sacs and for non-strategic streets linking
strategic roads.
Where villages extend along more than one through road, it shall be acceptable for
any through route formed by a reasonable combination of these roads to be used
(ABC, ABD or CBD in the example given in Figure 6.2 below) when checking if the
village criteria in 3.1.3 is satisfied. If so, the whole continuous area satisfying the
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village density criterion would qualify for a reduced limit provided that any limit on a
strategic route is not less than 300m long.
Figure 6.2 Combining routes in determining village status

Where roads are of different categories, the speed limit applicable to the higher
category shall apply if the length of lower category route was insufficient to merit its
own limit.
In the above example, if ABC was a strategic road its speed limit would be 30 mph.
If non-strategic BD was less than 300m long it would be included in the 30 mph limit
however if it was more than 300m long its limit would be 20 mph.

6.3 Gaps between settlements
Where two settlements independently satisfy the village speed limit criteria and the
distance between village speed limits (BC in Figure 6.3 below) is 600m or greater, the
reduced speed limit shall only apply to the lengths meeting the village speed limit
criteria. If the gap (BC) is less than 600m then the reduced speed limit shall extend
over the combined length of settlement (AD).
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Where a settlement (AB) on its own wouldn’t qualify for a village speed limit but is
within 600m of another settlement (CD) that does, the start of the speed limit may be
extended from C to A where the frontage development density over length AC is
greater than 3 HEUs per 100m.
Figure 6.3 Gaps between settlements

6.4 “Buffer” speed limits
“Buffer” speed limits (short lengths of speed
limit used as a transition in advance of a lower
speed limit) shall not be used in countryside
areas. These buffers impose an unnecessary
restriction on vehicles which have left the
section of route where the lower speed limit
was justified and can lead to a disregard for
signed speed limits.
Where an immediate reduction from the
national speed limit to a lower speed limit may
cause risks with vehicles slowing down too
quickly or where additional interventions are
required to give advance warning of the
reduced speed limit then countdown markers
may be used on the approach to speed limit
terminal signs. These are not prescribed in
TSRGD however their use is permitted by a
blanket authorisation issued in 1995 by the
Scottish Office.
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6.5 Roundabouts
Where the speed limits on the approach roads to a roundabout vary the speed limit
on the roundabout itself shall be set to be as follows:



If one or more strategic routes pass through the roundabout, the lower limit on
a strategic route at the roundabout (see Figure 6.4); or
Where there are no strategic routes passing through the roundabout, the limit
on the majority of (non-20 mph) approach roads or, where there is no majority,
the lower of the most common (non-20 mph) limits (see Figure 6.5).

Figure 6.4 Speed limits on a roundabout on a strategic route

Figure 6.5 Speed limit on a roundabout on non-strategic routes only
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7 Signing of speed limits
Unless otherwise stated below, speed limit
signing shall follow the guidance given in Section
8 of Chapter 3 of the Traffic Signs Manual.
Where speed limits end at the edge of a
settlement consideration should be given to
combining the sign with the settlement name
sign.
Speed limit countdown markers may be used in the circumstances described in
Section 6.4 of this manual. Up to 3 such markers may be placed at 100 yard
intervals in advance of the speed limit terminal sign. These shall be placed on the
near side of the road only and, where 1 or 2 markers give adequate advance warning
of the limit, it shall not be necessary to use the full set of 3 markers.
Where new repeater signs are to be provided upright signs shall be used in
preference to speed limit roundel road markings.

8 Enforcement
While enforcement of speed limits is entirely the
responsibility of Police Scotland, Police
enforcement is expensive and resources are
limited so it is important that speed limits should
be designed to be effective without the need for
heavy enforcement. Aberdeenshire Council will
work in partnership with Police Scotland on the
monitoring of speeds and driver education and
Police Scotland shall be consulted on all
proposed changes to speed limits.

9 Supporting measures
Where recorded vehicle speeds are considerably above the speed limit, the speed
limit should be reviewed to see if it is still appropriate and consideration should be
given to introducing supporting measures in order to bring speeds down.
New residential areas should be designed with sufficient speed reducing features to
ensure that speed limits are self-enforcing however it would be neither practical nor
affordable to retrofit traffic calming measures in every street where some drivers
choose to exceed the speed limit. Where funding is available for traffic calming this
should be targeted on an evidence led basis to where it is most needed and will have
greatest effect. Further details shall be provided in Aberdeenshire’s forthcoming
Traffic Calming Manual.
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Aberdeenshire’s Variable and Vehicle Activated Signs Manual sets out how these
signs may be used to promote compliance with existing limits and to highlight newly
introduced limits.

10 Speed limit orders
All mandatory local speed limits shall be made by order under Section 84 of the
RTRA. The National Speed Limit or the General Speed Limit for Restricted Roads
shall apply, as applicable, on all roads not covered by a speed limit order. In
accordance with national guidance, Section 82 orders shall not be used to change
the speed limit on a section of road.
Speed Limit Orders shall be prepared and implemented in accordance with
Aberdeenshire’s Permanent Traffic Management Orders guidance note. Proposed
changes to speed limits shall only be presented to Area Committees for
consideration where the recommendations comply with the requirements of this
manual. Where an Area Committee wishes a non-complying speed limit to be
promoted, they may refer the matter to Infrastructure Services Committee for
determination in accordance with Section 10.1 of Part 2A of the Scheme of
Governance.
Maps shall be produced to accompany each order and, while they are illustrative only
unless referred to in the order text, shall be stored with the made order as both
physical and digital records.

10.1 Initial task
A single Speed Limit Order shall be produced and maintained for all the speed limits
in each area of Aberdeenshire as follows:
THE ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL (BANFF AND BUCHAN) (SPEED LIMITS) ORDER 20XX;
THE ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL (BUCHAN) (SPEED LIMITS) ORDER 20XX;
THE ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL (FORMARTINE) (SPEED LIMITS) ORDER 20XX;
THE ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL (GARIOCH) (SPEED LIMITS) ORDER 20XX;
THE ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL (KINCARDINE AND MEARNS) (SPEED LIMITS) ORDER
20XX; and
THE ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL (MARR) (SPEED LIMITS) ORDER 20XX.

These shall be “clean” orders, making a full set of new provisions. At the same time
an order - THE ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL (<AREA NAME>) (SPEED LIMITS REVOCATION)
ORDER 20XX - shall be produced revoking all existing speed limits (and
reinstating/revoking any restricted road status previously changed by a Section 82
order) within that area. The Orders shall be timed to ensure that there is no gap
between the revoking of the old orders and the commencement of the new.
Speed Limit Orders shall be published on the Council’s website.
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10.2 Introducing further orders
Any new Speed Limit Order promoted after the making of the area wide Orders shall
be promoted and made as a standalone order before being consolidated into a new
area wide Order. In order to minimise the number of current orders we should aim to
consolidate any new standalone Speed Limit Orders within 12 months of their being
made.
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Appendix A
Other Strategic Routes:
Town

Road

Ellon

Hospital Road
Golf Road
Knockothie Crescent

Inverurie

North Street
Blackhall Road
St James Place

Kintore

Hallforest Avenue
Forest Road

Newmachar

School Road

Oldmeldrum

Colpy Road
Station Road

Peterhead

Meethill Road
Windmill Road
Kinmundy Road
South Road
Waterside Road

Portlethen

Cookston Road
Muirend Road

Notes
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Town

Road

Stonehaven

Arduthie Road
Mill of Forest Road
East Lodge Drive

Turriff

Market Street
Balmellie Road

Westhill

Broadstraik Road
Old Skene Road
Westhill Drive

Notes
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1 Introduction
The provision of safe crossing points can have a vital role in promoting pedestrian
activity, helping vulnerable pedestrians feel more confident and reducing the impact
of busy traffic routes severing our communities.
Different types of crossing are appropriate at different locations and factors such as
road character, traffic speed, and vehicle and pedestrian numbers should be taken
into consideration. Moreover, budget constraints limit the number of crossing
facilities we are able to both provide and maintain so it is necessary to evaluate and
prioritise requests for new installations.
National statistics indicate that children and other pedestrians in more deprived areas
are far more likely to be injured or killed by vehicles than those from affluent areas,
however more affluent residents are generally more likely to request and argue for
traffic management interventions in their areas.
This policy aims to achieve consistency in the assessment and provision of
pedestrian crossings across the areas of Aberdeenshire, targeting locations where
they are most needed.

2 Policy Statement
Aberdeenshire Council recognises the importance of having sufficient, welldesigned, appropriately located and well maintained pedestrian crossing
facilities.
We will:






Provide clear guidance on the assessment, prioritisation and provision
of pedestrian crossings in a “Pedestrian Crossings Manual”;
Only provide or accept new crossings which meet the criteria in the
Pedestrian Crossings Manual;
Require that all proposals for zebras and signalised crossings follow the
internal approval process set out in the Pedestrian Crossings Manual;
Prioritise proposals on an Aberdeenshire wide basis to ensure crossings
are targeted where they are most needed; and
Re-evaluate existing signalised crossings prior to replacement and
remove those which do not meet current criteria;

3 Scope
This Policy shall apply to:




Aberdeenshire’s existing road network;
New roads constructed by or on behalf of Aberdeenshire Council; and
New roads constructed by others for adoption by Aberdeenshire Council.
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4 Implementation and Compliance
Aberdeenshire Council’s “Pedestrian Crossings Manual” contains detailed direction
on the provision, assessment and design of pedestrian crossing facilities.
The Roads Policy and Asset Manager will be responsible for updating this manual to
reflect changes in legislation and any other improvements or amendments
considered to be needed. Requests for approval of design proposals for zebras and
signalised crossings and for departures from the standards set out in the manual
shall be determined by the Roads Policy and Asset Manager after advice from the
Roads Standards Group.
The Strategy Manager shall be responsible for ensuring that requests for new
crossings are processed in accordance with this policy and the manual, compiling
and maintaining a list of candidate sites and prioritising proposals in accordance with
the manual.
Local Roads and Landscape Managers shall be responsible for compliance within
their areas and supporting the Strategy Manager in the assessment of sites in their
areas.
The Roads Development Manager shall ensure that all crossings in roads for
adoption comply with the requirements of the manual.
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1 Introduction
The provision of safe crossing points can have a vital role in promoting pedestrian
activity, helping vulnerable pedestrians feel more confident and reducing the impact
of busy traffic routes severing our communities.
Different types of crossing are appropriate at different locations and factors such as
road character, traffic speed, and vehicle and pedestrian numbers should be taken
into consideration. Moreover, budget constraints limit the number of crossing
facilities we are able to both provide and maintain so it is necessary to evaluate and
prioritise requests for new installations.
This manual gives details on the types of pedestrian crossing facilities that may be
used in Aberdeenshire and sets out the process for assessing and implementing
proposals for these.

1.1 Legal & Policy Background
1.1.1 Legal background
Under Section 23 of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (RTRA), local traffic
authorities are permitted to establish, alter or remove pedestrian crossings on the
roads they are traffic authority for, after consultation with the police and giving public
notice of their proposal.
Sections 26 and 27 of the RTRA allow local authorities to appoint school crossing
patrollers with powers to stop vehicles.
Schedule 14 of the Traffic Signs Regulations and General Directions 2016 (TSRGD)
prescribes the signals and road markings to be used for zebra crossings and signalcontrolled crossings.
1.1.2 Policy Background
Aberdeenshire Council’s Pedestrian Crossings Policy aims to achieve consistency in
the assessment and provision of pedestrian crossings across the areas of
Aberdeenshire, targeting locations where they are most needed. This manual is
directly referenced in the Policy and shall be complied with for all crossings in
Aberdeenshire.
National Guidance on the provision and design of pedestrian
crossings is contained in Manual for Streets (2007), Manual
for Streets 2 (2010) and Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs
Manual (2019).
This manual should be read in conjunction with the guidance
in Chapter 6 and aims to promote a consistency of
application across Aberdeenshire by giving specific guidance
in areas where Chapter 6 allows some discretion.
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1.2 Types of Crossing
Table 1.1 below lists the type of crossing facilities (in roughly ascending order of cost)

that may be installed, renewed or adopted in Aberdeenshire. The crossings are
categorised for ease of reference later in this manual.
Table 1.1 Categorisation of Crossing Facilities

Crossing Category

Facility

Uncontrolled

Dropped kerb crossing point
Pedestrian Island
Carriageway narrowing
Raised entries
Continuous footways

Controlled (standalone)

Zebra crossing
Parallel crossing
PEDEX crossing
Far-side toucan crossing
Far-side Pegasus crossing

Patrolled

School crossing patroller

Controlled (combined)

Signal controlled junctions with pedestrian phase

2 General Principles
Chapter 6 of the Traffic Signs Manual identifies the three main objectives of any
crossing as safety, convenience and accessibility, and states “a crossing that
does not improve on all three to some degree is unlikely to be satisfactory”.

2.1 Location
Crossings should be provided at junctions to help pedestrians cross side roads and
also at mid-block locations as necessary. They should be located as close as
possible to pedestrian desire lines and should be as direct as possible. This should
encourage pedestrians to use the provided facilities, minimise the potentially
hazardous practise of crossing in the “shadow” of the crossing and avoid the need for
guardrails.
Conflict points at uncontrolled junctions should be avoided however when crossings
are needed on the approach to a side road the safe distance of 20m is required for
signal controlled crossings and a minimum of 5m for a zebra crossing.
Controlled crossings located on the minor approach road should not be sited very
close to the give way or stop line as drivers turning into the minor road need time to
assess the crossing and space to stop.
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Crossings should be provided to improve access to bus stops however stopped
buses can obstruct visibility between drivers and pedestrians seeking to cross the
carriageway. Bus stops should be sited downstream from pedestrian crossings with
a minimum length of 15m from the rear of the stopped bus to the crossing point.

2.2 Visibility
Pedestrians must be able to see and be seen by approaching traffic. Visibility should
not be obstructed by parked vehicles, trees or street furniture. Minimum distances for
drivers are set out in Table 2.1. These account for a driver reaction time of 1.5s and
a deceleration rate of 0.45g in wet weather conditions. The visibility is from the driver
to the waiting pedestrian at the road edge. No new crossing should be installed if the
absolute minimum visibility is not met and if relocation of the crossing is not viable
then consideration to removing the obstruction should be given. A footway buildout
or extension of the zig-zag markings may suffice to improve visibility.
Table 2.1 Visibility at Pedestrian Crossings

85%ile Approach
Speed (mph)

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

Absolute
Minimum visibility

25m

33m

43m

53m

79m

95m

113m

2.3 Crossing approach surfaces
Crossings should have appropriate drainage to collect surface water from the
crossing area. Both the footway and the carriageway should be free from surface
obstructions such as access covers to services, gratings or gullies. Street furniture
should also be located away from the pedestrian waiting area.
Dropped kerbs with an upstand of no greater than 6mm and tactile paving (see 2.4)
must always be provided across the crossing width and that the section of footway
between the flush kerb line. The gradient along the direction of travel should not
exceed 1 in 20 while the crossfall perpendicular to the direction of travel should not
exceed 1 in 40. This may not always be practical when retrofitting crossings into
existing footways but should be achievable for new developments or major projects.
Figure 2.1 illustrates one possible method of how, by dropping the full width of the
footway, acceptable crossfalls can be achieved at dropped kerb crossings.
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Figure 2.1: Full width of footway dropped

High skid resistance surfaces shall be applied on the carriageway (approach lanes
only) to all controlled pedestrian crossings. The length over which the anti-skid
should be applied is equal to the length of the zig-zags which will vary according to
visibility and the approach speed of the vehicle. Cold applied epoxy resin with grey
calcined bauxite shall be used for these high skid resistance surfaces. It is preferred
that this is machine applied however this may not always be economically justified for
small quantities and manual application may be considered.

2.4 Tactile paving
Blister surface tactile paving shall be provided at the following locations:





crossings along or across distributor roads;
mid-block crossings;
controlled crossings; and
crossing points on raised junctions or tables.

At other locations, tactile paving shall be considered but is not mandatory.
Red concrete tactile slabs should be used at controlled crossings and buff concrete
slabs elsewhere. Natural slabs may be used in conservation areas however the
selected colour/tone must provide a sufficient contrast against the surrounding
surface.
Concrete tactile slabs shall be hydraulically pressed and laid on a 30mm thick mortar
bed above a minimum of 100mm of ST3 concrete over the full extent of the tactile
paving. Materials and installation shall otherwise comply with BS 7533-4:2006
clause 5.44.
Where tactile paving is provided it shall extend along the full extent of the dropped
kerb and shall be aligned with the direction of crossing, with the back edge of the
tactile surface at right angles to the direction of crossing. This may not necessarily
be parallel to the kerb. The tactile surface should be laid to a depth of 1200mm
where the flush kerb is in the direct line of travel. A depth of 800mm shall be used
elsewhere.
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2.5 Lighting
Good lighting of pedestrian crossings is required as pedestrian crossings are also
used at night as well as during the day. Road lighting should be designed so it is
adequate but if there is any doubt about the visibility of pedestrians then
supplementary lighting can be provided in accordance with BS 5489. The pedestrian
approach and the carriageway crossing area must be illuminated to a uniform level.
Consideration should also be given to the effects of glare at crossings where the
alignment may result in drivers being dazzled when the sun is low in the sky.
Additional measures may be needed at such locations to increase the conspicuity of
the crossing.

2.6 Guardrails
The use of guard rails should be avoided when designing the crossing as they may
cause a hazard, potentially trapping pedestrians in the carriageway, and limit the
available space for pedestrians waiting to cross which may cause congestion at the
crossing. Other solutions to improve pedestrian safety should be sought before
installing guardrails.

2.7 Signing and Road Markings
All road markings, road studs and signage must be in
accordance with the Traffic Signs Regulations and
General Directions 2016.
Advance warning signing may be required in areas
where the visibility of the crossing is impaired or
when high speed limits are high for the type of
crossing e.g. where a signal controlled crossing is
sited on road where the speed limit is greater than 50
mph.
Cold plastic Methyl Methacrylate (MMA) shall be used for all road markings at
pedestrian crossings.
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3 Uncontrolled Crossings
3.1 Dropped kerb crossing points
While pedestrians are free to cross the road where they wish, dropped kerb crossing
points can be a relatively low cost option to make crossing easier for those with
impaired mobility to cross the road.
Informal crossings do not require signs or markings and therefore do not add to
visual clutter. Informal crossings work well in low speed traffic environments and
may be emphasized through contrasting paving materials, street furniture and
changes to the carriageway width or level. It is however important that these are
located on or close to the pedestrian desire lines to encourage use.
Dropped kerbs should be installed in pairs directly opposite each other. The length
of dropped kerb should be sufficient to accommodate the peak pedestrian flow and
should be at least 1.8m (minimum width) while 2.7m is preferred. (Using multiples of
standard kerb lengths or tactile slab widths avoids unnecessary cutting during
construction and maintenance.) Care must be taken to ensure that slopes introduced
to accommodate the dropped kerbs do not lead to excessive gradients for footway
users crossing at or continuing beyond the crossing point.

3.2 Pedestrian refuges
Pedestrian refuges consist of a kerbed island in the centre of the carriageway
between dropped kerb crossing points on the adjacent footways. They can be sited
at junctions or mid-block locations and, by reducing crossing widths and requiring
concentration on fewer potential traffic movements at each stage of the crossing, are
helpful to those who are wary of crossing wider roads or who have difficulties in
assessing gaps in two way traffic flows. Pedestrian refuges may be used as
standalone uncontrolled crossings or combined with controlled crossings.
The depth (in the direction of pedestrian travel) of the refuge island should be based
on the anticipated users. The absolute minimum depth of 1.2m is inadequate for
anything other than pedestrians and, while a minimum of 1.8m can accommodate
wheelchair users, mobility scooters, cyclists and pushchairs, a depth of 2m is
preferable and should be the minimum provided if possible. On busy cycle
crossings, a minimum depth of 3m should be considered to accommodate tandems
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or cycles with trailers. The width of the crossing (along the direction of vehicular
travel) should be adequate to accommodate peak pedestrian flows and be at least
2m.
To minimise the risk of loss of control of vehicles striking the island, kerb heights in
the island should not exceed 75 mm.
Non-illuminated retroreflective self-righting bollards shall be used (following the
guidance given in Aberdeenshire Council’s Illumination of Traffic Signs document) in
pedestrian refuges. Central marker beacons may only be used at locations where it
is necessary to enhance the visibility of the crossing. While these may occasionally
be required in existing locations, for new developments, layouts must be designed to
ensure adequate visibility to crossing points and central marker beacons shall not be
permitted.
The installation of pedestrian refuges can lead to cyclists being endangered by
motorists attempting to squeeze past them at or near to the islands. To minimise this
risk, the clear carriageway width between kerbs should be at least 4m. Widths of
between 2.75m and 3.0m may also be used where the speed limit is 20mph.

3.3 Carriageway Narrowings
Build-outs can be used to reduce the width of the crossing, reduce the time
necessary to cross the road and improve visibility for both pedestrians and vehicles.
Build-outs may be used to leave two narrower lanes or sufficient width for only one
way traffic passing on a “give and take” basis. In the latter instance, the appropriate
traffic signs shall be used to indicate priorities. As with pedestrian refuges, the use of
carriageway narrowing can lead to safety issues for cyclists and full consideration
should be given to this matter prior to installing such features.
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3.4 Continuous footways/raised entries
The use of continuous footways or raised table crossings provides an increased level
of pedestrian priority at crossings at junctions and should be considered where quiet
residential streets form T-junctions (or crossroads) with other low speed roads.
3.4.1 Continuous footways
Continuous footways shall be considered where the following criteria are met:
Minor road:







20mph speed limit;
<60 vehicles per hour (peak);
Minimal HGV flows;
Residential street;
Not a bus route; and
Carriageway category 4b (local access road).

Major road:



Speed limit of 30mph or less;
Footway category 3 (secondary walking routes) or higher.
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3.4.2 Raised Entries
Raised entries shall be considered where the following criteria are met:
Minor road:







20mph speed limit;
<120 vehicles per hour (peak);
Minimal HGV flows;
Residential street;
Not a bus route; and
Carriageway category 4b (local access road).

Major road:



Speed limit of 30mph or less;
Footway category 3 (secondary walking routes) or higher.

4 Controlled (standalone) crossings
4.1 Zebra/parallel crossings
Zebra crossings may be considered where 85%ile speeds are less than 35mph, and
traffic flows and pedestrian flows are moderate. Zebra crossings cause less delay to
pedestrians than signal controlled crossings, but high pedestrian numbers may cause
vehicles to be excessively delayed.
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Zebra crossings are indicated by black and white bands painted on the road surface
and by the flashing Belisha beacons. Crossing widths should be a minimum of 2.4m.
On the approaches and exits to the crossing zig-zag markings must be provided
along the edge of the carriageway to create a controlled area where waiting, loading
and overtaking is prohibited. The regulations indicate a standard number of 8 zigzag markings but this can be reduced to a minimum of 2 markings where
appropriate.
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Parallel crossings must only be used where segregated cycle facilities exist at both
sides of the crossing.

4.2 PEDEX/ Far-side toucan crossings
A signal controlled crossing such as a PEDEX or Toucan crossing will be most
suitable where traffic and pedestrian counts are high and the PV2 threshold is met.
New pelican crossings are no longer permitted, and Aberdeenshire Council no longer
recommends the use of puffin crossings. PEDEX crossings are required for all new
signal controlled crossings. As existing pelican and puffin crossings approach the
end of their working lives they will gradually be replaced by PEDEX crossings.
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PEDEX crossings are for pedestrian use only. They use far side pedestrian signals
with red/green man figures along with a countdown, audible or tactile signal, and
vehicles are controlled by standard traffic lights. A typical layout is shown above.

Toucan crossings are also signal controlled crossings which are shared by both
pedestrians and cyclists and are only required when a clear cycle route or track
crosses a busy road. The desired width for a Toucan crossing is 4m, or 3m as an
absolute minimum, but if pedestrian flows are over 600 per hour a wider crossing
should be used.
For all signal controlled crossings 2 signal heads must be provided on each approach
to enable drivers to see 1 signal head clearly on approach and 1 while waiting at the
stop line. All signal controlled crossings must use approved equipment and must
comply with the current regulations regarding position and mounting heights. For
PEDEX crossings the touch buttons should be mounted between 1.0 and 1.1m
above the ground and on the right hand side from the point of view of the crossing
pedestrian. For toucan crossings touch buttons should be provided on both the left
and the right side of the crossing.
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5 Identification and implementation of controlled crossings
The sections below detail the stages to be followed when considering and
constructing controlled crossings within the existing network. For new developments,
projected pedestrian and vehicular flows may be used to calculate the xPV2 value
and determine if a controlled crossing facility is required.

5.1 Identification of candidate sites
The Strategy Manager shall compile a list of possible locations for consideration as
potential controlled-crossing sites. The list shall include requests from councillors
and members of the public, and recognising that the areas where traffic management
interventions are most required may not always match with the areas where they are
most requested, the Strategy Manager shall also proactively identify potential sites by
considering the following across Aberdeenshire:






busy roads dividing communities or separating neighbourhoods from services;
strategic pedestrian routes in towns;
walking routes to schools;
pedestrian accident clusters identified by the Road Safety Unit; and
pedestrian desire lines in and around our town centres.

This initial list shall be sifted to remove sites which clearly would not satisfy the
criteria and also those where site geometry or land constraints mean that it would not
be feasible to install a crossing.
Once the list of candidate sites is compiled, an initial site survey shall be undertaken
to identify the optimum location based on desire lines but also considering safety and
other constraints. New sites can continue to be added to the list if further requests or
suggestions are received after the initial compilation and sifting.

5.2 Assessment of candidate sites
For each candidate site, an xPV2 value shall be calculated using Equation 1 which
incorporates the following parameters:





Pedestrian and vehicle count
Accident history
Carriageway width
Vehicle speed

Equation 1: calculation of xPV2 value

xPV 2 = Mac Mcw Mvs uPV 2

This xPV2 value is then used to determine if the provision of a controlled crossing is
justified (see section 5.3).
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5.2.1 Pedestrian and vehicle count
5.2.1.1 On-site count
The vehicle and pedestrian count should be carried out on a day when the flows
would be expected to be representative of the location. This would typically be on a
Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday or Thursday. School holidays should be avoided
where school journeys could be expected to make a significant contribution to the
flows. Counts should be repeated if adverse weather or atypical events are thought
to have unduly influenced the results.
The count should take place between the hours of 07:00 and 19:00 however the
duration may be reduced to a period of not less than 4 hours where local knowledge
means that peak flow times can confidently be predicted. As the assessment is
based on PV2 results, surveyors should ensure that times with peak vehicular flows
are included in the survey as well as those with greatest pedestrian movements. The
survey should be broken up into 15 minute periods with both pedestrians and
vehicles recorded for each period.
The pedestrian count should record every pedestrian crossing the road within a
100m length (extending from a point 50m upstream of the proposed crossing to a
point 50m downstream of the proposed crossing). Two categories of pedestrian shall
be recorded to allow extra weight to be given to those who may find crossing the
road more challenging than others.
Pa:
Pb:

visually impaired, mobility impaired, children under 12 years old and
persons pushing prams or pushchairs.
other pedestrians.

The vehicle count should record all vehicles travelling through (in any direction) the
site of the proposed crossing. Two categories of vehicle shall be recorded to allow
extra weight to be given to larger vehicles which may cause a greater psychological
deterrent to pedestrians crossing at the site.
Va:

large goods vehicles and buses.

Vb:

other vehicles (including cycles, mopeds, motorcycles, cars and light
goods vehicles).

Surveyors should complete the standard count sheet and return it to the Strategy
Manager for processing.
5.2.1.2 Unmodified PV2
The count data shall be used to calculate an unmodified PV2 value (uPV2) in the
following manner:
For each 15-minute period, the quarter hour PV2 (qPV2) shall be calculated using
Equation 2.
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Equation 2: quarter-hour PV2

qPV 2 = (2Pa + Pb )(2Va + Vb )2

The individual qPV2 values shall be ordered from highest to lowest and numbered as
qxPV2 where x = 1 for the highest value, x = 2 for the second highest value and so
on. With the 4 highest values, the uPV2 value can be calculated using Equation 3.
Equation 3: unmodified PV2

uPV 2 = 16 (q1 PV 2 + q2 PV 2 + q3 PV 2 + q4 PV 2 )

5.2.2 Accident History

The accident modification factor (Mac) shall be calculated using Equation 4, where the
Np is the number of accidents involving pedestrians in the previous Da years within
50m either side of the proposed location. Normally this shall be 5 years but, where
accidents at a site occurred prior to a significant change in the character (including
geometry or function) of the road at the proposed location, only accidents in the
period following the change shall be considered.
Equation 4: accident modification factor

5.2.3 Carriageway Width

Mac = 1.2

(

3Np
)
Da

The carriageway width modification factor (Mcw) shall be 1.0 for widths of 6.0m or
less. Equation 5 shall be used for widths (Cw) greater than 6.0m.
Equation 5: carriageway-width modification factor

5.2.4 Vehicle speed

Mcw =

Cw +4
10

The vehicle-speed modification factor (Mvs) shall be calculated using Equation 6,
where V85 is the 85%ile speed of vehicles (in mph) at the proposed crossing site.
Equation 6: vehicle-speed modification factor

Mvs =

V85 +75
100
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5.3 Selection of appropriate crossing type
The criteria for controlled crossings is set out below. Where the criteria is not
satisfied, the outcome of the assessment shall be reported to the Local Roads and
Landscape Manager who shall consider if works to install or improve an uncontrolled
crossing are merited at the site.
It shall be appropriate to consider providing a zebra crossing (or parallel crossing if
linking cycle facilities) where all the following apply:




xPV2 > 0.15 x 108;
the speed limit is not greater than 30 mph; and
V85 < 35mph

It shall be appropriate to consider providing a PEDEX crossing (or toucan crossing if
linking cycle facilities) where the following applies:


xPV2 > 0.8 x 108

5.4 Prioritisation
Sites which meet the criteria for a controlled crossing in section 5.3 shall be
prioritised based on the following parameters:






xPV2 value;
proximity of other crossing facilities;
total number of pedestrians crossing in the busiest 16 quarter hour survey
periods;
level of deprivation (using SMID data); and
cost.

The highest scoring sites shall be further progressed as available budgets permit.

5.5 Design and review
Controlled crossings shall be designed in accordance with the requirements of this
manual. In line with Aberdeenshire’s Road Safety Audit Policy, detailed designs shall
be subject to a Stage 2 Audit.
Detailed designs shall be submitted, along with the Stage 2 audit report, for approval
by the Roads Policy and Asset Manager after consideration by the Roads Standards
Group.

5.6 Implementation and operation
Prior to establishing (or altering or removing) a standalone controlled crossing, the
traffic authority must consult with Police Scotland and publish notice of the proposal
in accordance with sub-section 23(2) of the RTRA.
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Ward members should always be notified prior to the introduction of controlled
crossings and where proposals may be contentious (such as where new crossings
may require the removal of town centre parking spaces) it is recommended that
these are presented to the appropriate Area Committee for approval prior to the
notice publication.
A stage 3 safety audit shall be required following the installation of a new controlled
crossing and, for signalised crossings, commissioning checks must be completed to
the satisfaction of the Street Lighting officer prior to the crossing being added to the
Traffic Signals maintenance contract schedule.
All controlled crossings shall be re-evaluated prior to replacement or major
renovation to ensure that the crossing type is still appropriate and that they are
positioned at the optimum location. Crossings which do not meet the current criteria
shall be removed.
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6 Patrolled crossings
6.1 School crossing patrollers
School crossing patrols (SCPs) are used to offer safer crossing points for primary
and secondary school children at busy school route locations. Aberdeenshire
Council will manage and operate sites in accordance to the School Crossing Patrol
Service Guidelines (SPCSG) produced by the Road Safety GB School Crossing
Patrol Advisers Group.
In line with these guidelines, sites having fewer than 15 children crossing the road in
the busiest 30 minute period should not be considered for establishing a SCP.
SCP sites shall be assessed independently from controlled crossings and the
provision of one shall not preclude the provision of the other.
6.1.1 Process for assessing potential SCP sites
In accordance with the SPCSG the following stages shall be followed when
assessing potential school crossing patrol sites:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Count of pedestrians and vehicles
Calculation of PV2 rating
Comparison with criteria threshold level
Consideration of ‘Adjustment Factors’ and selection of Multipliers (where
appropriate)
5. Recalculation and recheck against threshold level
6. Consideration of additional facilities where heavy traffic flows or speeding
exists.
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The method used for calculating PV2 for potential school crossing patrol sites shall be
that stated in the SCPGSG. It should be noted that is quite different from that
used in this manual for controlled crossings and that the values are not
directly comparable.
Error! Reference source not found.: Criteria for SCP
PV2

Position of
point in

Action to be taken

1

4 x106 < PV2 < 1 x108

2

1.33 x106 < PV2 < 4 x106

3

2

6

PV < 1.33 x10

SCP site justified
SCP not justified at initial assessment –
apply additional factors to see if modified
PV2 meets threshold
SCP definitely not justified at initial
assessment – if exceptional circumstances
apply additional factors to see if modified
PV2 meets threshold

7 Signal controlled junctions with pedestrian phase
Pedestrians often find it easier to cross at traffic signals and as such a pedestrian
phase should be incorporated into the design of the junction as per Chapter 6 of the
Traffic Signs Manual. Pedestrian phases should be provided in all cases except
where no pedestrian footway exists.
Countdown aspects should be installed on all new signal controlled junctions with
pedestrian phases and to existing facilities when these are being replaced. At
appropriate locations, an all green pedestrian phase shall be considered to allow
diagonal crossing.
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1 Introduction
As a Local Roads Authority, Aberdeenshire Council is responsible for the
management and maintenance of all non-trunk, public roads within its boundaries.
These roads vary greatly in character from high speed dual carriageways to
residential cul-de-sacs, and busy town centre shopping streets to quiet country lanes.
Similarly, there is a wide range of purposes which residents, businesses and other
organisations may legitimately seek to occupy the road for including community
events, trading and facilitating construction works.
Whilst seeking to accommodate such legitimate and in many cases desirable uses, a
road is, by definition, a “way… over which there is a public right of passage”1 and any
other uses are secondary to this paramount purpose.
This policy aims to promote a reasonable balance in facilitating appropriate uses
which may require temporary occupation of part of the road while ensuring public
safety and minimising obstruction. Compliance with this policy should ensure that
applications are dealt with fairly and consistently across the areas of Aberdeenshire.

2 Policy statement
Aberdeenshire Council affirms that the primary function of the roads network it
manages is to provide a means of passage. While we may consider requests
for secondary purposes that are of benefit to our communities these will not be
allowed to undermine or unreasonably detract from the maintenance of the
public right of passage. Where such secondary uses are permitted the
maximum duration of the road occupation shall be proportionate to the
community benefit. Long term appropriation of sections of the road for private
use, storage or commercial activity will not be permitted.
We will:




Provide clear guidance on what is acceptable in a “Street Trading and
Occupation of the Road Manual”;
Only approve requests for occupation of the road which comply with the
requirements in the manual; and
Take action to deal with unauthorised occupations and seek to recover
costs from the responsible persons where appropriate.

3 Scope
This Policy shall apply to:


1

All roads (including verges, paved areas, footways and footpaths) for which
Aberdeenshire Council is Roads Authority.

Section 151, Roads (Scotland) Act 1984
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This Policy shall not apply to roadworks nor works by statutory undertakers.

4 Implementation and compliance
Aberdeenshire Council’s “Street Trading and Occupation of the Road Manual”
contains detailed direction on occupation of the public road and street trading within
Aberdeenshire along with guidance on how consent shall be obtained.
The Roads Policy and Asset Manager will be responsible for updating the manual to
reflect changes in legislation and any other improvements or amendments
considered to be needed.
Local Roads and Landscape Managers shall be responsible for compliance within
their areas, ensuring that guidance in the manual is complied with and that
applications are processed in accordance with this Policy.
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1 Introduction
As a Local Roads Authority, Aberdeenshire Council is responsible for the
management and maintenance of all non-trunk, public roads within its boundaries.
These roads vary greatly in character from high speed dual carriageways to
residential cul-de-sacs, and busy town centre shopping streets to quiet country lanes.
Similarly, there is a wide range of purposes which residents, businesses and other
organisations may legitimately seek to occupy the road for including community
events, trading and facilitating construction works.
Whilst seeking to accommodate such legitimate and in many cases desirable uses, a
road is, by definition, a “way… over which there is a public right of passage”1 and any
other uses are secondary to this paramount purpose.

1.1 Legal & Policy Background
Aberdeenshire Council’s Street Trading and Occupation of the Road Policy affirms
that the primary function of its road network is to provide a means of passage. It
recognises the demand for competing uses of the road but states that these will not
be allowed to undermine or unreasonably detract from the public right of passage
and, furthermore, that where secondary uses are permitted the maximum duration of
the road occupation shall be proportionate to the community benefit.
This Street Trading and Occupation of the Road Manual is directly referred to in the
Policy and the requirements contained within this manual shall be mandatory for all
non-trunk roads in Aberdeenshire.
It should be noted that the intention of this policy is to remove inappropriate
and unauthorised obstructions from the public road. While legal remedies are
presented here, a softer initial approach will often achieve the desired outcome
more quickly and with less rancour compared to the immediate use of statutory
powers.
The Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 includes a number of provisions that enable roads
authorities to protect this core function while also permitting and regulating secondary
uses. These are discussed elsewhere in this document but include:





1

Section 58 – occupation of parts of road for deposit of building materials etc.
Section 59 – control of obstructions in roads;
Section 85 – control of builders’ skips on road; and
Section 87 – power to remove structures from roads.

Section 151, Roads (Scotland) Act 1984
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2 Street Trading
2.1 General
The Street Trading – Guidance for Applicants document provides prospective street
traders with full details of the various permissions they may require and standard
conditions they would need to comply with if trading in Aberdeenshire. The guidance
given below in this manual considers only roads-related matters.
In this manual, street traders shall be categorised as either mobile or static traders.
Units trading at a location for more than 30 minutes are considered to be static.

2.2 Mobile Trading
Mobile traders are defined here as those who do not trade for more than 30 minutes
from any location.
Mobile traders shall not be required to apply for specific approval from the local roads
authority but must comply with the following conditions which are included in
Licencing’s Standard Conditions for Principal Street Traders:







Trading must not take place at any one location for more than 30 minutes
during the permitted trading hours and must be moved to another location no
less than 100 metres away and shall not return within 4 hours. Multiple
consecutive short stops shall be permitted if the cumulative time spent in any
100m length of road does not exceed 30 minutes in any 4 ½ hour period.
The business unit must be positioned so that any customers being served or
waiting to be served do not interfere in any way with the free movement of
vehicular traffic and/or pedestrians.
Any business units trading in the public road must not have any wheel on the
footway or verge and must be sited such that customers stand only on the
footway while being served or waiting to be served.
The business unit shall not trade from the carriageway on any road where the
speed limit is greater than 30 mph.
The business unit must not trade within 20m of a road junction, a designated
pedestrian crossing point or the site of a school crossing patrol.

2.3 Static Trading
Static traders are defined here as those who trade for more than 30 minutes from any
location. Static units still need to be moveable and must not be left at their stance
overnight.
2.3.1 Acceptable locations
Static units are obstructions in the road and will require consent from the local roads
authority under Section 59 of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984. Our preference is that
static trading is carried out in an off-road location, but we accept that street trading
units have a role in delivering services to some locations where the demand for their
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goods is not otherwise being met and that off-road stances may not always be
available.
All requests for consent to operate a trading unit within the public road will be
assessed by roads officers, considering road safety and traffic management issues
while weighing up the community benefit against the level of obstruction or
inconvenience caused. A hot food unit in a large, remote layby may deliver a useful
service to passing motorists while causing very minor levels of obstruction however
the same unit in a town centre may use up valuable parking spaces and increase
congestion but do little to provide new services at that location. A burger van may be
acceptable in a quiet cul-de-sac in an industrial estate with no parking problems but
unacceptable in another location in an industrial estate where there is pressure on
available parking or limited room for manoeuvring larger vehicles. In all instances the
final decision shall rest with the local Roads and Landscape Manager for the relevant
area.
2.3.2 Information to be included in applications
Applications for permission to operate a static trading unit in the public road (Section
59 consent) should include:








Location plan (or detailed textual description) of trading pitch
Site plan of pitch showing proposed site (can be provided as sketch)
Details of what is to be traded
Details of vehicle/trailer (type, dimensions, position of serving hatch)
Trading hours
Start date for requested consent
Traders name and address

Figure 2.1: Vertical clearance to awning or other projection over the footway
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2.3.3 Consents and standard conditions:
Where Section 59 consent is granted to operate a static trading unit in the public road
it shall be:




Personal to the applicant and non-transferable;
Specific to the vehicle in the application; and
Limited to a period not greater than 3 years.

The following standard conditions shall apply and be included in all consents:










Units used for trading from a static pitch within the public road may only
occupy that pitch during their approved trading hours and must be removed
from the site out with their approved trading hours. Units must not be left on
their pitch overnight.
The unit must be immediately removed from the site when requested by the
roads authority or a police officer.
The Licence holder must ensure that his vehicle does not interfere in any way
with the free movement of vehicular traffic and/or pedestrians.
Trading units must not obstruct or interfere with access to, or the operation of,
any item of street furniture or utility apparatus such as hydrants, chambers,
traffic signs or lighting columns.
Units used for static trading must be fully self-contained and must not be
connected to mains services. Any gas canisters, generators, water tanks etc.
must not be placed on any part of the public road (including carriageway,
footway and verge).
The roads drainage system must not be used for the disposal of wastewater or
any other substance.
No advertising or direction signing is permitted other than that on the trading
unit itself.

Applicants should be aware that it is an offence2 to place any projection over a
footway where it is less than 2.25m above the footway surface and must ensure that
any serving hatch awning or shelter does not endanger footway users. Allowance
shall be made for kerb upstands and footway/carriageway slopes when checking the
vertical clearance (see Figure 2.1).
2.3.4 Enforcement
Where a trading unit has S.59 consent but is failing to comply with any of the
consent’s conditions the local Roads team shall write to the consent holder, advising
them:
1. That they are committing an offence
2. Of the nature of the non-compliance;
3. Of the action required to achieve compliance;

2

ss. 129(8)(a) of Roads (Scotland) Act 1984
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4. Of the date by which either compliance must be achieved, or the trading unit
permanently removed from the site (there is no restriction on the minimum
period of notice but this should be the minimum period that could be
reasonably expected in the circumstances);
5. That if compliance/removal is not achieved by that date, the roads authority
may remove the unit and recover its reasonably incurred expenses.
For trailers operating without S.59 consent the procedure in Section 4.2 shall be
followed.
2.3.5 Car parks
Unauthorised trading from Council managed off-street car parks in Aberdeenshire is
prohibited however traders may apply to purchase a Traders Exemption Permit.
Applications will be considered where certain criteria are met and further details are
available from our car-parking team (parkingteam@aberdeenshire.gov.uk).
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3 Street Cafes
3.1 General
Provision of well managed street cafes can add to the vibrancy of our town centres
and are to be welcomed in appropriate locations. Conversely, poorly managed,
inappropriately sited street cafes can be a source of nuisance to residents and a
potential hazard to other road users, particularly the visually impaired, wheelchair
users and those with prams.
The Street Cafes – Guidance for Applicants document provides prospective street
traders with full details of the various permissions they may require and standard
conditions they would need to comply with if seeking to use part of the public footway
in front of their premises for the consumption of food and drink.
The guidance given below in this manual considers only roads related matters. Any
permission we give would only be for occupation of the road (Section 59 of R(S)A)
and the applicants may still require consent for planning permission and alcohol
licensing.
Consent shall not be granted for the serving of alcohol alone and alcohol may only be
consumed in the street café when accompanying a meal.
Any consent granted shall be for a period of no more than 12 months and shall be
subject to annual renewal. Details of all consents shall be logged on the Scottish
Road Works Register.
3.1.1 Acceptable locations
Street cafe consent shall only be granted for Sections of footway immediately outside
the applicant’s premises and applications shall only be considered for premises
which provide tables and chairs for the serving of food and drink within their
premises. The number of chairs permitted on the footway shall not exceed the
number of chairs provided within the premises for the serving of food and drink.
Figure 3.1: Clearances to be maintained
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Consideration should be given to the impact the proposal would have on other road
users, particularly pedestrians. A clearance of a minimum of 1.8m must be
maintained from any furniture (including bases) to any other obstruction in, or edge
of, the footway. (See Figure 3.1) This minimum clearance value may be increased at
the discretion of Roads officers when deemed to be necessary, such as at locations
with high pedestrian flows, where the opening of doors on cars parked at the
kerbside is likely to be a problem or at bus stops or pedestrian crossing points.
All furniture must be contained within the street cafe boundary and must not be
allowed to obscure any signs nor adversely limit sight lines. The street cafe layout
shall be designed and maintained to ensure there is no obstruction to emergency
exits or access by emergency services. Fire hydrants must be kept clear.
3.1.2 Information to be included in applications
Applications for permission to operate a street cafe in the public road (Section 59
consent) should include:








An A4 location plan (suggested Scale 1:500) showing the premises and
location of proposed outdoor seating area.
A detailed site plan (suggested scale 1:200) showing
o Building lines, kerb lines and other street furniture (Lighting columns,
bollards, signposts etc.);
o Access points;
o Extents of proposed street cafe area with dimensions and clearances to
nearby street furniture/kerb lines shown;
o Arrangement of tables and chairs;
A statement of management arrangements;
Details of furniture and barriers/enclosures to be used;
The application fee (if applicable); and
Evidence of Public Liability Insurance cover.

3.1.3 Consents and standard conditions:
Where Section 59 consent is granted to operate a street cafe in the public road it
shall be:




Personal to the applicant and non-transferable;
Limited to a period not greater than 12 months; and
Subject to annual renewal.

The following standard conditions shall apply and be included in all consents:
1. This consent for occupation of the pavement will be for Tables and Chairs and
Barriers only and will be valid until expiry of permit. The granting of
permission under Section 59 of the Act only relates to occupation of the road
and applicants will need to ensure that they obtain all other necessary permits
and permissions eg planning consent, alcohol licencing.
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2. The consent will be for a defined area, as shown on the successful permit.
Occupation of the pavement or roadway must not extend out with this
area. The minimum width of unobstructed space between the carriageway
and the front of the street cafe must be no less than 1.8m.
3. The street cafe must be surrounded by a physical barrier of not less than 0.6m
in height to guide people with disabilities around the area and this should
include a low level kick board or similar which can be detected by the visually
impaired using a stick. These barriers must not be fixed to the ground and
must be of a design agreed with an Aberdeenshire Council officer with the
appropriate delegated authority. There should be no free standing signs or
other impediments placed out with this barrier. No permanent fixings are to be
affixed to the pavement/road.
4. Barriers, Tables and Chairs are only allowed on the pavement/road between
0900hrs and 2100hrs and must be removed from the area promptly at
2100hrs.
5. Alcohol may only be consumed within the street cafe when it accompanies a
meal served from the premises.
6. Storage of Furniture/Barriers/A Boards etc. on the pavement/road is not
permitted out with authorised times as laid out in condition 4. Any items found
on the pavement/road out with these times will be removed/confiscated under
Section 59 of the Roads Scotland Act 1984.
7. Permit holders must ensure that the defined area is kept clear of all waste
including cigarette litter associated with their business. These areas MUST be
swept/cleansed when required on a daily basis and after removal of the
Tables and Chairs at the end of each day. All waste/litter must be disposed of
in an appropriate manner i.e. NOT swept into kerbside.
8. The operators of the premises must actively manage and supervise the
external seating area at all times to ensure that there is no obstruction of or
encroachment onto the carriageway/footway and no antisocial behaviour.
9. Barriers and furniture shall be sufficiently robust and stable for expected
weather conditions and must be removed when wind speeds cause any
movement or instability.
10. Access to any public utility plant or fire hydrant in the area occupied must be
made available when required.
11. The consent will be suspended when public utility or road workings are being
undertaken in your area.
12. The consent holder shall indemnify the Aberdeenshire Council from and
against all actions, claims, demands, costs, charges, losses and expenses of
whatsoever kind of nature which may be brought or made against them or
incurred by them in the occupation of the road or pavement granted under the
consent. Proof of indemnification against all claims, injuries or accidents with
cover up to £5 million for any 1 event must be provided prior to placement of
any furniture or associated structures on the footway and this proof should
also be provided with any application to renew.
13. Failure to comply with any of these conditions may result in Aberdeenshire
Council withdrawing this consent. The Council shall not be liable for any
losses which arise through the withdrawal of consent.
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4 Caravans and trailers etc.
4.1 General principles
The storage of non-motorised vehicles (NMVs) such as caravans, trailers and
horseboxes on the public road is an inappropriate use of the road and can be a
source of annoyance and frustration to residents.
4.1.1 Relevant legislation
Where NMVs appear to be abandoned they can be dealt with under the Refuse
Disposal (Amenity) Act 1978 but otherwise these shall be considered to be
unauthorised structures within the road and shall be dealt with under Section 87 of
the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984.
Regulation 103 of the Road Vehicles (Construction and Use) Regulations 1986
states “no person in charge of a motor vehicle or trailer shall cause or permit the
vehicle to stand on a road so as to cause any unnecessary obstruction of the road.”
Regulation 24 of The Road Vehicle Lighting Regulations 1989, generally speaking,
prohibits the parking of unlit vehicles at the roadside between sunset and sunrise
where the speed limit is greater than 30 mph and, where the speed limit is 30 mph or
less, within 10m of a junction (as illustrated in Figure 4.1). Unhitched trailers must
have a pair of front position lamps fitted and kept lit and unobscured while vehicles
with trailers must have every front position lamp, rear position lamp, rear registration
plate lamp, side marker lamp and end outline marker lamp, with which the vehicle is
required by these Regulations to be fitted, kept lit and unobscured.
Figure 4.1: Area around junction to be kept clear of unlit vehicles overnight
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Subsection 129(4) of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984 prohibits encamping in a road
so it is illegal to stay overnight in a caravan within the road boundary.
4.1.2 Acceptable parking of NMVs
Recognising the benefit to the residents with NMVs of being able to load or unload in
front of their house, parking of NMV’s shall be considered to be acceptable where all
of the following apply:








The NMV is not parked in the same road/parking area for more than 2
consecutive days nor more than any 4 days in a calendar month;
The NMV must not be used for living in while parked in the road;
The NMV must not be parked on the roadside where the speed limit is greater
than 30 mph;
Electricity or other services shall not be run across the road/footway to an
NMV;
The NMV shall be stable with all hazardous items removed/made safe;
The NMV shall not be parked in a position (such as in turning heads, at or
opposite driveway entrances, over footways, or near junctions) where it could
impede vehicle or pedestrian movement: and
The NMV shall be parked in accordance with relevant traffic restrictions and
regulations.

4.2 Dealing with NMVs stored on the road
If the NMV in the road is stored in such a position or manner that it poses an
immediate danger to the public then Police Scotland shall be informed. Otherwise
the procedure below shall be followed.
4.2.1 Initial warning
Where practicable, if the owner of the NMV is known, a Roads officer should contact
them, advising them informally that:
1. Their NMV is viewed as an unauthorised structure within the road under
Section 87 of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984;
2. If the NMV is not removed from the public road within 48 hours (or other longer
period as the local Roads and Landscape Manager deems reasonable) then a
formal notice shall be served requiring its removal from the public road.
Where a number plate is displayed on the NMV, registered keeper details (of the
motor vehicle referenced by the number plate) can be retrieved from DVLA using its
Web Enabled Enquiry System.
4.2.2 Serving notices
Where the owner cannot be traced, or the initial informal approach has proved to be
unsuccessful then:
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1. A Roads officer should issue and attach to the NMV a 7 day Notice of
Removal under Section 87 of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984;
2. A photograph should be taken of the NMV with notice attached as evidence of
service;
3. If the NMV is not removed from the public road at the end of the notice period
then the Council Fleet team shall be asked to remove the NMV from the road
and store it for 14 days. If the owner comes forward and claims the NMV then
it shall be released to him on payment of the removal and storage fee.
Otherwise the NMV shall be disposed of.
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5 Sporting and community events
5.1 General principles
Sporting and community events are generally welcomed and encouraged within
Aberdeenshire but, where these take place on the road, it is essential that they are
planned and organised well in advance to minimise inconvenience to road users and
to avoid any public safety issues.
Advice on aspects relating to the impact on the road is provided in our Events on the
Public Road – Guidance for Organisers3 document while more general advice is
available on the council website4.
Requests for occupation of the road for community and sporting events shall be
determined by the local Roads and Landscape Manager for the relevant area,
weighing up the benefits to the community against the inconvenience to road users
and local ward Councillors shall be consulted in advance where traffic restrictions are
required for such events.
The duration of traffic restrictions shall be kept to the minimum necessary and access
for emergency services must be maintained. For each location, a temporary
restriction up to a maximum duration of 3 days, once a year can be implemented
using a “temporary notice” procedure.
If a restriction is required for a period exceeding 3 days or more than 1 restriction is
required in the same location within a calendar year, then prior consent must be
obtained from the Scottish Government5. If this is obtained, then the “temporary
notice” procedure can be used. However, applicants should be advised that at least
6 weeks’ notice should be given to allow time for the additional consent to be
obtained.
We do not charge for processing applications for a temporary restriction for a
sporting or community event. Major events, however, may require substantial work in
relation to the design and implementation of signing and barriers for the closures and
diversion routes. If this is provided by the Council, then it should normally be done
on a rechargeable basis.

https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/20211/events-on-the-public-road.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/licensing/events/
5 https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/5744/section-16a-special-events-guidance.pdf
3
4
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6 Filming
6.1 General principles
Filming in Aberdeenshire is generally to be welcomed, giving a short term boost to
local service and accommodation providers and, potentially, greater awareness of
Aberdeenshire and an increase in visitor numbers.
Any requests for using the public road for filming shall be determined by the local
Roads and Landscape Manager for the relevant area, weighing up the benefits to the
community against the inconvenience to road users.
Where traffic restrictions are needed their duration shall be limited to the minimum
necessary and access for emergency services must be maintained. Local ward
Councillors shall be consulted in advance where traffic restrictions are required.
Facilitating filming would not be legitimate grounds for implementing traffic
restrictions under Sections 14 or 16A of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984,
however we may make an order imposing temporary restrictions or prohibitions under
Section 62 of the Roads (Scotland) Act 1984. Such Orders are limited to periods not
exceeding 7 days and require a notice to be published beforehand in a local
newspaper.

6.2 Filming by drone
The commercial use of drones for filming is becoming increasingly widespread and,
while there may be no physical interaction between drones in the air and road users
on the ground, there is still the potential for driver distraction.
Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) authorisation is required for all commercial use of
drones and Reduced Distance Operations permission is required for flying at a
distance less than 50m to people, vessels, vehicle or structures, within a congested
area and less than 150m from an open air assembly of more than 1000 people. The
CAA website6 stresses that operators filming in towns and cities must ensure that
they have control of the area (including persons, vessels and vehicles) over which
they intend to operate and that road closures or other restrictions of access will often
be necessary.
Any requests for road closures or restrictions to facilitate filming by drones shall be
determined by the local Roads and Landscape Manager for the relevant area,
weighing up the benefits to the community against the inconvenience to road users.
It is unlikely that the inconvenience to motorists caused by the closure of a busy
route could be justified however closures may be considered on quieter roads with
acceptable diversions. For very lightly trafficked roads it may be acceptable to
accommodate short takes using temporary traffic control with stop/go boards.

https://www.caa.co.uk/Commercial-industry/Aircraft/Unmanned-aircraft/Small-drones/Guidance-onusing-unmanned-aircraft-and-drones-for-commercial-work/
6
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7 Contact details
7.1 Aberdeenshire Council
The appropriate Roads officer can be contacted using our roads enquiries telephone
number (03456 08 12 05) or through the email addresses given below in Table 8.1.
Table 8.1 Local Roads office contact details

Area

email

Banff & Buchan

banffandbuchan.roads@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

Buchan

buchan.roads@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

Formartine

formartine.roads@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

Garioch

garioch.roads@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

Kincardine & Mearns

kincardineandmearns.roads@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

Marr

marr.roads@aberdeenshire.gov.uk
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7.2 Trunk Road
The A90 and A96 are trunk roads. These are managed by Transport Scotland on
behalf of the Scottish Government rather than by Aberdeenshire Council.
All enquiries relating to proposals on the trunk road should be directed to
BEAR Scotland Limited
BEAR House
Inveralmond Road
Perth
PH1 3TW
Tel: 01738 448600
Email: enquiries@bearscotland.co.uk
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APPENDIX 7

EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT
EIA Version

Date

Author

Changes

2 (DRAFT for
ISC)

28/10/2020

J Bruce

Updated following consultation

Stage 1: Title and aims of the activity (“activity” is an umbrella term covering policies,
procedures, guidance and decisions including those that affect services the council delivers).
Service

Infrastructure Services

Section

Transportation

Title of the activity etc.

Policies Review – Speed Limits, Pedestrian Crossings and Street
Trading and Occupation of the Road

Aims and desired
outcomes of the
activity

The policies review proposes new and updated policy positions relating
to Speed Limits, Pedestrian Crossings and Street Trading and
Occupation of the Road. It is hoped that the new policies will achieve
the following:
 Promote a reasonable balance between the competing demands
of drivers and pedestrians when setting speed limits;
 Ensure that traffic management interventions are prioritised
across Aberdeenshire based on need;
 Rationalise our current Speed Limit Orders into a set with 1 for
each area;
 Introduce standard layouts for various crossing types; and
 Promote a reasonable balance in facilitating appropriate uses
which may require temporary occupation of part of the road
while ensuring public safety and minimising obstruction.

Author(s) & Title(s)

J Bruce – Roads Policy Officer

St

Stage 2: List the evidence that has been used in this assessment and explain what it means in
relation to the activity you are assessing.
Evidence

What does it say?

Internal data
(customer
satisfaction
surveys; equality
monitoring data;
customer
complaints).

N/A

What does it mean?

Internal
consultation with
staff and other
services affected.

Colleagues in Roads and Landscape
Services have reported that the number
of requests by the public, either directly
or through elected members, is
significantly higher in more affluent
areas compared to areas with greater
deprivation.

External
consultation
(partner
organisations,
community groups,
and councils.

N/A

Road Accidents and Children Living in
Disadvantaged Areas - Research
Findings
(https://www2.gov.scot/Publications/200
0/04/0c1a7de7-fee6-47a3-af0b56e90b39ea8f):
Children in the lowest socio-economic
group are over 4 times more likely to be
killed as pedestrians than their
counterparts in the highest socioeconomic group.
External data
(census, available
statistics).

Other (general
information as
appropriate).

RoSPA Pedestrian Safety Policy Paper
(https://www.rospa.com/rospaweb/docs/
advice-services/roadsafety/pedestrians/pedestrian-policypaper.pdf): among pedestrians in the 5
to 9 years age group, the risk of serious
and fatal injuries to children living in the
20% most deprived areas are 6 times
higher than those living in the 20% least
deprived areas and among 10-14 year
olds, a 2.6 time greater rate. (English
Statistics)
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Identifying and prioritising the
provision of traffic management
interventions based on public
demand may not target these
where they are most needed.

Identifying and prioritising the
provision of traffic management
interventions based on public
demand may not target these
where they are most needed.
There is a case for including
deprivation statistics in the
prioritisation of traffic
management interventions.
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Stage 3: Evidence Gaps.
Are there any gaps in
the information you
currently hold?

While it is assumed that the gypsy traveller community will have a
higher degree of caravan ownership, we have no information on the
extent of their use of the public road for storing caravans when not
travelling. Efforts to engage this community in the consultation have
been unsuccessful.

Stage 4: Measures to fill the evidence gaps.
What measures will be
taken to fill the
information gaps
before the activity is
implemented? These
should be included in
the action plan at the
back of this form.

Measures:

Timescale:

N/A

Stage 5: What steps can be taken to promote good relations between various groups/areas?
These should be
included in the action
plan.

N/A

Stage 6: How does the policy/activity create opportunities for advancing equality of opportunity?
The policies recognise the links between deprivation and pedestrian accident rates, and seek to
mitigate this by including deprivation as a factor when prioritising intervention and also by
prioritising interventions across Aberdeenshire on the basis of objective criteria rather than in
response to local demand.

Stage 7a:
Are there potential impacts on protected groups?
The protected groups covered by the equality duty are: age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation.
Who is affected by the activity or who is intended to benefit from the proposed activity and how?
Complete the table below for each protected group by inserting “yes” in the applicable box/boxes
below.
Positive
Age – Younger/Older

Yes

Age - Older

Yes

Negative

Neutral

Unknown
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Disability

Yes

Race – (includes
Gypsy Travellers)

Yes

Religion or Belief

Yes

Sex

Yes

Pregnancy and
maternity

Yes

Sexual orientation –
(includes Lesbian/
Gay/Bisexual)

Yes

Gender reassignment –
(includes Transgender)

Yes

Marriage and Civil
Partnership

Yes
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Stage 7b: Do you have evidence or reason to believe that this policy, activity etc. will or may
impact on socio-economic inequalities?
This is about trying to be fair to everyone. Part of that is realising that not everyone may be
starting at the same place. Some individuals and families may have low income, may have very
little or no savings which means they are living from month to month therefore changes to
council policies/services may have a greater adverse impact on them.
On this basis you should consider potential impacts on individuals/families by:


Place: on specific vulnerable areas or communities (SIMD, regeneration, rural) e.g.
housing, transport.



Pockets: household resources, (Income, benefits, outgoings) ability to access a service



Prospects: peoples life chances e.g.access to, or ability to access: employment, training,
services (such as council or health) or support.

Groups of people who may be impacted include, but not limited to:


Unemployed



Pensioners



Those leaving the care
setting including
children and young
people and those with
illness



Single parents and
vulnerable families



Looked after children





People on benefits

Carers including young
carers



Those involved in the
criminal justice system



Veterans





Homeless people



People in the most
deprived communities

Students





Single adult
households

People with low
literacy/numeracy



People who live in
rural areas





People who have
experienced the
asylum system

People with lower
educational
qualifications



People I low paid work



People with one or
more protected
characteristic

Please complete by inserting “yes” in the applicable box/boxes below.
Socio-economic
disadvantage
Pockets: Low
income/income poverty
– cannot afford to
maintain regular
payments such as bills,
food, clothing

Positive

Negative

Neutral

Unknown
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Pockets: Low and/or no
wealth – enough
money to meet basic
living costs and pay
bills but have no
savings to deal with
any unexpected
spends and no
provision for the future
Pockets: Material
deprivation – being
unable to access basic
goods and services i.e.
financial products like
life insurance,
repair/replace broken
electrical goods, warm
home, leisure and
hobbies
Place: Area deprivation
– where you live,
where you work

Yes

Prospects:
Socioeconomic
background – social
class i.e. parents
education, employment
and income ,
educational
achievement.
Stage 8: What are the positive and negative impacts?

Impacts.

Please detail the
potential positive
and/or negative
impacts you have
highlighted above.
Detail the impacts and
describe those
affected.

Positive
(describe the impact for each of
the protected characteristics
affected)
Place: Area deprivation –
prioritising the provision of traffic
management interventions based
on need rather than expressed
demand, and the consideration of
deprivation levels should help
reduce the inequalities of outcome
encountered by disadvantaged
communities.

Negative
(describe the impact for each of
the protected characteristics
affected)

Age, Disability, and Pregnancy
and Maternity – reduced vehicle
speeds and appropriate provision
of crossing points would assist
those with wheelchairs/pushchairs,
reduced mobility or limited hazard
perception.
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Stage 9: Have any of the affected groups/areas been involved, engaged with or consulted?
If yes, please give
details of how this was
done and what the
results were. If no,
how have you ensured
that you can make an
informed decision
about mitigating
steps?

Yes – a month long public consultation exercise was widely publicised
through the traditional press and the Council’s social media channels.
Several groups were directly notified of the consultation through
targeted emails.

Stage 10: What mitigating steps will be taken to remove or reduce negative impacts?
These
should be
included in
any action
plan at the
back of this
form.

Mitigating Steps

Timescale

Stage 11: What monitoring arrangements will be put in place? How the EIA will be used to
monitor the proposal
These should be
included in any action
plan (for example
customer satisfaction
questionnaires).

Impacts shall be reviewed following implementation as part of the ongoing policy review process.

Stage 12: What is the outcome of the Assessment?
1

Please complete
the appropriate
box/boxes

No negative impacts have been identified –please explain.

This initial assessment suggests that impacts would be mostly positive. The
impact of the policy regarding the occupation of the road on gypsy travellers
remains unclear.

2

Negative Impacts have been identified, these can be mitigated please explain.
* Please fill in Stage 13 if this option is chosen.
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The activity will have negative impacts which cannot be
mitigated fully – please explain.
* Please fill in Stage 13 if this option is chosen

3

* Stage 13: Set out the justification that the activity can and should go ahead despite the
negative impact.

Stage 14: Sign off and authorisation.
1) Service and
Team

Infrastructure – Roads Policy & Asset Management

2) Title of
Policy/Activity

Speed Limits, Pedestrian Crossings and Street Trading and
Occupation of the Road Policies Review

Sign off and authorisation.

Name:
3) Authors:
I/We have
completed the
equality
impact
assessment
for this policy/
activity.

J Bruce

Name:

Position: Roads Policy Officer

Position:

Date:

Date:

07/01/2020

Signature:

Signature:

Name:

Name:

Position:

Position:

Date:

Date:

Signature:

Signature:

4) Consultation
with Service
Manager

Name:
Date:

5) Authorisation
by Director or
Head of
Service

Name:
E Wallace
Position: Head of Transportation
Date:
16/01/2020

D Armitage
07/01/2020
Name:
Position:
Date:

6) If the EIA relates to a matter that has to go before a Committee,
Committee report author sends the Committee Report and this
form, and any supporting assessment documents, to the Officers
responsible for monitoring and the Committee Officer of the
relevant Committee.

Date: 07/01/2020

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

Date:
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Action Plan
Action

Start

Complete

Lead Officer

Expected Outcome

Resource Implications

APPENDIX 8
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TOWN CENTRE FIRST IMPACT ASSESSMENT (TCFIA)

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

Roads Policy Review Update
Infrastructure Services
Transportation
John Bruce
Yes

1) Could your Project Paper cause an impact in one (or more) of the identified
town centres? – Peterhead, Fraserburgh, Inverurie, Westhill, Stonehaven,
Ellon, Portlethen, Banchory, Turriff, Huntly, Banff, Macduff.
Yes
All
2) If approved would your project cause an impact (either positive or negative)
with regards to the footfall of any of these town centres?
Yes
Potential increase
3) Please describe the aims of the committee paper?
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The policies review proposes new and updated policy positions relating to Speed
Limits, Pedestrian Crossings and Street Trading and Occupation of the Road. It is
hoped that the new policies will achieve the following:






Promote a reasonable balance between the competing demands of drivers
and pedestrians when setting speed limits;
Ensure that traffic management interventions are prioritised across
Aberdeenshire based on need;
Rationalise our current speed limit orders into a set with one for each area;
Introduce standard layouts for various crossing types; and
Promote a reasonable balance in facilitating appropriate uses which may
require temporary occupation of part of the road while ensuring public safety
and minimising obstruction.

4) What are the positive and negative impacts?
Impact
Introduction of 20 mph
limits in town centres

Describe the positive
impact?
Potential to improve
environment of town
centres with lower
vehicle speeds

Describe the negative
impact?

5) What mitigating steps will be taken to reduce or remove negative impacts?
If none see Q6
Mitigating Steps
Timescale

6) Set out the justification that the activity can and should go ahead despite
the negative impact.

Question 7: Sign off and Authorisation
Name:

John Bruce

Position: Roads Policy Officer
3) Author: I have completed
the TCIA impact assessment Date:
07 January 2020
for this policy/ activity.
Signature:
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4) Consultation with Service
Manager

Name:
David Armitage
Position: Roads Policy and Asset Manager
Date:
07 January 2020

5) Authorisation by Director or
Head of Service

Name:
Ewan Wallace
Position: Head of Transportation
Date:
16 January 2020

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

Yes
No

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

Date Sent:

APPENDIX 9

Item: 9
Page: 373

Appendix 9 – Comments received from Area Committees
Policy: Speed Limit

Banff & Buchan – 18 February 2020
1

Committee was broadly supportive of this policy but stressed the need
for education about driving speeds, especially in villages/20 mph
zones.
Observations by Author: Noted.

Buchan – 25 February 2020
1

Consideration must be given to future expansion of towns and villages
when proposing or considering requests for reduced speed limits.
Observations by Author: Speed limits can be extended as necessary
when settlements expand. Extending limits out into the countryside in
advance of possible development could lead to reduced compliance in
the already built-up section of a town or village.

2

Consideration should be given to the appropriate use of upright signs
so as not to overly clutter roadsides.
Observations by Author: Noted.

3

Concern noted with proposals for increased use of 20 mph zones and
enforcement of these zones.
Observations by Author: Noted.

Formartine – 11 February 2020
1

The policy should put people first rather than vehicles.
Observations by Author: The proposed policy would deliver a
significant reduction in speed limits over the majority of our urban
streets while retaining 30 or 40 mph limits on strategic routes in urban
areas.

2

The policy is too complicated for communities to understand.
Observations by Author: The documents aim to explain the
proposals in as straight forward a way as practicable.
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3

There should be flexibilities within the policy to allow local communities
to be safer and better communities, whilst taking account of data
captured in Place Standards.
Observations by Author: The policy aims to ensure a consistent
approach across Aberdeenshire, delivering the benefits of 20 mph
speed limits where these are appropriate.

Garioch – 25 February 2020
1

The Committee agreed to recommend to Infrastructure Services
Committee that the policy option to move towards making 20 mph the
normal speed limit on minor roads in our built-up areas while retaining
30 mph or 40 mph limits on a strategic network of routes be
progressed.
Observations by Author: Noted.

2

Would like to see language changed within the policy to allow a little
flexibility.
Observations by Author: The policy aims to ensure a consistent
approach across Aberdeenshire, delivering the benefits of 20 mph
speed limits where these are appropriate.

3

Would like to see the governance arrangements for departure from
policy detailed within the policy.
Observations by Author: This is explicitly dealt with in the Council’s
Scheme of Governance.

4

Would like to see “church or place of worship” added to table 3.3 (Page
10 of speed limits policy).
Observations by Author: Agreed – text has been amended
accordingly.

5

Would not like to see places where a lower speed limit has been in
operation being raised through the policy implementation.
Observations by Author: Where a speed limit review identifies a
section of road with an inappropriately low speed limit then the speed
limit should be raised to the appropriate level.
Responses to the online survey indicate a high level of public
acceptance of this approach.
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6

Further clarification is required regarding what is classed as a minor
road/strategic route.
Observations by Author: The classification of strategic and nonstrategic routes is detailed in Section 3.1 of the Speed Limits manual.

7

Concerns raised about enforcement if speed limits are reduced.
Observations by Author: Noted.

8

Section 8 on enforcement – the wording needs to be strengthened
around partnership working with Police Scotland.
Observations by Author: There is a strong partnership approach to
traffic management and road safety interventions between
Aberdeenshire Councils and Police Scotland. Locally, there are
established communication channels, for example sharing areas of
concern or traffic data to inform enforcement activity. Both
organisations are active participants in Road Safety North East
Scotland regional partnership.

9

Would like to see the public consultation include questions around the
provision of cycle friendly routes and for cycle groups to be consulted.
Observations by Author: Unfortunately this request was missed when
preparing the list of questions for the public consultation. Grampian
Cycle Partnership were among the groups invited to comment on the
proposals.

10

Would like to see one or two cycle friendly routes progressed.
Observations by Author: Noted.

11

Would like the report to Infrastructure Services Committee to contain
further details of the benefits that would come from wider
implementation of 20 mph limits.
Observations by Author: The report accurately reports the benefits
which could be expected without exaggerating these.

Kincardine & Mearns – 11 February 2020
1

Suggest that consistency is key throughout the 6 areas.
Observations by Author: Agreed.

2

Consideration be given to all cost implications.
Observations by Author: Agreed.
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3

Members considered safety as a key priority.
Observations by Author: Agreed.

4

Members agreed with the principle of a 20 mph speed restriction.
Observations by Author: Noted.

5

Suggest clear use of signage as appropriate to avoid sign clutter.
Observations by Author: Agreed.

Marr – 18 February 2020
1

Blanket 20 mph proposal is unlikely to be considered viable due to
budgetary pressures.
Observations by Author: Financial implications are addressed in the
report.

2

Evidence is not strong enough to support a blanket reduction to 20
mph limit in built up areas.
Observations by Author: Noted.

3

Agree with alternative option to continue with existing policy whereby
20 mph speed limits are introduced selectively, backed up by traffic
calming measures as necessary to meet qualifying speed criteria.
Observations by Author: Noted.

4

Consider that a lack of enforcement can lead to drivers not complying.
Observations by Author: Noted.

5

Queried designated town centre boundaries, which are as defined in
policy.
Observations by Author: Noted.

6

In existing housing schemes where 20 mph speed limits are not in
force, and children walking to school, these routes would benefit from
consideration for 20 mph speed limits.
Observations by Author: Noted.

7

Consider that consistency is important in villages.
Observations by Author: Agreed.
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8

Issue of enforcement of speed limits in rural villages is of concern,
particularly speed on outer edge of villages.
Observations by Author: Noted.
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Policy: Pedestrian Crossing

Banff & Buchan – 18 February 2020
1

Committee was fully supportive of this policy.
Observations by Author: Noted.

Buchan – 25 February 2020
1

The Committee is content with what is proposed.
Observations by Author: Noted.

Formartine – 11 February 2020
1

The wording “shall be” in relation to zebra crossing materials to
be used should be revisited.
Observations by Author: Paragraph 2.3 in the Pedestrian
Crossings manual has been re-written to clarify that high skid
resistance surfaces are required on approaches to all controlled
crossings even when the quantities are too small to justify
machine application.

2

There needed to be appropriate signage used in conservation
areas
Observations by Author: Noted, subject to compliance with
regulations.

3

There should be consideration of the recording mechanisms
used by Aberdeenshire Council and Police Scotland, in terms of
near misses and lived experience – perhaps a means to log
information onto the Council’s website.
Observations by Author: Noted.

4

Place Standards should carry a material weighting.
Observations by Author: Noted.
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Garioch – 25 February 2020
1

Infrastructure Services Committee should determine whether
offers of Capital funding for pedestrian crossings or road safety
measures which do not meet Council criteria should be
accepted.
Observations by Author: Disagree – the policy aims to ensure
that appropriate facilities are provided on the basis of need.
Provision based on ability to pay would exacerbate inequalities.

2

Concerns about the lighting on some crossings with LED
lighting providing less cover.
Observations by Author: Noted – recommended lighting
levels should be met for all crossings.

3

When using the formula, consideration should be given as to
whether the count is supressed because a crossing is not in
place and the road is dangerous.
Observations by Author: Noted.

4

Pedestrian crossings page 15 – the count should also include
people over the age of 65.
Observations by Author: Disagree – it would be impractical to
ascertain ages of adults and visibly infirm pedestrians are
already given a greater weighting.

5

Pedestrian Crossings 5.1 Identification of candidate sites –
should include near housing for elderly.
Observations by Author: Disagree – visibly infirm pedestrians
are already given a greater weighting.

6

Page 5, 1.2 “Manned” should be “Staffed”
Observations by Author: “Manned” has been replaced with
“Patrolled”.

7

Pedestrian Crossings – Section 1 paragraph 3 – concerns about
the statement made regarding affluent people given that it
doesn’t appear to be backed up by statistics. General
comments of this nature should be removed.
Observations by Author: This is covered in the Equalities
Impact Assessment.
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Kincardine & Mearns – 11 February 2020
1

Members are supportive of the policy in principle.
Observations by Author: Noted.

2

Members acknowledged the difficulty in recruiting to fill the role
of school crossing patrollers.
Observations by Author: Noted.

3

Suggest a pilot scheme pedestrian crossing be considered for
Marykirk.
Observations by Author: Sites would be prioritised in
accordance with the policy.

4

Consideration be given to the use of double press facility on
Pedex, to allow more time to cross.
Observations by Author: Consideration would be given to
reduced walking speeds when setting signal timings.

5

Suggest we should offer more support to school crossing
patrollers.
Observations by Author: Noted.

Marr – 18 February 2020
1

Agreed a relaxation of policy would improve the approval
processes and allow more crossings to be permitted.
Observations by Author: Noted.

2

Suggest that when considering main walking routes to school,
consideration is given to each school’s Safer Route to School
document, to ensure that the policy ties in with routes that are
being promoted by schools.
Observations by Author: Noted.

3

Recommend consideration of amending 5.2.1.1 of policy
referencing ‘children under 12 years old’, with the addition of ‘or
wearing a school uniform’ in order to better identify school aged
children.
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Observations by Author: The policy aims to give extra
weighting to primary school age children. Not all school
children wear school uniforms.
4

Noted that the road markings on a number of existing crossings
were in poor condition and in need of maintenance.
Observations by Author: Noted.

Item: 9
Page: 382

Policy: Street Trading and Occupation of the Road

Banff & Buchan – 18 February 2020
1

Committee was supportive of this policy but stressed the need
to ensure that there was no conflict with other Council policies.
Observations by Author: Noted.

Buchan – 25 February 2020
1

The Committee is content with what is proposed.
Observations by Author: Noted.

Formartine – 11 February 2020
1

There needs to be a phased transition for those who already
have a license in place.
Observations by Author: Since January 2017, Roads officers
have notified applicants that units must be removed from the
road overnight.

2

A policy is welcomed to allow enforcement where necessary,
but there should be flexibility to allow consideration of
exceptions.
Observations by Author: The policy aims to give clear
guidance on what is and is not permitted.

3

The licensing policies and roads policies needed to be
synchronised so as not to be too onerous for users.
Observations by Author: Agreed – discussions have been
held with the Licensing team and it is hoped that a cross service
guidance document can be produced for prospective street
traders.

Garioch – 25 February 2020
1

-

Kincardine & Mearns – 11 February 2020
1

Members are supportive of the policy in principle.
Observations by Author: Noted.
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2

Suggested further clarification with regards to mobile trading,
proximity restriction should apply to both controlled and
uncontrolled pedestrian crossings.
Observations by Author: Agreed – text has been amended.

Marr – 18 February 2020
1

Request that consideration is given to existing businesses in
towns when allowing street traders to operate, whilst noting that
this policy deals with occupation of public roads and not public
car parks.
Observations by Author: Noted.

APPENDIX 10
Appendix 10 – Organisations Invited to Comment on Proposals
Aberdeenshire Council
Community Learning and Development Team (for Youth Council)
Community Safety
Gypsy/Traveller Liaison
Public Transport Unit
Waste Team
Business Improvement Districts
We Are Inverurie
Rediscover Peterhead
Community Councils
Alvah and Forglen
Banff and Macduff
Cornhill and Ordiquhill
Fordyce, Sandend and Rural District
Fraserburgh and District
Invercairn
King Edward and Gamrie
New Aberdour, Tyrie and Pennan
Portsoy and District
Rathen Memsie and Cortes
Rosehearty
Whitehills and District
Boddam
Buchan East
Cruden
Deer
Longside and District
Mintlaw and District
New Pitsligo
Peterhead
Strichen and District
Auchterless and Inverkeithny and Fisherford
Belhelvie Community Council
Slains and Collieston Community Council
Ellon
Foveran
Fyvie, Rothienorman, Monquhitter
Meldrum, Bourtie and Daviot Community Council
Methlick
Tarves
Turriff and District
Udny
Ythan
Bennachie
Cluny, Midmar and Monymusk
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Echt and Skene
Fintray
Inverurie
Kemnay
Kintore and District
Westhill and Elrick Community Council
Arbuthnott
Benholm and Johnshaven
Catterline, Kinneff and Dunnottar
Crathes, Drumoak, Durris
Gourdon
Mearns
Newtonhill, Muchalls, Cammachmore
North Kincardine
Portlethen and District
Royal Burgh of Inverbervie
St. Cyrus
Stonehaven and District
Ballater and Crathie
Banchory
Birse and Ballogie
Braemar
Cluny, Midmar and Monymusk
Crathes, Drumoak and Durris
Cromar
Donside
Feughdee West
Finzean
Huntly
Lumphanan
Mid Deeside
Strathbogie
Tap O Noth
Torphins
Other Bodies
Brake
Caravan and Motorhome Club
Federation of Small Businesses
Freight Transport Association
Grampian Cycle Partnership
IAM RoadSmart
Living Streets Scotland
Police Scotland
Road Haulage Association
Royal Automobile Club
Scottish Fire and Rescue Service
Scottish Licensed Trade Association
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APPENDIX 11

Appendix 11 – Results from Online Survey
Policy: Speed Limits
Question 1: Our current policy for 20 mph limits is that we only
introduce them where speeds are already low or in conjunction with
traffic calming measures which ensure low speeds. An alternative
approach considered in the draft Speed Limit Policy and Manual would
see 20 mph speed limits introduced on all minor roads in built-up areas
through the use of speed limit signs rather than further traffic calming.
Which approach to speed limits in urban areas would you prefer?
Answer Choices

A

Responses

Continue with the current approach (default
30mph in built-up areas with 20mph in traffic
calmed streets only)

38.30%

388

B

Move towards default 20mph limit on urban
minor roads

42.35%

429

C

Move towards default 20mph limits in main
town centres

42.25%

428

0.49%

5

20.73%

210

Answered
Skipped

1013
2

D

Don't know
Comments:

Q1
45.00%
40.00%
35.00%
30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

A

B
Percentage of respondents

C

D
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Question 2: The approaches outlined in the draft Speed Limit Policy and
Manual aim to achieve consistency in setting speed limits across
Aberdeenshire. This would result in lower speed limits being introduced
in many locations but could also lead to increases in some speed limits
at locations where the existing limit is inappropriate. Do you agree that
current speed limits should be reviewed and redetermined in
accordance with the new policy rather than left at their current state
(even if it means some speed limits increasing)?
Answer Choices
A
B
C

Responses

Yes
No
Don't know
Comments:

74.68%
21.01%
4.31%
8.30%
Answered
Skipped

Q2
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

A

B
Percentage of respondents

C

693
195
40
84
928
3
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Respondent Information
Answer Choices
A
Individual
B
Organisation

Responses
98.00%
2.00%
Answered
Skipped

981
20
1001
14

Answer Choices
A
Driver
B
Cyclist
C
Pedestrian with visual impairment
Pedestrian/wheelchair user with mobility
D
impairment
E
Live in a town
F
Live in a village
G
Live in the countryside
H
Caravan(towing) owner
I
Trailer owner
J
Street trading unit owner/operator

Responses
95.91%
41.21%
2.15%
4.81%

938
403
21
47

34.36%
50.61%
26.07%
6.24%
10.33%
0.72%
Answered
Skipped

336
495
255
61
101
7
978
37

Names of Organisations Responding
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

Mid Deeside Community Council
Cromar Community Council
Fintray Community Council
Invercairn Community Council
Banchory Primary School entire community
Huntly Community Council
Gamefreak
Ballater & Crathie Community Council
Safedrive Taxis Ltd
Monymusk Community Council (Cluny, Midmar & Monymusk CC)
We Are Inverurie Limited
Udny Community councillor
Turriff Business Association
Newburgh committee for 20mph speed limit
St Cyrus Community Council
Dash Cabs Contracts Ltd
Stagecoach Bluebird
Mojo taxis
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Policy: Pedestrian Crossings
Question 1: The proposed Policy and Manual recognise the importance
of convenient and safe crossing points and seek to target available
funds to provide these where they are most needed. For new zebra and
signal controlled crossings a scoring system is proposed based on
various characteristics of the proposed crossing location. Please rank
the following characteristics of a location in order of the weighting you
feel they should be given when assessing proposed pedestrian crossing
sites – 1 being the most important:
Answer
Choices
Accident
A
history
Number of
B
pedestrians
Number of
C
vehicles
Number of
D large
vehicles
Number of
E vulnerable
pedestrians
F Road width
Vehicle
G
speed

Responses
1
2

3

4

5

6

7

Score

81

29

40

42

40

45

58

4.11

102

83

55

35

22

27

6

5.31

38

69

80

71

39

28

10

4.62

9

29

42

50

64

73

65

3.16

52

64

54

60

59

32

14

4.52

3

12

10

27

49

91

136

2.18

57

48

53

47

58

35

43

4.18

Answered
Skipped

345
7

Q1
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

A

B

C

D
Score

E

F

G

Item: 9
Page: 390

Respondent Information
Answer Choices
A
Individual
B
Organisation

Responses
97.40%
2.60%
Answered
Skipped

337
9
346
6

Answer Choices
A
Driver
B
Cyclist
C
Pedestrian with visual impairment
Pedestrian/wheelchair user with mobility
D
impairment
E
Live in a town
F
Live in a village
G
Live in the countryside
H
Caravan(towing) owner
I
Trailer owner
J
Street trading unit owner/operator

Responses
96.10%
36.04%
1.50%

320
120
5

5.11%

17

43.24%
43.84%
21.02%
7.21%
9.61%
0.90%
Answered
Skipped

144
146
70
24
32
3
333
19

Names of Organisations Responding
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Cromar Community Council
Monymusk Community Council (Cluny, Midmar& Monymusk CC)
Turriff Business Association
St Cyrus Community Council
Dash Cabs Contracts Ltd
Stagecoach Bluebirdid Deeside Community Council
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Policy: Street trading and Occupation of the Road
Question 1: The proposed Policy and Manual set out the principles by
which Aberdeenshire Council will consider the acceptability of uses of
the road other than as a route for travelling over. Among these
secondary uses are occupation of the road by street traders (fast-food
vans, mobile banks, etc.) and non-motorised vehicles (caravans, trailers,
etc.) At which on-street locations would you consider it acceptable for
street trader units to be allowed to operate from (please tick all which
apply)?
Answer Choices
A
Laybys
B
Residential areas
C
Industrial estates
D
Town centres
E
Village centres
F
Near schools
G
None
Comments:

Responses
68.75%
11.81%
81.25%
58.33%
54.86%
7.64%
5.56%
0.69%
Answered
Skipped

99
17
117
84
79
11
8
1
144
0

Q1
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

A

B

C

D

Percentage of respondents

E

F

G
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Question 2: The proposed Manual differentiates between “mobile” and
“static” traders. It proposes that mobile traders (those moving around
multiple locations in a day, e.g. an ice cream van) would only be allowed
a maximum of 30 minutes trading at one location before having to move
on. For static traders (e.g. hot-food trailers trading for several hours at
the same location) it is not proposed to fix a maximum duration for
trading at one on-street location in a single day however units must be
removed from that location when trading is not taking place. How long
do you feel would be appropriate for the maximum times the following
should be permitted to trade at a single on-street location?
Mobile trading
Answers within range
A
0 – 15 minutes
B
16 – 30 minutes
C
31 – 60 minutes
D
>60 minutes

Responses
9.30%
42.64%
28.68%
19.38%

Q2 - mobile
45.00%
40.00%
35.00%
30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

A

B
Percentage of respondents

C

D

12
55
37
25
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Static trading
Answers within range
A
0 – 6 hours
B
7 – 12 hours
C
>12 hours

Responses
23.26%
41.09%
23.26%

Q2 - static
45.00%
40.00%
35.00%
30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

A

B
Percentage of respondents

C

30
53
30
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Question 3: The proposals in the Manual allow premises serving food
and drink to apply for permission to place tables and chairs on the
footway to form a street cafe. Do you think that we should consider
applications for businesses seeking to use the footway for serving the
following?:
Answer Choices
A
Food only
Alcoholic drinks when accompanied by a
B
meal only
Alcoholic drinks even if not accompanied by a
C
meal
D
None of the above
Comments

Responses
28.37%
28.37%

40

23.40%
19.86%
0.00%
Answered
Skipped

33
28
0
141
3

Q3
30.00%
25.00%
20.00%
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%

A

B
Percentage of respondents

C

40

D
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Question 4: Another proposal is that non-motorised vehicles (caravans,
trailers etc.) should not be allowed to be left in the same road or
location for more than two consecutive days nor more than any four
days in a calendar month. Do you agree with the proposal relating to
caravans and trailers?
Answer Choices
A
Yes
B
No - the suggested period is too long
C
No - the suggested period is too short
Comments

Responses
51.80%
16.55%
31.65%
0.00%
Answered
Skipped

Q4
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00%
10.00%
0.00%

A

B
Percentage of respondents

C

72
23
44
0
139
5
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Respondent Information
Answer Choices
A
Individual
B
Organisation

Responses
97.90%
2.10%
Answered
Skipped

140
3
143
1

Answer Choices
A
Driver
B
Cyclist
C
Pedestrian with visual impairment
Pedestrian/wheelchair user with mobility
D
impairment
E
Live in a town
F
Live in a village
G
Live in the countryside
H
Caravan(towing) owner
I
Trailer owner
J
Street trading unit owner/operator

Responses
97.84%
38.85%
0.72%

136
54
1

3.60%
39.57%
44.60%
25.90%
7.91%
15.11%
2.16%
Answered
Skipped

5
55
62
36
11
21
3
139
5

Names of Organisations Responding
1.
2.

Lilys Dough
Dash Cabs Contracts Ltd
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Comments in response to online survey
Policy: Speed Limits
Question 1: Our current policy for 20 mph limits is that we only
introduce them where speeds are already low or in conjunction with
traffic calming measures which ensure low speeds. An alternative
approach considered in the draft Speed Limit Policy and Manual would
see 20 mph speed limits introduced on all minor roads in built-up areas
through the use of speed limit signs rather than further traffic calming.
Which approach to speed limits in urban areas would you prefer?
1.

This is the view of Mid Deeside Community Council agreed at its
meeting of 24th September. The majority felt that efforts to reduce
speeds on minor roads in built up areas were worthwhile to increase
safety, with any accident which may happen being likely to be less
serious at lower speeds.
2. We would like to see 20mph limits along Main Street and on School
Road, Newburgh.
3. Craigs Road in Ellon should have some traffic calming measure due
to the school crossing patrol situated at the junction with Millwood
Road. Either a peak time 20mph measure, or the slow down signs
showing the speed of vehicular traffic. Vehicles travel at dangerous
speeds on this road.
4. I would like to see a 20 mile an hour limit in our village which is used
as a shortcut from the B999 to the Oldmeldrum/Pitmedden road.
5. Must slow down ellon drivers going too fast
6. Recent survey in Craig’s Road Ellon indicated that 52% of drivers
were breaking the speed limit. This road needs a 20mph limit to safe
access from blind entrances and to safeguard pedestrians pets and
red squirrels.
7. I think all towns Villages should be 20 mile in residential area and 10
at schools
8. "I drive partly because of my work, so a regular road user. Personally
i don’t consider reducing the speed limit from 30 to 29 mph to be a
reasonable requirement. "
9. "Invercairn Community Council has requested that the 20mph speed
limit in relation to the Claymore development in Cairnbulg be
extended to encompass all other streets within the twin villages so
that it eliminates confusion and standardises the speed limit across
all Non-B class roads within the villages. The Community Council
feels that by having a mixture of 20 mph and 30 mph within the
village boundaries will and does add to confusion. This also aligns
with Appendix 1 and 2 from the Roads Policy Review Document that
came before the Banff and Buchan Area Committee on 18/2/20,
which the committee supported. To that end we therefore ask that
this request is reviewed and implemented. "
10. Within Inverallochy & Cairnbulg there is a mixture of 20MPH and
30MPH which is causing confusion. I believe a standard 20MPH
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11.

12.
13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

should be adopted from the entrance of both villages so that
ambiguity is taken out of the equation
"I accept that a 20mph collision causes less damage (to a person or
property) than a 30mph collision. But the probability goes the other
way, ie there is more chance of a collision at 20mph than at 30mph in
my view, since to drive at 20mph requires most drivers to be typically
checking their speedometers frequently - it is an unnaturally low
speed. If you are checking your speedometer frequently, you are
looking at the road less, hence less opportunity to see kids running
out or hiding behind parked cars etc. For those people that use
speed limiters, generally they work at 30mph, but do not work at
speeds as low as 20mph. Additionally, the extra time it takes to
complete a journey is frustrating, but worse you feel you are going
slow and without a lot of concentration, a mind can wander and not
be thinking so much about the driving - because it is so boring driving
at 20mph."
And speed bumps.
Traffic calming measures and enforcement of the speed limits are
also required. Purely reducing the speed limit on its own will not
make people drive more slowly. Some main roads are like racing
circuits and should also have speed reduction/traffic calming
measures.
"20mph through Main Town centres, which generally provide a form
of speed limitation by design, can regarded as practical for safety
reasons. For Villages, which generally have a relatively short main
thoroughfare that does not provide the same level of limitation by
design as a town, speed limitation by road sign only is often
disregarded by many motorists. As such 20mph through Village
centres with Self-enforcing Traffic Calming measures, additional to
Signage should be include in the policy (where applicable). Speed
Cushions being the adopted standard providing the self-enforcing
element required while permitting unhindered passage of emergency
vehicles. While there is a focus on unhindered travel for main
thoroughfares adopted by Aberdeenshire Council there is an
argument where safety should be the primary consideration over the
potential loss of 10mph generally over short stretches of carriageway.
There are numerous studies which quantify the ‘Risk of Injury’ over a
range of speeds, notably the evidence that injury at 20mph be
considerably less than that of 30mph."
For pedestrians, vehicles passing by at 20mph (instead of 30mph)
gives a much more pleasant environment. Also quieter.
If such a small reduction in average speed is expected it seems a
waste of increasingly restricted funds. Fix more potholes instead
Application of reduced limits needs case by case context specific
assessment. Blanket 20mph would result in it being applied in places
where it is not really needed, but some current 30 locations would
definitely benefit from a reduction. Not sure the definition of “built up
area” is clearly defined, either.
However, car drivers still don’t understand union st is 20 mph for all
vehicles
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19. A Council wide approach would reduce confusion
20. Any urban area needs to be 20mph but it needs to be regularly
policed and enforced. We regularly see traffic, particularly during
school drop off / collect doing wag in excess of 40mph with absolute
disregard for the temporary 20mph limit.
21. In town and villages it would be preferable to have 20mph limits and
also traffic calming measures.
22. Speed is to high in general and combined with to short safety
distance it kills people. It is a fact, proofed in many studies, that the
reduction of speed safe life’s.
23. 20mph needs to be the default on all built up areas
24. Should be a no traffic rule for one hour before and one after school
entry and exit on Arbeadie Road in Banchory. Traffic hazardous.
25. The single width road in Ythanbank is an obvious candidate.
26. Just make all roads in towns 20 mph (or lower) Better for safety, air
quality and easier to understand/enforce. It would also help
stop/reduce nuisance from 'boy racers'. 20mph is still 30+ km/h.
Speed limits in e.g. Dutch towns are often 20km/h. The difference in
stopping distances and expected injury is significant.
27. Newburgh needs a 20mph throughout
28. We live in rural Aberdeenshire and some drivers are scary
29. Calming traffic measures on Riverside road. Proper crossings and
more speed signs which flash!
30. Needs to be more widespread speed limit reduction with pedestrian
and cyclists prioritised in towns and villages
31. It would make more sense to reduce the speed limit in town centres
as this will reduce the speed of the traffic and make it easier for
pedestrians.
32. A speed limit reduction is only workable if it would s enforced.
33. Traffic calming just leads to congestion and is generally not well laid
out when implemented. The current COVID Cones are a prime
example. The road at the bakers/chemist/catwalkers is now
dangerous
34. Suggest looking at traffic calming measures in Ellon Town Centre.
Speed limits will not be obeyed unless you install numerous speed
cameras
35. Would also like to see this in villages such as Newburgh
36. I think a 20mph limit on minor urban roads without speed calming
measures would be the best way forward.
37. All residential areas should be 20mph.
38. 20 speed limit in Ellon yes
39. Move towards making more villages out of settlements and reducing
speed limits in those settlements.
40. And 20mph in rural towns, villages especially where there are play
parks.
41. not that it’ll matter as very few people drive to 30mph in Inverurie
anyway
42. Enforce current speed limits with police action
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43. specifically for Sauchen, there should be a lower speed limit on Main
Street at the Play Park, and in Cluny the 40mph limit should be
reduced to 30, with a 20 mph limit past the housing.
44. Move towards 20mph limit on all city streets other than ring road.
45. Inverbervie needs a speed warning heading south after the high
street.
46. There is no point in introducing a plethora of different rules and limits
if there are no reasonable ways of enforcing them, or of making it
clear what the danger is. If speeds are too high in a given area, then
traffic calming measures (NOT HUMPS) such as road narrowing or
clear warning signs (e.g. school markings) are installed. There are
already too many false signs and clutter to distract the driver.
Measures that are not obeyed should be examined as to why people
do not follow them. We must restore faith that the restrictions are
warranted, so that when a warning is given, it is beleived.
47. What is the driver behind this? I think 30mph is an acceptable speed
with the temporary 20mph zones outside schools etc. We have
managed for years at 30mph, modern cars have shorter stopping
distances than in the past.
48. Main Street, Rhynie, Aberdeenshire. Nobody takes any notice of the
30mph signs here. Worst offenders are boy racers and Forestry
lorries. 20mph signs might reduce their speed to 40mph. Disgraceful.
49. Constant driving at 20mph is not required, builds up dangerous
emissions and is not economic.
50. The reduction is speeds shown in other authorities is insignificant and
would not justify the cost of making these changes. Bear in mind
pedestrian accidents are invariably caused by pedestrians not
motorists
51. Small villages are at higher risk of vehicles remaining at a higher
speed while rat running through them this is certainly the case in
Mary kirk.. Possibly utilising speed bumps or calming lanes would
also be appropriate to slow the speeders down
52. speed calming measures and better signage & lighting for school
zones / times.
53. I would like to see people being forced to keep to the speed limit. For
instance, Fordoun is a designated 30mph and yet cars regularly drive
through at over 50mph. I don't see how lowering the speed limit to
20mph would stop those that already speed from continuing to do so.
54. "I think in urban roads where the main purpose of the streets is for
housing, it is a sensible policy - for example on housing estates. I
think for urban streets where it is mainly industrial units it is not so
necessary. I really disagree with 20 mph on main roads that go
through Town Centres. During busy periods, this tends to default to a
lower speed simply because of the amount of traffic and outside of
busy periods, 30 mph is more reasonable. Finally, I would love to see
a 50 mph on all minor rural roads,. Many bad accidents happen
because people travel too fast on rural roads, and a speed limit of 60
mph is a nonsense on a small rural road."
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55. Where there is a lot of foot traffic. Where villages speed limit
stretches for a mile or so from one boundary to the other, perhaps a
20 zone where foot traffic is busiest.
56. I would like to see speed limit being 20mph through St Cyrus Main
Road. Traffic calming measures not appropriate but reduction in
speed due to lorries and large vehicle speeds.
57. I live in Auchenblae Main Street where cars, lorries and tractors
exceed the speed limit continuously and dangerously therefore a 20
mph zone would be welcome, sensible and safer.
58. Ought to be traffic calming on A937 and cameras from A90 to
Marykirk
59. 20 mph is a significant move to safer roads where adults and children
are pedestrians and On bicycles.
60. Blackiemuir - calming measures, High Street calming meadurs and
parking restriction on one side to prevent congestion
61. The case for 20mph limit in all urban areas is incontrovertible
62. Main roads through villages too!
63. Or less depending on manouverability due to parked cars making it
hard to see .
64. Rural roads by me are national speed limit, but wholly unsuitable for
such. Now the vast majority are sensible but if we could have
recommended limits to help encourage sensible driving, that would
be welcome.
65. You need to put in measures to slow down traffic . I stay in Marykirk
where a speed survey was carried out a few years ago . The average
speed then was near 40 mph yet nothing has been done . Since the
cars continue to speed through the village and nothing is done . The
council and police seem to accept it's ok to speed through Marykirk
as their inaction to the survey backs this up .
66. Villages need to be 20 mph zones
67. Quite apart from minor roads, in the village of Marykirk, there is a
serious problem with speeding through the village on the A937
involving vehicles heading to and from the A90.
68. Rural areas where it goes 60 to 30 to 60 need to be lowered to 20
and calming in place
69. Many drivers travel in excess of 30 MPH in such areas so a reduction
to 20 MPH may see them reduce speed to about 30 MPH!!!
70. I’d like to a 20mph limit through the centre of Aboyne and surrounding
villages.
71. Lived at Westhill since 1977. Traffic on the central Old Skene Road
is now getting unbearable at morning. noon and night peak periods.
A substantial number of vehicles are travelling in excess of 30mph
and 40-50 (even 60) is not uncommon. That, together with passage
of large artics, tractors, etc. is adding to the noise pollution. The
"town centre" direction is on a pole to the west of Westhill, which
directs vehicles down through the centre of the town. Surely the
better location would be at the Tesco roundabout pointing diectly to
the town centre.
72. Having lived in areas where 20mph are mandatory in residential
urban areas, I have seen the benefits and normalisation of behaviour.
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74.
75.
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80.

81.

82.
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84.
85.

86.

But it requires considerable funding in making the population conform
through speed controls (cameras, police speed traps). This works in
Scandinavia for it to work here the same emphasis on education and
regulation would be needed. Can we afford it now, any parent of a
deceased child would say yes. It should be an aspiration.
I live in the village of Blackburn . where the speed limit is constantly
broken . also traffic calming measures would be a benefit .
People should be taught how to cross roads. Jay walking should be
punished. Stop blaming motorists.
"Why waste money on an unenforceable rule change."
Slow down Nether Aden road Mintlaw !!!!!!!!! 20mph or bumps for
safety !!!
Reducung the limit to 20 mph in town centres will of course result in
shrieks of protest from people who never travel at more than 20 mph
at busy times in towns anyway, and the time saved by reaching the
face-warping speeds of 30 mph is minimal.
But it HAS to be enforced Blackhall Road in Inverurie is just a race
track at times! Not just young lads in "hot-hatches" either.
Consider environmental aspects of traffic calming - damage to
vehicles, braking (brake dust + fuel waste) and acceleration (fuel
waste and noise)
The manual does not appear to provide a definition of criteria to be
met for a 20mph zone (as opposed to 20mph limits). This appears to
be important as it determines when traffic calming measures are
required.
A 20 mph limit in villages would be a great safety aid. Those - like
Laurencekirk - which have straight main roads encourage dangerous
speeding, whereas in many villages like Marykirk and Auchenblae which have winding main streets with limited visibility for pedestrians
trying to cross, and drivers negotiating, the main road - 30 mph is
totally excessive
Current speed limits in villages are not closely monitored, so how will
Aberdeenshire Council propose to police any changes to ensure
safety?
I believe on some A roads speeds should be reduced to 40 miles per
hour when passing through an area with a collection of houses on its
edge and a minor road entering the A road from a collection of
houses, to give pedestrians and cars the opportunity to cross or enter
the A road safely.
The present situation is confusing causing drivers to miss the limits. A
default system would negate this.
Colpy is a small community with small and winding roads passing
through and currently carries a 30mph limit. This is completely
unacceptable and dangerous. 20 mph is too fast in at the bend in the
centre of the hamlet where until a couple of years ago vehicles were
required to stop before proceeding.
At the Alford campus and in front of Watson terrace and also the new
road to take you to the Alford school campus needs speed humps as
there is no one doing 30 yet alone 20 more speed restrictions such as
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91.
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100.
101.
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road humps need put in place also boy racers speeding up and down
it
"The speed limit should be reduced from 30mph to 20mph on entry to
every NE town and throughout the centre of that town. Hamlets like
Pitmachie (Old Rayne) on the A96 should have a 50mph limit."
"This relates to Banchory. There is only one direct road running
through Banchory from east to west-A93. The side streets between
Raemoir Road and Mount Streets are particularly busy with many
vehicles exceeding 30mph.It would appear that satnav devices direct
vehicles along these side streets rther than the A980 and A93.Large
numbers of HGVs also appear to be diverted on to these same
streets even though there destination is elsewhere."
Speed reductions should only be applied where roads are narrow in
older streets and towns where there is potential of older \ vulnerable
walking \ crossing - such as at Chemists or accessing \ egressing
parking areas where the visitor may not be aware of any dangerous
or busy junctions. Again these should be prioritised on high footfall
numbers ie more than 10 per hour crossing and measures only
applied thus prioritising the budget in these areas only.
With ever increasing volumes of traffic 20 mph is a more sensible
speed in small villages and towns where roads were never designed
for the current or predicted volume/kind of traffic there is.
Living near a village where speeding is endemic I welcome any
reduction in speed limits
I believe the Council has already incorrectly and unsuitable applied
speed limit reductions in Aberdeen and any further move from the
current approach is a additional assault on motorists.
Speed ramps at difficult areas for predidstrion crossing areas and
ramps as you enter 20mph zones to ensure the speed is corrected
Fully support reducing the speed limit. I've seen it in Aberfeldy and it
works really well. So much more appropriate where you've got
pedestrians and cyclists sharing the road
If an average speed reduction is only 2mph then it is hardly worth
changing!!
And residential areas,and housing estates.
Also speed bumps through town centres
Would reduce serious injury if involved in RTC also give pedestrians
more time to cross street road traffic travels far to fast especially in
built up areas ..
Town centres are far busier now than when the original policy was set
in place. To ensure driver reaction times meet possible hazzards
they could face, the only sensible thing would be to reduce the speed
limit in all town centres, and ENFORCE it.
We know 20mph is safer for everyone. Anyone hit by a car travelling
at 20 mph v's 30 mph clearly is going to be less severely injured.
Would prefer traffic calming in current 30 mile areas.
Village of St.Cyrus should be all made to 20mph. Ecclesgreig Road is
beside a kids park. Speeding on that road is terrible. I worry a child
could be seriously hurt.
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103. All residential streets and roads beside schools, parks, old folks
homes etc. as well as high streets shouls be 20mph. This should
include main routes through towns if the above applies. Additional
traffic calming should be considered outside schools etc. to ensure
speed limit is observed.
104. We live in Blackburn and have a serious speed issue. Something
drastic needs to be implemented to ensure the safety of pedestrians.
105. Proper consideration should be given to 20 mph limits in small
villages with A roads passing through them where circumstances
(road layout, pedestrians, visibility etc) suggest it is a sensible safety
measure.
106. Keep at roads 30 and train the pedestrians.
107. Concerned that villages and towns with significant but not strategic
roads may still be subject to 30mph or indeed higher limits. Please
reconsider. And reconsider 30mph roads such as Hosputal Rd and
Knockothie Cres, Ellon (to give but two examples)
108. "My wife and I holidayed in a small town in Brittany 16 years ago,
called Perros-Guirec. It reminded me of a tropical Stonehaven and
the biggest feature about the streets, were the amount of zebra
crossings, there were loads of them. I thought this was a great idea
and so pedestrian friendly. Due to the many crossings, there was no
need to lower the speed limit, the crossings did that themselves in
busier times and other times, allowed the traffic to flow. This sort of
thinking should be applied in Aberdeenshire. If there are proven
accident black spots, then by all means, lower the speed limit, but
blanket policies are not proactive thinking."
109. I would go with default 25 mph on urban minor roads
110. Just teach kids how to cross road seriously 20mph I may as well walk
as I never get to work
111. Modern cars have far shorter stopping distances and most now come
fitted with auto collision avoidance technology which will brake in the
event of an anticipated RTC. The idea of reducing speed limits is a
joke they should be going up
112. Anti Social driving is a major issue in many Aberdeenshire towns,
with my experience this can be reduced with raised zebra crossing
and 20mph speed limits, this also makes the town centre a much
more enjoyable place
113. I would encourage the council to seek 20mph limits on all urban
roads not solely minor ones. It is unclear what a minor road what
constitute but all residential streets or those in built up areas made up
principally of housing should fall within this.
114. 20 miles on all town streets
115. There can only be benefit to the safety of the community through this
approach and with time drivers will see this as the 'norm' rather than
some excessive restriction, which will no doubt be expressed. The
unconscious drivers in our community will already be exceeding
30mph, I would far rather their inattention saw them creeping above
20 mph in these areas and improved the safety of others using them,
especially with the drive to other forms of transport, includibg cycling.
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116. "20 mph and speed bumps on middleburgh rd fraserburgh have
made things worse. Because of the speed bumps on kirkton rd more
people use middleburgh rd and they do not stick to the speed limit of
20. Waste of time and not enforceable as they are at present."
117. Think speed limits should be lower in villages on main roads ie Stirling Village A42 3Ap where residents have difficulty crossing the
road and have safety worries
118. I would like to see a speed limit of 20mph in rural villages (eg. Udny
Green)
119. Roads near population centres have become increasingly shared
post pandemic. Pedestrians, parents with small children and / or
prams, wheelchair users, dog walkers, runners ... all sharing the
space with vehicles who's drivers assume priority. Result is
compromising the safety of the more vulnerable road users.
120. Lots cannot keep to 30 never mind if they had to reduce to 20!
121. 20mph is too slow in many areas/ times of day.
122. dropping the speed limit to 20mpg will not ensure low speeds in built
up areas. Speed bumps and chicanes needs to implemented in
conjunction with the lower speed limit
123. Also rural minor roads through village centres especially near
schools.
124. Especially in Inverbervie where lorries constantly flour speed limits.
125. S
126. The speed limit in Inverbervie needs to be 20mph from the Bridge to
after Gourdon
127. 30mph is a reasonable speed limit if it were to be enforced more
strictly
128. I agree with 20mph limits but not as an alternative to traffic calming
where needed. Ultimately I feel it’s the traffic calming measures that
will force drivers slow down.
129. speed limits should also be 20mph in long stretches e.g. Balmoor
Terrace, Windmill Road, South Road, West Road Peterhead - busier
and too much traffic speeding.
130. Minor roads should be 30 mph
131. I live in Potterton (AB23) and HGVs (8 yesterday) are using the Milton
of Potterton towards Belhelvie on a C Class road and school bus
route as a shortcut going to and from the Quarry instead of using the
AWPR. There should also be traffic calming measures at the bend
at 20 Denview Road as traffic are constantly driving at considerable
speed (in excess of 30mph) and at the last minute having to drive on
the wrong side of the road approaching oncoming cars because of
parked cars on the pavement.etc. It's an accident waiting to happen!
132. Roads are made for travelling on and people spend a lot of money on
cars in order to travel faster than walking pace. 20mph is not
generally fast enough to travel a reasonable distance in a reasonable
time.
133. The current public transport and road network in Aberdeenshire is
pretty poor. A lot of research has gone into accident reduction but
very little into the societal impact of longer travel times across the
board.
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134. Please listen to community council
135. In Drumoak, we have a "20 when lights flash" system during school
peak times, but I don't think it is effective, partly because I don't think
people realise that they are compulsory. Full time 20 would be more
effective.
136. Traffic calming only where it is actually needed, unnecessary traffic
calming increases driver frustration and can increase accidents
137. move towards 20mph in all villages and also streets in main town
centres
138. The current policy refers to "In urban areas, move towards 20 mph
speed restrictions being the norm" - I suggest this needs to be
clarified because it seems to exclude rural towns, villages and other
'built-up areas'. I would encourage to include all built-up areas with
residential/school areas or where many people tend to be present
(touristic spots)
139. My comments are made as a motorist for whom it is clear that in town
20 is safer and a minor addition to journey time and as a cyclist and
pedestrian for whom there is no doubt that mixing with 30mph traffic
is unsafe. However, I also think it is important that limits are
encouraged using street design (bumps/chicanes and raised zones to
ensure that they do make a difference
140. 20mph is too slow & can cause many drivers to concentrate more or
their speedo rather than the road!
141. This is a horrible survey and is very bias, the speed limits should be
30 unless otherwise set in a school area for 20 this is shocking and
just a joke
142. This should only be a 20 in a school area and 30 otherwise
143. This is a very bias survey it should be 30 unless a school is the area
in question
144. Waste of money to reduce speeds to 30 and have to replace all
signage. Not to mention extra congestion in peak times!
145. GET POLICE TO ENFORCE LIMITS ON APPROACH TO SCHOOLS
AND PARKING AT SCHOOL TIMES TOO
146. Have more speed cameras
147. 30 mph your survey is very bias. There’s no option for this. Modern
cars modern brakes. 20 is far too slow and this will end up being
deployed everywhere.
148. Slower speed is better for cyclists and encourages cars to use
bipaths rather than going through town centers
149. There is no option for no change your questionaire will produce a
biased outcome in some sort of favour of 20mph
150. Any further reduction from what we have now would be ridiculous
151. I would propose a ‘scoring system to highlight areas to introduce
20mph based on density of road hazards - pedestrians, cyclists, road
side shops, children leaving entering school, vehicles pulling in/out of
road-side parking etc..
152. Turriff has the 20mph currently in town centre with the spaces for
people and would say 90% of the vehicles are NOT adhering to it.
153. In village which are set on busy road, calming hump or varies are
required as in St Cyrus the traffic often Nord. In our village which has
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a park the traffic exceeds 30 mph and there are no calming
measures. This should be a third 20 mph zone with calming
measures visit Montrose
I think a targeted approach to the use of 20 mph zones would be
more respected by drivers. They pay attention to a change in limits in
an area more than they do to a blanket limit.
Previously stayed in area with 20MPH limit. Completely ignored by
majority of residents let alone anyone visiting the area. You can set
as many limits as you want but without the threat of enforcement they
are pointless. Better design to slow traffic in town centres etc would
be better than blanket speed limit, remove ability to speed by clever
design.
St Cyrus could benefit from a 20 mph limit on the main road.
"Move to 40mph on all dual carriageways within the city Center and
30 for single lane roads. Speed limits are completely ignored when at
20. "
as folk say 30mph is enough ti kill, unlikey at 20mph
You’re not going to be able to enforce a 20mph speed limit on minor
roads anyway. All this change succeeds in doing is annoying
residents and furthering the disconnect between Aberdeenshire
Council and road users. There are far, far bigger and more
dangerous issues (potholes and general road condition etc.) that road
users face. Speed limits are not the problem.
Live in Balmedie village and people driving through the village way
too fast to cross safely for school
I live on the A980 in Lumphanan in a 30 mph limit however a large
proportion of the traffic entering and leaving the village do not obey
this speed limit. I would welcome a reduction to 20mph.
Nobody goes at 30 so no hope of drivers going at 20
I live in a 20mph zone which is often ignored. I think 20mph is best
used with other measures such as sleeping policemen and bollards. I
also.feel that signage should be increased.
The whole of Balmedie village should be 20mph zone as there are
many junctions for the school children to cross
Aberdeenshire council has already damaged the viability of towns
with its nonsense Covid works and now seems set to make it difficult
for commuters and travellers
Rural villages are in desperate need of speed controls.
Old skene road Westhill should be made 20mph speed limit.
Newburgh needs a 20mph speed limit after accident this week.
When cars move slower, they create more emissions. This is bad for
the environment. All road users need to be aware that
INAPPROPRIATE speed kills.
20mph in one way streets
Inverbervie has a lot of heavy vehicles travelling through that travel
too fast.
Move towards 20 in housing estates and roads approaching schools
etc
More traffic calming measures should be put into place as the road
narrows and tightens approaching towards Balmedie Beach.
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174. Question 5 is discriminating as you can be a non impaired country
side dweller who walks the rural road networks anytime of day where
no pavements or street lighting exists and drive a tractor for work
sometimes with a trailer
175. Please please on the Oldmeldrum Road between Lidl and the left turn
off for Uryside School. I walk it every day from the Keith Hall end of
Osprey Heights to the school and have seen so many near misses
from speeding drivers and children trying to cross the island crossing.
I’m petrified to let my daughter walk alone to school.
176. with more electric cars & less aural warning (engines) on urban
streets I think that speeds must be reduced
177. Drivers can'y stick to the 30mp as it is so pointless reducing this
further.
178. Why this constant drive to make driving less attractive and make
journeys longer? I can't remember the last time I heard of a serious
accident in a residential street in Peterhead.
179. We have a single track road (knockhall rd) that displays the National
speed limit but this is used by pedestrians ( with no pavement). Either
reduce the speed limit to 20 mph or better still block the road off at
point of displaying the speed limit to the point where it meets the
junction.
180. I have previously lived in an area that adopted this approach and
think it worked well
181. The current 30 is not followed in and around Balmedie, it’s the
flashing speed signs that are needed. The old road is a race track, it’s
probably safer to walk on the dual carriageway!
182. Minor roads are just that, there is no need to change the speed limit
on these roads, and in my opinion and appalling waste of money
which would be better spent ensuring verges and hedges across the
area were cut so that vehicles could safely exit junctions!
183. If there are no other calming measures in place in residential roads, I
would like to see big painted 20 in place especially on long straights.
On my road, Farburn Drive in Stonehaven, drivers often accelerate
over 30mph past my house. A reminder would be good!
184. 20mph on all urban area roads with pavements is way to go.
Hallforest Road, Gauch-Hill Road and School Road are treated like a
race track - not safe to allow kids to walk on their own anywhere, as
vehicle users are in such a rush.
185. Pointless lowering it as according to your own avg speed calcs there
is no appreciable gain.
186. Cars go really fast in balmedie village
187. More traffic calming measures required on main roads through
villages eg Balmedie
188. Would be so supportive to the new generation of cyclists using our
roads.
189. "The 20mph limits in Aberdeen are ignored by everyone including the
buses. How will these be enforced? I agree with 20 on side roads but
not trunk through roads. We all have to get somewhere."
190. What evidence supports the view that 20mph areas alone contribute
to reduced speeds rather than increased congestion?
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191. Along side 20mph in main town centres I think we also need
measures on the road to reduce speed on approach to the town
centres eg. Going from 60 to 30 - most cars remain at the higher
speed in my area until they are directly in the town centre and slot of
the time never go down to the 30
192. 20mph is a much better idea and really villages like Aberchirder need
a 20mph in the whole village as people zoom round the corners and
down the country lanes.
193. Please sort out the situation in westfield Road Inverurie have nearly
been hit by a car several times crossing the road or trying to get out
of my car, could be doing with speed bumps to prevent people using
it as a rat run to avoid the traffic. Not acceptable for the people who
live here and its also right beside the academy. I am surprised no-one
has been killed or seriously injured.
194. Nobody will enforce a lower speed limit and it has been demonstrated
that lower speed limits in towns does nothing to improve road safety
195. Reducing speed limits to 20 mph would increase fuel consumption
(by 5.8 mpg and increase emissions by around 10%. according to
AA research. TRL research suggests it would reduce traffic flow by
27%. So, we should be careful about extending 20 mph limits as it
would incur an environmental penalty and potentially also increase
congestion.
196. None
197. Although not on the likes of approaches such as South/West Roads
in Peterhead
198. This would be an appropriate approach for speed management within
town centres, as long as care is taken not to disproportionately
impact users of sustainable transport modes, espeically bus services.
199. 20mph speed limits are widely ignored so making all urban areas
20mph may help
200. Consider a flat 20mph on all urban roads, not just minor
201. Who pays for all the 30mph signs to be changed to 20mph. The
current 30mph limits are NOT enforced so why will 20mph make any
difference. Better to put up fixed speed camera and generate
revenue for road improvements.
202. Without the calming measures it is unlikely to be effective given the
impossibility to enforce over a large number of roads
203. Newburgh Aberdeenshire desperately needs 20mph limit
204. I think 20 should be the limit going through all villages
205. Main street in my village should be 20 due to traffic and parking .
206. I pick up my children from Cultercullen school, the speed limit is 30, i
see vehicles druving through very fast.
207. The problem is not with speed limits, it is lack of enforcement of
people breaking them.
208. Also 20mph on popular walking roads close to towns and villages
209. Town centres should be prioritised for pedestrians, cyclists &
wheelers. Traffic management in town centres could be designed in
a way to actively discourage through traffic except public transport.
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210. The car needs to be the second choice for moving round towns.
20mph would make bikes as fast as cars for negotiating the towns
streets while making the roads safer for the cyclists
Question 2: The approaches outlined in the draft Speed Limit Policy and
Manual aim to achieve consistency in setting speed limits across
Aberdeenshire. This would result in lower speed limits being introduced
in many locations but could also lead to increases in some speed limits
at locations where the existing limit is inappropriate.Do you agree that
current speed limits should be reviewed and redetermined in
accordance with the new policy rather than left at their current state
(even if it means some speed limits increasing)?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

"Why does it need to be a one size fits all? There should be a general
rule with some areas open to exception. But this must be thoroughly
investigated."
In favour of decreades only
While I agree that speed limits be reviewed. Clear and documented
parameters of assessment within the new policy should approved and
published.
This would be entirely consistent with a context-sensitive approach. I
would want to see “consistency of application to local conditions”
rather than “consistency of application of policy”.
Without increased monitoring/ policing and enforcement of new
speed limits there is no point in changing the status quo.
Current speed limits in appropriate areas should be reviewed first
before further incorrect limits are added arbitrarily
Yes, but there should be no increase- that would be
counterproductive to the ethos of this consultation.
I think consistency of speed limits across the area will help driver
understanding and safety. 20mph (max) across the board would be
far easier for all in towns. I can't think of many Aberdeenshire roads
that would benefit from increasing limits above 60mph, but maybe I
have misunderstood this point.
Caution should be taken, different speed limits in different countys
could cause confusion
Newburgh needs a 20mph throughout
Difficult question as many folks already ignore 20/30 zones
Yes just because it was the correct speed limit before it may not be
now due to new roads or builds etc
It would slow everyone to control there there speed and young drivers
to
I would not like any increase in speed limits anywhere
"1. It needs to be reviewed. 2. Speed Limits around clusters of
houses/businesses which are just under the 20 HEU needs to be
reviewed and brought into the village status. "
Yes the current speed limits need to be reviewed. They need to be
reviewed in villages more than towns, especially where you have a
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17.
18.

19.

20.
21.
22.

23.
24.
25.

26.

27.
28.

29.
30.
31.

cluster of properties and businesses which do not have village status.
This should be the priority.
Speeds should be lowered but not increased.
I am all for consistency, but it has to be at a believable level of
imposition. It also has to be maintained. Too many signs are either
worn out or obstructed (e.g. by vegetation growth). I am also content
to have reviews, but the views of the public are paramount in order to
maintain faith in the system. We know that the police do not have the
manpower to enforce anything nowadays, so other measures of
compliance must be a vital consideration. The recent example of
social distancing measures is a classic case of totally inappropriate
implementation and review procedures.
Same reasons as previously, the current speed limits were created
when cara were completely different to now. Speed limits could quite
safely be increased on public roads and dual carriageways (in the
correct places). I don’t see evidence for needing to reduce the speed
limits in towns but reviews should be encouraged.
It should be decreased without being increased in other areas
Very weary of any rises in speed limits.
"NO: What is needed is enforcement of the current speed limits. If the
speed limits are reviewed and lowered, who is going to enforce
them? At the present time there are a lot of speed limits and very few
Police to enforce them. A better strategy would be to have a closer
working relationship with the Police to enforce what is currently there
- this would provide a more effective result."
Depends, I would like to see a policy on rural roads as well.
"Crashes is a prime example...from 60 to 30 to 40 to 60!! And a road
allowed to be narrowed which wasn’t in the plan."
I think policy is fine but sometimes consideration needs to be given to
a particular road regardless of policy. Some need to be addressed in
isolation due to length of straight forward example, drivers are more
likely to speed
Speed limits should be reviewed but not increase any speed limits.
We should be making it safer for people to get out and feel safe on
bikes, walking, horse riding etc. I live in Fettercairn and refuse to let
my teenage children cycle between the neighbouring villages as the
speed of many vehicles is horrifying.
Need to move to 20mph without qualifications
I see trials of this in other places (reduction of speed to 20mph) and it
doesn't appear to be working. I think 30 is fine on the main roads
through villages etc but the 20mph in calming areas etc is a good
idea
Limits through villages and towns where their is higher pedestrians
should be lower.
Especially outside monymusk school
Yes but here also needs to be a review of single track rural roads
where there should be Either greater width, more passing places or a
reduction in speed. The NE still has a Local problem with speed
leading to accidents/deaths while the rest of Scotland has become
safer. This needs more locally specific solutions. It shouldn’t take
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32.
33.

34.
35.
36.

37.

38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

43.
44.
45.

preventable fatalities to occur to get action on dangerous
roads/junctions And speed limits.
Many of the speed limits are a joke. People will do 40 in a 60 and still
carry on at 40 in a 30 limit. 20 limits around schools yes but not in
other areas.
You are welcome to review ridiculously low speed limits at some
locations. Lowering limits because of some suboptimum policy is
likely to just cause more problems, like the outside schools policy
(Lairhillock)
Need to understand the criteria for determining 20mph zones as this
seems to set the requirement for traffic calming measures. This
requires to be understood before
I don’t think anyone can answer this without knowing the specifics
There are inconsistencies on the approaches to towns/villages along
the A93.Drumoak for instance from the east has 60 to 30 and from
the west is 60 to 40 to 30.The latter is the most effective.There are
other similar inconsistencies along the A93 as far as Braemar.At
Inchmarlo there is a section of road with street lights with no speed
limit followed almost immediately by a section with 40mph limit with
no street lights.
In county areas where planners have allowed new houses or
developments in such a style that the country area now becomes a
street such as at Glithno- t should never have been allowed - ie they
have created a street in the countryside rather than extend a smalled
medium town. a length of houses like a street build in green areas
and sensitive to farming and local flora and fauna. The road is now
dangerous to walkers and cyclists and we are going to have to pay
for planning faults with now more restrictions. Get a grip
Even the proposed policy does not cover all the issues.
In general yes, but it would take very careful consideration to
increase the speed limit anywhere
Agree in principle but would prefer that speed limits are not
increased.
Cars are moving towards electrification. You cannot hear them and
they are therefore more dangerous. Reducing their speed can only
help make our streets safer for cyclists and pedestrians.
"Cars have improved since 50 years ago, breaking times and
distances have changed. Increase on main roads, lower in minor
town streets 20mph and keep the same for main through town road ie
banff high street and Seafield street 30mph "
Increase speed limits unless there is a school with increased risk of
an unattended child running onto the road
Enforcement is the issue not the limit set. Also know plenty 20mph
which are not currently observed. Some 30mph should be higher and
some 60s like just south of Mintlaw should now be 30mph
We should have a consistent approach across the Shire, ideally the
whole of the NE, with the City inclusive, hence the unconscious driver
will be understanding of the speed limit in articular locations, given
the street furniture, street lamp spacing, buildings, residential
surroundings etc, allowing their attention to be devoted to current
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46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.

55.

56.
57.
58.
59.

60.

61.
62.
63.
64.
65.

risks, threats and dangers, rather than guessing the speed limit and
contesting their relevancy during their journey.
Peterhead bypass is 70 limit but Fraserburgh bypass is 40. It doesn’t
make sense.
No, no and no.
Review required on a92 either side of turn off to johnshaven,
especially now the village is being developed and the junction will be
busier
The new Scotia at Knockhall in Newburgh is really scary for speeding
...average up the hill is about 50mph even with children playing
As a pedestrian increasing any speed limits above 30 through
villages, towns, built up areas is not acceptable
I think any increase in speed limits should involve consultation in the
affected communities first.
Agree with raising some of the ridiculously low limits in non built up
areas
Minor roads should be 30 mph
At the moment there are 30 mph signs around Potterton and many
car and lorry drivers are not adhering to this speed limit. Most of the
roads around here have no pavements and pedestrians have to jump
onto verges to avoid oncoming traffic.
There would be no review that would say “we should increase the
speed limit.” The metrics used to decide on speed limits are based on
a limited number of key performance indicators. None of which would
definitively support increase. The reasons behind and policies
governing speed limits need to be addressed.
The use of "would" and "could" implies that this will only be used for
reducing speed limits and increasing journey times
Speed limits shouldn’t be reduced, they are already low enough.
30mph is good for minor roads. Other roads e.g certain 50mph &
70mph zones need an increase
Leave as is
while I see the benefits of concistency across the shire, I think the
consistency/ appropriateness of speed limits with the current use of a
location is much more important. As a motorist, I can read speed limit
signs and adjust my speed accordingly, rather than referring to what it
is nationally for type of road/location x
SOME APPROACHES TO TOWNS GO FROM 60 TO 30 I THINK
MORE USE SHOULD BE MADE OF REDUCING TO 50 THEN 40 ie
THE ENTRANCE TO HUNTLY FROM THE A96 FROM THE TESCO
END OF TOWN
I think the current speed limits in built up areas should be 30 and 20
past schools
When is a speed limit ever increased no chance will you do that
Increases would be good, reductions would be laughable
Safety first for pedestrians and cyclists. Reduction in speed will also
help CO2 targets
There are some areas with speed limits that are currently too low
which means drivers tend to ignore them completely. Drivers are
more willing to abide by limits they see as sensible.
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66. Yes, increase speed limits!
67. Using a potential increase in some speed limits as bait to get
permission from residents to largely lower speed limits across
Aberdeenshire is yet another reason why Aberdeenshire Council is
not to be trusted with the safety of road users.
68. Kinmuck, Aberdeenshire specifically is an accident waiting to happen.
Insufficient pavements + school children + speeding cars. There are
no measures in place to slow traffic and cars race through the Hamlet
69. Consider impact of increasing speed limits on cyclists using roads,
especially outside areas with established cycle paths
70. Why do you believe that motorists are a threat and a major problem?
Government is there for the benefit of the people not the other way
around
71. Some speed limits should be increased, rather than revise down
others simply ensuring the current limits are enforced would be
better. Prime example being Kinmundy Road Peterhead where cars
regularly race down at excessive speeds and which is right next to a
school (Clerkhill)
72. local residents must have a say in any decision to increase speed
limits
73. Increase speed limits
74. Many vehicles already travel at very high speeds through rural areas.
I would welcome reduction in speed limits rather than increases
75. I would prefer lower speed limits through towns and villages, such as
Belhelvie where I live, however I would be concerned a review would
lead to an increase in the local speed limits
76. I believe the 2 main roads in our village (Balmedie) should have the
speeds reviewed for safety of pedestrians
77. Agree that current speed limits should be reviewed and redetermined
in accordance with the new policy, but no existing speed limits should
be increased.
78. I don't see the need for increasing speed limits. Surely the safety of
children and cats is more important.
79. Yes, and only Yes, why make it more complicated ?
80. Leave well alone instead of changing for changing sake.
81. I think we have generally the right speed limit policy that balances
safety, environment and traffic flow. There are cases where the limit
should be reviewed, but a wholesale change seems unnecessary and
costly. Better, to focus on sections of road that do need speed limit
adjustment.
82. None
83. I think safety has to be at the heart of any decision being made.
84. How about enforcing current limits?
Question 3: Any other comments?
1.

This is the view of Mid Deeside Community Council, agreed at its
meeting on 24th September 2020.
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2.

There should be 'buffer' zones when entering a village or town
especially on main roads skowing down traffic gradually ... 60 to 40 to
30 etc
3. Any change that slows traffic on Craig's Road, Ellon would be
welcome
4. I and others have currently got enquiries logged the Road Safety
Department regarding constant speeding vehicles in Craig’s Road,
Ellon. This is a safety matter and needs to be addressed urgently.
5. Marykirk has repeatedly asked for a pedestrian Crossing. And
Calming measures were agreed but nothing has ever been put in
place. This is a tragedy waiting to happen.
6. Where there is any debate in respect of whether a speed limit should
be lowered or not the default position should be to go down. In
addition where there is any debate in whether an existing speed limit
should go up or not the default position should be to maintain the
lower limit.
7. Keep 30 in the designated areas, & increase those assigned lower
speeds.
8. Invercairn Community Council has asked several times that the
speed limit with in the villages of Cairnbulg and Inverallochy be
reduced to 20 mph overall. This request has been arrived at through
consultation with residents.
9. cognisance should be taken into consideration of increased outdoor
activities as a consequence of COVID, especially bicycle use and
walking and this has to be reflected in the setting of speed limits
within Aberdeenshire's villages
10. I don't know what other options you may have considered, eg
warning signs about children playing, public education efforts etc, but
your document admits this policy when implemented elsewhere has
resulted in either no actual speed reduction, or at most 2mph. This
proposed policy appears to be one that penalises all the good and
careful drivers (the majority) while trying to curb - but failing - to stop
those that flaunt existing measures. There is also a substantial cost
in implementing this policy for what is admitted as a minimal gain.
Why not consider investing those funds in just one extra policeman
on permanent traffic duty in each town, to educate, and where
necessary enforce, safe driving in urban areas.
11. "Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example. "
12. "Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
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13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example. "
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example. "
Legislation should be strengthened to penalise unnecessarily noisy
cars and motor cycles, which cause a nuisance especially in town
centre streets used for "cruising".
Plenty of speed limit reductions recently in the shire (road south of
Foveran (NSL->40), Kingswells bypass (50->40) , Ellon bypass
proposed (NSL->50) which are unlikely to meet the requirements of a
lower limit based on the presence of the required number of HEUs so
I'd be surprised if any limits are revised upwards when all the 20 mph
limits are applied everywhere. Would the B999 through Potterton as
an example be reduced to 30 mph as a village speed limit or
increased to NSL due to the limited number of HEUs with direct
frontages onto the carriageway?
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such
as ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher
HEU score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example."
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
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18.

19.

20.
21.
22.

23.

ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example."
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example."
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example."
The speed that cars drive through villages eg Marykirk is absolutely
ridiculous. It definitely needs to be changed to 20 mph
No
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example. "
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
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24.

25.

26.
27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example. "
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example."
"Village definition needs to change. Need to have minimum of 18
HEU and 2 HEU per 130-150metres. Frontage includes properties
that have boundary to road but are set back from road. Larger
properties must have higher HEU value."
As vehicles and technology evolves,, then the speed limits should be
reviewed and adjusted according to their use and traffic volumes
If speed limits are reduced, how do you intend to police the lower
limits. There is already a challenge getting drivers to conform to
current speed limits; will you hire additional road traffic police? The
report of the study in Edinburgh showed only a 0.8% reduction in
speed in area newly designated as 20mph. Who's paying for the
change to all the road signs [£1million] in Aberdeenshire?
There should be def speed restriction enforcement by the police at
roads outside schools where the majority ignore it.
I believe consideration has to be made for speed reductions across
restricted access points in national speed limit zones. Drivers rarely
assess a speed reduction to be required based on the road in this
situation, with the introduction of a restricted view driveway or access
point, the hidden hazard warrants a reduction in driver speed as the
road assessment changes but often neither driver can see each other
to make this assessment.
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example."
"Point 3.1.3.1 – This part needs to change, specifically - 20 house
equivalent units (HEU) for a village changed to 18HEU. Point 3.1.3.1
– Three HEU per 100metres needs to change to two HEU per 130 –
150metres Point 3.1.3.1 – Frontage needs to include properties which
have a curtilage or ownership boundary with road, can be seen from
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.
37.

38.

39.

the road, but may be set back from the road and have a large
driveway or garden. Table 3.3 – Larger residential properties, such as
ones that have more than 4 bedrooms need to be given a higher HEU
score. They will have more people in them, large families, and
introduce more people to a village or settlement than a smaller
bungalow for example. "
20 HEU for a village changed to 18. 3 HEU per 100 metres changed
to two HEU per 150metres. Frontage includes properties that may be
set back from the road but still have a boundary with other properties
in settlement and road, needs to be made clear. Larger properties
need to have larger HEU value such as 1.5.
"HEU down to 18 from 20 for village 3HEU per 100m changed to
2HEU per 130m Larger houses - 1.25HEU instead of 1HEU Frontage
to include properties with owner boundary but can be set back but still
seen from road."
"HEU for a village definition needs to be 18 not 20. Should be 18
HEU per 150metres Larger properties needs to be given higher HEU
value Frontage needs to be made more clear and must include
properties with shared ownership drives and boundaries and can be
set back from the road but still own land adjacent to road"
"Point 3.1.3.1 - 130metres -150metres instead of 100metres 18heu
instead of 20heu for definition of village Bigger house should have
higher value heu Number of heu per 100metres should be 2 instead
of 3 Frontage includes buildings visible from road but can be set back
from the road as long as it’s ownership boundary is on the road"
My worry is we are not currently doing enough at schools. The 20
limit is not adhered to and I worry that it will take a major incident or
death before this is taken more seriously. Shame on all those drivers!
"Point 3.1.3.1 point 1 - chnage 20 HEU to 17 HEU Point 3.1.3.1 point
1 - change 100m section to 130m section Point 3.1.3.1 point 3 change 3 HEUs/100m to 2 HEUs/130metres Point 3.1.3.2 - Change
curtilage to ownership boundary and explain that frontage can include
properties not directly adajcent to the road but can be seen from the
road. Table 3.3 - Split Dwelling House into two building uses and
larger dwelling given a 1.25 HEU score"
"Point 3.1.3.1 point 1 - chnage 20 HEU to 17 HEU Point 3.1.3.1 point
1 - change 100m section to 130m section Point 3.1.3.1 point 3 change 3 HEUs/100m to 2 HEUs/130metres Point 3.1.3.2 - Change
curtilage to ownership boundary and explain that frontage can include
properties not directly adajcent to the road but can be seen from the
road. Table 3.3 - Split Dwelling House into two building uses and
larger dwelling given a 1.25 HEU score"
"Point 3.1.3.1 point 1 - chnage 20 HEU to 17 HEU Point 3.1.3.1 point
1 - change 100m section to 130m section Point 3.1.3.1 point 3 change 3 HEUs/100m to 2 HEUs/130metres Point 3.1.3.2 - Change
curtilage to ownership boundary and explain that frontage can include
properties not directly adajcent to the road but can be seen from the
road. Table 3.3 - Split Dwelling House into two building uses and
larger dwelling given a 1.25 HEU score"
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40. Village definition in the document needs to change and be less
restrictive. Needs to be less conservative and allow large cluster of
properties a chance to become a village and reduce speeds. Should
be 15 HEU to become a village. Should be 2 HEU per 130metres and
commercial buildings that have a boundary to road but are set back
from the road but still can be seen from the road need to be included.
41. "Village definition in this document needs to change. Should be 18
HEU per 130metres. Larger dwellings should have more HEU
Frontage should include properties that are some distance away from
the road but there garden has a boundary with the road and can be
seen from the road."
42. This move to lower urban speed limits is a very welcome initiative and
will bring many benefits for residents, schoolchildren, cyclists and
pedestrians. Please stay the course in the face of what may be some
opposition.
43. I would support a 20 mph speed limit on Newburgh Main St and
School Road. My back garden backs on to Newburgh Main St at the
north end of the village and the speeds that some vehicles do are
unbelievable. Similarly not many vehicles slow down to 30 mph
coming down School Road from Ellon so changes definitely need to
be made.
44. Newburgh needs a 20mph throughout
45. The speed limit on some minor roads around Newburgh make no
sense. For example the Konckhall development is 20 mph but
knockhall road is national speed limit even though it is a single track
with no passing places and extensively used by walkers (with no
pavement). The council should make the one-way system around
Ellon permanent but improve the junction between Bridge St and
Station Road with a true stop junction at the intersection at Ythan
Bakery.
46. 30mph should be monitored more on incoming rods more especially
when coming over hills and access rds are ther
47. In the town centre yes fine, however regarding the Ellon Auchnagatt bypass where the accident blackspot is... Their is no
reason the housing estate road couldn't feed through into the main
Ellon road by the football pitches. Putting a 30mph built up
residential area straight out onto a 60mph bypass is insane. The
accidents that have happened there have not been due to Speeding
on the bypass (although that indeed does happen) they have been
due to people pulling out the junction thinking they have space, or not
looking at all, I use this road in my daily commute and see it happen
every single time I pass. Even the recycling center attendant has
done it to me.
48. No
49. in answer to q 4, I am also a pedestrian
50. It makes sense to review the speed limits in towns to encourage a
better space for drivers and pedestrians alike.
51. No
52. Please enforce the current limits properly before starting any
reductions. Also teach all road users how to cross roads safely and
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teach kids on bicycles how to use them safely. Then if there is an
issue consider dropping the speed limit to 20.
One way doesn’t work in Ellon town
Enforceability is a must. There is no point in changing the rules
without the means to enforce them.
There needs to be something more done to reduce speed of people
arriving in Ellon coming down Hillhead Road. Traffic calming
measures should be at the top of the housing scheme not after the
point where all the kids live.
Ellon is generally fine to drive through. I think you may be better
looking at peak time restrictions rather than traffic slowing methods.
Double yellows outside Victoria hall's entry and exit. No stopping at
all for any reason between 08:45 and 09:15 and 15:00 and 15:30 in
area's near the school.
Much prefer more 20 limits but less speed bumps as they increase
pollution due to regular braking and accelerating.
Speed limit on the Ellon bypass needs to be reviewed due to high
volumes of road users driving at excess of the speed limit along that
road with busy junctions.
Speed limits need increasing in areas more than they need reducing
in others
If lower speed limits were introduced on minor roads for safety
reasons then these should be retained and not increased.
You have made a mess of the town with the Covid restrictions, get a
grip and put it back the way it was. What numpty decides these stupid
ideas!!
There are enough hold ups on the roads these days without cutting
speed limits. Children should be taught better on the harms of
walking into the toad like I was as a youngster.
DONT make the streets one way, it doesn’t work and it’s dangerous
I think a complete review of speed limits is a good idea as some
roads could see an increase in its limit as well as the urban ones
being reduced.
Station road and hospital road is particularly bad for speeding
20 mph limit in the centre of Ellon should definitely be maintained.
Also the road past Balmacassie en route to Auchnagatt should have
its limit reviewed as there are too many accidents along there especially at the Ellon Golf Road junction.
Thenspeed limit on A948 heading from A90 toward Auchnagat should
definitely be reduced until clear of the north side of Ellon. Significant
commercial building developments over the years has caused more
vehicles to be on road. There have been several significant accidents
in the last 2 years too.
Speed limits should be increased for HGV’s from 40 to 50 and
seventy on dual carriageway ways, the technology now actually
means some have a better breaking distance than cars, at slow
speeds on 2 way undevided roads they cause frustration for other
drivers
The speed limits should be reduced in general as a lot of people don’t
stick to them as it is. We should be encouraging people to walk and
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cycle more but it’s terrifying when cars are zooming past at 30mph
and it makes crossing roads very hard. On any road where there’s a
chance of parked cars then the limit should be 20mph as cars pulling
out to overtake them are dangerous.
There needs to be undeniable local evidence before changes to
speed limits are made
Would like to see 20mph or traffic calming measures in Monymusk.
Constantly have cars/tractors speeding through village.
"20 HEU down to 18 HEU went looking at what a village is. 130 150metres - 3HEU instead of 100metre - 3HEU. Big houses have
more HEU value. Village definition completely changed taking into
account buildings behind other buildings but can see them from the
roadside. "
"20 HEU changed to 18HEU 3 HEU per 100metre changed to 2 HEU
per 100metres or 3HEU per 150metres Larger houses have 1.25
HEU value 'frontage' includes properties that can be seen from
roadside, have a border with road but can be set back from the road.
"
"I've just been told by one of my neighbours that you are doing this
survey. I agree with them that village speeds need to be reduced. Our
settlement is not classed as a village but we have 3 commercial
businesses and 19 houses here. It should be classed as a village. On
looking at your policy I would like the following changed: 20 HEU
brought down to 18. 3 HEU per 150metres instead of per 100metres
Larger houses counting for more HEU value Frontage includes
buildings that have a boundary, communal or otherwise with the road,
can be seen from the road but might be 50metres from the road. This
scenario needs to be classed as frontage as well as there area
businesses which have a junction on the road but are set back. Their
land comes up to the road but not the building itself. "
"1. 20 HEU must be brought down to 18! 2. HEU per 100metres must
be changed to HEU per 150metres. 3. Larger dwellings must be
given a HEU score of 1.25 or above. 4. The policy must clearly state
that 'Frontage' must be a HEU that has it's border with the road and
can be seen from the road. The border can be a common ownership
area like a track or drive. Even if an HEU is 50metres away but has
it's border with the road and can be seen from the road, it still
counts!"
"The criteria which determines a village in this policy needs to be
rewritten. The house equivalent units needs to come down to 18
instead of 20. There are many settlements which have this number of
buildings which have a 60mph road running through them and no
pavements. It means that children can't cross the road or walk beside
the road. The noise levels are terrible with traffic running through at
60-mph. The number of houses that is needed to make up a village
should be brought down 18 to ensure that settlements can get village
status and a reduction in speed limits which in turn will help with
safety, noise and a better sense of community feel. The 3 HEU per
100metres suggested should come down to either 2 HEU per
100metres or 3HEU per 150metres to give the opportunity to
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settlements to reduce speed limits and gain village status. 'Frontage'
should be classed as a HEU that has a boundary to the road in
question and that can be seen from the road when passing. Domestic
properties which are very large should be given an HEU score of 1.25
instead of 1. They house large families and the scoring system
should take account of this. "
Investing the cost of the proposed changes in enforcing current
speed limits would have major impact on improving the current
sensible speed limits
"Speeding into towns is a major issue. Enforcement needs to be
done, whether by police with fines and points or some way of
automatic display of speeding registrations. Same with enforcing
regulations about 'my number plate fell of so it's in my windscreen' by
certain individuals"
30 mph should be maintained on through traffic streets
The streets around Laurencekirk, particularly Garvock Road adjacent
to the Memorial Park and Bowling Club are hazardous for pedestrians
with parked cars and speeding traffic.
I believe that motorists will generally respect lower speed limits where
they can see it is necessary and proportionate, for example outside a
school, but even the 30mph or 40mph limit tends to be ignored unless
it is appropriate for the conditions (or the police are present). In
addition, vehicle pollution is normally greater at 20mph than 30mph,
so I cannot accept the environmental considerations are valid.
There are inconsistencies in the application of speed limits which do
not make sense and consequently lead to flouting of limits.
I have a light sensitivity and find the new LED belisha beacons
unbearable to look at, especially at night.
I believe that there should be a 50mph limit on all rural roads where
there is no central white lining between lanes.
Speeding in the rural area I live in is shocking
Two weeks ago, while travelling home from Huntly to Rhynie, we
witnesses a #10 bus stuck in Huntly Square with no way of getting
out due to the Huntly Market. Theredespite a yellow sign warning
motorists that the market was on, passengers have no clue as to
where they should stant to catch the bus to Aberdeen or Inverness.
The. Arket causes all sorts of problems and could be moved to
Market Muir where there is room for sports, parking and public toilets.
As stated, not all areas have access to bus routes and maintenance
and fuel issues for the elderly and infirm can be problematic. Rural
areas and villages are particularly affected and it should not be
considered for city and shire as one issue.
The reduction in speed limits will also increase pollution. The
revolution count for a car travelling one mile at twenty mph will far
exceed the rpm count for a car travvelling at thirty mph. This is a
pointless excercise with little discernable benefit and considerable
cost.
A better strategy would be to have a closer working relationship with
the Police to enforce what is currently there - this would provide a
more effective result.
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90. "The Village definition in your speed limit needs to change. It should
be less conservative and restrictive. There are many communities out
in Aberdeenshire that are large clusters of properties that can't leave
their homes due to high speeds of traffic on their doorstep. The
number of house EU to count towards a village should be lowered
from 20 to 18. Larger houses that have a lot of people and a lot of
cars should be given a larger house EU score similar to commercial
units. The number of House EU per 100metres should be lowered to
2 instead of 3. "
91. In areas with congested parking on roads and blind corners such as
Auchenblae would welcome calming measures and localised
reduction to 20mph.
92. Obviously villages and urban towns and indeed any built up area with
housing should have lower speed limits
93. I'm particularly interested that some areas may have speed
increases. As someone who drives 30-40k miles a year it frustrates
me that whist some roads maybe should have lower limits, there are
just as many, if not more, where the speed limits are too low. I think
dual carriageways with no central junctions should have their limits
raised. For example the AWPR could be 75 or 80 in sections. The
A944 doesn't need to be as slow as 40 all the way along either.
Unless there's a major motor project like those in the central belt,
journey times have increased over the years simply as towns and
villages expand.
94. Speed has increased since the village school closed. Traffic speeds
into and out of the Elphin Street end of New Aberdour
95. "Point 3.1.3.1 - The settlement must contain at least 20 houseequivalent units over a continuous length of route where each 100m
section has a level of frontage development of at least three houseequivalent units This part of the policy should be reviewed and
relaxed to 130 - 150 metres instead of 100 metres. For House
Equivalent units, dwelling house has a HEU of 1. This should be
reviewed and changed for larger style houses with more than 4
bedrooms. I would suggest 1.5 HEU for a property with more than 4
bedrooms."
96. Planners need to really open their eyes when proposals are put
forward. Look at Blair’s! A whole chunk of the 60 mph main road
removed and turned into a 30mph. Not a way to go if wanting people
to continue making the long journey to Aberdeen. It’ll end up like the
North Deeside road with a continual stream of Houses going from 60
to 40 to 30 to what speed is it here. Talk about making it difficult.
97. Enforce the speed limits we've got, changing them won't slow drivers
down. Drumlithie speed survey recorded 85% at 37 and max at
around 60 in a 30. A 20 limit won't help that.
98. In country roads there should be a forty mph limit as birds and
animals are slaughtered daily. This has to stop and signs should be
displayed where the birds and animals tend to gather.
99. Of course it needs reviewed and issues, accidents etc taken into
account.
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100. There is a lot of farm vehicles with trailers and forestry lorries , I feel
travelling too fast through the village, especially as road is only wide
enough for one vehicle at a time. With cars parked both sides of the
street I am always concerned about the speed of vehicles and safety
of animals and people trying to cross.
101. "You need to install cameras which are monitored by the police.
Drivers consistently exceed the speed limit in Banchory. The police
should keep records of car drivers who are reported for speeding by
the general public. If a driver is caught speeding on camera then fine
of up to £500 should be given, depending on whether or not there
have been other reports of speeding. People drive regularly at
speeds of 40/45 mph in Ramsay Rd, Banchory. This is a road very
close to Banchory Primary School and the Academy, with many
pedestrians at all times of day and particularly in school opening and
closing times. "
102. villages should be 20mph throughout
103. In Marykirk, where I live the speed individuals drive through the
village regularly exceeds 30mph and is unsafe, especially on the
bends and without traffic calming measures.
104. Countryside villages should be 20mph, speeding is prevalent and
dangerous especially Marykirk
105. Changes to be made where it is appropriate
106. Marykirk had many bends and cars parked on the road side so many
traffic struggle to slow down especially when coming down the hill
from Laurencekirk
107. Speed limits in villages / towns should simply be 20mph
108. Marykirk is so dangerous for children who live at the other side of the
A937 to cross the road to get to school
109. On many of the roads around aberdeenshire you could reduce limits.
But unless calming measures are introduced, nothing will change
110. I think that increasing speed limits gives some drivers the excuse to
drive even faster exceed ing the set limit even more. Due to
conditions of some of the b roads the speeds limits are more than
high enough in my opinion.
111. Speed limits should also be enforced in villages
112. Just dropping the limit would stop speeding . Policing and traffic
calming measures will. If you're not going to do the latter you would
be as well increasing the limit to 50 mph as this seems to be the
normal through Marykirk
113. "There are 60mph limit zones outside a lot of villages that people use
to walk on (for example outside Auchenblae towards the Glen).
These roads should be limited to 30 until an appropriate distance out
with the village s"
114. maybe reduce speed limits on country roads also as 60mph is absurd
considering animals and farm vehicles can suddenly appear
115. Good idea ..... Why in such a hurry?
116. The road outside monymusk school is awful for speeding vehicles.
This worries a lot of parents as the drivers can also be careless
117. With an ageing rural population we need residential areas or
Residential areas separated by roads from Amenities to have
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reduced speed limits particularly in centres of communities. We also
need better driver training/safety awareness to start in schools from
early secondary on.
there should be just three speed limits. 30 in towns and villages 60 on
single lane roads and 80 mph on dual lane roads.
At the moment 30mph limits are not observed and infrequently
enforced. Not much point, therefore, in reducing to 20mph unless
stricter enforcement happens.
"I think fast roads like AWPR & motorways should be 80 mph/130
kph. I would like to see step down speed restrictions i.e. 60 -->40->30 mph, especially for villages"
To be honest adjusting speed limits only goes a small part of the way
to improving road safety. It comes down to the quality of driving
standards at the end of the day. Idiots will exceed the speed limit
whatever it is set at. Granted if it is lower then it may be safer. But
already law abiding motorists may feel a little aggrieved. Education
and enforcement with meaningful penalties for offenders is also
needed. It's also about time we had refresher driving tests. Industry
doesn't allow people to operate machinery or equipment without
regular reassessments so why the one of driving test for private
motor vehicles? One assessment of competence for your whole life to
be left in control of a potential battering ram? But then that's probably
one "nettle" for the UK government to grasp!!
Can't answer properly qtns 1&2 without more information. My
concern is the potential for very significant more traffic calming
measures (ie road humps). Preference is for 20mph in residential
areas but without traffic calming measures unless surveys show a
consistent breach of the speed limits (volume of resident complaints
+ proper surveys)
Yes as long as limits can be raised as well as lowered and common
sense is applied
Speed limits in ALL residential areas urban or rural should be 20 mph
Any increase in speed limits in (2) above should ideally be with the
general consent of local residents
People drive through drumoak at ridiculous speeds. It’s dangerous for
pedestrians.
No comments
Please reduce the speed limit to 30mph and introduce proper traffic
calming solutions (traffic islands, pavements etc) at the Kirkton of
Durris
Reduced limits on around shops: schools
Kinmuck in particular would benefit from traffic calming measures.
Many vehicles travel through village at speeds far in excess of
30mph. Often in the middle of the road when passing the cemetery,
which is on a bend. A traffic survey on site, would be most welcome
there must BE Consistency!
Get rid of physical traffic calming measures like road humps, speed
cushions,chicanes etc.Replace with 20mph.Install plug in speed
cameras-power supply available via street lighting infrastructure and
lit signs.A potential revenue earner.
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133. "Proceed ASAP"
134. Rather than pay for more signs and limits - provide better walking
and cycling paths.
135. The policy makers should listen to the people who live in the
areas/towns/villages where there decisions are being realised
136. as long as it is safe to raise limits abs most drivers cannot even
comply with any speed limits- that's my experience
137. I believe as a result of AWPR a full review of main roads into
Aberdeen needs to be conducted. For example the 40mph speed
limit on the Westhill dual carriageway into Aberdeen and the
reduction to 30mph on parts of the North Deeside road are
unjustified, and as evidenced by the majority of users ignoring these
limits.
138. I would welcome the council looking at speed limits in town centres. I
live in Ellon and often feel very uncomfortable walking my children to
school along Castle Road when cars, lorries and busses pass in very
close proximity travelling above the 30mph speed limit. We know this
as the flashing 30 signs regularly go off indicating they are speeding.
I would also like to see greater use of "this is your current speed"
signs to show both drivers, and pedestrians, what speed some of
these vehicles are travelling at.
139. I would like to see 50 miles an hour limit on country roads and 20
miles an hour coming into villages which are on main roads. Finzean
is meant to have 30 miles an hour limit but majority of cars drive
faster and some drive through at 50 plus because the road is straight.
We have old people’s accommodation and a children’s play park
beside the road
140. Even 30 - 35 mph is too fast in residential areas.
141. I agree that some speed limits in towns and villages should be
decreased as some drivers don’t pay attention to the 30mph limit.
Have witnessed on a number of occasions on my street in St Cyrus,
cars speeding up and down when they should be going at least
20mph. Even though a speed limit hasn’t been set for that road it’s
very dangerous as there is a park on my road which a lot of children
are coming and going. It’s only a matter of time before some gets
knocked down there.
142. I would be in favour of reducing speed limits in built up areas. How
are these to be enforced?
143. A lot of roads are far too slow at the moment and this makes it
dangerous, it is good that aberdeenshire recognises this
144. In theory, yes but the main focus must be on roads that run through
built up/ housing. I feel speed limits are high enough. Other measures
are needed to enforce the limits such as speed bumps/ cameras.
Traffic calming measures are needed. Our flashing 30 signs cannot
be seen due to overgrown trees that I’ve reported repeatedly. Why
have the calming measures if they aren’t maintained to be effective?
145. It won't matter what speed limits you set as they will be ignored by
most people. The police aren't visible enough so again, speed limits
are ignored. More speed camera need to be fitted, especially near
schools.
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146. "An opportunity is being lost to introduce lower speed limits on rural
roads. These are hotspots for accidents and potentially a great
resource for active travel. Even a 30mph limit on single track roads
with passing places would be helpful. "
147. A weakness in the current approach is enforcement. The Police do
not appear to have the resources to enforce the current limits. The
policy calls for limits to be effective without the need for heavy
enforcement. Changing roads to 20mph without enforcement is
unlikely to be successful.
148. By all means have a review, but only implement a 20mph limit in
know accident black spots.
149. Speed limits should be going up not down
150. Anti Social driving is a major issue in many Aberdeenshire towns,
with my experience this can be reduced with raised zebra crossing
and 20mph speed limits, this also makes the town centre a much
more enjoyable place
151. I council actually bothered to analyse speeds and allowing for a 10%
excess I bet very few cars drive at 20mph in the current zones that
have that speed. Same applies for 30 mph currently. Illuminated
warnings would be required
152. Again I would encourage 20mph to be the default. As a victim of a
road accident, a cyclist and a father of a young child - the use of our
streets as roads for vehicles puts other users of these areas at a
lesser priority and completely compromises our safety and welfare at
the price of convenience for motorists. Our towns and villages are
blighted by noise, speeding and parked cars. The balance needs
clearly addressed.
153. People seem to be driving far to fast in the town
154. It’s fine as it is
155. I see this as a positive advancement in road safety and keeping those
in the NE safer
156. All speed limits should be reviewed so they are apporopriate to the
settings and road conditions
157. Too many speed limit changes can be confusing. Speed bumps and
cushions should be eliminated as they seem to be ineffective.
Alternating give way measures would be better.
158. no!!!!
159. Castlewell and Castleton developments in Ellon have no speed signs
or bumps and the speed people drive through is scary and will result
in someone being knocked down. There are so many kids out
playing.
160. Some lorries speed through the village at a horrendous speed, they
have no change of stopping if a child run out in front of them
161. Town center speed limits should be reduced and out of town limits
increased
162. Traffic calming measures in town/village centres is a very good idea.
163. Just the speeding at new Scotia Knockhall and cars and motorhomes
parked beside junction. Accident waiting to happen
164. Minor roads need speed limits reassessed taking into account
pedestrian use, especially when no pavements exist.
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165. Please don’t slow down journey speeds unnecessarily, 20mph in
residential areas is OK but not on main routes where 30mph in built
up areas is acceptable
166. Any road in close proximity to schools where children are likely to be
walking down should be considered for a 20mph limit. Additionally
narrow countryside road close to/around residential areas where
people are likely to exercise should also be considered for speed
reduction from national speed limit to 30 or 20mph.
167. The speed limit in Inverbervie needs to be reduced to 20mph from the
bridge to after Gourdon
168. The speeding on King Street , Inverbervie is shocking they are going
through at high speed and even the crossing is very dangerous some
don't even stop.
169. Inverbervie needs something done before someone is killed
170. I have seen a vast increase in speeding vehicles through many
towns/villages etc in Aberdeenshire and nothing is stopping them due
to non existent police presence and no speed reduction measures in
place.
171. roads are for cars pavements are for pedestrians, if everyone stuck to
that plan there would be no need to change
172. Traffic calming measures would also be useful in villages with long
stretches of main street to encourage lower speeds
173. Speed limits such as the bypass in Fraserburgh is already too low
and would be better as a 50mph zone. 20mph is a good limit for
residential streets, but other than that a speed limit of 30mph or
35mph would be good.
174. Minor roads (not A or B) should be 30 mph
175. Open roads should have an increase in speed limits but not in
villages (explained above).
176. Having spent time in Edinburgh my first hand experience of the
20mph limit is that it is under enforced, increases traffic density,
potentially increasing pollution in built up areas, increases time spent
in car with potential long term health implications, discourages urban
driving, but improves some accident statistics,
177. A review must take place at once . Listen to community leaders
178. By your own data reducing speed limits to 20 mph in other cities
resulted in an average reduction of 0 - 2 mph so by causing
considerable inconvience to the already much maligned motorist,
despite the vast majority of households driving, you are effectively
criminalising vast numbers of motorists for something that your own
data shows has no or marginal effect. Please put this idea in the bin
along with social distancing pavement widening turning high streets
into unattractive building sites that no one now visits - MADNESS!
179. If you slow traffic up much more we shall be back to the Horse and
Cart
180. Policing of existing speed limits more important . Many cars come
through Aboyne at 50-60 MPH every day
181. Leave things as they are and concentrate on more important issues
such as recycling, dealing with homelessness and ensuring the roads
we have are in good condition, especially after winter.
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182. Should be reviewed in all villages especially where there are no
pavements
183. Leave as is
184. Speeding through villages in the Shire is a big problem. I live in
Newmachar and am actually frightened some mornings whilst walking
along the main street at the speed of some vehicles passing through
the village. Total disregard for speed limit and I feel it will only take a
serious accident to trigger some change
185. speed limits are unnecessarily too low and should be increased
throughout.
186. 30 in town 20 in school area
187. This should only be a 20 in a school area and 30 otherwise
188. This is a very bias survey it should be 30 unless a school is the area
in question
189. Please stop trying to ruin the roads within Scotland. The lack of
accidents I've seen and/or heard about on 30mph roads says that it is
TOTALLY unnecessary. This is not edinburgh, we do not have a
tramline to be cautious of, and the city and businesses within
Aberdeen do not need another reason for people to avoid the city
center and opt to shop online instead.
190. DURING SCHOOL HOLIDAYS GET THE FLASHING 20MPH SIGNS
SWITCHED OFF
191. Is there evidence for reduction in KSIs the reduction of the national
speed limit on single carriageway roads from 60mph to 50mph?
192. I advocate encourage drivers to transition gradually from one speed
regulated area to another.. there is too much automatic ‘foot to the
floor-boards’ coming out of 30 mph urban areas to 60 mph rural
areas. Put up more peripheral 40mph zones round towns/villages. I
also advocate blanket 40mph limit on all roads below a certain width (
ie single-track etc) already in operation on some roads in Perthshire.
193. The 60mph speed limits need to be reviewed on unclassified rural
roads in particular. As roads become busier it is dangerously fast
and I have narrowly avoided serious collisions on such roads due to
other drivers proceeding at speeds which are totally inappropriate for
the size of the road. As a keen cyclist imposing a 40mph speed limit
on such roads would be safer for walkers and cyclists alike as well as
discouraging faster car drivers from using such routes as short cuts.
Perthshire has such measures in place for some of their minor roads
and their signs indicate the roads are safe routes for walking and
cycling. I feel strongly about this issue, much more than the speed
limits in busy towns.
194. Villages (like Kinmuck) desperately require traffic calming /20 mph
limits given the speeds people drive coming in and out of 60mph
zones. Urban areas should not be the only concern.
195. This survey is not user-friendly
196. I would like to see more 20 mph limits in specific areas such as
outside busy shops where roads are narrow, people cross between
parked cars etc. I would like fewer speed bumps as these have no
effect on the big 4x4s that zoom up and down but can only be
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negotiated at 10 mph by small cars. Their effect is therefore
unbalanced.
Speeding is an issue on any stretch of road. Before the council
embarks on a change in policy get the roads up to a safe standard,
make sure road markings are painted and maintained, fix signage,
remove trees that block road signs, then worry about the speed.
Police enforce speed, a limit can be 100mph or 10mph but without
enforcement it is pointless.
I live in a quiet village that drivers use as a shortcut from the B999 to
the Pitmedden-Oldmeldrum road. Requests for a reduced speed limit
have been turned down previously due to the volume of traffic. I
would welcome the introduction of a 20mph limit in the interests of
safety.
There are much more important matters to spend time and energy
on!
A 30mph speed limit in built up areas (with perhaps lower limits
around schools) is entirely appropriate. Additionally lower speeds and
so called “traffic calming” measures lead to increased pollution by
requiring frequently acceleration and breaking and travelling in
inefficient gear ratios. To modern vehicle design and safety
measures. In open areas. Many speed limits of 50 or.40 mph actually
increase the risk of accidents by creating bunching of vehicles vying
for position while modern vehicles are designed with safety features
that make them safe and more efficient and environmentally friendly
at higher speeds.
People speed on some roads anyway - to increase the speed limit
would give them the green light to even faster. Speed limit signage
should be absolutely clear where it is reduced
None
Cyclists not using clearly signposted cycling areas. Still insist on
cycling on the road, pissing off road users and slowing traffic.
a speed camera for bypass would stop the fuckers racing all
nite/early mornin. folk will sleep better.
Speeds should be limited to 20 mph in all conservation areas, even if
it is a main road through a town or village , to help prevent further
damage to the houses through vibration from HGVs and to lessen
noise pollution
Speed limits should be reduced or traffic calming measures should be
put in place wher there is evidence of pedestrian usage, even on
major roads such as A93. Aboyne is an example of this, with the
schools on South side of the a93 and major new housing
developments on the North side. The current single single zebra
crossing is not sufficient, the traffic needs to be slowed down by other
means
By all means annually review limits, but not with this new system of
lowering built up areas because they are built up.
Leave as it is.
Lots of speeding going on in Aberdeenshire especially in Braemar
where there are children
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210. People are driving too fast in built up areas and near housing such as
mine where there are children living
211. I have speed concerns on the two main arterial roads in Balmedie vis
Eigie Road and Old Aberdeen Road. On Eigie Road there are
several critical points of crossing where vehicular speed
compromises pedestrians safety. This is due to restricted visibility at
corners and brow of hill where high footfall use is prevalent such as
library/shops, leisure centre, play park, school and shop and includes
bus stops at most of these locations.
212. Traffic calming required in villages / hamlets on high traffic routes
213. There are issues with speed along B roads which go through villages.
The 30mph zone is not observed even when there is housing and
children playing on either side of the road. Creative solutions to
speeding need to be found.
214. As a very keen cyclist (I work as a GP and often cycle to work and
also do house visits on my bike) I often feel cars travel too fast and
take risks which have put me in danger. I feel reducing speed limits is
the first step, but then I feel there should be a review of the road
network and look at changing some routes to one way and use the
additional space freed up to put in bike lanes.
215. It’s not the speed limit. It’s the drivers. Make it 20 30 whatever you
want they will still speed
216. Speed limits on main roads through rural villages need attention.
Traffic is generally very heavy and too fast. As traffic is presumably
not on the decrease it can only get worse.
217. Speed needs to be reduced
218. Too many lazy people driving short distances. School run time is
stressful with large volume of traffic racing to drop off or pick up from
schools, to get a parking space at schools.
219. A92 around johnshaven needs reduction, the turn into lathallan
school after the corner can be hazardous if vehicles travelling north
speed around the corner and find vehicles stationary due to right
turner waiting.
220. Any village you visit in north east Scotland, the majority of motorists
are breaking the 30mph speed limit. A move to 20mph would
hopefully see a reduction in the speed of these offenders, making our
villages safer.
221. 30 mph in built up areas
222. Not sure about raising speed limits, would rather see limits decrease
or stay the same.
223. no roads need any increase in limits as so many people already
break the limit or use them as a target
224. Having moved to Aberdeenshire 3 years ago I am still staggered by
some driving I see, particularly when wildlife is taken into account.
225. No
226. Main road towards west end of Aboyne could quite easily be
increased to a 40mph limit
227. Speed limits should be reviewed 5 yearly, as foot fall can change
228. Some speed limits are too low. E.g. Ballater side of Aboyne, there is
no need for a 30mph limit where the houses are a long way back
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229.
230.
231.

232.
233.
234.
235.
236.
237.
238.
239.

240.
241.
242.
243.
244.
245.

246.

from A93 and none front on to it. This part used to be 50mph and I
know of no problems when it was.
Roads where school kids cross should be reviewed on a much harder
basis as the school crossing is often on a road with a speed limit of
40
I live off a main road. I have complained to councillors in the past as
there have been near misses and accidents. Not a day goes past do I
not hear screaching or car horns
The current speed limits are perfectly acceptable for the area and do
not need to be changed. However you could consider looking at other
road safety issues like the designated HGV route which is incredibly
dangerous for pedestrians and those attempting to join roads as
hedges and verges have not been cut back.
All areas should be looked at, here in Crathie the speed limit is 50
next to the school flashing lights say 20 but it's not adhered to
Increase speed limits
No need to change a policy when you don't use the current one to full
effect
All seems very sensible.
Alongside road speed restrictions would adequate pedestrian
crossings and pedestrian routes be considered?
Many drivers don't even pay attention to existing limits even the 30's
which they are taught under. What evidence supports that resigning
will make any difference!
Bypass’s need to be reviewed as some are 40mph which is too slow.
50mph would be more realistic.
With reference to section 4.2 "Road safety issues" in the draft speed
limits manual, would very much welcome a review of the A93
between Inchmarlo House and approx. 400m west of Bridge of
Canny. This past year has seen at least 6 RTAs to which police have
been called on this stretch of road and which resulted in the road
being closed.
I think all town centres, small villages should be 20mph anyway.
If the limit is 20 mph is that enforceable and who would enforce
Stop wasting money and look for better ways to improve road safety
for all not just cyclists and pedestrians
I live in Kintore and the speed traffic come through is awful especially
through the main road.
The weak link is enforcement. I live on a residential 20mph street.
Most residents observe this. At school dropping off times, a sizeable
minority of drivers ignore the limits.
Speed limits are irrelevant unless there is a policy of enforcement. As
police road patrols seem a thing of the past, tinkering with speed
limits is a waste of time and money and even more irrelevant road
signs being put in place. Speed cameras are reactive, do not stop
speeding and although raising revenue are innefective in slowing
traffic, particularly in residential areas. Police patrols re proactive ans
stop speeding in the first place.
Ni
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247. This policy was requested by the Greens as support for the SNP to
keep them in power. It has nothing to do with road safety. Increase
the number of fixed speed cameras in towns and villages to generate
revenue. We have no Police to enforce reduced limits.
248. 20 mph for Newburgh Aberdeenshire
249. More speeding cameras around villages
250. Golf rd- bridge st , ellon has lots of way too fast traffic thundering
down it. V dangerous
251. I can’t think of any areas where an increase in speed limit would be
appropriate.
252. No
253. It's not the speed limits that cause issues, it's the drivers that drive at
5-10mph
254. The speed limit of 30mph should with minimal 20mph areas only
around schools

Item: 9
Page: 435

Policy: Pedestrian Crossings
Question 1: The proposed Policy and Manual recognise the importance
of convenient and safe crossing points and seek to target available
funds to provide these where they are most needed. For new zebra and
signal-controlled crossings a scoring system is proposed based on
various characteristics of the proposed crossing location. Other
comments:
1.

An important factor to consider, which is not included in the list are
'near misses'. Actual accidents are the tip of the iceberg, with near
misses being a strong indicator of whether accidents are likely to
occur. Near miss reporting by the public is difficult, but in areas where
the local community believes there is a high risk, which would be
mitigated by a pedestrian crossing then publicising the importance of
near miss reporting could have an impact.
2. We believe that the number of pedestrians who likely to use the
crossing is important and this number should include schoolchildren.
School head teachers should be consulted on likely usage and also
on routes that they have already designated for pupils' use. We think
routes from and to schools that cross the road should be given top
priority when decisions about where to site crossings are made.
3. I think near misses should be included. This surely must count
towards potential of accidents. All children must be able to get to
school safely. Community especially vulnerable must have
opportunity to safely cross the road to use post office etc. Every step
must be taken to prevent social isolation.
4. Out side the Greens, from car park to the shop or kirkcenter or
crossing for doctors or dentist = it should be looked into
5. The amount of space needed before and after a crossing should be
reviewed. The one beside Ellon Primary is difficult to see as cars park
there. (Residents and school parents) it would be good if the yellow
lines were extended further to give a clear line of sight to the
crossing.
6. Lollipop lady retired and has not been replaced
7. What about the number of school children crossing, or whether this is
an advised safer route to school, or if this is part of a paths network?
8. Crossings immediately after bend in road (ie by vets in Ellon) are
often difficult to see in low sun.
9. Dunecht may not have many pedestrians, but if children want to walk
or cycle to school, they cannot do this as safely, as if they had an
effective crossing/zebra crossing in place. The speed of lorries, large
trucks and cars, that are on the island crossing tend not to be at 30. It
just feels too unsafe for outer vulnerable children
10. Don't think Ellon town centre needs any more crossings. One way
system needs removed, very difficult to get out the junction at ythan
bakery coming along station road.
11. No need for anymore just get rid of one way system!
12. The crossing up station road/railway bridge/modley ave is a
nightmare. Is on the smallest off pavements, turning out modley ave,
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13.
14.

15.
16.
17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

left, you risk someone stepping out or up backside of a car suddenly
stopping. This crossing should be moved.
should also consider how many pefestrian crossings are already
nearby - don't need too many;
I live at the north end of Newburgh and the amount of large HGV type
vehicles and the speed they enter the village is unbelievable. They
take not notice of the speed notice or the flashing signs after. A lot of
pedestrians walk north out of the village (myself included) and
vehicles do not slow down.
A crossing in station Road near the library/Ellon Day Opportunities
would allow some vulnerable people a little more independence and
safety.
More pedestrian crossings are definitely needed in Ellon, as a mum
of 2 young children I find there’s not enough safe places to cross the
road.
In Ellon the new one way system has increased traffic on station road
leading to quite some difficultly crossing from greens to the square.
Although the road is not very wide it is taking pedestrians (some old
and vulnerable) a considerable length of time to get a break in traffic
as it now has to slow and give way but not long enough to cross
safely
No more crossings are required in Ellon.
Speed of traffic needs serious change such as traffic calming
measures.
None
Based on road layout in Ellon being returned to normal when Spaces
for People comes to an end
For q4, I am a pedestrian without a disability
A zebra crossing need to be installed on a A road beside a school
Pelican crossings would be preferred to zebra. The example of the
one at station brae leading to cars unsure if someone is walking past
or away to use the crossing leads to confusion and frustration
Primary school is located near the crossing, which is a (A) Class road
Would be good to reduce the speed of cars and vans on Castle Road
hardly any drivers keep to the 30mph
Ellon has enough crossings
Perception is also a problem. Vehicles travelling too fast is key and
particular when you have to cross a road to get to school
Is there any need of one beside the vets? As the people that come
out the church rarely use?
Folk need herded to use a crossing otherwise they just cross
anywhere. Like Bridge St/Station Rd junction folk cross ny the bakers
rather than use the crossing.
Planning failed to consider the importance of a safe road crossing
with extending my village on opposite side of a busy dangerous road .
Planning consideration important .
Marykirk High Street has two blind bends. Rush hour traffic is
dangerous for children and old people. As in many places, i.e.
Laurencekirk. Saw a near miss with an old lady some years back.
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33. I have a sensitivity to light and find the new flashing LED belisba
beacon lights unbearable to look at, especially after dark.
34. "The general road layout, and the disruption to the traffic flow needs
to be considered. While pedestrian safety is important, we do need
to be able to move about and generate income to survive. I am
concerned about the apparent mathematical assurance of the
equations. Sometimes common sense should trump a modelling
answer. I am (and I suspect the average person is) not clear about
the differences between Zebras, Pelicans, Puffins and other wildlife
associated with crossings. Until the law is changed (e.g. as in
Netherlands) so that people and cyclists ALWAYS have priority, then
the only sure way to control traffic for pedestrians is by traffic lights.
As a consequence, we ought to be using techncology to make
crossings more intelligent (e.g. only stopping traffic when there is
traffic to be stopped and when pedestrians are there to need
crossing)."
35. Limiting speed is essential, range of measures needed, rumble strips,
signage, I am in Balmedie. Whole village could be a 20s plenty zone,
signage would be required on dual carriageway and old road, before
folks enter the village.
36. "The *actual* number of pedestrians using a street is less important
than the number who *could* use it, were it made safer to walk along.
You don't judge the need for a bridge by counting the number of
people swimming across the crocodile-filled river. "
37. really needs a holistic assessment, road width may matter if no
pavement, but may be less critical if there is pavement. Line of sight
also important.
38. These villages need somewhere safe to.cross the roads this currently
is not available
39. In marykirk it is very dangerous crossing the road due to speed of
traffic poor vision and have had several near misses crossing with my
son in his wheelchair while I push him quickly across .
40. Reinforcement of rules for surprising number of vehicles that don’t
know or choose to ignore the fact they are supposed to stop at a
zebra crossing.
41. Irrespective of the answers given above there should be a pedestrian
crossing in Marykirk
42. Marykirk has many pedestrians crossing the road of walking down the
main road as there is not a full pavement on either side of the road
pedestrian have to cross every time they walk in the village. This risk
is increases because of many bend through the village and the speed
of the cars through the village.
43. Here in marykirk speed limits are very often ignored, with many
children going to school and the park. The road they have to cross is
very dangerous with bends in the roads. It's not just about speed.
44. Statistically the justification of a crossing can be problematic. it is the
actual detailed specific locational risk that needs to be assessed. If
there is a particular problem, relating to movement form primary
school/residential area/hall/church around the village or to places that
are popular such as a park. The criteria ranked in section 1 do not
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45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.

52.
53.

54.

55.
56.
57.

account for problems of parked cars, blind or obscured junctions or
various users of and locations of public buildings. These all generate
significant people/vulnerable group Traffic interactions or movements.
The risk is not captured in your criteria.
Inclusion of requests from community groups / councils as criteria for
deciding a crossing
There is only one Pedestrian crossing in my town, the maintenance of
which is deplorable. It has become barely visible on the street.
Shame on you Aberdeenshire Council!!
No mention of Schools that may be nearby or children
Speed in rural communities endangers all
I would like to give my children age appropriate responsibility for
attending school however Blackhall Road is impossible to cross
safely without an adult in the morning and afternoon.
Routes to school in particular and other popular pedestrian
destinations should also be given high priority for crossing
consideration.
Road layout & visibility ought to be a consideration in the above. Also,
actual vehicle speed and prevalence of excess speed/poor driving
reports should also be taken into account given the prevalence of
speeding in built up areas.
A wide road with frequent fast vehicles and no nearby crossing is a
great disincentive for parents to allow children out and a negative
attitude towards walks to shops or schools
"My wife and I holidayed in a small town in Brittany 16 years ago,
called Perros-Guirec. It reminded me of a tropical Stonehaven and
the biggest feature about the streets, were the amount of zebra
crossings, there were loads of them. I thought this was a great idea
and so pedestrian friendly. Due to the many crossings, there was no
need to lower the speed limit, the crossings did that themselves in
busier times and other times, allowed the traffic to flow. This sort of
thinking should be applied in Aberdeenshire. If there are proven
accident black spots, then by all means, lower the speed limit, but
blanket policies are not proactive thinking."
Anti Social driving is a major issue in many Aberdeenshire towns,
with my experience this can be reduced with raised zebra crossing
and 20mph speed limits, this also makes the town centre a much
more enjoyable place
Whilst ranking accident history highly, I appreciate this would have a
lower weighting in areas of new build etc, where this would not be of
real value.
Possibly sign post that the crossing is ahead allowing drivers to slow
down or be more aware. At the many crossings are totally ignored by
drivers
We have had between 4-7 high school aged children from 1st year
onwards, crossing the A93 at West Park, between Drumoak and
Crathes for years. I have witnessed busses OVERTAKING awhile
children are trying to cross the road and fast commuters are whizzing
around the bend all at the same time. It’s horrendous, and a wonder
that there have been no accidents thus far. Some of the children are
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58.
59.
60.
61.
62.

63.
64.
65.

66.

67.

68.
69.
70.

unable to cross the road and require special arrangements door to
door which could be avoided if appropriate traffic calming was in
place here. There have been multiple accidents with pets escaping
onto the road also. In just 10 years, there have been at LEAST 5 pets
in road accidents here, 3cats and 2dogs. Recently there was even a
child who had ‘escaped his garden’ wandering down the Deeside way
here. With the housing between Crathes and Drumoak and the
growing population and use of the Deeside way by children, it’s
astonishing that there remains direct open access onto this A road
with blind corners and drivers frequently speeding past our doors at
well above 60mph. Does it seriously take a catastrophe BEFORE the
obvious risks are reduced?
That list is very hard to define as all are important.
Given changes in road usage post pandemic, reliance on accident
history should be dropped and replaced by accident potential.
School zones should be made and puffins installed at danger points.
Proximity to schools & nurseries
All of the above are relevant. Where we are a zebra crossing is
placed badly so when vulnerable people use it they still then have to
cross at a crossroad with poor visibility to go through the village or
walk home from school / to school. Inverbervie. Scary crossroad
unsafe Zebra crossing placement due to parked cars
Long straight roads through villages do not help with speed so
crossings may deter speeders and give pedestrians a chance to
cross safely as opposed to guessing just how fast the traffic is going
This survey and the policy omit one key factor - the availability of
continuous paved pedestrian footpaths, i.e. not grass verges
Our village (Drumoak) is split in half by the very busy A93, with the
school on one side and many houses with children on the other. We
have no crossing with traffic control (only a crossing islands). It is a
significant risk to our young people and in fact everyone.
ENSURE CROSSINGS ARE AT NATURAL CROSSING POINTS ie
THE ONE ON GORDON ST HUNTLY PEOPLE CROSS 4/5
METRES AWAY FROM IT BUT STILL EXPECT TRAFFIC TO STOP
ALTHOUGH THEY ARE NOT ON THE CROSSING SEEN QUITE
A FEW ARGUMENTS DUE TO THIS
Safe crossings are important for pedestrians, but this should apply to
bike lanes amd bike crossings. Children cannot safely use their bikes
on the road in the current set up and this includes adults as well. The
pavement is often he only alternative and a number of pedestrians
are obstructive on purpose as they see it as their exclusive zone. If
there were more bike lanes throughout urban and town centers than it
would considerably ease this situation.
St Cyrus has a blind corner where vehicles speed too fast into the
village from the north
This is an Irish survey the question is not clear the filling in the
answers are not clear
Crossings should be located in area of greatest need. Where there is
a history of incidents or large numbers of pedestrians using a busy
road. However, ensuring pedestrians use them is another matter.
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72.
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74.
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80.
81.
82.
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86.

Oldmeldrum's "unique" layout is a key example. Folk regularly avoid
using the crossing put in; in addition vehicles park in locations where
they shouldn't. Please do not consider installing a similar scheme
anywhere else. It would also be handy if the crossings were actually
located where local residents really need them as opposed to where
the Officers in Woodhill think they should go.
Crossings are needed at the points where people want to cross the
road. A lot of accidents happen because people aren't prepared to
walk out of their way to go to a crossing even if the nearest one is
only a short distance away.
Stupid question, they are all important!!
Key to the installation of crossings is where pedestrians actually wish
to cross rather than as with so many existing crossings which are
situated away from the points pedestrians actually cross roads. Also
due consideration should be given to vehicle usage and traffic flow
where traffic flow is vital to the economic well-being of the country.
There is currently no pavements in my estate, which is full of children.
It’s an accident waiting to happen.
Prevention of accidents is needed. Vulnerable pedestrians should
include children under the age of 15.
Balmedie primary school desperately needs a zebra crossing On
Eigie Road plus Temporary 20mph speed limit on Eigie a road for key
school hours. There is nothing at the moment to help children cross
or slow traffic down.
Where the location is and what it's next to. All are important.
No safe route to school without crossing busy Eigie Road at school
times
Please consider rural villages on busy main roads. Speed limits are
frequently ignored and traffic is getting heavier. Please, please
consider how this affects everyday living under these dangerous
conditions.
Laurencekirk High Street desperately needs a 20mph limit and
pedestrian crossings
Not sure how vehicle speed comes into it. If the posted speed is
high, will there be a pelican crossing? Or if the posted speed is high,
there will be no crossing??
Accident history- quantify, between vehicles, street furniture, cyclists
or pedestrians tripping. Question 4 no option to be a pedestrian
without any disabilities?
No
I think Balmedie needs a proper crossing on Eigie Road to allow
children to get across that main road safely to and from school.
I think the most important consideration is the number of children
crossing these roads without any safe measures in place when cars
are consistently disregarding speed limits and putting loves in danger.
Balmedie school roads are particularly bad with no crossings and
multiple junctions close together. There’s hills and bends and cars
parked on pavements making it extra difficult to navigate. An accident
waiting to happen
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87. What worth a promise of a crossing when none appears - e.g. Burn
Lane, Inverurie
88. Crossing are normally in a 30 or 20 mph zone, so speed should not
be a factor. Poor driver skills, poor observation skills, ALL road uses
should resit their test every 5 years to improve road safety.
89. Outside schools
90. Vehicle number density varies throughout the day and criteria should
be based on the busiest times.
Policy: Street Trading and Occupation of the Road
Question 1: The proposed Policy and Manual set out the principles by
which Aberdeenshire Council will consider the acceptability of uses of
the road other than as a route for travelling over. Among these
secondary uses are occupation of the road by street traders (fast-food
vans, mobile banks, etc.) and non-motorised vehicles (caravans, trailers,
etc.) . Any other comments:
1. shopping center/retail park car parks
2. Others are dependent on context - discrimination is needed. E.g retail
vs community services, availability of space without creating traffic
blockages, availability of parking to residents, ban junk food retail near
schools.
3. Placing traders such as food vans near schools would be counter
productive to obesity strategies and should be avoided.
4. The stationary street trader won’t be the problem. It will be the
inconsiderate motorists that do not park safely to use the street trader.
5. Mobile banks would be acceptable in most locations and maybe food
locations in the odd location where there are no facilities for many
miles. Traders pay a lot of money in rent and in these hard times we
should not be encouraging mobile traders
6. Not certain about lay-bys. They tend to be a blot on the countryside, in
danger of obstructing the proper use of lay-bys (e.g. rest points,
emergency stops), and difficult to regulate/police. If they are to be
used, perhaps some form of planning permission should be applied,
and therefore assume they are going to be there for some time.
7. "Certainly not near schools a lunchtime. Not on A road carriageways"
8. The old bus near Pitcaple is nothing but an eyesore. Unhealthy food
served from a scrap vehicle with Aberdeenshire Councils blessing.
Disgraceful. Build a proper unit instead, tourists must think they have
entered a 3rd world country. Some of the fast food vans in industrial
estates are permanent fixtures and not road legal due to neglect of the
running gear, why are the traffic police not ticketing them? My vehicle
and trailer has to be legal and in good condition, why not theirs?.
9. Where there is availability of sufficient space to allow traffic to do what
it needs to do without putting at risk other road users. Eg a small lay-by
with out a buffer of land between it and the main road would probably
not be suitable.
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10. lowest polluting traders should be given priority and / or more
favourable rates. Ice cream vans (actually all traders) should not be
allowed to trade on bends in the road as they are a hazard in our
village!
11. Ridiculous question! You are referring to several different modes of
travel; it's impossible to answer effectively. E.g. A mobile Bank should
be in the centre of town; a food vendor would be more suited to an
industrial estate on the periphery of town where there no other food
outlets.
12. To be honest, I don't really agree with traders working from any of the
locations as they take up valuable parking spaces, do not provide hand
washing facilities, toilets, etc for customers and generally take away
business from local firms who pay VERY high rates and struggle to
make a living. Mobile banks offer little privacy and outdoor queuing
which isn't great for the elderly, fast food vans near schools aren't great
for healthy diets, etc, etc. The only reason I ticked the box for industrial
estates is that there are normally very few places to eat in these areas,
and people need to eat, but tend to be lazy and wouldn't make their
own lunch to take with them. Having a food van nearby would be
better than nothing.
13. Street trader units should not be allowed on residential streets under
any circumstances.
14. Banks or similar services only in town / village centres
15. No
16. Above assumes mobile traders only in villages
17. These are are often really helpful to workers on way into to city
18. The operation should minimise the impact on the wider community,
with residential areas, schools areas which would be vulnerable to any
additional traffic, footfall and activity. The central location of town
centres, would support access of more measured and supported
operation, in conjunction with other businesses, etc.
19. Definitely not near schools
20. They should not hinder street parking and they should not be allowed
near schools.
21. none
22. My acceptance of this only extends to small sole trader type
businesses selling art & crafts, fruit & veg, snacks etc. Absolutely not
bars, large businesses etc.
23. Street trading signs need to be regulated. The number of sandwich
boards on pavements that make it tricky to navigate for pedestrians
and cyclists should be strictly controlled. Especially during these times,
when social distancing is essential to keep everyone safe. To allow for
this roads should be made part of one way systems to allow for wider
pavements and bike lanes to encourage less use of cars and more
alternative modes of movement. Especiallu in town/village centers and
around schools.
24. Any use at a layby should only be where sufficient space exists and be
aimed at locations where large volumes of traffic can be expected such
as HGVs etc. Cars etc can always find a cafe or car park for
somewhere to rest/eat.
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25. There was no option for traders to use parking lots. I would favour
mobile banks, food vans etc using these areas rather than on the roads
themselves as the pedestricans accessing the vans are safer kept off
the road.
26. Trading should only be permitted from car parks or other off road
locations where they do not impede traffic flow and put pedestrians,
particularly children, at risk congregating near traders on the public
highway.
27. Some street vendors can, in my opinion, operate in residential areas
(ie. ice cream vans).
28. No
29. Laybys should be kept clear for drivers ( in particular LGV) to get rest
breaks, not for traders or walkers etc.
30. I think the above question is flawed. The acceptable/appropriate
location of a burger van is going to differ from a mobile bank. Also no
mention of ad-hoc stalls like farmers market.
31. Certainly not near schools as this just promotes poor eating habits.
32. No street trader should be permitted within 0.5 miles of a school
33. Not in villagers, not on busy roads, only in large lay bys with plenty of
space.
Question 2: The proposed Manual differentiates between “mobile” and
“static” traders. It proposes that mobile traders (those moving around
multiple locations in a day, e.g. an ice cream van) would only be allowed
a maximum of 30 minutes trading at one location before having to move
on. For static traders (e.g. hot-food trailers trading for several hours at
the same location) it is not proposed to fix a maximum duration for
trading at one on-street location in a single day however units must be
removed from that location when trading is not taking place. How long
do you feel would be appropriate for the maximum times the following
should be permitted to trade at a single on-street location?

1
2
3

Mobile traders
30minutes
30 minutes
30 minutes seems reasonable

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

30mins
1 hour
60 minutes
1hr
1 year
30 minutes
30 mins
20 mins
10 mins

Static traders
3 hours
8 hours
10 hour max to cover a workday
period or lunch-evening food
service
12hours
8 hours
5 hours
7hrs
1year
4 hours
10 hours
2 hours
No set time
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13

I see no reason for a limit

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49

30mins
1
15min
20 minutes
Don’t care
30 minutes
30 minutes
1 hour
60 mins - depends if fixed time
slot or from time of arrival
20 mins
30mins
1 hour
30 mins
20 minutes
15
30 mins
0
1 hour
30
one hour
1 hour
1 hour
20 mins
30 minutes
60 minutes
30mins
45 minutes
2 hours
1 hour
1 hour
30 mins
30 minutes
15mins
2 hours
1 hour
1 hour

50
51
52

None
as trade permits
30 minutes

53
54

1 Hour
10 minutes

I agree with clearing the site
each day
4 hrs
3
4 hours
Don’t care
7 hours
A 12 hour period
8 hours
10 hours
8 hrs
2-4hours
All day
7am - 6pm
8 hours
12
14 hours
0
8 hours
9am to 9pm
7.00am - 3.00pm
12 hours
All day
12 hours
8 hours
No limit
1 day
6 hours
12 hours
6
8 hours
Don't know
All day
Permanent
1 day
1 day, where permanent sighting
is not achieved by way of
licencing at suitable locations.
None
as trade permits
working day or evening as
appropriate
Unlimited
as required
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55
56
57
58
59
60

2 hours
3 hours
4 hrs
30 mins
4 hours
30 minutes

61
62
63
64

40 mins
30min
1 hour
max 30 mins

65
66
67
68
69

1 hour
6hours
30 mins
45min
no more than current 30. Ice
cream vans now move along
long streets for trade as opposed
to expecting customers to walk
to a spot
20 mins
10 minutes
1 hour
All day
30min
1 hour
3 hours
4-6 hrs
30 minutes
30 mins
60 mins
3
3 hours
30 mins
1.5 hrs
30 minutes
30 minutes
1 hour
30 minutes
30 minutes
30mins
30 mins
30
1hr
No time limit, we need to support
local businesses

70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93
94

1 year
6hrs
All day
8 hours
1 day, business hours in line with
local shops
1 day per week
1day
8 hours
one day BUT must be removed
at end of day
8 hours
8hours
8 am to 8 pm
7 days
8 till 5, typical work day for
industrial sites.

2 hours
0 minutes
4 hours
All day
12hr
8 hours
9 hours
2-8 hrs
Not sure
-6 hours
12 hours
3
8 hours
6 hours
24hrs
Days
6-8 hours
12 hours
One day
12 hours
2 hours
1 day
All day
8hrs
Units should not be removed
when not trading, as long as they
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are mobile. We need to support
local businesses.
95
96
97
98
99
100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109

1 hour
5mins Ice cream vans too noisy
4hrs
2hrs
15 minutes
1 hour
1 hour
30 mins
60 mins
30 min
Not sure
20 mins
1 hour
30 minutes
up to 1 hr

110
111
112
113
114

30
30 minutes
30mins
20 mins
60 minutes

115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131

1hr
1 hour
15 minutes
30 minutes
8
30m
8 hours (No later than 7pm)
8 hours
12 hours
2 hours
30mins
2 hr
30 minutes
30mins
30 min
1 hour
15 minutes

Any other comments (street trading):
1. no view on this

All day
all day
all of the time
12 hours
12 hours
6 hours
12 hrs
8hrs
Not sure
8am to 6pm
12 hours
4 hours
7.00am to 5.00pm or 5.00 pm to
11.00 pm
unlimited
No opinion
6 hours
As long as needed without
disturbing local residents or
similar businesses
7hrs
12 hours
full day
7 hours
24
3h
8 hours (No later than 7pm)
7 days
12 hours
6 hours
7am - 10pm
6 hr
to meet the needs of purchasers.
4 hrs
12 hrs
6 hours
6 hours
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2. Static traders should have a bin to allow customers to dispose of
rubbish.
3. "Your proposals seem reasonable"
4. Do not feel that I have the necessary experience to comment on this
5. We have several mobile traders come to our town, particularly fish
vendors, some of whom re very popular. 30 mins. is just not sufficient
time, particularly for elderly or those with mobility problems.
6. This would make life very difficult for mobile banks. They visit multiple
locations in one day, but 30 minutes would only allow them to see
perhaps between 2 and 5 customers. For an ice-cream van, 30
minutes would be more than adequate.
7. No
8. Static traders should not distort competition with established retailers.
High street retailers have to pay business etc rates cases have to
provide toilets and it is unhelpful to a local community of an occasional
vendor renders a permanent business unviable. There is no reference
to refuse. Mobile food and drink vendors should be obliged to provide
refuse containers for any products they sell, and to remove (and
wherever possible) recycle all discarded debris
9. Shops are there for people to support, we dont need street teaders,
although the industrial estate site would be OK for workers as there
probably wont be shops there
10. Traders must not park in dedicated car parking spaces.
11. Depends on the particular trader, not whether it is mobile or static.
12. Traders should have stalls hat are safe for them and their customers
13. Street traders should only be located where real need. Outside a
school is not a real need. Council needs to realise that and take a
stand. Covid has highighted better ways to serve school meals. Make
better provision albeit the majority will still go to rubbish chip shops in
town etc.
14. I would prefer to see static traders restricted to off road locations only.
15. See above for concerns about pedestrian risk and traffic interference
16. No
17. Static traders should prove adequate hygiene and waste facilities
18. The council need to support local businesses instead of continually
penalising them, making trading more difficult
19. "You need to further divide the mobile sector into what they are selling.
An icecream van needs less time than a fish van"
20. if it is not proposed to fix a maximum duration for trading at one onstreet location in a single day, then why ask the question?
21. non
22. Question was worded very strangely, especially if you’re not looking to
impose these restrictions!
Question 3: The proposals in the Manual allow premises serving food
and drink to apply for permission to place tables and chairs on the
footway to form a street café. Do you think that we should consider
applications for businesses seeking to use the footway for serving the
following (Food only/Alcoholic drinks when accompanied by a meal
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only/Alcoholic drinks even if not accompanied by a meal/None of the
above)? Any other comments :
1. Any seating on the footway must allow space for social distancing
without causing pedestrians to step on to the carriageway. Especially
important for the visually impaired or wheelchair users.
2. Have you seen the state of Aberdeen city? So inappropriate, and why...
during the vivid pandemic?
3. Obviously only in suitable locations
4. A one size fits all approach here is not appropriate. It depends on the
site, and the behaviour of customers and sellers, the occasion
supported, the numbers of traders together, etc.
5. As long as the doorway is wide enough for purpose and does not
impede pedestrian flow
6. Where the alcohol is served in a glass.
7. Sandwich boards for advertising should only be allowed hard up
against the building and not placed in middle or road edge of
pavement.
8. Only if pavement is wide enough. Pavements should be wider and
traffic reduced in towns.
9. This would depend on the area and the environment eg are the
footways large enough without causing a safety hazard.
10. Street cafe culture should be encouraged!
11. I don't think that these type of traders should be selling alcohol that
could be consumed on the pavement. It would be different if it were at
an event eg The Glamis Extravaganza or T in The Park, etc, where the
alcohol would be consumed off the street. These are not restaurants
where you would have a beer with your burger or a glass or wine with
your dinner.
12. non-alcoholic drinks should be included as an option.
13. What about pedestrians who need to pass? Should only be allowed at
select locations
14. No
15. All of the above
16. These should not be the location for extended session of alcoholic
consumption, but provide the opportunity for families, groups or
individuals to take some time to enjoy the location, hospitality and
thereafter move on positively engaging with the location.
17. I think tables and chairs on the pavement would be quite nice as it
gives a 'tourist' feel to the place, but ONLY if there is sufficient space
on the pavement for two wheelchairs width to pass whilst the tabls and
chairs are in situ.
18. Must allow for strict social distancing and track / trace registration.
19. our footpaths are crowded enough without more trip hazards
20. If there is enough room for so and does not inhibit space for clear
visibility
21. We are involved in spaces for people and you want to allow tables and
chairs - you can’t have both
22. Should not be using dedicated footways, where are the pedestrians
going to walk?
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23. Definitely not alcohol, tobacco or unhealthy food.
24. If there is a square that can be used, footpaths should not even be an
option for traders
25. ALSO SERVING TEAS/COFFEES
26. Street cafe culture works where people are responsible and enjoy a
drink as opposed to drink as much as you can. Add in the extra
smoking and you have a very uncultured atmosphere. The seats and
tables are just hazards for a normal able bodied person let alone those
less able.
27. Consideration must be made of the width of the pavement so that there
is still adequate space for pedestrians to go about their normal
business at a suitable distance from the tables without having to step
into the road.
28. Any clutter on a pavement is an impediment and risk to invalids and the
visually impaired and should not be permitted
29. Especially with Covid-19 still around.
30. Footpath is for walking
31. During Covid-19 the need for social distancing means this is a
reasonable move, however pedestrians rights should not be impinged.
32. We need to maximise opportunity to have our towns and villages
bustling, look at Edinburgh for example lots of areas on the streets to
enjoy food and drink
33. NO reason to have alcohol served in public on the street. It's a bad
enough safety risk in Scotland NOW with on street booze
consumption!!!
34. Poor survey - I would have opted for food and also alcoholic drinks
even if not accompanied by food.
35. no tables should be set up
36. Consideration needs to be given to pathway width etc as many paths
are narrow and adding cafes will further impinge on safe transit for
pedestrians
37. Footpaths are for walking on, things will end up in a mess, road safety
may be compromised.
Question 4: Another proposal is that non-motorised vehicles (caravans,
trailers etc.) should not be allowed to be left in the same road or
location for more than two consecutive days nor more than any four
days in a calendar month. Do you agree with the proposal relating to
caravans and trailers?
1. Increases in campervans parked on street due to lack of campsite
facilites are causing issues in some locations such as Stonehaven.
Parking a camper on street and staying overnight shouldn't be
permitted unless in authorised areas and subject to a charge.
2. 1 day only
3. "Where vehicles are not causing an obstruction, nor are employed as a
pseudo storage unit for a commercial premises (Such as the
refrigerated unit parked in Barclay street and fed by a cable from
McHardy butchers) then 14 days per calendar month would be more
reasonable. However no more than 28 days in a 6 month period. Any
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non motorised vehicle must display the registration number of its
towing vehicle to aid tracing of owner "
4. One day should be adequate. Overnight stays are inappropriate
anyway except for a site authorised for such use.
5. it is unclear if this is someone's caravan parked in front of their house
or a vender who is using spaces during non-trading times.
6. If they are making it difficult for traffic to flow or pass and where parking
is limited for residents. Only allowed to park for longer where a resident
doesn’t have their own parking and only outside their own house. No
leaving it down the road or around someone else’s home or area.
7. Your question is not clear. I think sometimes it would be appropriate for
traders to revisit the same location every day. Also, I assume you refer
to trading caravans but the wording of the question does not make that
clear.
8. these vehicles cause dreadful congestion in small towns particularly.
Aberdeenshire Council has not effectively policed this over the years.
the time allowed should be no longer than 24 hours on a suburban
street.
9. They are taking up valuable parking spaces
10. Even though I would like it in my street, maybe allow 7 consecutive
days maximum but also 7 days too in a month
11. No
12. I would see this as a positive position, the timescales being maximums
and shorter periods encouraged, using the road for movement rather
than obstruction with potential for danger and introducing risk at the
locations.
13. Owners of said non motorised vehicles should be able to park them
legitimately close to own residence subject to standard parking
restrictions. Blanket restriction seems too blunt.
14. shouldn't be allowed at all
15. A quick access permit if they want to stay more than 2 days
16. Most title deeds prevent static caravans being on the road outside.
Rarely enforced. If people have a caravan then they should store it
within their own property boundary. Plenty spaces can be rented that
would allow them to store NMV elsewhere. As streets are redesigned
to narrow roads for road safety, especially in new builds, any additional
hazards such as NMV just make the place even more difficult to
navigate safely.
17. They should not be permitted to impede the carriageway at any time
18. No
19. In order to complete repairs or clean the vehicles, more than 2
consecutive days are often necessary. Even loading up a caravan
before going on holiday takes time, and working full time means that
you would actually have very little time in order to do this. There should
be a longer limit (if any limit at all).
20. "You need to distinguish between unoccupied storage & occupied use
of caravans. You also need to distinguish between utility trailers &
caravans! This is a useless question without those subsets identified &
addressed individually."
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21. Individual locations and / or circumstances should allow variation on
timings
22. If they live in the street why shouldn’t they be able to have their trailer
at their door???
23. Many snack bars are meeting points for groups and are used in
planning cycling routes and motorbike routes. Owners also then have
a responsibility for the area. Moving them every few days means no
accountability.

APPENDIX 12
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Appendix 12 – Other Comments Submitted During Consultation
Policy: Speed Limits
Cluny, Midmar, and Monymusk Community Council
1

We would like to highlight several areas that need to be reviewed as
part of the Roads policies review. Sauchen - The speed limit on Main
Street by the Play Park should be reduced to 20mph, and possibly the
use of some speed calming measures. This is necessary as there is no
conCguous pavement outside the park, and there is a history of
speeding on this secCon of road.

2

The entrance into Sauchen Main Street from the “C” class road
(C108C) to the east, should be amended to 30 mph, as shown below.
This suggest change to the speed limit on the (C108C), is also required
to allow Cluny school children to safely cross Main Street to access the
proposed school path. We have previously requested that a safety
assessment is made of this area as part of the design of the school
path.

3

The Community Council supported the reduction of the 60mph limit to
40mph beside Cluny School, we again reiterate that that it should
actually be reduced further to 30mph and possibly even 20MPH for the
following reasons -: • There is concern linked to the reversing
movements of school buses and cars from the new housing
development fronting directly onto the road and school areas. • There
is no crossing provision from the new development to the school. • A
pedestrian path between Sauchen & Cluny is in progress that will
provide an important linkage between the two settlements however,
this will also increase the foot traffic to the school and needs
consideration when sitting the 20mph signs. • The school is
increasingly used outside school hours for recreational activities since
there is no community hall in Sauchen. • Recently we have witnessed
the increase in parents having to walk to and from the school along the
(C108C) road, which has no suitable verges or passing places to allow
the safe movement of pedestrians and vehicles.

Udny Community Council
1

In regards to the Speeds Limits Policy / Manual we wish to present the
following.
•
Manual lacks direction/links to reference materials used in the
manual eg. use of the term ‘Criteria’. Preventing a public understanding
of Limitations and considerations.
•
Fails to address current ‘acceptable’ speed parameter used in
considering suitability for Speed reduction / Traffic Calming. EG:
30mph designated road must exceed 35mph to qualify for
consideration. Resulting in an ‘acceptable’ increased potential for
severity of injury.
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•
No apparent attempt planned to address speed limit ‘adherence’
issues. Police enforcement has proven to be ineffective, potentially due
to current staffing levels of Scottish constabulary. It is suggested that
Traffic Calming measure are an effective means of Self-enforcement
while not being promoted in the manual.
•
Apparent obstructive guidelines where a village road has been
determined as a ‘Strategic Route’. Consideration of the varying
configuration of Village Strategic Through Roads should be recognized
with speed adherence / traffic calming options clearly defined and
documented within the Manual. Alternatively referenced to relevant
policy documents.
•
Vehicle activated signs as in ‘Variable and vehicle activated
signs manual, April 2018’ receive little mention in the manual other
than a brief reference to ‘management options’ within 4.2 Road Safety
Issues section. It is noted that the previously mentioned Variable and
Vehicle activated sign manual indicates a reluctance by Aberdeenshire
to implement Vehicle Activated signage.
•
Concern that the Aberdeenshire Council draft policy/manual
may have element of conflict with Scotland’s Road Safety Framework
to 2030 consultation which is currently in progress.
The general statement ‘Aberdeenshire Council’s 2020 Speed Limit
policy acknowledges the need to avoid unnecessary delays and
restrictions to motorists while recognising the road safety and
environmental benefits of lower traffic speeds in our towns and
villages’. We are in full support of the principal with a proviso that
Aberdeenshire Council shall promote Safety over any consideration of
potential Delay or financial implication.
2

The manual in general lacks direction to relevant information /
documentation / Guidelines on Criteria required related to various
implementation considerations mentioned within the manual. Assuming
that pertinent Criteria standards exist it would be beneficial to provide
the reference material or link to the Criteria detail classified as available
for Public access.
Examples:4.1 Schools - Speed limits of 20 mph will be applied outside schools.
These will be full time mandatory 20 mph speed limits or zones in
locations where the normal criteria for such limits set out in this manual
are met. In other locations, they will be part-time limits.
5.1 Part-time 20 mph limits
Part-time 20 mph limits shall be introduced outside schools where the
criteria for providing permanent 20 mph restrictions are not satisfied.
20mph through Main Town centres, which generally provide a form of
speed limitation by design, can be regarded as practical for safety
reasons.
For Villages, which generally have a relatively short main thoroughfare
that does not provide the same level of limitation by design as a town,
speed limitation by road sign only is often disregarded by many
motorists.
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As such 20mph through Village centres with Self-enforcing Traffic
Calming measures, additional to Signage should be included in the
policy (where applicable). Speed Cushions being the adopted standard
providing the self-enforcing element required while permitting
unhindered passage of emergency vehicles.
3

While there is a focus on unhindered travel for main thoroughfares
adopted by Aberdeenshire Council there is an argument where safety
should be the primary consideration, journey times SHOULD remain
unaffected where Traffic Calming measures are in place limiting
transport to the designated Road Speed.
There are numerous studies which quantify the ‘Risk of Injury’ over a
range of speeds, notably the evidence that injury at 20mph be
considerably less than that of 30mph.
19.A 2010 Department for Transport (DfT) publication which looked at
the relationship between speed and risk of fatal injury found that the
risk of fatal injury to pedestrians rose from under 1% at an impact
speed of 20 mph to 5.5%, or 1 in 20, at 30 mph. Above 30 mph risk
increased very substantially, to over 30% at an
impact speed of 40 mph.
As we understand current recorded road speed calculated at 85%ile is
then subject to a formula of Designated Speed limit +10% + 2mph (eg.
30+10%+2 = 35mph) Anything equal to or less than the sum shall not
be considered for action. Considering risk of injury relative to vehicle
speed presents a substantial increase in severity of injury with the
acceptance of this limiting formula.
In reference to the ‘Standard limits’ in relation to Villages determined as
30mph zones, this appears to be in conflict with the desire of most
Village communities where perception is that of current traffic speeds
being excessive.

4

The Manual as is does not present a clear direction compliant to :GOOD PRACTICE GUIDE ON 20 MPH SPEED RESTRICTIONS June
2016 Version 2. Transport Scotland.
https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/38640/20-mph-good-practiceguide-update-version-2-28-june-2016.pdf
Reducing speeds
15.Introducing such speed restrictions will help us to reduce the
number of accidents, casualties and fatalities on Scotland’s roads. 20
mph speed restrictions can also help promote active travel choices and
can result in improvements to both the local and wider environment.
16.Inappropriate and excessive speed is a significant cause of death
and injury on the roads. Travelling too fast for the conditions or
excessive speed is reported in 11% of all reported accidents and 18%
of fatal accidents.
(eg. B999 Pitmedden, 34mph at 85%ile)
17.The speed outcome agreed by road safety partners through the
Mid-term Review of the Framework is to ‘increase the proportion of
vehicles travelling at appropriate speeds on Scotland’s roads to
support reducing road casualty numbers. Transport Scotland and its
road safety partners want to see all road users travel at speeds which
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are in accordance with the stated speed limit of the road and are safe
for the road or the driving conditions.
5

There appears to be no intension to ‘manage’ adherence to the
designated road speed within the Manual. ‘While enforcement of speed
limits is entirely the responsibility of Police Scotland, police
enforcement is expensive and resources are limited so it is important
that speed limits should be designed to be effective without the need
for heavy enforcement’. Provision of effective Traffic calming measures
are self-enforcing. Traffic calming measures provision a wide range of
options with associated cost in application and maintenance which
should not prohibit the application, one which is not based on Accident
history but based on a Risk Assessment to determine measure of
enforcement required.

6

Finally we wish to draw your attention to the Scottish Borders Council:
Spaces FOR PEOPLE SUSTRANS FULLY FUNDED ACTIVE
TRAVEL PROGRAMME: EXPERIMENTAL ROLL OUT OF 20MPH
THROUGHOUT BORDERS SETTLEMENTS.
•
A total of 91 towns and villages are included in this programme.
This experimental programme shall address the habitual question
asked by residents and community groups on a regular basis to
introduce more wide-spread speed restrictions in built up areas. A
question which is prevalent throughout Aberdeenshire.
The introduction of 20MPH through towns and villages shall be
accompanied by a number of trial 40mph areas.
The aims of the trial are to:
•
determine if a more tailored regime is required for the
implementation of 20mph schemes longer term
•
reduce the risk and severity of injuries as a result of collisions
between vehicles and vulnerable road users
•
encourage more active travels
•
reduce CO2 emissions
•
make the Borders a more attractive place to visit
•
alter the driver culture within the Scottish Borders to having
20mph as the default when entering built up areas
Each of the above elements being supportive of all desirable elements
of modern day road transport and environmental aspirations.
Such a programme addressing the Aberdeenshire transit routes from
Aberdeenshire North to the southerly limits of the region should be
considered by Aberdeenshire Council (and Area Councils) engaging in
a planning project similar to that of the Borders.
The delivery of a more tailored or nuanced regime regarding 20mph
schemes has the potential to address any ambiguity within current or
proposed policy / manuals. Delivery of such a programme / scheme
throughout Aberdeenshire would a progressive and beneficial exercise.

Individual
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1

I was very interested in Martin Fords proposal that certain quieter roads
should have a special designation - I think green routes?. These roads
would have a lower speed limit with signs that they are used by
cyclists, horse riders and walkers. I think this is a brilliant idea I’ve seen
it in Perthshire and think it would be a positive legacy for
Aberdeenshire from the Covid outbreak and would support people to
continue cycling. I live on one such road and am put off continuing to
cycle by the speed of the traffic - often agricultural and commercial who
see a straight road and belt along at alarming speeds. The policy would
need some enforcement but would be well supported I believe.

Individual
1

With regards to the current review I wish to express my desire to see a
speed limit reduction on the A93 from West of Banchory Exit to
Inchmarlo old folks home. This stretch of road sees excessive speeds
by car drivers throughout the year and motor bikers in the dry summer
months. There have been numerous accidents over the last ten years,
indeed I’ve sent photographs to the local Deeside Piper newspaper in
articles they have published. My next door neighbour has had their
garden wall demolished twice in a year and I’ve had a Corsa car on its
roof blocking my driveway. A gold jaguar left the road, landed in the
field opposite my house and rolled, stopped by a dung heap. Inside this
car were baby seats. I can provide photographs if required.
I also recommend a speed reduction due to the amount of vehicles
performing U turns in the road in front of my house. I once had an 8
vehicle transporter turning in my drive. I’ve had to spend £1000 to
mitigate against this problem. I’ve put 6 one ton granite boulders on
either side of my driveway and hired Roy Cowie to reinstate eroded
roadside verge opposite my house. This has included Berberis bushes
and bee friendly wild flowers. Vehicles turning on a straight bit of road
where vehicles are speeding is very dangerous.
When I drive from Finzean to Banchory I note there are a number of 40
mph zones just outside Finzean. I cannot see any reason why the
speed limit to the Inchmarlo old folks home shouldn’t be 40 mph. After
that the road westward has sufficient bends to ensure vehicles cannot
speed, however vehicles leaving Banchory go hell for leather on the
straight. Indeed many vehicles overtake, directly in front of my, and my
neighbours houses. People have pets and small children who are at
risk. I implore you to take this response seriously and address the
points I have made. As more vehicles are on the road these risks
increase

Individual
1

The issue of speeding desperately needs addressed in Balmedie, the
old road can have cars passing in excess of 50 mph, also Eigie road
the whole stretch, cars speeding. This is especially bad at school drop
off/collection. Crossings are needed for the children and parents as I
have had some close calls with the speed of cars.
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It is terrifying walking around the village with the speed of traffic.
Individual
1

Tinkering around with speed limits and roads policies is a futile
exercise unless there is enforcement. As police traffic patrols are now a
thing of the past, the status quo may as well remain, saving time and
money on a pointless exercise unless it is to satisfy some political
positioning. Permit an example. The A93 west of Banchory up to
Potarch Bridge and beyond. 60mph limit generally observed by most
traffic. Residents can tell the onset of summer not by the arrival of
migrating birds but by the scream of motor bike engines as riders tootle
through Banchory High Street before opening the throttles and
accelerating to speeds comfortably in excess of 100mph as they pass
the busy entrance to a Retirement Village at Inchmarlo where residents
regularly turn onto and off of this stretch of road. These are not the big
touring bikes which are driven responsibly but the high powered racing
bikes insured for use for the summer only "doing the circuit" from Perth,
over the Cairn o' Mount on the B974 through Banchory and then
launching themselves up over the Cairnwell via the Spittal of Glenshee
back to Perth. To quote from a German visitor on a 1000cc Ducatti
racing bike, "superb roads and no police patrols - perfect. We come
over most summers to ride these roads where we can really use our
machines and reach speeds that are not possible in Europe!" There is,
apparently, a form of "time trial" by the racing bike community from
Perth via the Cairn o'Mount, Banchory, Cairnwell and back to Perth,
but I do not know the time set for Bikers to beat. That is very much a
secret kept by the racing bike community.
So put in as many signs as you like if that is your thing, but don't have
speed surveys which show "speeds reduced by 2mph" when nothing is
being done to patrol roads where racing bikes are travelling at speeds
well in excess of 100mph and more during the summer months.
Think of this response when one of the Inchmarlo Retirement Village
residents, driving quietly and carefully, is taken out by one of these
racing bikes, as they will be one day, by a European visitor, driving on
a strange side of the road - the Scoolas/Dunne case comes to mind as they "use 'their' machines to reach speeds that are not possible in
Europe. Superb roads and no police patrols - perfect."

Individual
1

Balmedie village.
Hi. I’ve done the survey about speeds. Cars etc speed far to much In
our village. When crossing beside the library you take your life in your
own hands as it’s very dangerous. Lots of elderly and children cross
that road everyday. Even when there was a flashing sign up, lots of
drivers sped really fast. Hope something’s can be done about this
before a serious accident happens.
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Individual
1

As a part time resident in Aberdeenshire, I feel very nervous of the
other drivers at times, on the roads in Aberdeenshire.
This is because the drivers do not stick to the speed limits and because
of this, have a need to come round corners, either part or fully over into
the oncoming side of the road, in order to be able to make the turn at
all. So many of the roads in the rural areas are very narrow and drivers
don’t take into account there may be someone coming in the opposite
direction.
I feel the speed limits are acceptable on straight roads but folk don’t
make allowances for the many bends and corners and do not keep to
the speed limit, hence putting other people’s lives at risk by going over
to their side of the road. There isn’t enough monitoring of this situation
and until something is done on about this, there will continue to be
more fatalities and serious accidents.
I would love to see change happening in this regard so I feel safe once
again.

Individual
1

The speed of some vehicles on Old Skene Road particularly going
west from shopping centre is awful. Has been reported to police by
local councillor but nothing appears to have been . Reducing to 20
might slow down some but unless policed regular it would be a waste
of time and money .
Why are speed cameras not installed

Individual
1

I urge you to change the way you apply any changes to speed limits in
Aberdeen. Whilst I wholeheartedly approve of considering and
balancing the needs of all users of our roads, I feel the Council is
currently biassed against car owners and, as such, is creating
unnecessary restrictions and costs on their use of our roads.
Im particular, I believe the council should:
- consider, in the light of the AWPR, increasing limits on some main
roads into Aberdeen to help ease flows. This may mean reversing
some of the recent reductions.
- ensure representative users are consulted i.e. not just the people &
businesses who live along the roads (this will mean proactively
contacting people outside of Aberdeen).
- ensure speed surveys are taken both before and after any change to
understand user's respect for the limits.
- ensure a full review of any past accidents along the relevant stretches
of roads is made.
- ensure congestion and journey time is included in any cost/benefit
analyses.
- ensure the Government's Speed Limit Appraisal Tool is used.
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And, I believe the Council should publish the results of these analyses
to justify any changes.
Changing speed limits is an important, serious and emotive matter that
affects a large percentage of the Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire
population and, as such, should be given greater consideration that I
believe it has had recently.
Individual
1

Having read the draft, consideration might be given to the approach
roads to schools.
I live in David McLean Drive Alford AB33 8PW, the road has become a
recognised “Rat Run” with parents dropping off and collecting their
children from the Ski Slope car park at the top of Greystone Road, this
saves them time from going to the main Campus car park.
This is at a time when many children are walking to and from school on
David McLean Drive and also many drivers are obviously exceeding
the 30mph limit including the “boy racers” who congregate at the Ski
Slope car park at various times in the evening to what appears to be a
“timed route “ down David McLean Drive.
Greystone Road has a 20mph speed limit with traffic calming measures
and was closed off at the top of David McLean Drive when the new
Campus opened, it makes sense that this estate be the same as the
new housing developments in Alford, that is a 20mph limit with traffic
calming measures on David McLean Drive.
I am sure that I am not alone with these nuisance drivers and I hope
that consideration is given to 20mph speed limit and traffic calming
measures introduced on my road and all other School “Rat Runs”.
I am 100%in favour of 20mph speed limits, surely this will save lives of
young people, elderly people going to the shops for example and also
people that are handicapped or have learning difficulties such as the
Residents from the complex at the corner of Greystone Road and
David McLean Drive.
Why not ban all pavement parking at the same time (with penalties)
throughput Aberdeenshire , this would enhance the quality of life for
many handicapped and elderly people not having to go onto a busy
road to manoeuvre around these parked vehicles, quite often these
people again may have learning difficulties, impaired eyesight, in
wheelchairs or other means of mobility, not to mention parents pushing
buggies who might also have a toddler in hand as well

Individual
1

Re your item in the P @ J today. Several years ago A young boy was
sadly killed whilst crossing Seafield Street in Portsoy. I cannot
remember the exact details of the incident but it happened outside the
Town Hall during the day.
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So I would strongly recommend that a 20 mph speed limit is set up
through the main road in Portsoy. Whilst walking along the road I
watch traffic, mainly heavy vehicles going into Portsoy From Cullen at
speeds of more than 30mph. And there is a nasty right hand bend at
the start of the approach. And past the town hall you get vehicles
double parked probably delivering goods. So its a bottle neck that
needs looking at. I feel sure you made enquiries after the fatal
accident as to whether there should be any improvements and it was a
no.
So why not slow-down bumps on the road also. It certainly needs
looking at closely.
Individual
1

I live on nether road Mintlaw ab425lr the road is used for a short cut
between South street Mintlaw (main Aberdeen road) and to Longside
road( main road Mintlaw to peterhead. The road is also used when
diversions are in place as the main road. HGV vehicles use this
regularly including articulated when diversions are in place. Nether
Aden road is in a residential area with many young children at risk also
of speeders using the short cut and risks life. The road is a 30mph
some with speeders well in excess of this. I myself would like a 20mph
limit set for this road and of speed bumps. Budgetary a speed limit
would be the cheapest option but it is obviously your decision after
surveying or monitoring.

Individual
1

I live on the roadside in Lumsden. Because a road island (which no
one ever uses) has been place opposite the old Police house by the
garage (Coppice) we, further up the street, are forced to park on the
pavement to avoid being hit by traffic.
On this matter, if there has to be a crossing in that position, may I
suggest pedestrian lights rather than a road island?
As regards the speed of traffic passing through Lumsden, the main
culprits are logging lorries at 5.30am and tractors at anytime up to
1130pm, when traffic police are never around. They thunder through
the village at truly excessive speed.
Lowering the speed limit will do nothing to alleviate this problem. I
have racked my brain thinking of how speeding can be avoided and the
only suggestion I can come up with is to lower the speed limit to 20 and
installing ACTIVE speed cameras (preferably average speed) at either
side of the village. The speeding vehicles, having slowed down, would
probably keep it down whilst travelling through.
I do hope this is helpful because the speeding lorries/tractors make the
road through Lumsden a truly dangerous place.
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Individual
1

I support the proposal to impose 20mph speed limits in Aberdeenshire
towns and villages. This should be a feature on all roads within the
boundary of each town and village.
I contacted the Aberdeenshire Road Safety department and Councillor
Isobel Davidson, 5 months ago regarding speeding vehicles on Craig’s
Road, Ellon and still await contact from a Road Safety representative,
which was intimated in the initial response. This road should be a
priority for a 20mph speed limit. This view is supported by many others,
who have contacted me.

Individual
1

I have just completed the survey on Survey Monkey regarding 20mph
speed limits in Ellon town centre which I think is a good idea.
I would also like Knockothie Crescent reviewed. I live at the end of
Portsoy Crescent, on the junction where it meets Knockothie Crescent.
It is a very busy road with vehicular traffic and is the main thoroughfare
for all the housing estates either side of it. It is also very busy with
pedestrian traffic at all times of the day.
On a daily basis I witness ridiculous speeding, I would estimate at
times to be nearly double the 30mph speed limit. There are a number
of traffic islands along the road which I presume are there to slow traffic
down but these have no effect.
I can't be the only resident in the area that sees how bad it is and I
would really like it to be looked at if possible.

Individual
1

Part-time 20 mph limits outside schools
The Speed Limits Manual proposes a 5 minute “safety margin”, after
the school bell, for part-time 20 mph limits outside schools (Ref 3, Sect
5.1). This is to accommodate late comers.
5 minutes sounds a rather short “safety margin” and I would suggest
that a period of 10 minutes would be more appropriate.
Observations of behaviour outside my local primary school highlights
issues where the use of 10 minutes would help address other hazards.
The first issue relates to parents/carers, having seen their child into
school, stand around on the pavement outside the school chatting to
each other. In several cases the parents/carers have with them under
school age children. As they concentrate on their conversation, they
are paying less attention to what the young child is doing.
In some instances, the parent/carer has been seen standing on the
road, between parked cars, continuing their conversation. In a small
number of cases they have been observed standing on the road,
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adjacent to their car door, finishing off such conversations. Such
conservations distract the individuals from what else is going on around
them.
A related concern is the observation of parents/carers standing on the
road with their rear passenger door fully open into the road. They are
seen strapping the second, small child into a child seat. This behaviour
is somewhat dependent on the direction of parking (often against traffic
flow) and how many small children are involved (child seats fitted to
both sides of rear seats).
The above observed behaviours present hazards for motorists
travelling along the street. A 10 minute safety margin on the 20 mph
limit would provide a reasonably practicable measure to reduce the
risks associated with such hazards.
It should be noted that these observations relate to a primary school in
an urban setting. The school fronts onto a residential street. The street
currently has an advisory 20 mph limit along its entire length. The
design and environment (sharp bend in road, high hedges and shrubs
obstructing views, parked cars on both sides of road, pedestrians in
road) means that during school hours car speeds near the school are
significantly less than 20 mph.
Part-time 20 mph limits are more likely to be located in rural areas and
on strategic routes in urban areas where the proposed speed limit is 30
mph. It may be that the behaviour of parents/carers in these locations
differs from those displayed outside my local school. However, the
precautionary principal would suggest that appropriate measures are
taken to address the risks identified above at these locations also. A 10
minute extension to the part-time 20 mph speed limit is one such
appropriate measure to reduce risks in these locations to a level as low
as reasonably practicable.
Recommendation
A 10 minute “safety margin”, after the school bell, should be included in
the Speed Limits Manual for part-time 20 mph limits outside schools
rather than the 5 minutes currently proposed.
2

Strategic Routes in Westhill
Appendix A of the Speed Limits Manual (Ref 3, p23) identifies the
following roads in Westhill as Strategic Routes;
• Broadstraik Road
• Old Skene Road
• Westhill Drive
In addition to the above, Straik Road (A944) is also designated as a
Strategic Route due to its A road classification (Ref 3, p7).
In addition to the above roads I would recommend that the following
roads be added to Appendix A as Strategic Routes for Westhill;
• Wellgrove Road
• Hays Way
Wellgrove Road
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Justification for inclusion of Wellgrove Road as a Strategic Route
include;
• It is the primary bus route through Westhill
• It performs the exact same strategic function as Broadstraik Road
and Westhill Drive – moving traffic from north to south within Westhill
by connecting the A944 to Old Skene Road. Wellgrove Road serves
residents in the centre of the town as Broadstraik Road does in the
west and Westhill Drive to the east.
• It provides the main route to major infrastructure for residents and
traffic located in the south of the town. This infrastructure includes;
o Household Recycling Centre
o Primary Schools
o Secondary School
o Football, rugby and play fields
o Swimming pool
o Town centre facilities including shops, food outlets and restaurants
• It provides access to major infrastructure for residents and traffic
located in the centre of the town and located north of the A944. This
infrastructure includes;
o Health Centre
o Major supermarkets
o Employment locations
o Restaurants and take-aways
• The road is a major “tributary” road allowing traffic from residential
areas, to the east and west, to travel south to the A944 (for access to
Aberdeen City and industrial and business parks to the south of the
A944) and to the north to allow access to town infrastructure noted
above.
• The road design promotes a view that it is a “main road” (as opposed
to residential street). Design features include;
o Wide road
o No housing fronts onto the road
o Pavements are separated from the road by wide strips of grass.
o Significant numbers of mature trees line the southern half of the road
o Several residential areas are linked to the road
o Long sweeping bends on the southern half of the road act as speed
modifying measures
Hays Way
Justification for inclusion of Hays Way as a Strategic Route include;
• It is the primary bus route through Westhill
• It provides direct access to major town infrastructure including; o
Primary School
o Secondary School
o Swimming pool
• It acts as a link road between Westhill Drive and Old Skene Road
which allows traffic from residential areas either side of Hays Way to
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access major infrastructure in the south of the town. This infrastructure
includes; o Household Recycling Centre
o Primary School
o Football, rugby and play fields
o Town centre facilities including shops, food outlets and restaurants
o Health Centre
o Major supermarkets
o Employment locations
o Restaurants and take-aways south of the A944
• The road is a major “tributary” road allowing traffic from residential
areas, in the centre of Westhill, to link to other strategic routes. These
allow travel south to the A944 (for access to Aberdeen City and
industrial and business parks to the south of the A944) and to access
town infrastructure noted above.
• The design promotes a view that it is a “main road” (as opposed to
residential street). These features include; o Wide road
o No housing fronts onto the road
o Major town infrastructure fronts onto the road (schools, swimming
pool, playing fields)
o Several residential areas are linked to the road
The above qualitative analysis demonstrates that Wellgrove Road and
Hays Way are both significant main roads to the people of Westhill.
They are more strategic to traffic flow than Broadstraik Road and the
northern section of Westhill Drive. They therefore deserve to be
included in the Strategic Routes for Westhill.
Recommendation
Wellgrove Road and Hays Way should be added to Appendix A of the
Speed Limits Manual as Strategic Routes for Westhill.
3

Criteria for 20 mph zones
The Speed Manual states, “In Aberdeenshire 20 mph limits shall be the
default speed limit on non-strategic routes in towns and villages where
the criteria for 20 mph zones are not satisfied.” (Ref 3. Sect 5.3).
The Manual also states, “20 mph zones, where appropriate, are
preferable to 20 mph limits” (Ref 3, Sect 5.1).
The “criteria” for determining which roads/streets are covered by a 20
mph zone (as opposed to limit) are therefore critical in applying the
requirements of the Manual and hence the extent of such zones across
Aberdeenshire.
I am unable to find within the manual a clear definition of the criteria for
determining which roads/streets are to be designated as “20 mph
zones”.
Section 1.1.2 of the Manual refers to a Department of the Environment,
Transport and the Regions report which “recommended that 30 mph
should be the norm for speed limits in villages and, for urban areas,
noted that while there is a strong case on road safety and urban
regeneration grounds for 20 mph restrictions, these are only effective
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with self-enforcing 20 mph zones” (my emphasis). This, however,
appears to be a report rather than law or official guidance. The criteria
(road safety and urban regeneration) are also rather vague for
practitioners to implement via the Council’s Speed Manual.
Section 1.1.2 further refers to Scottish Government guidance which
states that “for residential streets, a maximum design speed of 20 mph
should normally be an objective”. It is unclear if this design speed for
residential streets is to be implemented via a 20 mph limit or a 20 mph
zone.
Recommendation
In order to eliminate confusion, and provide clear guidance to all, it is
recommended that the Speed Manual should include a comprehensive
set of criteria for establishing 20 mph zones. The criteria should be
clear and unambiguous. By setting these criteria the requirements for
setting 20 mph limits on roads/streets will also be established by
default (“In Aberdeenshire 20 mph limits shall be the default speed limit
on non-strategic routes in towns and villages where the criteria for 20
mph zones are not satisfied.” (Ref 3. Sect 5.3)).
4

Alternative Speed Limits
The Speed Limits Manual highlights that there may be cases where
“alternative speed limits” are deemed necessary (Ref 3, Sect 4.4). The
Manual requires that engineers prepare a submission justifying any
such proposals for “alternative speed limits”. This submission requires
to be validated by senior officers before such proposals are submitted
to a council area committee (Ref 3, Sect 4.4).
I would recommend that such submissions, and their validation,
requires to be made publicly available before submissions are made to
an area committee. This is required for purposes of open, transparent,
and accountable government. It allows members of the public to make
educated comment on any such proposals. Such comments can then
be considered by councillors on area committees before making
decisions.
Recommendation
The Speed Limits Manual should be updated to include the
requirement for the submission from engineers, and its validation, for
alternative speed limits to be made publicly available. It should also
specify how this is to be achieved (council website, available in local
libraries, available in local council offices, etc).
Statement on National Statistics.
The Speed Limit Policy document refers to “National statistics” as the
source for justifying statements about people in deprived areas being
more likely to be injured or killed by vehicles and affluent residents
being more likely to request traffic management interventions in their
areas (Ref 2, Sect 1, para 3).
There are a number of problems with the use of these statements.
The statements are of an overtly political nature and their inclusion in a
purely technical document is open to challenge.
The purpose of their inclusion in the policy is not immediately clear with
respect to the need for consistent policy and standards across the
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council area. Why choose affluence and deprivation? Why not rural v
urban? Old v young? Coast v inland? Etc.
The inclusion of the statements has a number of implications that may
not be the intent of the authors. These include the implication that the
representatives of deprived populations (councillors, community
councils, community groups, etc) are failing in their duty to protect their
constituents and failing to bring issues of traffic management to the
attention of council officials. Another implication is that council officials
are looking for documents (the Speed Limit Policy and Manual) in order
to defend themselves against complaints from “bolshie”, affluent
residents.
The term “national statistics” is unclear on which nation is being
referred to, Scotland or the UK? Without appropriate citation it is also
impossible to ascertain whether the reference is to, literally, national
statistical data or whether the publication of “national statistics”
includes a breakdown by council area. It is unlikely, for example, that
statistics for the whole of Scotland provide an accurate proxy for the
situation in Aberdeenshire. Scottish statistical data will be dominated
by Glasgow and Edinburgh specifically and the central belt more
generally. Aberdeenshire roads/streets age and design, population
densities, etc will be markedly different from the Scottish average with
different outcomes in road accident statistics expected including in their
root causes.
I am surprised that “national statistics” are kept of the socio-economic
source of requests for traffic management improvements. This sounds
deeply Orwellian. It sounds much more of an “anecdotal evidence”
piece of information rather than genuine statistical data. Provision of an
accurate citation for the National Statistics would allow this to be
checked and confirmed.
Recommendation
It is recommended that the authors review paragraph 3 in section 1 in
the Speed Limit Policy (Ref 2). They should reassess/reconfirm what
they are trying to achieve by its inclusion. They should seek to use less
overtly political statements to achieve that objective. Perhaps more
reliance should be placed on statements of diverse communities,
diverse ages of built environment (Victorian, inter-war, post-war,
modern, etc), diverse settings (rural, urban,
coastal, etc), etc, leading to a need for a consistent and equitable
policy on speed limits across the Council area.
Recommendation
It is recommended that a full citation is provided for the reference to
“National Statistics” in the Speed Limits Policy document (Ref 2, Sect
1, Para 3). It would be a more robust and defendable document if this
could be provided.
Recommendation
It should be clarified as to whether the reference in the Speed Limits
Policy (Ref 2, Sect 2, Para 3) to the socio-economic status of persons
requesting traffic management improvements is based on actual
National Statistics data or whether it is from alternative sources
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(anecdotal evidence?). Those alternative sources should be citied in
the document.
6

Economic Analysis
The Council’s webpage inviting comments on the Speed Limits Policy
and Manual states; “The main change proposed in the new speed limit
policy would involve a move towards making 20mph the normal speed
limit on minor roads in our built-up areas and on some more major
roads through designated town centres. Evidence from cities where
such an approach has been adopted indicates that a reduction in
average speeds of 0 to 2mph could expected.” (Ref 1, Speed Limits).
There is no indication on the webpage, nor in the Policy or Manual, as
to what the scale of changes from implementation of the policy is
expected to be. Will it affect 1km, 10km, 100km, etc of roads/streets?
The scale of the economic costs in implementing the policy are also not
detailed.
The policy document recognises “the road safety and environmental
benefits of lower traffic speeds in our towns and villages.” (Ref 2, Sect
2). No reference to applicable research supporting this statement is
provided. No indication of the scale of these benefits are given.
Given this lack of evidence on costs and benefits no conclusion is
possible on whether the safety and environmental benefits outweigh
the economic costs and hence justify implementing the policy.
Whilst it may be council policy that such cost benefit analyses are not
available to the public it would be negligent of councillors to approve
such a change without an understanding of the economic costs and
benefits involved. If the economic costs are small scale (say £10,000)
then the councillors may be happy that no detailed analysis is required.
If the costs are significant then councillors will need assurance that the
costs are not grossly disproportionate to the benefits expected to be
achieved.
Economic Costs
Direct economic costs will include, but not be limited to;
• One off design and installations costs of new traffic calming measures
and signage, etc
• Ongoing operating costs of new traffic calming measures and
signage, etc (e.g. additional lighting)
• Ongoing repair and maintenance costs of new traffic calming
measures and signage
Indirect economic costs may include, but not be limited to;
• Repair costs for damaged vehicles (claims on the council, more
general insurance claims, private repairs, etc)
• Economic impact on businesses (slower delivery times, longer supply
chains due to longer time frames)
• Additional costs on delivery companies (additional drivers and
vehicles needed to ensure same number of deliveries in given
timeframe)
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If the reduction in average speeds is as per stated on the website (Ref
1, Speed Limits) then these indirect costs may not be significant. This
will depend on the scale of the changes (no of km affected) as well as
an understanding of the underlying research which leads to the claim of
a “reduction in average speeds”. Does this mean that the average
speed of all vehicles over the entire road and street network of the
council area will reduce? Or does it mean that the average speed of all
vehicles on the total length of roads with reduced speed limits/imposed
traffic calming measures be reduced. The meaning is not at all clear
from the website statements. Without an appropriate citation of the
original research it is not possible to check.
Safety Benefits
The expected safety benefits of implementation of the policy will
include, but not be limited to;
• Reduced frequency of fatalities1
• Reduced frequency of serious injuries1
• Reduced frequency of slight injuries1
• Reduced emergency services costs in responding to accidents
• Reduced medical costs in dealing with accident injuries
• Reduced “loss of output” costs due to injured being unable to work
• Reduced repair costs due to more limited damage to vehicles and
infrastructure
(Note 1 – It is assumed that the number of slight injuries greatly exceed
the number of serious injuries which greatly exceed the number of
fatalities. Hence the increase in serious injuries due to the reduction in
fatal injuries, for example, will be more than balanced by the reduction
in serious injuries. The implication for slight injuries (reduction v
increase) is less clear.)
The website (Ref 1, Speed Limits) notes that a small change in
average speeds is expected from implementation of the policy (02mph). Depending on the definition of this “average speed” (see
above) and the scale of the proposed changes, safety benefits may not
be significant given this small change in speed expected. It will also
depend on the balance of safety risks within Aberdeenshire (high
speed rural roads v low speed urban accidents involving vehicles and
pedestrians and cyclists).
Environmental Benefits
The expected environmental benefits are less clear. On a simple
analysis a higher speed of vehicle requires more power (and hence
produces more emissions) to maintain the speed (higher drag for
example). However, given the small expected changes in average
speeds (see above) then driver behaviour (accelerating and
decelerating between speed bumps, driving in the wrong gear, etc)
may be more significant environmentally. Access to detailed, relevant
research will be required to confirm changes to environmental impacts
from proposed changes.
The expected change in the power source mix on new cars over the
next decade or so will probably have a greater influence on
environmental impact. This is particularly true for local air quality.
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Currently there is a move away from diesel powered cars back to petrol
engines (Ref 4).
This is due to negative publicity for diesel. This will result in slow
improvement in local air quality (less NOx and SOx) but have a
negative effect on climate change due to increased CO2 emissions.
In the medium term an increase in hybrid vehicles can be expected
based on the level of current advertising by car manufacturers. This will
increase the proportion of emission free kilometres covered (assuming
considerate operation of vehicles).
In the longer term full electrical vehicles can be expected to begin to
dominate the new car market. This is due to environmental pressures
and government legislation. This will tend to shift environmental
impacts from local air quality (from the vehicle) to global emissions
from electricity generation plants. This will greatly depend on
government approaches to future power generation sources.
Recommendation
The Speed Limits Policy document should include a full citation to the
research justifying the assertion that there are “road safety and
environmental benefits of lower traffic speeds in our towns and
villages.” (Ref 2, Sect 2).
Recommendation
An appropriate economic analysis of the proposals should be prepared.
This analysis should clearly state the scale of the proposed changes
and provide estimates of the economic costs of the changes as well as
estimates of the safety and environmental benefits. The analysis
should clearly demonstrate whether these costs are proportional to the
benefits expected or not. Uncertainties in the analysis methodologies
and data sources should be clearly articulated together with sensitivity
analysis to ascertain the significance of these uncertainties.
Recommendation
The economic analysis of the proposals should be made available to
councillors to aid their decision making with respect to the proposals. If
possible, the analysis should also be made available to the public so
that residents can input their informed views to council decision
making. Public availability will also improve open and transparent
governance.
7
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Individual
1

Extend 20mph zone –
1.
a) West on Station Road to a point beyond Ellon Primary
School;
b) or further west to a point beyond junction with Commercial Road;
c) or even further west to appoint on Craigs Road beyond Esslemont
Circle;
This would also mean that Union Street would be included in the
20mph zone and reduce the incidence of speeding vehicles there.
There has also been an increase in the volume of traffic on Union
Street since the introduction of the one-way system.
2.
North beyond Bridge Street to a point on Golf Road beyond
junction with Schoolhill Road and beyond pedestrian crossing.
3.
Schoolhill Road along its entire length.
4.
East along Castle Road to a point beyond Deer Park.
5.
South along South Road to a point beyond junction with
Craighall Gardens and west along Riverside Road to a point beyond
junction with Provost Davidson Drive.
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Policy: Pedestrian Crossings
Udny Community Council
1

In reference to ‘Pedestrian Crossings’ policy / manual there is mention
in section 2.3 related to High-skid-resistance surfaces: states the
following – ‘shall be applied on the carriageway (approach lanes only)
to all controlled pedestrian crossings. The length over which the antiskid should be applied is equal to the length of the zig-zags which will
vary according to visibility and the approach speed of the vehicle. Coldapplied epoxy resin with grey calcined bauxite shall be used for these
high skid-resistance surfaces. It is preferred that this is machine
applied however this may not always be economically justified for small
quantities’.
Our concern is the suggestion that priority is Cost based as opposed to
Safety, which contradicts the statement “while recognising the road
safety”.

Individual
1

A pedestrian crossing at the bottom of School Brae and Main Street
would be good for those crossing to and from school.
Drains cleared at the bottom of Manse Road to prevent pedestrians for
getting soaked when there has been any rain, very bad across from
Kirklands. All Drains on Main street as prone to ‘flooding’ in any rain
fall.
Some form of slowing traffic on Methlick Wood/Ellon Road as large
lorries hit the drain covers, some of which are too low, causing the
lorries to ‘jump’ causing more destruction, vibration and noise than
normal.
Glad to see that the overgrown roadsides have been cleared of weeds,
thank you, very well received.

Individual
1

Statement on National Statistics.
The Pedestrian Crossings Policy document refers to “National
statistics” as the source for justifying statements about children and
other pedestrians in deprived areas being more likely to be injured or
killed by vehicles and affluent residents being more likely to request
traffic management interventions in their areas (Ref 2, Sect 1, Para 3).
There are a number of problems with the use of these statements.
The statements are of an overtly political nature and their inclusion in a
purely technical document is open to challenge.
The purpose of their inclusion in the policy is not immediately clear with
respect to the need for consistent policy and standards across the
council area. Why choose affluence and deprivation? Why not rural v
urban? Old v young? Coast v inland? Etc.
The inclusion of the statements has several implications that may not
be the intent of the authors. These include the implication that the
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representatives of deprived communities (councillors, community
councils, community groups, etc) are failing in their duty to protect their
constituents and failing to bring issues of crossing safety to the
attention of council officials. Another implication is that council officials
are looking for documents (the Pedestrian Crossing Policy and Manual)
in order to defend themselves against requests from “bolshie”, affluent
residents.
The term “national statistics” is unclear on which nation is being
referred to. Is it Scotland or the UK? Without appropriate citation it is
also impossible to ascertain whether the reference is to, literally,
national statistical data or whether the publication of “national statistics”
includes a breakdown by council area. It is unlikely, for example, that
statistics for the whole of Scotland provide an accurate proxy for the
situation in Aberdeenshire. Scottish statistical data will be dominated
by Glasgow and Edinburgh specifically and the central belt more
generally. Aberdeenshire road’s/street’s age and design, population
densities, etc will be markedly different from the Scottish average.
Different outcomes in road accident statistics can be expected,
including in their root causes.
I am surprised that “national statistics” are kept of the socio-economic
source of requests for traffic management improvements. This sounds
deeply Orwellian. It sounds much more of an “anecdotal evidence”
piece of information rather than genuine statistical data. Provision of an
accurate citation for the National Statistics would allow this to be
checked and confirmed.
Recommendation
It is recommended that the authors review paragraph 3 in section 1 in
the Pedestrian Crossing Policy (Ref 2). They should
reassess/reconfirm what they are trying to achieve by its inclusion.
They should seek to use less overtly political statements to achieve
that objective. Perhaps more reliance should be placed on statements
of diverse communities, diverse ages of built environment (Victorian,
inter-war, post-war, modern, etc), diverse settings (rural, urban,
coastal, etc), etc, leading to a need for a consistent and equitable
policy on provision of pedestrian crossings across the Council area.
Recommendation
To provide clarity, and for the avoidance of doubt, it is recommended
that a full citation is provided for the reference to “National Statistics” in
the Pedestrian Crossings Policy document (Ref 2, Sect 1, Para 3). It
would be a more robust and defendable document if this could be
provided.
Recommendation
It should be clarified as to whether the reference in the Pedestrian
Crossing Policy (Ref 2, Sect 2, Para 3) to the socio-economic status of
persons requesting traffic management improvements is based on
actual National Statistics data or whether it is from alternative sources
(anecdotal evidence for example). Those alternative sources should be
cited in the document.
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2

National Guidance
The Manual refers to “National Guidance” that is available on the
subject matter (Ref 3, Sect 1.1.2, 2nd Para). These all appear to be UK
guidance. No mention is made, for example, of Designing Streets
published by the Scottish Government (Ref 4). Designing Streets
includes consideration of pedestrian movement and pedestrian
crossings (Ref 4, pp15-17). There may be other relevant Scottish policy
or guidance documents.
Given only UK guidance is presented it raises questions as to priority of
different levels of guidance (UK v Scottish v local) where conflicts may
exist.
It is not therefore clear that the Manual adequately addresses the full
suite of “national” policy and guidance that is applicable to the subject.
Recommendation
The suite of “national guidance” that is applicable to the matter of
pedestrian crossings within the Aberdeenshire Council area should be
fully identified and reviewed. This is particularly important to fully cater
for various Scottish and UK wide “national” policy and guidance. The
national guidance detailed within the Pedestrian Crossings Manual
(Ref 3, Sect 1.1.2) should be updated to reflect the outcome of this
review.
Recommendation
The Pedestrian Crossings Manual should clarify the hierarchy to be
used between UK, Scottish and Council guidance where there is
conflict between such guidance.

3

Zebra Crossings – Warning Lights
The Manual describes the conditions where Zebra crossings may be
acceptable (Ref 3, Sect 4.1, 1st Para). This implies that, going forward,
such crossings may be acceptable on the Aberdeenshire roads
network.
The manual then goes on to provide a description of Zebra crossings
(Ref 3, Sect 4.1, 2nd Para, 1st Sent). This description includes
reference to Belisha beacons. My understanding of the term Belisha
beacon is of a large orange globe which contains a flashing light. The
beacon is located at the top of the black and white striped pole at the
edge of the Zebra crossings.
Within Westhill some crossings have had this traditional globe replaced
with a light fitting that provides a hood over the main central light. The
hood includes a circle of lights pointed horizontally along the road. The
aim of this new light arrangement is to provide better visibility of the
warning light for approaching drivers.
The question is whether these new types of light fittings are still called
Belisha beacons. My concern is that by using the term “Belisha
beacon” it may be, inadvertently, preventing the consideration of these
new light fittings at Zebra crossings.
There is also the technical question as to whether the Council would
wish to move to have the new light fittings as the default standard on
the warning lights at the side of Zebra crossings.
Recommendation

Item: 9
Page: 474

The use of the term Belisha beacon, associated with zebra crossings,
should be reviewed to ensure that the council’s preferred standard(s)
for warning lights at the edges of Zebra crossings is clearly and
appropriately described in the Pedestrian Crossing Manual. Reference
to appropriate British Standards or other relevant road industry
standards should be included for the avoidance of doubt.
4

Signal-controlled Crossings
The Manual includes reference to a plethora of signal-controlled
crossing types (PEDEX, Toucan, Pelican, Puffin, Pegasus) (Ref 3,
Table 1.1 and Sect 4.2). Short descriptions are presented for the
PEDEX and Toucan types. No definition or description is offered of
Pelican or Puffin types although these are being phased out. The
Pegasus crossing is mentioned in Table 1.1 but is not mentioned in
Section 4.2. No reference is presented to the relevant British
Standards/Industry standards for each type within its description.
The non-expert is left bemused and befuddled by this plethora of
options.
Recommendation
For the purposes of clarity, and the avoidance of doubt, the Pedestrian
Crossings Manual should include short descriptions of all the
acceptable crossing types to match the descriptions presented for the
PEDEX and Toucan crossing types.
Recommendation
For the purposes of clarity, and the avoidance of doubt, the Pedestrian
Crossings Manual should include references to the relevant British
Standards/Industry standards against each signal-controlled crossing
type description.

5

Strategy Manager
The Manual contains a number of references to a “Strategy Manager”
(Ref 3, Sects 5.1 and 5.2.1.1). I suspect the council has several
Strategy Managers in different departments. Clarity is required as to
the precise role which is being referred to.
Recommendation
For the purposes of clarity, and the avoidance of doubt, the precise job
title (including the relevant department within the council) should be
provided for the role of Strategy Manager where it is used in the
Pedestrian Crossings Manual (Ref 3, Sects 5.1 and 5.2.1.1)

6

Presentation of Equations
The presentation of equation 1 in the Manual (Ref 3, Sect 5.2) starts
with a bullet point list of “parameters” before presenting the equation. It
is not immediately obvious how each “parameter” matches up to the
various terms in the equation. This leads to confusion.
The internationally accepted style for presenting equations in texts is to
present the equation followed by definitions for each term used. Thus,
for equation 1 one would expect;
“Eq 1 - xPV2 = MacMcwMvsuPV2
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where;
xPV2 = Modified, location specific factor related to count of
number of pedestrians (P) and number of vehicles (V)
Mac = Accident history modification factor
Mcw = Carriageway-width modification factor
Mvs = Vehicle-speed modification factor
uPV2 = Unmodified PV2 factor related to count of number of
pedestrians (P) and number of vehicles (V)”
This style of presentation has been used for hundreds of years in
scientific and academic texts. It has a proven track record of clear
articulation of equations and the terms within them.
The equations in the rest of the Manual are also presented in a style
that can cause confusion with the terms and variables used. This
confusion increases the risk of errors being made in using the
equations.
Recommendation
For the purposes of clarity the style of presentation of the various
equations within the Pedestrian Crossings Manual should be revised to
the internationally accepted standard where the equation is presented
and each term is then clearly explained in a list immediately below the
equation.
7

Assessment Methodology
No citation is given for the original source of the methodology and
equations to be used for assessing candidate sites (Ref 3, Sect 5.2).
The applicability, appropriateness and robustness of the methodology
is therefore open to question.
Is this a method designed by Aberdeenshire Council? Is it a standard
method used by Councils throughout Scotland? Is it a UK or Scottish
Government dictated standard or code of practice? Is it a British
Standard? Is it an industry body or professional society
standard/guideline/code of practice? Is it based on academic research?
The answers to these questions are critical to the broad acceptance of
the methodology and equations proposed.
Recommendation
Clear and full citations should be presented for the original source of
the assessment methodology and equations proposed to rank
candidate sites for pedestrian crossings within the Pedestrian Crossing
Manual (Ref 3, Sect 5). Any variations to the standard methodology or
equations should be justified in detail in the text.

8

Standard Count Sheet
The onsite count of pedestrian and vehicle numbers is to be recorded
on a “standard count sheet” (Ref 3, Sect 5.2.1.1, last Para). The phrase
is used as if all persons will be fully familiar with a “standard count
sheet” and where to get such a document. Better citation is required to
avoid confusion and possible errors.
Recommendation
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To provide clarity, and for the avoidance of doubt, a full and accurate
citation should be given for the “standard count sheet” to be used to
record vehicle and pedestrian surveys (Ref 3, Sect 5.2.1.1, last Para).
The citation should include the full and proper title of the form, form
reference number or descriptor (if available), revision number or
descriptor and the publishing department for the form from where it will
be available.
9

Prioritisation
Methodology Origin
The Manual identifies five parameters to be used to prioritise
investment decisions (Ref 3, Sect 5.4). No citation is given for the
original source of this prioritisation methodology and the range of
parameters to be used. The applicability, appropriateness and
robustness of the methodology and selection of parameters is therefore
open to question.
Are these parameters selected by Aberdeenshire Council? Is it a
standard method used by Councils throughout Scotland? Is it UK or
Scottish Government dictated guidance? Is it an industry body or
professional society standard/guideline/code of practice? Is it based on
academic research? The answer is critical to the acceptance of the
methodology and the parameters proposed.
Recommendation
Clear and full citations should be presented for the original source for
the prioritisation methodology and parameters proposed to rank
candidate sites for investment decisions within the Pedestrian Crossing
Manual (Ref 3, Sect 5).
Methodology
The Manual identifies five parameters to be used to prioritise
investment decisions (Ref 3, Sect 5.4). These parameters are either
non-dimensional or have different dimensions. For some parameters,
the issue will be to prioritise high numbers (uPV2 for example) whilst
for others the aim will be to prioritise low numbers (cost for example).
There is no obvious way of “adding up” the various parameters to
arrive at a clear ranking of investment opportunities.
For a single parameter, decisions can be made based on the scale of
the parameter. The higher the number the higher the priority (for
example).
For two parameters some form of two-dimensional graph or matrix can
be used with each parameter along the x and y axes. The highest
priority is given to the option plotted the highest and furthest from the
origin (for example).
For three parameters some form of three-dimensional graph or matrix
can be used with parameters plotted along the x, y and z axes. This is
an overly complicated system which will be exceedingly difficult for
ordinary mortals to grasp.
How 4 and 5 parameters are to be compared is almost impossible to
imagine. There may also be issues of higher weightings needing to be
given to some of the parameters.
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Without a clear and detailed process for comparing, contrasting and
“adding up” the five parameters then the prioritisation process will be
open to inconsistent application, bias, and abuse.
Recommendation
In order to provide clarity, transparency, and consistency, and to avoid
abuse and bias, the methodology for prioritising investment decisions
with respect to pedestrian crossings should be fully detailed in the
Pedestrian Crossings Manual. In particular, the methodology for
comparing, contrasting and “adding up” the five disparate parameters
should be clearly detailed and explained. Any weighting to particular
parameters should also be clearly identified and justified. Consideration
should be given to using an appendix in the document to give a worked
example.
Use of level of deprivation data
One of the parameters to be used to rank investment decisions is level
of deprivation data. As was noted in section 1.0 above, this is an
overtly political issue. Its use in decision making for investment
decisions for safety issues could be problematic (some lives are worth
more than others).
Its inclusion is presumably based on the statement included in the
Pedestrian Crossings Policy where “(n)ational statistics indicate that
children and other pedestrians in more deprived areas are far more
likely to be injured or killed by vehicles than those from affluent areas.”
Using such data in the ranking process could be seen as a method to
resolve the higher risk seen in such areas.
The problem with this argument is that data on higher accident rates in
such areas is already captured and addressed in the xPV2 parameter
also used to rank investment decisions. The calculation of xPV2
specifically includes an accident modification factor (Mac) (Ref 3, Sects
5.2 and 5.2.2). Higher accidents statistics in deprived areas will
automatically result in a higher xPV2 value and hence higher
prioritisation of investment opportunities in such areas. This
prioritisation is achieved through evidence based technical reasons
rather than political ones.
One possible root cause for higher accident statistics in more deprived
areas could be that disadvantaged communities tend to live in higher
population density areas (high rise flats, inner city, multi-storey
tenement blocks, high density housing estates, etc). Disadvantaged
families will likely have lower car ownership. This would tend to
suggest higher pedestrian traffic in such areas. This data is also
captured in the calculation of xPV2 values (Ref 3, Sects 5.2 and
5.2.1.2).
It is therefore clear that higher fatality and injury frequencies in
deprived areas are already captured within the ranking parameters for
prioritising investment decisions. The inclusion of a separate parameter
explicitly covering level of deprivation could be seen as double
counting. This could, in turn, be seen as official bias against the safety
of more affluent communities.
If the xPV2 values are believed not to adequately address the issue,
then the technically best way would be to modify the equation for the
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accident modification factor (Mac) so that it has a higher weighting in
the calculation of xPV2. This is a significantly more equitable means of
addressing the issue since it specifically addresses high accident rate
areas irrespective of their socio-economic ranking.
These arguments highlight the critical need to provide the details on
the origin of the prioritisation methodology within the Manual (see
above). If the origin is within national governments or respected
industry or professional sources, then the argument is so much
stronger and can be defended.
Justification is clearly required for the inclusion of socio-economic
status as one of the prioritisation parameters.
Recommendation
A detailed justification for inclusion of a level of deprivation parameter
in the process of prioritising investment decisions on pedestrian
crossings should be included in the Pedestrian Crossings Manual.
10

Implementation and operation
Public Notification
The Manual highlights the need to “publish notice” of any intent for new
or modified pedestrian crossings in “accordance” with section 23(2) of
the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (Ref 3, Sect 5.6). Section 23(2) of
the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 simply states that “a local traffic
authority” ... “shall give public notice of that proposal”.
As a manual for the Council it would be better if the Manual included
how this notice is to be prepared (content, approval, etc) and where
and when it is to be published.
Recommendation
The Pedestrian Crossing Manual should include appropriate details on
the content and approval of required public notices related to proposals
for new, modified, or decommissioned pedestrian crossings. The
Manual should also include details of where Public Notices are to be
published or displayed and the timescales for such activities.
Ward Members
The Manual uses the term “Ward members” (Ref 3, Sect 5.6, 2nd
Para). I have never heard this term before. It comes across as a
colloquialism used internally by council staff. I assume the term is
meant to refer to the elected Councillors for the relevant council wards.
This is not at all clear.
Recommendation
The term “Ward member” (Ref 3, Sect 5.6, 2nd Para) should be
replaced with the official recognised job title for the post being referred
to.
Post Installation Audit
The Manual includes for the requirement of a “stage 3 safety audit” to
be completed after the installation of new controlled crossings (Ref 3,
Sect 5.6, 3rd Para). No explicit reference or citation is provided for the
“stage 3 safety audit”. Earlier in the document reference is made to
Aberdeenshire’s Road Safety Audit Policy. Presumably, stage 3 safety
audits are detailed in this policy. Explicit reference would provide
clarity.
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Recommendation
To provide clarity, and for the avoidance of doubt, a full reference or
citation should be provided for the stage 3 safety audit required after
installation of new controlled crossings.
11

Typos
There are a small number of typographical errors in the draft Manual
(Ref 3). The following are identified to help the document editors. I also
include some suggestions for wording changes. I believe these will
assist in the reading and understanding of the relevant passages.
Section 2.1, 1st paragraph
“They should be located as close as possible to desire lines and should
be as direct as possible.” Suggest you replace desire lines with
pedestrian desire lines (adds clarity to term).
Page 15, second paragraph
Unintended space before the first word, Toucan
Page 17, fourth paragraph
“The vehicle count should record all vehicles travelling through (in any
direction) the site of the propose crossing”. Change propose to
proposed.
Top of page 19;
“It shall be appropriate to consider providing a zebra crossing (or
parallel crossing if linking cycle facilities) where the all following apply:”
Replace the all with all the.
Page 19, Table 6.1
Multiple Table 6.1 on table header.
Bottom of page 22
“At appropriate locations, an all-green pedestrian phase to be
considered to allow diagonal crossing.” Replace to be with should be or
shall be (Better technical English when specifying a requirement).
Section 5.6, 1st paragraph
“Prior to establishing (or altering or removing) a standalone controlled
crossing, the traffic authority must consult Police Scotland and publish
notice of the proposal in accordance with sub-section 23(2) of the
RTRA.” Replace consult Police Scotland with consult with Police
Scotland (less colloquial).

12
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Policy: Street Trading and Occupation of the Road
Udny Community Council
1

In reference to the ‘Street Trading and Occupation of the Road’ we
have no comment to make, indicating agreement with the policy as
presented.

Individual
1

I have just completed your survey which was a bit of a farce; I would
be interested to know just how much credence you actually give it.
I live in Huntly where there are constantly problems with vehicles
being parked in narrow streets for extraordinary periods of time and
make it so difficult for householders to access and depart their own
properties.
We have a mobile bank (RBS) visit Huntly regularly and it is always
sited at the Market Muir which is a nightmare for pedestrians, many of
whom are quite infirm and nervous of traffic. The mobile bank ought
to be sited in a more customer-friendly position in the centre of town,
in the Square, which is after all a natural meeting place.
If and when the Bank of Scotland is replaced by a yet another mobile
service, then it ought to be sited in the Square, in the centre of town
where there is a much higher degree of safety for pedestrians.
Besides, the banking service ought to be for the convenience of the
bank customers and not merely for the convenience of the banks,
which ought to come to some arrangement (Yes, money may have to
be spent by either of the agencies!) with the local council over
permits. At present, due to the terrain and volume of traffic, the
Market Muir is simply a disaster waiting to happen.
I certainly would not advise any elderly person to conduct their
personal banking there; it’s an utter insult to the community.
We have a number of vendors come into the town, mainly fish
vendors, who serve the community very effectively and are extremely
popular to the point that 30 minute waiting time is not sufficient. These
sellers are vitally important to the town, bringing in fresh fish every
week; they ought to be allowed more time to sell their food,
particularly during Covid when there are restrictions in place and the
vendors have to put more hygiene systems in place in order to trade
effectively.
We have one Pedestrian crossing in Huntly, on Gordon Street. The
paintwork on the street is now barely visible.. Surely the onus is on
Aberdeenshire Council to maintain this much used crossing. This is
another accident waiting to happen, especially when we have
motorists travelling at speeds at 30mph and in excess of that. 20 is
Plenty, thank you!
I hope that someone in the dusty recesses of Aberdeenshire Council
will actually read this and acknowledge my email. I have lived in
Huntly since 2002 and I am a member of Huntly Community Council,
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though I am writing to you as a private individual in the vain hope that
someone, somewhere is listening!
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Infrastructure Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
CONSULTATION RESPONSE ON MARKET RESTRICTIONS ON SINGLE USE
PLASTICS
1

Reason for Report / Summary

1.1

To agree a response to a Scottish Government consultation on market
restrictions on problematic single-use plastics.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Review and agree the draft consultation response enclosed as
Appendix 1; and

2.2

Instruct the Head of Roads, Landscape & Waste Services to submit
the final response to the Scottish Government.

3

Purpose and Decision Making Route

3.1

The Scottish Government is consulting on the proposal to introduce market
restrictions on problematic single-use plastics. The consultation opened on 12
October 2020 for 12 weeks, closing on 4 January 2021. The Scottish
Government is planning to legislate for the proposed changes in 2021. A copy
of the consultation document has been enclosed as Appendix 2.

3.2

Under Section F 3.2 of the Scheme of Governance Part 2A - List of Committee
Powers, Infrastructure Services Committee has specific powers to approve a
Council response to any external consultation on any policy matter falling within
the delegation of the Committee.

4

Discussion

4.1

The Scottish Government is consulting on the proposals to introduce market
restrictions on the most commonly littered single-use plastic items found on
European beaches to match Article 5 of the EU Single-Use Plastics Directive
(EU) 2019/904 (the SUP Directive).

4.2

The SUP Directive aims to tackle pollution from single-use plastics and fishing
gear (the items most commonly found on European beaches) and promote the
transition to a circular economy.

4.3

A single-use plastic product, for the purpose of the SUP Directive, is a product
that is made wholly or partly from plastic and “is not conceived, designed or
placed on the market to accomplish, within its life span, multiple trips or
rotations by being returned to a producer for refill or re-used for the same
purpose for which it was conceived”.
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4.4

Single-use items cause pollution in oceans, rivers and on land, are a major
cause of biodiversity loss, are often hard to recycle, waste natural resources
with their linear lifecycle and make up most of our roadside and residential litter.
A more circular society can reduce these impacts by using products for longer,
enabling the reuse of products and ensuring better recyclability as part of
product design.

4.5

The proposals in this consultation are part of a package of measures in the
SUP Directive including consumption reduction initiatives, market restrictions,
product and marking requirements, extended-producer responsibility schemes,
separate collection targets and awareness raising, as detailed in Table 1 below.

4.6

Table 1 – Other requirements of SUP Directive
Article

Requirements

Article 4 –
consumption
reduction

To achieve an ambitious
and sustained reduction in
the consumption of
beverage cups and on-thego food containers by 2026.
This reduction should be
measurable, quantitative
and based on 2022
consumption levels.

Article 6 –
product
design
requirements

By 2024 to ensure that
plastic caps and lids remain
attached to plastic beverage
containers, such as bottles,
when product is disposed
of.
PET beverage bottles to
contain at least 25%
recycled plastic by 2025;
and all beverage bottles to
contain at least 30%
recycled plastic from 2030.

Scottish Government
approach
Ambition on single-use
disposable beverage cups is
to have a sustainable model
of consumption by 2025,
which includes the majority of
beverages in Scotland being
sold in reusable cups.
Introduction of charges a
priority with a working group
due to be set up in 2021.
Other measures might follow if
charge alone is insufficient to
reduce consumption.
Expected to be fulfilled in part
by the DRS from July 2022 as
similar schemes elsewhere
show that at least 90% of
bottles are returned with their
caps.
This is expected to be
implemented by the UK wide
tax on plastic packaging which
will apply to all plastic
packaging that does not
contain at least 30% recycled
plastic and is due to take
effect from 2022. Also, the
Scottish Government as a UK
Plastics Pact member, has
committed to achieving an
average recycled content
target of 50% for PET bottles
by the end of 2025.
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Article
Article 7 –
Marking
requirements

Requirements

Sanitary towels, tampons
and tampon applicators, wet
wipes, tobacco products
with filters and cups for
beverages that contain
plastic to have conspicuous,
clear and indelible marking
on the packaging or product
itself to inform customers of
appropriate waste
management options or
disposal methods that
should be avoided, and the
presence of plastics in the
product and the negative
impact littering or
inappropriate disposal can
have on the environment.
Article 8 –
Extended Producer
Extended
Responsibility (EPR)
producer
schemes to be established
responsibility for the following single-use
plastic products so
producers are responsible
for the costs of awareness
raising measures and the
costs of cleaning up litter.
For some products
producers would also be
responsible for the costs of
waste collection or the costs
of data gathering and
reporting. The products
included are on-the-go food
containers, packets and
wrappers containing food for
immediate consumption,
beverage containers, cups
for beverages, lightweight
plastic carrier bags, wet
wipes, balloons, tobacco
products with filters and
fishing gear.
Article 9 –
77% of plastic beverage
separate
bottles (up to 3 litres)
collection of
including their caps and lids
beverage
to be collected separately
bottles

Scottish Government
approach
The Scottish Government is
considering options how best
to implement this requirement
and anticipates that the
forthcoming extended
producer responsibility
scheme on packaging, which
will require producers to
provide advice on the disposal
of disposable beverage cups,
will play a role in achieving
this requirement.

Scottish Government
introduced a 5p levy on all
carrier bags in 2014 and
intends to increase it 10p per
bag at the earliest opportunity.
UK-wide extended producer
responsibility scheme for
packaging would cover onthe-go food containers,
packets and wrappers,
beverage containers and cups
for beverages. Scottish
Government has started work
on other Extended Producer
Responsibility Schemes, such
as fishing gear, and these are
expected to include amongst
other things, the other items
listed in Article 8, i.e. wet
wipes, balloons, tobacco
products with filters and
fishing gear.

The Scottish Government
plans to cover this
requirement through the
Deposit Return Scheme due
to start in July 2022 and
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Article

Requirements
by 2025, with 90% collected
separately by 2029.

Article 10 –
Awareness
raising

Articles 13
and 15 –
Reporting
and
reviewing
4.7

For the items listed below,
incentivise responsible
consumer behaviour to
reduce litter, and inform
consumers about the
availability of reusable
alternatives, reuse systems
and waste management
options, the impact of
littering and other
inappropriate disposal on
the environment and the
sewer network. Items to
include: on-the-go food
containers, packets and
wrappers intended for
immediate consumption,
beverage containers, cups
for beverages, tobacco
products with filters, wet
wipes, balloons, lightweight
plastic carrier bags and
sanitary towels, tampons
and tampon applicators.
The European Commission
will carry out an evaluation
of the SUP Directive by July
2027 based on information
reported by EU member
states each calendar year.

Scottish Government
approach
through the UK-wide
Extended Producer
Responsibility Scheme for
packaging.
Scottish Government intends
that EPR requirements will
require producers to carry out
communications that can fulfil
the requirements of this
Article, as well as through
engagement undertaken with
stakeholders through
developing policy to tackle
single-use items.

A new governance body,
Environmental Standards
Scotland, is proposed to
replace the governance role of
European Union which will be
lost at the end of transition.

In this consultation, to match Article 5 of the SUP Directive, the Scottish
Government proposes to introduce market restrictions on the supply (including
online supply) of the following products:
1. Single-use plastic cutlery (forks, knives, spoons, chopsticks) – excluded
items are non-plastic cutlery without plastic liners/coatings, plastic multiserve cutlery (e.g. serving utensils), non-plastic durable cutlery and rigid
plastic cutlery designed for multiple uses like camping gear.
2. Single-use plastic plates (plates, trays/platters, bowls) - excluded items
are non-plastic plates/trays/bowls without plastic liners/coatings, non-plastic
or plastic reusable plates/trays/bowls and ready-packaged salad bowls.
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3. Single-use plastic straws –excluded items are plastic straws provided for
medical use and to support independent living, non-plastic straws without
plastic liners/coatings, non-plastic durable straws, and rigid plastic straws
designed for multiple uses.
4. Single-use plastic beverage stirrers –excluded items are non-plastic
stirrers without plastic liners/coatings and non-plastic durable stirrers.
5. Single-use plastic balloon sticks - plastic balloon sticks which are to be
attached to or support balloons for industrial or other professional uses and
applications that are not distributed to consumers, including the mechanisms
of such sticks, are proposed to be exempt from market restriction.
6. Single-use food containers made of expanded polystyrene
7. Single-use cups and other beverage containers made of expanded
polystyrene, including their covers and lids – excluded items are glass or
metal beverage containers that have caps and lids made of plastic and
beverage containers intended and used for food for special medical
purposes, that is in liquid form.
8. All oxo-degradable products, due to their contribution to microplastics
pollution as they breakdown into small pieces through oxidation.
4.8

Although not required by the SUP Directive, the Scottish Government is also
considering the introduction of a restriction on the supply of these items where
the supply is not in the course of a commercial activity (for example, the supply
by individuals in a personal capacity) and the manufacture of these items.

4.9

The items covered by the SUP Directive are based on the most commonly
littered items found on beaches across Europe, but in addition other items, such
as wet wipes, plastic tampon applicators and those listed in the UK Plastics
Pact as items to be eliminated by 2020, have been identified as being
particularly relevant in Scotland. The Scottish Government intends to explore
further market restrictions on this wider range of items in due course.

4.10 A draft response, enclosed as Appendix 1, was produced by the Waste
Service in consultation with the Council’s Sustainability Team and Health and
Social Care Partnership. The response also incorporates comments from the
Chair, Vice Chair and Opposition Spokesperson of the Sustainability
Committee.
5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

This report helps deliver the Strategic Priorities “Health & Wellbeing” and
“Resilient Communities” within the Pillars “Our Economy” and “Our
Environment”, by promoting a sustainable way of dealing with problematic
single-use packaging.

5.2

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendation is agreed.
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Subject
Financial
Staffing
Equalities
Fairer Scotland
Duty
Town Centre First
Sustainability
Children and
Young People’s
Rights and
Wellbeing

Yes

No

N/A
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

5.3

An equality impact assessment is not required because this report is a response
to a Scottish Government consultation on proposals to be implemented nationally
and for which separate assessments have taken place and do not have a
differential impact on any of the protected characteristics.

5.4

As this is a consultation response, no risks have been identified as relevant to
this matter on a Corporate or Strategic Level.

6

Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section F 3.2 of the List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of
Governance as it relates approval of a response to an external consultation on
a policy matter falling within the delegation of the Committee.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Kat Laakso, Strategic Development Officer
10 November 2020
List of Appendices
Appendix 1 – Draft consultation response
Appendix 2 – Scottish Government consultation document
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Appendix 1 – Proposed consultation response
Question 1(a):
Do you support the proposal to introduce a restriction on the supply by
businesses in a commercial capacity in Scotland on each of the single-use
plastic items listed and all oxo-degradable products?
Yes No
Single-use plastic cutlery (forks, knives, spoons, chopsticks)
Yes
Single-use plastic plates (plates, trays/platters, bowls)
Yes
Single-use plastic straws
Yes
Single-use plastic beverage stirrers
Yes
Single-use plastic balloon sticks
Yes
Single-use food containers made of expanded polystyrene
Yes
Single-use cups and other beverage containers made of expanded
Yes
polystyrene, including their covers, caps and lids
All oxo-degradable products
Yes
Question 1(b):
Please give reasons and where possible provide evidence to support the view
expressed in response to Question 1(a).
Aberdeenshire Council welcomes the proposal to effectively ban these items from
the market, with exemptions in place where appropriate. Whilst education and
environmental charging schemes play their part in changing behaviour, removing the
option of using certain items is particularly effective, unless they are replaced with
alternatives with different or additional environmental impacts. There are
alternatives already available for all of the above items and suppliers should be given
sufficient time to adapt their supply chain to meet the new requirements.
We fully appreciate that these items are banned due to their litter potential and other
environmental impacts, and that the intension is these items will be either avoided
altogether or replaced with reusable alternatives. However, as changing behaviour
takes time, we would like to emphasise the importance of trying to avoid unintended
environmental impacts, for example, where single-use plastic items are replaced with
a single-use wood-based alternative with a much larger environmental footprint.
Similarly, encouraging the use of items made of materials that can be recycled at the
end of their life and providing guidance to consumers on how these items should be
disposed of responsibly on the items themselves would be very helpful from a waste
management perspective.
We are especially pleased to see the market restrictions on oxo-degradable plastics,
as messaging around oxo-biodegradable plastics can be very confusing to
consumers, and until recently, they were often marketed as an environmentallyfriendly option despite of their contribution to micro-plastics pollution.
As detailed in the proposals, appropriate exceptions should be provided to avoid
discrimination where suitable alternatives are not available, for example, for some
medical purposes or to support independent living.
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Question 1(c):
Do you support the introduction of a restriction on the supply in a noncommercial capacity (rather than only in the course of commercial activity) of
the specified single-use plastic and oxo-degradable items?



(Yes/No)
Please give reasons.

Yes, in principle, to keep consistency of approach and avoid confusion to
consumers, however, we appreciate that to extend the ban to the non-commercial
sector could be challenging to regulate.
Question 1(d):
Do you support the introduction of a restriction on the manufacturing of the
specified single-use plastic and oxo-degradable items, excluding those for
which exemptions will be introduced?



(Yes/No)
Please give reasons.

Yes, on the basis that littering is a world-wide environmental issue and, also because
if we do not allow these items to be used in Scotland, we should not allow their
manufacturing for export either. Appropriate exemptions as detailed in the proposal
should be put in place to avoid discrimination where suitable alternatives are not
available.
Question 2:
To your knowledge, are any of the oxo-degradable products identified in this
document present on the Scottish market? Are there any additional
oxodegradable products available on the Scottish market that we have not
identified?
Please provide evidence to support your answer.
We are aware that until recently some supermarkets provided plastic bags made of
oxo-degradable plastics as a more environmentally friendly option, however, we
understand these have now been replaced with bags made from other materials.
Question 3:
The SUP Directive includes limited exemptions for single-use plastic straws
and balloon sticks. Are there other exemptions we should consider in relation
to the market restrictions being proposed?



(Yes/No)
Please give reasons.

No, we are not aware of other exemptions required, however, we would expect
respondents from other sectors be better placed to provide details of other
exemptions required.
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Question 4:
How can we make sure disabled people have access to plastic straws if they
require them for medical reasons or to support independent living, whilst at
the same time restricting wider access for environmental purposes in a way
that fulfils the SUP Directive requirements?
Where the Council completes an eating and drinking assessment through
occupational therapy or speech & language therapy, we currently recommend a
drinks cup with a reusable straw. We envisage that any future assessments could
continue recommending the use of reusable straws, or where this is not appropriate,
single-use paper straws. The straws are purchased by clients, and as long as
reusable and paper straws remain affordable and available on the market, we do not
consider the ban on plastic straws to cause a significant issue to our clients.
Question 5:
This consultation highlights other items that the Scottish Government intends
to consider market restrictions for in future (plastic wet wipes, plastic tampon
applicators and those other products contained in the UK Plastics Pact’s list of
items to be eliminated by end of 2020 which are not currently subject to
existing or proposed market restrictions). Would you support the
consideration of market restrictions on these items or any other items we
haven’t listed?
Please provide reasons and evidence where possible.
Market restrictions work for items where alternatives are readily available, however,
can lead to people replacing the banned items with a similar, single-use item made
out of another material. This can lead to unintended environmental consequences
unless other safeguards are put in place to prevent this. However, we do support
market restrictions on items that generally end up in litter, have alternatives available
and where education of consumers has shown to have minimal impact. On that basis
we support market restrictions on plastic wet wipes, plastic tampon applicators, PVC
packaging and all polystyrene packaging.
Changing behaviour away from the convenience of using single-use items can be
challenging, and whilst banning certain items can be effective in preventing their use,
they can easily be replaced with single-use items made out of other ‘permissible’
materials, potentially with different or additional environmental impacts. Other
measures are required, in addition to banning, such as requiring any single-use
alternatives to be made from materials with low environmental impact, be recyclable
and information on their recyclability be available on such items.
Similarly, a levy on items consumers should avoid may be more effective in some
cases to avoid creating a waste stream in the first place, as a levy places the
responsibility, choice and financial impact directly with the consumer, as has been
seen with plastic bags.
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Question 6:
Taking into account the accompanying Impact Assessments, can you identify
any environmental, economic or social impacts we have not identified when
developing the proposals contained in this consultation?



Yes/No
Please give reasons.

No comment.

Question 7:
Do you believe the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in changes to the market
or wider economy that are not fully accounted for through this consultation?



Yes/No
Please give reasons.

Yes – single-use items have had a role in the effort to reduce transmission of Covid19. Whilst waste reduction and reuse are the priority, the pandemic has highlighted
the role of single-use items in some circumstances. This combined with the
challenge of changing behaviours to move away from the convenience of single-use
items, has highlighted the need to ensure that single-use items, where still available,
are made from materials with low environmental impact and they can be easily
recycled after use.
Question 8:
Do you have any other comments that you would like to make, relevant to the
subject of this consultation, that you have not covered in your answers to
other questions?
It would be worth considering how any restrictions could be reviewed and adjusted in
future, to allow for further improvements and adjustments to be made. It would also
be worth considering how these restrictions fit into a future ‘polluter pays’ economy
whereby taxation levels are adjusted to reflect the environmental costs (locally and
globally) of various activities and processes.
Whilst this consultation focuses on tackling litter, we would like to emphasise the
need to provide support to companies to enable them to develop innovative Zero
Waste solutions to single-use items to prevent such waste streams in the first place
through elimination or reuse.
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Ministerial Foreword
Tackling the negative impact that plastic waste has on our communities, oceans,
rivers and land ecosystems has never been more important. Failing to act to protect
our finite natural resources and to address the significant economic, social and
environmental challenges associated with plastic litter is simply not an option. We
must act to address the linear consumption model for single-use plastic items which
remains far too prevalent.
Through steps such as the introduction of Scotland’s deposit return scheme for
single-use drinks containers we are working to improve the way we manage the
materials we use, keeping them in high value use for as long as possible. Last year,
Scotland became the first country in the UK to ban plastic-stemmed cotton buds.
However, we know that many of the other single-use plastic items on which we have
come to rely must also be tackled. We also know that, in most instances, these items
can be substituted for alternatives which mitigate long-term negative impacts on our
marine environments.
We need only look at the voluntary steps already being taken by businesses and
services across the country to switch to more sustainable products, be it cutlery,
straws or food containers. We want to see businesses, services and the public build
on these efforts to phase out single-use plastics with a move to a more circular
economy, where reusable alternatives reduce the amount of material used and
significantly reduce the overall negative environmental impacts associated with the
products they supply.
To support us on this journey, this consultation proposes the introduction of market
restrictions – effectively a ban – on the single-use plastic items most commonly
found littered on European beaches. It represents an important next step in our
efforts to tackle our plastic problem, allowing us to maintain pace with the
environmental standards of our European partners while re-affirming Scotland’s
position as a world-leader in the circular economy. Subject to the outcome of the
consultation, it would be our intention to legislate for these changes in 2021.
We are committed to working with all of our partners, both domestically and
internationally, to implement measures which deliver maximum protection of, and
benefit for, the environment in which we live. As part of this, we will continue
consider what further steps we can take beyond those set out in this consultation to
end our reliance on single-use products.
The ongoing challenges we all face in responding to Covid-19 further reinforce the
need for a carefully considered approach to the introduction of any market
restrictions. I appreciate how wide-ranging these changes are likely to be. That is
why this consultation is so important and I would encourage all of you with an
interest in these proposals to take this opportunity to have your say.
I look forward to hearing your views.
ROSEANNA CUNNINGHAM

2
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Responding to this consultation
Please respond to the consultation using the Scottish Government’s consultation
platform, Citizen Space. You can view and respond to this consultation online at:
https://consult.gov.scot/zero-waste-delivery/introducing-market-restrictions-on-singleuse-plas/. You can save and return to your responses while the consultation is still
open. Please ensure that consultation responses are submitted before the closing
date of 4 January 2021.
If you are unable to respond through the online platform, please complete the
Respondent Information Form (see ‘Handling of your response’ below) and send it,
along with your consultation response, by email to: SUPD@gov.scot or by post to:
SUPD, Zero Waste Team, 3HS Victoria Quay, EH6 6QQ.
Handling of your response
If you respond using Citizen Space (http://consult.scotland.gov.uk/), you will be
directed to the Respondent Information Form. Please indicate how you wish your
response to be handled, including whether you are happy for your response to
published.
If you ask for your response not to be published, we will regard it as confidential, and
we will treat it accordingly.
All respondents should be aware that the Scottish Government is subject to the
provisions of the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act 2002 and would therefore
have to consider any request made to it under the Act for information relating to
responses made to this consultation exercise.
Next steps in the process
Where respondents have given permission for their response to be made public, and
after we have checked that they contain no potentially defamatory material,
responses will be made available to the public at http://consult.scotland.gov.uk. If
you use Citizen Space to respond, you will receive a copy of your response via
email.
Following the closing date, all responses will be analysed and considered along with
any other available evidence. Responses will be published where we have been
given permission to do so.
Comments and complaints
If you have any comments about how this consultation exercise has been conducted,
please send them to:
SUPD@gov.scot or SUPD, Zero Waste Team, 3HS Victoria Quay, EH6 6QQ.

3

Item: 10
Page: 495

Introduction
1.
This consultation is seeking views on the introduction of market restrictions –
effectively a ban – for problematic single-use plastic (SUP) items and all oxodegradable products in line with Article 5 of the EU Single-Use Plastics Directive
(EU) 2019/904 (hereafter referred to as the “SUP Directive”). The consultation will
run for a period of twelve weeks.
2.
The proposed introduction of market restrictions forms part of a package of
wider measures being taken forward by Scottish Ministers to address marine litter
and support a shift away from our throwaway culture. Annex A describes how
implementation of these wider measures will support Scotland’s transition to a more
circular economy which meets the wider requirements of the SUP Directive.

Background
3.
The SUP Directive aims to tackle pollution from single-use plastics and fishing
gear (these being the items most commonly found on European beaches) and
promote the transition to a circular economy.
What is single-use plastic?
The SUP Directive applies to the single-use plastic products listed, products made
from oxo-degradable plastic and to fishing gear containing plastic.
The SUP Directive covers single-use plastic products that are fossil-based and
bio-based, regardless of whether they are recyclable, biodegradable or
compostable. Please note this includes some materials made from starch blends,
such as maize/corn or potatoes, which might not be described as plastic but can
be modified natural polymers. Single-use plastic products made of multi-layered or
composite materials, such as plastic-coated paper or plastic-lined cartons, are also
in scope of the SUP Directive. For a full definition of ‘plastic’, please refer to Article
3 of the SUP Directive1.
A single-use plastic product, for the purpose of the SUP Directive, is a product that
is made wholly or partly from plastic and “is not conceived, designed or placed on
the market to accomplish, within its life span, multiple trips or rotations by being
returned to a producer for refill or re-used for the same purpose for which it was
conceived”.

4.
The products identified in the SUP Directive are subject to a range of
measures including consumption reduction initiatives, market restrictions, product
and marking requirements, extended-producer responsibility schemes, separate
collection targets and awareness raising.

1

https ://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/HTML/?uri=CELEX:32019L0904&from=EN#d1e555-1-1
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A Throwaway Society - The Case for Change
5.
The case for confronting and addressing Scotland’s throwaway culture is
compelling. The pollution of our oceans, rivers and land ecosystems by single-use
items is a global challenge and a major cause of biodiversity loss. While plastic
products have many positive uses within society and plastic has become integral to
modern life, the current model of single use plastic consumption and disposal is not
sustainable.
6.
There are environmental impacts, be it carbon emissions, ecosystem damage
or greater pressure on water resource, associated with all of the products we
produce. When single-use items then make it into our waste management system
they are often hard to recycle and end up being landfilled or incinerated. This results
in the valuable energy, materials and labour that went into making them being lost
and more products being produced to replace them.
7.
In addition to these environmental impacts, single-use items also directly
affect citizens through the hidden costs associated with their disposal. Disposable
items make up most of our roadside and residential litter, carrying with it the potential
to cause harm to human health, safety and welfare. It also comes with large
economic costs, impacting the Scottish taxpayer to the tune of approximately £78
million per year.
8.
A more circular society can reduce these impacts by using products for
longer, enabling the reuse of products and ensuring better recyclability as part of
product design.
9.
The problems detailed above are caused by single-use items made from a
range of slowly degrading materials including metals, glass and of course plastic. As
well as single-use items, a significant proportion of plastic fishing gear placed on the
market is not collected for treatment and can, like other plastic products, pose a
serious risk to marine ecosystems, biodiversity, and to human health.
10.
A recent study2 published by the Pew Charitable Trusts states that, without
considerable action to address plastic pollution, the flow of plastic into the ocean is
projected to nearly triple by 2040 (compared to 2016 levels), equivalent to 50kg of
plastic entering the ocean for every metre of coastline worldwide.
11.
The durability, versatility and widespread use of plastic has been a significant
factor in modern lifestyles and it is these same characteristics that make this material
so damaging in the marine, freshwater and terrestrial environments. Plastic
represents 20% of all terrestrial litter in Scotland 3, and it is the most commonly found
litter item on Scottish beaches4 with nine out of the top ten items containing plastic.
12.
It is therefore clear to see why plastics have been a key focus of efforts by
industry, Government and others to tackle problematic single-use disposable items.
2

https ://www.pewtrusts.org/-/media/assets/2020/07/breakingtheplasticwave_summary.pdf
https ://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/Scotland%27s%20Litter%20Problem%20%20Ful l%20Final%20Report.pdf
4 2019 Grea t British Beach Clean data, Ma rine Conserva tion Society
3
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We welcome the various voluntary initiatives undertaken by consumers, businesses
and industry to tackle this issue and we fully support the EU vision of phasing-out
single-use plastics wherever possible. Our efforts to meet or exceed the standards
set out in the SUP Directive will help to reinforce Scotland’s position as a leader in
the circular economy, forming an important component of our work to challenge the
model of single-use consumption as a whole. Those efforts are underpinned by the
work of our Expert Panel on Environmental Charges and Other Measures
(EPECOM) who have recently published their second report5, looking at the issue of
single-use items in a holistic way.
13.
The current COVID-19 pandemic has introduced some new challenges,
exposing our reliance on single-use items which have been utilised as a means to
suppress transmission of the virus and support the continued functioning of society.
While we cannot ignore the long-term damage to the environment caused by this
approach, any change must be carefully managed and inclusively delivered,
maximising opportunities for business, our economy and society more broadly. This
type of “Just Transition” is crucially important.

Scotland’s Response
14.
Efforts to tackle single-use plastics have been high on the agenda at
European, UK and Scottish levels for some time.
15.
Scotland is at the forefront of this change, taking concrete action at home as
well as exchanging knowledge and practice with our international partners. The
proposals set out in this consultation form part of our overall approach to reduce
reliance on disposable items and sit alongside a broader range of initiatives already
established or underway, including:


Market restrictions in Scotland on plastic microbeads and plastic-stemmed
cotton buds which came into force on 19 June 2018 and 12 October 2019
respectively;



A 5p-levy on single-use carrier bags, with work underway to increase the
charge to 10p;



The establishment of a deposit return scheme for drinks containers including
PET plastic bottles by 1 July 2022, with a 90% collection target by 2025 6;



The establishment of the Expert Panel on Environmental Charges and Other
Measures (EPECOM)7 in May 2018 to explore measures to reduce the
environmental impacts of on-the-go consumption in Scotland. The group
published two reports: Recommendations on single-use disposable beverage

5

https ://www.gov.scot/publications/ending-throwaway-culture-five-principles-tackling-single-use-items/
The Deposit and Return Scheme for Scotland Regulations 2020 – s chedule 3 (1) (c)
7 https ://www.gov.scot/groups/expert-panel-on-envi ronmental-charging-and-other-measures/
6
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cups8 in July 2019 and Ending the Throwaway Culture: Five Principles for
Tackling Single-use Items9 in September 2020;


Ongoing work to reform the UK-wide producer responsibility scheme for
packaging, with a commitment to consult on detailed proposals in 2021;



A successful ‘Trial Period’ campaign10 to promote reusable menstrual
products, delivered by Zero Waste Scotland on behalf of the Scottish
Government;



The requirement on businesses, public sector and not-for-profit organisations
to present plastic (and other materials) for separate collection as set out under
the Waste (Scotland) Regulations 2012;



Becoming a signatory to the New Plastics Economy Global Commitment11, led
by the Ellen MacArthur Foundation and the UN Environment Programme,
demonstrating our commitment to a circular economy for plastics;



Becoming a founding signatory to the UK Plastics Pact12, led by WRAP, a
collaborative initiative that seeks to create a circular economy for plastics.

16.
The UK Government is also progressing with plans for a UK-wide tax on
plastic packaging which would encourage the use of higher recycled content in
plastic packaging.

Market Restrictions on Single-Use Plastic Items
17.
Building on the above action, we are now proposing to introduce market
restrictions on single-use plastic items and on all oxo-degradable products as
identified in Article 5 of the SUP Directive and intend to introduce Regulations in
2021 to effect this change. This would mean that, from this date, businesses could
not supply these items in Scotland, irrespective of whether those businesses intend
to charge for those items or not. The supply restriction would apply regardless of the
channel of distribution (whether physical or online). Although it is not strictly required
by the SUP Directive, we are also considering, through this consultation, the
introduction of a restriction on the supply of these items where the supply is not in
the course of a commercial activity (for example, the supply by individuals in a
personal capacity) and the manufacture of these items.
18.
A market restriction has already been implemented in respect of plasticstemmed cotton buds in keeping with the requirements of the Directive. This
consultation therefore focuses on the following products:
1. Single-use plastic cutlery (forks, knives, spoons, chopsticks);
8

https ://www.gov.scot/publications/report-expert-panel-environmental-charging-measures-epecom-recommendationss i ngle-use-disposable-beverage-cups-july-2019/
9 https ://www.gov.scot/publications/ending-throwaway-culture-five-principles-tackling-single-use-items/
10 https ://www.trialperiod.scot/
11 https ://www.newplasticseconomy.org/projects/global-commitment
12 https ://www.wrap.org.uk/content/the-uk-plastics-pact
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2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Single-use plastic plates (plates, trays/platters, bowls);
Single-use plastic straws;
Single-use plastic beverage stirrers;
Single-use plastic balloon sticks;
Single-use food containers made of expanded polystyrene;
Single-use cups and other beverage containers made of expanded polystyrene,
including their covers and lids;
8. All oxo-degradable products.
More detailed definitions of these items are included below.
19.
By introducing market restrictions, the Scottish Government wishes to see
innovative solutions towards more sustainable business models and re-use
alternatives prioritised over substitution of materials. The Scottish Government
understands the problems caused by single-use items cannot be solved by replacing
them with alternative single-use items made with different materials. While the focus
is on the items listed above, the Scottish Government is committed to monitoring
closely the response to these restrictions and assess what more needs to be done to
address our throwaway culture.
20.
The items covered by the SUP Directive are based on the most commonly
littered items found on beaches across Europe. The Scottish Government
recognises that Scotland’s beaches are blighted by some items not identified by
European level studies. Marine Scotland has identified plastic wet wipes and
plastic tampon applicators as being particularly problematic. The UK Plastics
Pact’s list of items to be eliminated by end of 202013 covers similar items to those
in the SUP Directive as well as packaging made of PVC.
21.
It is the Scottish Government’s intention to explore further market restrictions
on this wider range of items in due course. This would reduce the amount of marine
litter found on Scotland’s beaches, and support the actions already taken by some
industry actors.

Definition of items subject to proposed market restrictions
Single-use plastic balloon sticks
Balloon sticks are made of plastic that are attached to
balloons to give the impression they are floating. The stick
has a ‘cup’ attached so it can fix to the balloon without
puncturing it. They are often used by restaurant chains,
charities and the party sector. Although usually sold business
to business, end users are often individuals, and mainly
children.
Plastic balloon sticks which are to be attached to or support
balloons for industrial or other professional uses and

13

https ://wrap.org.uk/content/eliminating-problem-plastics
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applications that are not distributed to consumers, including the mechanisms of such
sticks, are proposed to be exempt from market restriction.

Examples of items included in the scope of market restrictions: single-use balloon
stick made of plastic.
Examples of items excluded from the scope of market restrictions: plastic reusable
balloon stands; balloon sticks intended for repeated use by professional
decorators (considered to be multiple-use); and those covered by the exemption
described above.

Single-use plastic straws
“Straws” typically refers to thin tubes used to suck liquid
into the mouth14. Disposable plastic drinking straws are
typically made of polypropylene, can be rigid or flexible,
plain or coloured and they can come wrapped in paper or
film for hygiene purposes, such as those attached to
beverage cartons. They are sold to both commercial and
domestic sectors.
Most straws are bought business-to-business and supplied
in restaurants, pubs, hotels, retail and schools. Straws are
also used in a medical context in order to safely administer pre-dosed medicines.
Flexible plastic straws can physically enable consumption of drinks, including hot
drinks, and liquid food for medical purposes but also fulfil a social need for people
relying on them as they support independent living and social inclusion for disabled
people.
The Scottish Government recognises that some single-use items, made of plastics or
other material, perform a vital function which cannot be easily replaced with a more
sustainable alternative or provide crucial quality of life enhancing functions for
disabled people. This is particularly true for plastic straws.
Single-use plastic straws are essential for some disabled people to be able to drink
safely and conveniently, when in or out of their home, with proposed alternatives
often being unsuitable due to flexibility, safety and cost. The SUP Directive requires
EU Member States to heavily restrict access to single-use plastic straws for
environmental purposes but affords exemptions where these are provided for
medical use and to support independent living.
The Scottish Government wants to take an open approach and hear the views of
disabled people on how best to satisfy the above requirements of the SUP Directive
whilst maintaining access to single-use plastic straws for those who need them.
14

Ca mbri dge Dictionary. Retrieved from: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/straw, Collins Dictionary.
Retri eved from: https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/straw
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Examples of items included in the scope of market restrictions: disposable plastic
drinking straws and non-plastic straws with plastic or biodegradable
liners/coatings.
Examples of items excluded from the scope of market restrictions: plastic straws
provided for medical use and to support independent living; non-plastic straws
without plastic liners/coatings; non-plastic durable straws; and rigid plastic straws
designed for multiple uses.
Single-use plastic cutlery (forks, knives, spoons, chopsticks)
Cutlery typically refers to serve-ware used for eating food 15.
Disposable cutlery includes forks, knives, spoons, chopsticks
and sporks (combined fork and spoon). They are often
supplied for free to consumers being served food in catering
and takeaway businesses, sold with ready meal foods or
sold directly to consumers in supermarkets to be used at
home.

Examples of items included in the scope of market restrictions: single-use plastic
cutlery individually wrapped, such as on aircraft; mini tasting forks and spoons
such as those sold with ice-cream tubs; combined forks and spoons with lunchtime
pasta/salads; and single-use plastic cutlery made partly or fully from bio-based
plastic.
Examples of items excluded from the scope of market restrictions: non-plastic
cutlery without plastic liners/coatings; plastic multi-serve cutlery (e.g. serving
utensils); non-plastic durable cutlery; and rigid plastic cutlery designed for multiple
uses like camping gear.
Single-use plastic beverage stirrers
Stirrers (or beverage stirrers) typically refers to a small rigid
rod used for mixing drinks16. These are mainly used in the
hospitality sector, i.e. pubs, clubs and restaurants.

15

Ca mbri dge Dictionary. Retrieved from: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/cutlery, Collins Dictionary.
Retri eved from: https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/cutlery
16 Ca mbri dge Dictionary. Retrieved from: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/swizzle-stick, Collins
Di cti onary. Retrieved from: https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/swizzle-stick
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Examples of items included in the scope of the restrictions: single-use plastic
stirrers used to help sugar dissolve in hot drinks or to mix drinks such as tea,
coffee and various alcoholic/non-alcoholic beverages.
Examples of items excluded from the scope of the SUP Directive: non-plastic
stirrers without plastic liners/coatings and non-plastic durable stirrers.

Single-use plastic plates
Plates refers to a dish from which food is eaten or served 17.
They are typically flat and round, however they often come in
a variety of different shapes and sizes and have many uses
including serving plates, dinner plates, side plates and
saucers. For the purpose of these proposals, trays/platters
for services purposes and bowls will also be considered as
plates.
Single-use plastic plates are often sold directly to consumers
in supermarkets to be used at home but can also be supplied for free when food is
served in catering and takeaway businesses.
Examples of items included in the scope of market restrictions: single-use plastic
plates made of expanded polystyrene; single-use paper plates with plastic or
‘biodegradable’ lining; single-use plastic trays/platters used for hors d’oeuvres,
canapes, lunch sandwiches and desserts; single-use plastic bowls used for soup;
single-use plastic on-the-go salad bowls; and large capacity single-use plastic
bowls for serving.
Examples of items excluded from the scope of market restrictions: non-plastic
plates/trays/bowls without plastic liners/coatings; non-plastic or plastic reusable
plates/trays/bowls; and ready-packaged salad bowls.
Single-use food containers made of expanded polystyrene, incl. their caps and lids
Food containers are receptacles such as boxes, with or
without a cover, used to contain food which:
(a) is intended for immediate consumption, either on-the-spot
or take-away,
(b) is typically consumed from the receptacle, and
(c) is ready to be consumed without any further preparation,
such as cooking, boiling or heating.
This includes food containers used for fast food or other
meals ready for immediate consumption but excludes beverage
containers, plates, packets and wrappers containing food.

17

Ca mbri dge Dictionary. Retrieved from: https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/plate, Collins Dictionary.
Retri eved from: https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/plate
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Market restrictions will only apply to food containers (including their caps and lids)
made of expanded polystyrene (EPS) and extruded polystyrene (XPS) which is
considered a subset of EPS.
EPS/XPS food containers are mainly supplied to consumers at takeaway businesses
(high street vendors and street food vendors such as burger/chip shops and kebab
shops). Some are used by the hospitality sector in hotels, pubs and restaurants.
Single-use cups and other beverage containers made of expanded polystyrene, incl.
their covers, caps and lids
For the purpose of the SUP Directive, beverage containers are receptacles, with a
capacity of up to three litres, used to contain liquid, such as beverage bottles or
composite beverage packaging including their caps and lids, but not:
(a) glass or metal beverage containers that have caps and lids made of plastic,
(b) beverage containers intended and used for food for special medical purposes,
that is in liquid form.
No beverage containers made of expanded polystyrene other than cups for
beverages have been identified.
Cups for beverages are open usually bowl-shaped drinking
vessels, with or without a cover or a lid, sold empty or
containing beverages. Cups are mainly supplied for free to
consumers when served a drink in catering and takeaway
businesses, of which most are coffee shops/cafes. They are
also sold in supermarkets to be used at home. These cups
are most often utilised for hot drinks given the polystyrene’s
insulation properties.
Market restrictions will only apply to cups for beverages (including their covers and
lids) that are made of expanded polystyrene (EPS) and extruded polystyrene (XPS)
which is considered a subset of EPS.

Products made from oxo-degradable plastics
Oxo-degradable plastic refers to plastic materials that include
additives which, through oxidation, lead to the disintegration
of the plastic material into micro-fragments or to chemical
decomposition.
Although presented and marketed as biodegradable, a
significant body of evidence suggests that, in reality, oxodegradable plastics simply break down into small fragments.
These contribute to harmful microplastic pollution18 and
negatively affect the recycling of conventional plastic.

18

https ://publications.europa.eu/en/publication-detail/-/publication/bb3ec82e-9a9f-11e6-9bca-01aa75ed71a1
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For that reason, as well as the difficulty for the consumer to identify the material,
stakeholders, including plastic packaging producers and waste managers, broadly
agree that such products no longer have a place in the market19.
Examples of items included in the scope of market restrictions: all products made
of oxo-degradable plastic (not only single-use items) such as carrier bags,
agricultural mulch films, plastic bottles 20, blister packaging, labels and caps.

19

Movi ng a way from single use: guide for national decision makers to implement the single-use plastics directive - Rethink
Pl a stic alliance a nd Break Free From Pl astic - https://rethinkplasticalliance.eu/wpcontent/uploads/2019/10/2019_10_10_rpa_bffp_sup_guide.pdf
20 https ://gov.wales/reducing-single-use-plastic-wales
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Questions
Question 1(a):
Do you support the proposal to introduce a restriction on the supply by businesses
in a commercial capacity in Scotland on each of the single-use plastic items listed
and all oxo-degradable products?
Yes No
Single-use plastic cutlery (forks, knives, spoons, chopsticks)
Single-use plastic plates (plates, trays/platters, bowls)
Single-use plastic straws
Single-use plastic beverage stirrers
Single-use plastic balloon sticks
Single-use food containers made of expanded polystyrene
Single-use cups and other beverage containers made of expanded
polystyrene, including their covers, caps and lids
All oxo-degradable products
Question 1(b):
Please give reasons and where possible provide evidence to support the view
expressed in response to Question 1(a).
Question 1(c):
Do you support the introduction of a restriction on the supply in a non-commercial
capacity (rather than only in the course of commercial activity) of the specified
single-use plastic and oxo-degradable items?
 (Yes/No)
 Please give reasons.
Question 1(d):
Do you support the introduction of a restriction on the manufacturing of the
specified single-use plastic and oxo-degradable items, excluding those for which
exemptions will be introduced?
 (Yes/No)
 Please give reasons.

Question 2:
To your knowledge, are any of the oxo-degradable products identified in this
document present on the Scottish market? Are there any additional oxodegradable products available on the Scottish market that we have not identified?
Please provide evidence to support your answer.
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Question 3:
The SUP Directive includes limited exemptions for single-use plastic straws and
balloon sticks. Are there other exemptions we should consider in relation to the
market restrictions being proposed?



(Yes/No)
Please give reasons.

Question 4:
How can we make sure disabled people have access to plastic straws if they
require them for medical reasons or to support independent living, whilst at the
same time restricting wider access for environmental purposes in a way that fulfils
the SUP Directive requirements?

Question 5:
This consultation highlights other items that the Scottish Government intends to
consider market restrictions for in future (plastic wet wipes, plastic tampon
applicators and those other products contained in the UK Plastics Pact’s list of
items to be eliminated by end of 2020 which are not currently subject to existing or
proposed market restrictions). Would you support the consideration of market
restrictions on these items or any other items we haven’t listed? Please provide
reasons and evidence where possible.

Question 6:
Taking into account the accompanying Impact Assessments, can you identify any
environmental, economic or social impacts we have not identified when developing
the proposals contained in this consultation?



Yes/No
Please give reasons.

Question 7:
Do you believe the COVID-19 pandemic has resulted in changes to the market or
wider economy that are not fully accounted for through this consultation?



Yes/No
Please give reasons.

15

Item: 10
Page: 507

Question 8:
Do you have any other comments that you would like to make, relevant to the
subject of this consultation, that you have not covered in your answers to other
questions?
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ANNEX A
Implementing the Remaining Articles of the SUP Directive
In addition to restricting items placed on the market where alternatives are readily
available, the SUP Directive introduces a range of other measures that contribute
towards making a more circular lifecycle for plastics which has re-use, repair and
recycling at its core. We fully support these ambitions and intend to build upon them,
not only tackling single-use plastics but reducing single-use consumption as a whole.
The work of the Expert Panel on Environmental Charging and Other Measures
(EPECOM) has laid the foundations for our future approach and complements the
initial requirements of the SUP Directive and its overall direction.
Achieving this shift will require collaboration and coordination across the value chain
including amongst those designing, procuring and ultimately using these items. We
also recognise that any alternative approach to single-use must not
disproportionately impact any individual groups or individuals in Scottish society.
Engaging with stakeholders as policy develops is critical to ensure views are heard
and solutions developed which fulfil our commitments whilst balancing the needs of
individuals and business.
The Scottish Government is committed to implementing the SUP Directive. The
requirements of the other Articles are set out below together with existing actions
and next steps that will help create a more circular plastics economy in Scotland.
Consumption reduction – Article 4
To achieve an ambitious and sustained reduction in the consumption of beverage
cups and on-the-go food containers by 2026. This reduction should be measurable,
quantitative and based on 2022 consumption levels.
The Scottish Government’s ambition on single-use disposable beverage cups is to
have a sustainable model of consumption by 2025, which includes the majority of
beverages in Scotland being sold in reusable cups 21.
Following the work of EPECOM, the Scottish Government has already consulted 22
on the introduction of charges for the provision of items, such as single-use
disposable items, that are harmful to the environment and that can be replaced with
sustainable alternatives. We intend to initially prioritise the introduction of charges for
single-use beverage cups and will establish a working group in 2021 to support the
design of the charge, including arrangements for monitoring its effectiveness.
In light of feedback from the previous consultation, we will also consider how best to
reduce consumption of on-the-go food containers in due course.

21

https ://www.gov.scot/publications/report-expert-panel-environmental-charging-measures-recommendations-singleus e-disposable-beverage-cups-scottish-government-response/
22 https ://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/circular-economy-proposals-for-legislation/
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The Expert Panel concluded that no one measure alone will be effective and so our
approach to reducing single-use disposable cups must take the form of a joined-up
response across government, business, communities and individuals. As indicated in
the Panel’s report23, should a charge alone be insufficient to reduce consumption,
the practicalities and viability of other measures will be given further consideration to
see if they will drive the changes we wish to see.
Product design requirements – Article 6
By 2024 to ensure that plastic caps and lids remain attached to plastic beverage
containers, such as bottles, when product is disposed of.
The Scottish Government continues to consider how best to implement this
requirement and will progress discussions, including with the other UK
administrations, in the coming months regarding our plans.
Any further action Ministers take will build on the work already underway in Scotland
to implement a deposit return scheme for single-use drinks containers. In countries
where similar DRS schemes are well established, estimates show at least 90% of
collected bottles are returned with their caps 24. We therefore believe that when
Scotland’s DRS scheme is introduced in July 2022, a similar pattern would be seen
for the caps of PET bottles in Scotland.
PET beverage bottles to contain at least 25% recycled plastic by 2025; and all
beverage bottles to contain at least 30% recycled plastic from 2030.
The UK Government has recently concluded a consultation on a UK-wide tax on
plastic packaging with less than 30% recycled content. The aim of the tax is to
provide a clear economic incentive for businesses to use recycled material in the
production of plastic packaging. This may in turn create greater demand for this
material, stimulating increased levels of recycling and collection of plastic waste,
diverting it away from landfill or incineration.
This tax would apply to all plastic packaging that does not contain at least 30%
recycled plastic. It is intended the tax would take effect from 2022. Further details of
the proposed tax can be found on the UK Government website25.
As a UK Plastics Pact member, we have committed to achieving an average
recycled content target of 50% for PET bottles by the end of 202526. This
commitment provides the Scottish Government with confidence that industry and
other members are prepared to achieve, and indeed exceed, the requirements of the
SUP Directive. We welcome and support this target for recycled content.

23

https ://www.gov.scot/publications/report-expert-panel-environmental-charging-measures-epecom-recommendationss i ngle-use-disposable-beverage-cups-july-2019/pages/4/
24 https ://corporateeurope.org/sites/default/files/letter_on_tethered_cap -alternative_solution_council.pdf
25 https ://www.gov.uk/government/publications/introduction-of-plastic-packaging-tax/plastic-packaging-tax
26 https ://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/The-UK-Plastics-Pact-Roadmap-v3.pdf
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Marking requirements – Article 7
Sanitary towels, tampons and tampon applicators, wet wipes, tobacco products with
filters and cups for beverages that contain plastic to have conspicuous, clear and
indelible marking on the packaging or product itself to inform customers of
appropriate waste management options or disposal methods that should be avoided;
and the presence of plastics in the product and the negative impact littering or
inappropriate disposal can have on the environment.
The Scottish Government continues to consider how best to implement this
requirement and will progress discussions, including with the other UK
administrations, in the coming months regarding our plans
In considering this issue, we are mindful of the potential role that extended producer
responsibility schemes can play in achieving at least some of the outcomes sought
under Article 7 of the Directive. As an example, we anticipate that the forthcoming
extended producer responsibility scheme for packaging will require producers to
provide advice to consumers on the disposal of disposable beverage cups, including
those made partly or wholly of plastic.
Extended Producer Responsibility – Article 8
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) schemes to be established for the following
single-use plastic products so producers are responsible for the costs of awareness
raising measures and the costs of cleaning up litter. For some products producers
would also be responsible for the costs of waste collection or the costs of data
gathering and reporting.
The products included are on-the-go food containers, packets and wrappers
containing food for immediate consumption, beverage containers, cups for
beverages, lightweight plastic carrier bags, wet wipes, balloons, tobacco products
with filters and fishing gear.
The Scottish Government introduced a 5p levy on all carrier bags, including light
weight plastic bags, in October 2014. This is estimated to have reduced single-use
carrier bag use by 80% within a year of introduction27. To continue to motivate
behaviour change and further reduce the use of single use carrier bags, we intend to
increase that charge to 10p using existing secondary legislation at the earliest
opportunity. The intent of this existing policy is to reduce litter, recognising that
carrier bags have a disproportionate impact on wildlife, notably in the marine
environment. This is aligned with the SUP Directive’s overarching ambition to reduce
litter.
The Scottish Government is working jointly with the UK, Welsh and Northern Irish
governments to develop a new UK-wide extended producer responsibility scheme for
packaging. This will make producers liable for the full cost of dealing with packagi ng
waste while stimulating investment in collection, sorting and reprocessing. The
27

https ://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/SUCB%20Charge%20One%20Year%20On%20Report.pdf
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existing system of producer responsibility for packaging 28 has been in place since
1997 and stakeholders have expressed concern about a number of elements of the
system. Detailed proposals for the revised scheme will be consulted on in 2021 and
would cover on-the-go food containers, packets and wrappers, beverage containers
and cups for beverages.
In our Circular Economy Strategy, Making Things Last, the Scottish Government
identified Extended Producer Responsibility as a policy intervention which could
drive innovation and greater circularity for certain products, by influencing product
design as well as increasing reuse and recycling.
Greater circularity will deliver on the Scottish Government’s commitments to lead in
addressing the global environmental crises we all face, including marine plastic
pollution but also climate change and biodiversity loss. In developing new Extended
Producer Responsibility requirements, we will consider product impacts holistically
and work with producers to launch schemes which promote products that support a
more circular economy.
The Scottish Government recognises that our fishing fleets currently have limited
choices for end of life gear disposal. EPR could support improvements in waste
management for both fishing and aquaculture gear, growing our circular
economy. We have therefore started work to better understand gear volumes,
supply chains and current disposal options with a view to developing potential EPR
scheme design options with industry.
Separate collection of beverage bottles – Article 9
77% of plastic beverage bottles (up to 3 litres) including their caps and lids to be
collected separately by 2025, with 90% collected separately by 2029.
A deposit return scheme for drinks containers, including PET plastic bottles will be
available across Scotland from 1 July 2022. The scheme has a legislative
requirement for producers to collect a minimum of 90% of in-scope containers by the
third full year of operation. All drinks bottles and cans that come in PET plastic,
metal or glass, from 50ml to three litres will be included in the scheme.
Other plastic bottles, such as HDPE, and other drinks containers, such as cartons
are not currently included within the DRS scheme. These will however be subject to
the revised EPR scheme for packaging, mentioned in the section above. We would
anticipate that collection and recycling rates of these items would improve as a
result.
Scottish Ministers must, before 1 October 2026, carry out a review of Scotland’s
DRS scheme and lay a report before the Scottish Parliament. The review must,
among other things, consider the materials included within the scheme. At this stage
HDPE drinks bottles and drinks cartons will be considered for inclusion within the
scheme. The extent to which the combination of the currently proposed DRS and

28

https ://www.gov.uk/government/collections/producer-responsibility-regulations#packaging

20

Item: 10
Page: 512

EPR schemes is satisfying the requirements of the SUP Directive will inform that
consideration.
The Scottish Government also recognises the need to prioritise reuse within the
circular economy to ensure the goods we manufacture remain within the economy
for a longer period of time. This will reduce the materials we consume and so the
carbon and other environmental impacts Scotland is responsible for. We therefore
propose to explore how Scotland can align with the SUP Directive’s ambition to
promote circular approaches that give priority to sustainable and non-toxic reusable
products and reuse systems, rather than to single-use products, aiming first and
foremost to reduce the quantity of waste generated.
Awareness raising – Article 10
For the items listed below, incentivise responsible consumer behaviour to reduce
litter, and inform consumers about the availability of reusable alternatives, reuse
systems and waste management options, the impact of littering and other
inappropriate disposal on the environment and the sewer network.
Items to include: on-the-go food containers, packets and wrappers intended for
immediate consumption, beverage containers, cups for beverages, tobacco products
with filters, wet wipes, balloons, lightweight plastic carrier bags and sanitary towels,
tampons and tampon applicators.
Raising consumer awareness of the impact that plastic litter and inappropriate
disposal of plastic products can have on the environment is critical. Furthermore, as
leaders in the circular economy, we recognise the need to reduce demand for all
single-use items, promote reusable alternatives and reuse systems, and reduce
pressure on our natural resources.
However, we consider awareness campaigns to be complementary measures which
are employed in conjunction with other regulatory and voluntary interventions.
Where we introduce EPR requirements for certain items, we will require identified
producers to carry out sustained communications that can fulfil the requirements of
this Article. Furthermore, the package of other interventions described above will
provide many opportunities for the Scottish Government to raise awareness about
single-use items.
While this consultation focuses on market restrictions, we also hope it will raise
awareness of the wider issues of reuse, resource consumption and how we progress
to a circular economy.
Designing policy to tackle single-use items is complex, with many factors to consider
and trade-offs involved. Over the coming years, we will engage and listen to a wide
range of stakeholders, drawing upon the principles set out by EPECOM 29 to develop
and shape the measures identified to protect Scotland’s environment and create a
circular economy in a way which is fair and inclusive. We will use the opportunities
presented during this process to raise awareness more broadly with consumers in
Scotland.
29

https ://www.gov.scot/publications/ending-throwaway-culture-five-principles-tackling-single-use-items/
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Reporting and reviewing – Articles 13 and 15
The European Commission will carry out an evaluation of the SUP Directive by July
2027 based on information reported by EU member states each calendar year.
The Scottish Government recognises the value of reporting and reviewing identified
by the European Commission, including the importance of understanding the
effectiveness and impacts, such as material changes, of the measures proposed.
We intend to track, report and review the impacts of our measures and monitor
developments internationally to ensure the sharing of best practice.
A new governance body, Environmental Standards Scotland, is proposed in the
Continuity Bill to replace the system of environmental governance provided by the
institutions of the European Union which will be lost at the end of transition. The
proposed new body will be responsible for making sure that public authorities in
Scotland correctly apply environmental law, and that environmental law in Scotland
is effective in protecting nature and our wellbeing.
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ANNEX B

Introducing Market Restrictions on Problematic Single-Use Plastic
Items in Scotland
RESPONDENT INFORMATION FORM
Please Note this form must be completed and returned with your response.
To find out how we handle your personal data, please see our privacy policy:
https://beta.gov.scot/privacy/
Are you responding as an individual or an organisation?
Individual
Organisation
Full name or organisation’s name

Phone number
Address

Postcode

Email
The Scottish Government would like your
permission to publish your consultation
response. Please indicate your publishing
preference:

Information for organisations:
The option 'Publish response only (without
name)’ is available for individual respondents
only. If this option is selected, the organisation
name will still be published.
If you choose the option 'Do not publish
response', your organisation name may still be
listed as having responded to the consultation
in, for example, the analysis report.

Publish response with name
Publish response only (without name)
Do not publish response
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We will share your response internally with other Scottish Government policy teams
who may be addressing the issues you discuss. They may wish to contact you again
in the future, but we require your permission to do so. Are you content for Scottish
Government to contact you again in relation to this consultation exercise?
Yes
No

24

Item: 10
Page: 516

© Crown copyright 2020

This publication is licensed under the terms of the Open Government Licence v3.0 except
where otherwise stated. To view this licence, visit nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/opengovernment-licence/version/3 or write to the Information Policy Team, The National
Archives, Kew, London TW9 4DU, or email: psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk.
Where we have identified any third party copyright information you will need to
obtain permission from the copyright holders concerned.
This publication is available at www.gov.scot
Any enquiries regarding this publication should be sent to us at
The Scottish Government
St Andrew’s House
Edinburgh
EH1 3DG
ISBN: 978-1-80004-156-1 (web only)
Published by The Scottish Government, October 2020
Produced for The Scottish Government by APS Group Scotland, 21 Tennant Street, Edinburgh EH6 5NA
PPDAS767726 (10/20)

w

w

w

.

g

o

v

.

s

c

o

t

Item: 11
Page: 517
Infrastructure Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
RURAL PARTNERSHIPS FUNDING 2021-24
1

Reason for Report / Summary

1.1

This report seeks approval for the distribution of funding to the six Rural
Partnerships in Aberdeenshire for the 2021-22, 2022-23 and 2023-24 financial
years.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Agree the distribution of funding to the six rural partnership as set
out in Appendix 1 for 2021-22, 2022-23, 2023-24, subject to the
proposed arrangements for the Formartine Partnership
Ltd/Formartine Rural Partnership (SCIO), and note that this will be
the final three-year tranche of rural partnership funding;

2.2

Agree that officers work with the Formartine Partnership
Ltd/Formartine Rural Partnership (SCIO) to progress an
improvement plan and to delegate authority to the Head of
Economic Development and Protective Services to approve grant
funding and any possible Service Level Agreement;

2.3

Instruct the Director of Infrastructure Services to report back to
Committee following the end of the first year under the
arrangements approved under 2.1 and 2.2.

3

Purpose and Decision Making Route

3.1

The Economic Development Service annual budget for 2020-21 includes an
amount of £185,400 which is used to support the six Rural Partnerships in
Aberdeenshire (aligned to the Council’s area structures). The service budget
was approved at Full Council on 18th March 2020 (Item 5).

3.2

Pressure on budgets means that the Service must review the areas of activities
that can be supported and reflect on the change of focus in response to Covid19 and community resilience in the future.

4

Discussion

4.1

The six Aberdeenshire Rural Partnerships are an important part of local
community infrastructure, providing advice and support services to third sector
organisations within their areas since the 1990s. Each of the partnerships has
developed its own business and delivery model, with some being part of much
wider area-based partnerships that deliver a range of voluntary services and
access multiple funding streams. The Council, through the Economic
Development Service budget, are a core funder and this is topped-up with
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£3,000 from the respective Area Committees. This is to deliver a core service
that offers community economic development, funding advice, capacity building
and support for community planning. The annual allocation of £33,900 to each
partnership is managed by the Economic Development Service through a
standardised Service Level Agreement (SLA). Area Committees receive annual
updates on Rural Partnership activity.
4.2

A review of Rural Partnerships was approved on the 29th November 2018 Infrastructure Services Committee (Item 11). This confirmed the funding for the
2019-20 financial year at £30,900 from Economic Development and £3,000
from Area Committees per partnership. Payment of the Area Committee
element is paid at the start of the financial year and payment of the Community
Economic Development SLA to the partnerships is made quarterly in advance
and given the prevailing circumstances at the start of the 2020-21 financial
year, it was agreed to continue funding the partnerships at the same level as
2019-20. This was formalised at Infrastructure Services Committee on the 18th
June 2020 (Item 8) and approved until the end of this financial year.

4.3

During the 2019-20 financial year Garioch Area Committee and Formartine
Area Committee have expressed some concerns over the delivery of the
Service Level Agreement in their respective partnerships.

4.4

Economic Development and the Interim Area Manager (Garioch) have worked
with the board and staff of Garioch Partnership. There has been progress with
improvements in the delivery of community economic development and
community planning. The partnership put in an additional temporary member of
staff and have regular updates with Economic Development to ensure clear
communications and better delivery of the SLA.

4.5

Formartine Partnership Ltd is the current recipient of the existing funding in that
area. They have asked that the Council transfers the funding and SLA to the
newly formed Formartine Rural Partnership SCIO. The new partnership are
exploring the TUPE of their staff and have started the transfer of emails and
systems to the SCIO. Officers have a number of outstanding queries to
understand how this will improve their community economic development
delivery, participation in community planning and the split between the
organisations. Additional work is required with the directors, trustees and staff
of both organisations. Therefore officers (including the Area Manager for
Formartine) are recommending that an SLA is not offered for 2021-22.
Alternatively a grant would be offered to the Partnership on agreeing an
improvement plan. Future years’ SLA would be dependent on this
improvement. Should the partnership not agree to this then officers would
explore other options to ensure that rural partnership type support was
available to Formartine area.

4.6

The Rural Partnerships along with other third sector partners and public
agencies contributed to the Council’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic.

4.7

Rural Partnerships are asked to provide support to areas out with a community
economic development remit and sit on advisory groups. However, these
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activities if they are to continue will have to be resourced by partners as they
will no longer be part of the core Council funded SLA.
4.8

With communities requiring more focus on support and budget pressures the
SLA has been revised to demonstrate the outcomes that are funded. The
framework for the SLA is attached in Appendix 2.

4.9

Area Committee budgets will also be subject to the Council’s budget setting
process. As per the current SLA this could be appended with agreement
between the Council and Rural Partnerships.

4.10

Discussions at the most recent Community Economic Development Partners
meeting (January 2020) included consideration of how to support the longerterm financial sustainability of the partnerships, recognising that the Council
faces significant financial pressures and challenges and would probably not be
able to continue funding the partnerships at the current level in the medium to
long-term. Officers from the Economic Development Service will continue to
support the six rural partnerships, where appropriate and required, to diversify
their income streams and develop more sustainable delivery models over the
three-year period covered by this grant proposal.

4.11

The detail in Appendix 1 represents the maximum available funding to each
rural partnership/area. Along with Area Committee funding (4.9 above), there
might be other opportunities to create a tiered level of SLA. Therefore, it is
possible that Rural Partnerships may be offered a base level SLA and
competitive bids from the Rural Partnerships would be invited to deliver an
extended SLA.

4.12

In order to allow time to build the process option in 4.11 and to give rural
partnerships reasonable notice then SLAs would be offered for 2021/22 as per
the recommendations in 2.1 and 2.2 and the competitive bid process would
commence 2022/23.

5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

This report helps deliver the Strategic Priority “Economy and Enterprise” within
the Pillar “Our Economy”.

5.2

This report helps deliver the Strategic Priority “Resilient Communities” within the
Pillar “Our Environment”.

5.3

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendations are agreed.
Subject
Yes
No
N/A
Financial
x
Staffing
x
Equalities
x
Fairer Scotland Duty
x
Town Centre First
x
Sustainability
x
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Children and Young People’s Rights and
Wellbeing

x

5.4

An equality impact assessment has been carried out as part of the development
of the proposals set out above. It is included as Appendix 3 and the following
positive impacts have been identified: The action provides support for a wide
range of activities tailored to the needs of specific communities, including
supporting deprived areas and those from a disadvantaged socio-economic
background.

5.5

There are staffing and financial implications. The Economic Development
Service manage the Council’s relationship with Rural Partnerships. The
resource implication is unknown until the demand on the Council service is
known, following the anticipated reduction on Rural Partnership activity. The
proposed budget allocation will be met from the Economic Development
Service budget and is subject to the Council budget setting process.

5.6

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Corporate Level.
ACORP 005 - Working with other organisations, partnership working to mitigate
and manage community expectations through being clear that all parties
understand the deliverables and outcomes through monitoring and the service
level agreement process.
ACORP 006 – Reputation Management in the adjustment to level of support to
communities, if not managed effectively, could potentially have a negative
impact on the reputation of the Council.
No risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a Strategic Level.





6

Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

The Committee is able to consider this item in terms of Section F.1.1b of the
List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of Governance as it relates
to policy issues and resource matters (within agreed budgets) relating to
Economic Development.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Reid Hutchison, Community Economic Development Co-ordinator,
Economic Development, Date 28 October 2020
List of Appendices:
Appendix 1 Proposed allocation of Rural Partnership Funding 2021-2024
Appendix 2: Proposed Community Economic Development Service Level Agreement
2021 – 2024
Appendix 3: Equality Impact Assessment
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Appendix 1
Proposed allocation of Rural Partnership Funding 2021 – 2024
Rural Partnership
Banffshire Partnership
Buchan Development Partnership
Garioch Partnership
Kincardineshire Development
Partnership
Marr Area Partnership
Allocation Formartine Area
Total

2021-22
£22,500
£22,500
£22,500
£22,500

2022-23
£15,000
£15,000
£15,000
£15,000

2023-24
£7,500
£7,500
£7,500
£7,500

£22,500
£22,500
£135,000

£15,000
£15,000
£90,000

£7,500
£7,500
£45,000
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Appendix 2
Proposed Community Economic Development Service Level Agreement 2021 –
2024
COMMUNITY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
SERVICE LEVEL AGREEMENT BETWEEN ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL AND
THE RURAL PARTNERSHIP
1

Scope
This agreement establishes the scope of work of the Rural Partnership and the
relationship with Economic Development, Aberdeenshire Council.

2

Background
Rural partnerships have played a key role in developing and engaging
communities in their areas. To ensure that community economic development
opportunities and engagement continues it has been agreed that £22,500 for the
year 2021 – 2022, £15,000 for the year 2022 - 2023 and £7,500 for the year 2023
– 2024 will be allocated to support the development and activities of the Rural
Partnership for 3 years.

3

Definition of Service
Working closely with Economic Development the Rural Partnership will:
(i)

Promote Community Economic Development by helping new and existing
groups throughout their area with information, implementation, and
community engagement, to build inclusive/sustainable projects.

(ii)

Provide a local advice service to groups seeking to develop community
assets and facilities. This should include options for organisational
structures, governance, funding along with other areas required to help
realise opportunities in their communities.

(iii)

Provide enterprise and administration advice to social/community
enterprises seeking to develop economic opportunities.

(iv)

Provide evidence of the community/social enterprises supported and the
impact this has made to local community economic development.

(v)

Encourage, stimulate and support community entrepreneurship within the
area.

(vi)

Be an active participant in the Aberdeenshire Rural Partnership
Federation.
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(vii)

Contribute to the work of the Third Sector Strategy Group with the focus
on Community Economic Development.

(viii)

Positively promote equality of opportunity for the whole population of the
Administrative Area. Where the opportunity arises work with groups with
protected characteristics to help them achieve positive impacts. Provide
evidence of the work undertaken and the positive impacts achieved in your
annual reporting and monitoring arrangements.

(ix)

Provide an agreed annual action/work plan for the year ahead indicating
the outcomes and key milestones that the partnerships will support and
facilitate with communities and community/social enterprises.

(x)

Attending operational and workplan meetings to ensure outcomes are
being achieved and if necessary new priorities established dependant on
emerging needs.
Example additional services (subject to budgets)

Working closely with Economic Development and the Area Manager the Rural
Partnership will:
(xi)

Develop and support Community Action Plans and other appropriate
processes for engagement of communities.

(xii)

Identify and implement ways to help communities understand issues
around community planning and participatory budgeting. Together with
partner staff, they will seek innovative funding and management solutions
to overcome challenges.

(xiii)

To support and be an active participant in the Local Community Planning
Forums.

(xiv)

Support applicants and the delivery of the Area Initiatives grants

(xv)

Contribute to the work of the Third Sector Strategy Group regarding the
wider community development, volunteering and health and social care
agendas.

(xvi)

Participate in Community Planning sub-groups for example Connected
and Cohesive Communities Group.

4 Finances
(i) At the Infrastructure Services Committee on 26 November 2020, awards of
£22,500, £15,000 and £7,500 for the next three years were approved subject to
the conditions of this Service Level Agreement and an agreed Annual Action
Plan. This agreement is intended to last for 3 years, subject to available budget.
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(ii) The Economic Development element will be paid in advance quarterly
payments as follows:
1 April 2021
1 July 2021
1 October 2021
1 January 2022
1 April 2022
1 July 2022
1 October 2022
1 January 2023
1 April 2023
1 July 2023
1 October 2023
1 January 2024
(iii) The Area Manager element (variable option) £[x] is covered in this agreement
and will be paid in one sum at the start of the year if under £5,000 or in quarterly
advance payments if greater than £5,000.
(iv)The Council reserves the right to deduct any debts which may be due prior to
making any further payments.
(v) The Rural Partnership must only apply the funding provided under this
agreement for the eligible purposes described in this agreement. Any breach of
the terms of this agreement by the Rural Partnership or if the funding is applied
other than for eligible purposes, the Rural Partnership will be held in default. In
such circumstances Aberdeenshire Council may in its absolute discretion
suspend any further funding until the default is remedied, if it is capable of
being remedied, or withdraw the balance of funding. In either circumstance the
Rural Partnership shall repay to Aberdeenshire Council on demand any funding
which has been misapplied.
(vi) Without prejudice to the foregoing generality the Rural Partnership will not
engage in overt political activity, support groups with links to political activity or
campaign for any political party.
5

Monitoring and Reporting
(i)

Economic Development will undertake an annual monitoring visit each year,
which will incorporate a review of activity, outcomes, evidence of expenditure,
annual action plans and future plans.

(ii)

An annual report will be provided by the Rural Partnership to Economic
Development by 26 May 2022, 25 May 2023 and 30 May 2024. This report
will be used as an update to the Infrastructure Services Committee and Area
Committees.
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(iii)

To host an annual round table discussion with the Area Committee, Area
Manager and Economic Development to provide an update of developments
in the area.

(iv)

Aberdeenshire Council’s procedures on “Following the public pound” will
underpin any reporting requirements.

(v)

The rural partnership undertakes to allow any Authorised Officer of the
Council, or its designated agents, access to the books of account and other
records for the purpose of confirming the accuracy, validity and completeness
of information provided in relation to this agreement.

5 Terms of Agreement
This agreement will commence on1 April 2021 and will expire on the 31 March
2024.

Signed on Behalf of Aberdeenshire Council
Date

Signed on Behalf of the [xx] Rural Partnership

Date
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EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT
EIA Version
Version 1

Date

Author

11/11/2020

R Hutchison

Changes

Stage 1: Title and aims of the activity (“activity” is an umbrella term covering policies,
procedures, guidance and decisions including those that affect services the council delivers).
Service

Infrastructure Services

Section

Economic Development & Protective Services

Title of the activity etc.

Rural Partnership Funding
To support Aberdeenshire Rural Partnerships to provide a
community economic development service to Aberdeenshire
communities.

Aims and desired outcomes
of the activity

Author(s) & Title(s)

Aberdeenshire Rural Partnerships provide project support,
funding advice and capacity building to ensure that community
projects are sustainable and achieve the best outcomes for
communities.
Reid Hutchison, Community Economic Development Coordinator

Stage 2: List the evidence that has been used in this assessment and explain what it means in
relation to the activity you are assessing.
Evidence

What does it say?

Internal data (customer
satisfaction surveys;
equality monitoring data;
customer complaints).

Annual Reports and
Action Plans from the
Rural Partnerships
identifies the work they
have supported.

Internal consultation with
staff and other services
affected.

Area Managers, Area
Committees

What does it mean?

Rural Partnership have been
supportive of the Covid-19 pandemic
response.

Provision and outcomes are variable
in the six administrative areas.
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External consultation
(partner organisations,
community groups, and
councils.

Rural Partnerships

External data (census,
available statistics).

N/A

Other (general information
as appropriate).

Community Impact
Assessment

Partners have identified options for
potential collaboration and the
challenges of alternative funding
sources.

The recent Community Impact
Assessment confirms that there are
vulnerabilities in some community
facilities and capacity building
support is required.

Stage 3: Evidence Gaps.
Are there any gaps in the
information you currently
hold?

None have been identified

Stage 4: Measures to fill the evidence gaps.
What measures will be
taken to fill the information
gaps before the activity is
implemented? These should
be included in the action
plan at the back of this form.

Measures:

Timescale:

Stage 5: What steps can be taken to promote good relations between various groups/areas?
These should be included in
the action plan.

Continue to build on the partnership work which has been
developed with the Aberdeenshire Rural Partnership Federation
and the Third Sector Strategy Group.

Stage 6: How does the policy/activity create opportunities for advancing equality of opportunity?
The Service Level Agreement (SLA) with Rural Partnerships requires that they ‘Positively
promote equality of opportunity for the whole population of the Administrative Area. Where the
opportunity arises work with groups with protected characteristics to help them achieve positive
impacts.’ There is also an emphasis in the SLA on developing social enterprises which
themselves have an objective of advancing equality of opportunity. This policy/activity therefore
encourages local Rural Partnerships to create opportunities for advancing equality of
opportunity.
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Stage 7a:
Are there potential impacts on protected groups?

The protected groups covered by the equality duty are: age, disability, gender reassignment,
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation.
Who is affected by the activity or who is intended to benefit from the proposed activity and how?
Complete the table below for each protected group by inserting “yes” in the applicable box/boxes
below.

Positive
Age – Younger

Negative

Neutral

Yes
Through
increased
opportunities
on projects
supported.

Age - Older

Yes
Through
increased
opportunities
on projects
supported.

Disability

Yes
Through
increased
opportunities
on projects
supported.

Race – (includes Gypsy
Travellers)

Yes
Through
increased
opportunities
on projects
supported.

Religion or Belief

X

Sex

X

Pregnancy and maternity

X

Sexual orientation –
(includes Lesbian/
Gay/Bisexual)

X

Unknown

Item: 11
Page: 529
Gender reassignment –
(includes Transgender)

X

Marriage and Civil
Partnership

X

Stage 7b: Do you have evidence or reason to believe that this policy, activity etc. will or may
impact on socio-economic inequalities?
This is about trying to be fair to everyone. Part of that is realising that not everyone may be
starting at the same place. Some individuals and families may have low income, may have very
little or no savings which means they are living from month to month therefore changes to
council policies/services may have a greater adverse impact on them.
On this basis you should consider potential impacts on individuals/families by:


Place: on specific vulnerable areas or communities (SIMD, regeneration, rural) e.g.
housing, transport.



Pockets: household resources, (Income, benefits, outgoings) ability to access a service



Prospects: peoples life chances e.g.access to, or ability to access: employment, training,
services (such as council or health) or support.
Groups of people who may be impacted include, but not limited to:


Unemployed



Pensioners



Those leaving the care
setting including
children and young
people and those with
illness



Single parents and
vulnerable families



Looked after children





People on benefits

Carers including young
carers



Those involved in the
criminal justice system



Veterans





Homeless people



People in the most
deprived communities

Students





Single adult
households

People with low
literacy/numeracy



People who live in
rural areas





People who have
experienced the
asylum system

People with lower
educational
qualifications



People in low paid
work



People with one or
more protected
characteristic

Please complete by inserting “yes” in the applicable box/boxes below.
Socio-economic
disadvantage
Pockets: Low
income/income poverty –
cannot afford to maintain
regular payments such as
bills, food, clothing

Positive

Negative

Neutral

Yes

Unknown
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Pockets: Low and/or no
wealth – enough money to
meet basic living costs and
pay bills but have no
savings to deal with any
unexpected spends and no
provision for the future

Yes

Pockets: Material
deprivation – being unable
to access basic goods and
services i.e. financial
products like life insurance,
repair/replace broken
electrical goods, warm
home, leisure and hobbies

Yes

Place: Area deprivation –
where you live, where you
work

Prospects: Socioeconomic
background – social class
i.e. parents education,
employment and income,
educational achievement.

Yes
Through
increased
opportunities
on projects
supported.
Yes
Through
increased
opportunities
on projects
supported.

Stage 8: What are the positive and negative impacts?
Impacts.
Please detail the potential
positive and/or negative
impacts you have
highlighted above. Detail the
impacts and describe those
affected.

Positive

Negative

The action provides support for
a wide range of activities tailored
to the needs of specific
communities, including
supporting deprived areas and
those from a disadvantaged
socio-economic background

Stage 9: Have any of the affected groups/areas been involved, engaged with or consulted?
If yes, please give details of
how this was done and what
the results were. If no, how
have you ensured that you
can make an informed
decision about mitigating
steps?

Rural Partnerships have regular meetings with Area Managers
and Services. There is also an annual informal session with Area
Committees. This feedback has been the basis of the
development how future Service Level Agreements and funding is
awarded.

Stage 10: What mitigating steps will be taken to remove or reduce negative impacts?

These
should be
included in
any action
plan at the
back of this
form.
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Timescale

Mitigating Steps
Support all organisations to work in partnership to
use existing resources more effectively

March 2021

Support all organisations to look at options for
alternative funding sources to secure their
sustainability.

March 2022

Stage 11: What monitoring arrangements will be put in place? How the EIA will be used to
monitor the proposal
These should be included in
any action plan (for example
customer satisfaction
questionnaires).

Annual reports will be provided

Stage 12: What is the outcome of the Assessment?
No negative impacts have been identified –please explain.

1

The activity will provide resources to local Rural Partnerships, tailored to the
specific needs of their communities. There will be a specific obligation on the
Rural Partnerships to positively promote equality of opportunity for the whole
population, including those with protected characteristics
Please complete
the appropriate
box/boxes

2

Negative Impacts have been identified, these can be mitigated please explain.
* Please fill in Stage 13 if this option is chosen.

3

The activity will have negative impacts which cannot be
mitigated fully – please explain.
* Please fill in Stage 13 if this option is chosen

* Stage 13: Set out the justification that the activity can and should go ahead despite the
negative impact.

Sign off and authorisation.

Stage 14: Sign off and authorisation.
1) Service and
Team

Infrastructure Services Economic Development & Protective Services

2) Title of
Policy/Activity

Rural Partnership Funding (if appropriate)

3) Authors: I/We
have
completed the
equality
impact
assessment

Name:

Reid Hutchison

Position: Community Economic
Development Co-ordinator
Date:
Signature:

11/11/20

Name:
Position:
Date:
Signature:

for this policy/
activity.

Name:

Name:

Position:

Position:

Date:

Date:

Signature:

Signature:

4) Consultation
with Service
Manager

Name:
Date:

5) Authorisation
by Director or
Head of
Service

Name:
Stephen Archer
Position: Director of
Infrastructure Services
Date:
11/11/2011/11/20
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Martin Brebner
11/11/20
Name:
Position:
Date:

6) If the EIA relates to a matter that has to go before a Committee,
Committee report author sends the Committee Report and this
form, and any supporting assessment documents, to the Officers
responsible for monitoring and the Committee Officer of the
relevant Committee.

Date: 11/11/20

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

Date: 11/11/20
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Action Plan
Action
Support all
organisations to
work in partnership
to use existing
resources more
effectively
Support all
organisations to
look at options for
alternative funding
sources to secure
their sustainability.

Start

Complete

Lead Officer

Expected Outcome

Resource Implications

November
2020

March 2021

Reid Hutchison

Existing resources more
effective

Time commitment from
partnerships and officers.

March
2021

March 2022

Reid Hutchison

Alternative model and funding
sourced.

Time commitment from
partnerships and officers.
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Infrastructure Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
CLIMATE CHANGE DECLARATION CONSULTATION
1

Reason for Report/Summary

1.1

This report is by way of a requested consultation with the Committee regarding
its views on how Aberdeenshire Council should work towards its Climate
Change Declaration targets and commitments. Feedback will be incorporated
into a requested report to Full Council which is planned for 14 January 2021.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Consider Aberdeenshire Council’s Climate Change Declaration and
provide comments for Full Council at its meeting on 14 January,
2021 on how to work towards the Declaration’s targets and
commitments with reference to the area covered by this Committee.

3

Purpose and Decision Making Route

3.1

On 18 March 2020 Aberdeenshire Council (Item 9) agreed a Climate Change
Declaration and requested a further report to Full Council, following consultation
with all Policy Committees and Area Committees, outlining the actions required
across the Council to achieve the targets and commitments set out in the
Declaration.

3.2

This report is by way of the requested consultation inviting the views of the
Committee on how Aberdeenshire Council should work towards its Climate
Change Declaration targets and commitments, both with reference to the area
covered by this Committee and more widely as appropriate.

3.3

Member leadership in this complex, interlinked and evolving agenda is key and
therefore the feedback of the Committee and its ongoing engagement, growing
understanding of related issues and support is much needed and appreciated.

4

Discussion

4.1

Aberdeenshire Council’s Climate Change Declaration sets new targets of the
Council reducing its own emissions by 75% (2010/11 baseline) by 2030 and
becoming ‘Net Zero’ for carbon equivalent emissions by 2045, as well as the
target to ‘work with others across the region to ensure that Aberdeenshire
reaches Net Zero by 2045’. The Declaration also reinforces existing
commitments to community empowerment and fairness, promoting biodiversity,
the circular economy and energy transition.
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4.2

Aberdeenshire Council’s overall response to and management of its
sustainability and climate change duties and commitments is currently based
around a number of areas, including the following:






Policies and commitments – for example, the Environmental and
Climate Change Policy (2017) and Resources and Circular Economy
Commitment (2019).
Initiatives, strategies and processes – for example Climate Ready
Aberdeenshire, the Pollinator Action Plan 2019 to 2021 and Carbon
Budget (details below).
Member oversight – the Sustainability Committee meets quarterly to
oversee the Council’s work and ensure duty compliance, with items
considered by other Policy Committees, including Full Council, as
required.
Officer support – the Sustainability and Climate Change Team provide
coordination, expertise and guidance.

A key area for ongoing development is bringing together these various strands
under a clear governance and responsibility structure and embedding these into
coordinated processes across the Council.
4.3

The Council’s pioneering Carbon Budget has potential to be a key process in
the Council working reducing its own emissions by 75% (2010/11 baseline) by
2030 and becoming ‘Net Zero’ for carbon equivalent emissions by 2045. The
Carbon Budget was established in the 2017-18 financial year with the aim of
ensuring that an ongoing reduction in the Council’s own emissions was
managed and monitored alongside financial budgets.

4.4

The Carbon Budget has been successful in raising the engagement in and the
profile and planning of emissions reduction across the Council and work is
ongoing to embed Carbon Budget responsibilities at appropriate levels across
the Council. Carbon Budget emissions reductions have so far been broadly on
track, however this has been helped to a large extent by the reducing emissions
factor for grid electricity. It should also be noted that the Carbon Budget,
although useful, is only a simplified picture of Council emissions and does not,
for example, cover embodied and external emissions from resources,
procurement and contractors. These emissions are likely to be the greatest
share of the Council’s emissions and highlights the importance of being part of
the transition to a more circular economy.

4.5

To ensure that the Carbon Budget process is fit for purpose to drive progress
towards the Council’s new emissions reduction targets in the Climate Change
Declaration appropriate responsibilities will need to be assigned for its oversight
and enaction. The range of emissions which it covers, how is measures them
and the Council’s definition of ‘net zero’ will all need to be agreed. Additionally,
the limitations of the Council’s influence and responsibility within a wider
political and economic landscape will need to be taken into account.

4.6

The aim for Aberdeenshire Council to ‘work with others across the region to
ensure that Aberdeenshire reaches Net Zero by 2045’ will require a step-up in
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regional engagement and emissions planning with relevant stakeholders. It will
also require contribution to the development of coordinated regional vision with
regard to energy generation and use, planning and land management, circular
economy, infrastructure, transport and carbon offsetting among others.
Nestrans and Climate Ready Aberdeenshire are examples of initiatives where
Aberdeenshire Council is already engaged in contributing to regional vision in
areas with strong links to sustainability and climate change.
4.7

It is acknowledged that we are still at a relatively early stage in a complex and
uncertain journey of working towards various emissions reduction targets and
other sustainability duties. It is therefore proposed as best at this time to focus
on the opportunities to further embed the targets and commitments of our
Climate Change Declaration into our Council roles and responsibilities,
processes and existing frameworks, also considering the issue of developing
the required capacity and commitment. In other words, it is recommended that
we now focus on the strategic aspect of ‘how’ we are going to address this
challenge, while not ignoring the ongoing the ‘what’ of specific projects and
opportunities.

4.8

The ongoing work to address the question of how to meet our Climate Change
Declaration targets and commitments – of which this consultation is part –
includes widespread engagement across the Council, from the Strategic
Leadership Team through to Service representatives. A selection of strategic
areas which have been identified for consideration so far are as follows:
 Roles and responsibilities (Senior Management and Officer level)
 Organisational capacity building
 Procurement
 Carbon Budget review
 Planning and regional vision
 Emissions planning for Council estate
 Finance, investments and payback periods

4.9

Success in addressing the targets and commitments in Aberdeenshire
Council’s Climate Change Declaration and maximising the potential benefits on
offer will not come quickly or easily. Achievement relies on the targets,
commitments and associated thinking and skills being deeply embedded across
the whole organisation and wider region. Our success in years and decades to
come depend on the strategic foundations built here and now.

5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

This report supports the embedding of the key principle of ‘climate and
sustainability’ in the new Strategic Priorities of Aberdeenshire Council.

5.2

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendations are agreed.
Subject
Financial
Staffing

Yes

No

N/A
X
X
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Equalities
Fairer Scotland Duty
Town Centre First
Sustainability
Children and Young People’s Rights and
Wellbeing

X
X
X
X
X

5.3

There are no direct implications of providing this feedback. The impacts of any
proposals arising from this feedback will be assessed as required.

5.4

An Equality Impact Assessment is not required as there are no direct
implications of providing this feedback. The requirement for Equality Impact
Assessments will be assessed as required with regard to proposals that
emerge from feedback given.

5.5

A Town Centre Impact Assessment is not required as there are no direct
implications of providing this feedback. The requirement for Town Centre
Impact Assessments will be assessed as required with regard to proposals that
emerge from feedback given.

5.6

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Corporate Level:


Risk ID ACORP010 as it relates to environmental challenges and Risk ID
ACORP006 as it relates to reputation management within the Corporate
Risk Register).

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Strategic Level:


Risk ID ISSR004 as it relates to Climate Change in the Directorate Risk
Registers.

6

Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section F.1.1a-f of the List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of
Governance as it relates to Infrastructure Services.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Joel Evans, Team Leader Sustainability and Climate Change (Acting)
24 September 2020

List of Appendices NA
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Infrastructure Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
TOUR OF BRITAIN UPDATE
1

Reason for Report/Summary

1.1

This report provides an update to the Committee with regard to hosting of the
Tour of Britain race in 2021 and 2022.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Note the postponement of the Tour of Britain professional cycling
race scheduled for September 2020 and the proposed arrangements
to now host the final stage of the race jointly with Aberdeen City
Council and Event Scotland in 2021 and 2022;

2.2

Agree that Aberdeenshire Council, in association with Aberdeen City
Council, will host the Final Stage of the Tour Britain Event in 2021
and the Grand Depart of the Tour of Britain in 2022;

2.3

Delegate authority to the Head of Economic Development and
Protective Services to finalise the arrangements and contractual
terms for the event following consultation with the Chair, Vice Chair
and Opposition Spokesperson of Infrastructure Services Committee.

3

Purpose and Decision Making Route

3.1

Infrastructure Services Committee 20 June 2019 (Item 16) approved the
following with regard to hosting the final Stage of the Tour of Britain
professional cycle race with Aberdeen City Council and EventScotland.
1.1

Agrees to underwrite the cost of the event of £100,000 per annum for
two years (2020 and 2021), subject to the same level of agreement
being made by Aberdeen City Council and funding being secured by
SweetSpot from EventScotland;

1.2

Agrees to underwrite up to an additional £35,000 to cover the
additional services that would be provided by the host location as
detailed within the schedule VI of the proposed contract which is
provided as Appendix 1 to this report;

1.3

Instructs the Head of Economic Development and Protective Services
to work with local clubs, stakeholders and schools to deliver
supplementary cycling activities that capitalise on the events for
enthusiasts, local businesses and children;
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1.5

Delegates authority to the Head of Economic Development and
Protective Services to enter into a contract, in association with
Aberdeen City Council, to host Final Stage of the Tour Britain Event in
2021 and the Grand Depart of the Tour of Britain in 2022; and

1.6

Instructs the Head of Economic Development and Protective Services
to report back via a bulletin to this Committee on progress to secure
the event, sponsorship and the details of the event.

3.2

The purpose of this report is to update the Committee on arrangements as the
race on 13th September 2020 was postponed due to Covid-19. The Recovery
Reference Group on 29 October 2020, considered the Council’s commitment to
the hosting of the Tour of Britain and are supportive, subject to keeping the
matter under review with regard to potential restrictions.

4

Discussion

4.1

The Tour of Britain is a professional men’s cycle race consisting of 8 stages of
racing across the UK. The event attracts World Tour teams as well as semiprofessional teams and the amateur Great Britain national team.

4.2

The benefits of the race are derived from:
 Teams, staffing and race organisers;
 Spectators – across the whole eight-stage race, 1.5m spectators along the
route (estimated 30-40,000 for a North East stage);
 Participation – typically 500 local and visitors supporting ‘mass ride’
activities around the date of the event;
 Hotel nights – this is particularly valuable for a ‘Grand Depart’ of the race
where teams are presented to the city and spectators the day before the race
start (in this sense the Grand Depart stage is effectively a two day event).

4.3

The organisers of the race, SweetSpot, have proposed to run the 2021 race on
the same national and local route as had been proposed for 2020. They also
propose that the 2022 race would start in Aberdeen as the Grand Depart as
indicated in 4.2 above. The race would take place in Aberdeen and
Aberdeenshire on 12th September 2021 and will start in Stonehaven and finish
in Aberdeen. Sign off for the final route lies with the race organiser and the
international cycling governing body. A route has been identified which
maximises exposure of the region’s tourism assets whilst fitting the tight
parameters of route distance, southerly starting point and an Aberdeen City
finish.

4.4

Aberdeen City Council City Growth and Resources Committee confirmed on
28th October 2020, that they are committed to the 2021 and 2022 race.
EventScotland remain committed to support the 2021 race and are expected to
support any future events given the international importance of the race.

4.5

The agreement to host the event was on the grounds that we would raise
sponsorship to offset the hosting cost and associated costs. £68,750 has
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already been paid to the race organisers as part of 2020 preparations leaving a
further £31,250 to be paid in 2021. This is an existing risk, that the Council has
accepted, in choosing to underwrite the costs. The sponsorship appetite cannot
be predicted given the uncertainties in the economy. However, it should be
noted that the event carries significant media exposure and cycling is
considered an attractive sport which has gained significant increased
participation in leisure cycling in 2020. Partners are now planning a revised
sponsorship approach and we will inform Members in Spring 2021 on progress
with this. We will also update Members on details of wider events being
organised to promote cycling participation across Aberdeenshire.
4.6

The original decision of this Committee was to delegate to the Head of
Economic Development and Protective Services authority to enter into a
contract, in association with Aberdeen City Council, to host the Final Stage of
the Tour Britain Event in 2020 and the Grand Depart of the Tour of Britain in
2021. This reports now seeks agreement that the Council host the Final Stage
in 2021 and the Grand Depart in 2022 and requests delegated authority for the
Head of Economic Development and Protective Services to finalise the
arrangements for the event, and the contractual terms following consultation
with the Chair, Vice Chair and Opposition Spokesperson of this Committee.
Clauses will be added to the contract to allow Aberdeenshire Council to choose
to take a refund should the race be cancelled or postponed in 2021. This will
provide the Council with increased flexibility and a range of options to deal with
different scenarios. If there is a significant change to the tour, consultation will
be undertaken with the Chair, Vice Chair and Opposition Spokesperson of this
Committee to find a solution that best meets the Council’s needs within the
terms of the contract.

5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

This report helps deliver the Strategic Priority “Economy and
Enterprise” “Resilient Communities” and Health and Wellbeing within the
Councils three pillars Our Economy, Our Environment and Our People.

5.2

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendations are agreed.
Subject
Financial
Staffing
Equalities
Fairer Scotland
Duty
Town Centre First
Sustainability
Children and
Young People’s
Rights and
Wellbeing

Yes
x
x

No
x
x

x
X
x

N/A
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5.3

There will be staffing and financial implications arising from the content of this
report. The cost of staffing to support the event are incorporated in the overall
estimated costs, which were approved in 2019.

5.4

An Equality Impact Assessment (link to 16 Tour of Britain Funding
Proposal.pdf) was carried out for the original proposal and identified that while
this is a men’s only race, for professionals, women will be encouraged to
participate as spectators and in the cycling festival events, as will children and
young people. No other negative impacts were identified as part of the
assessment.

5.5

A Town Centre Impact Assessment ((link to 16 Tour of Britain Funding
Proposal.pdf) was carried out for the original proposal and there is a positive
impact through increased visitor spend to any town centres on the identified
route.

5.6

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Corporate Level:
· ACORP001 – budget pressures
· ACORP004 – business and organisational change
· ACORP005 – working with other organisations
· ACORP006 – reputation management
The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Strategic Level:
· ISSR008 – economic development

6

Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

The Committee is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of
Section F.1.1b of the List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of
Governance as it relates to policy issues and resource matters for the
Economic Development Service.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Belinda Miller, Head of Economic Development and Protective
Services
4 November 2020
List of Appendices
- NA
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Business Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE 26 NOVEMBER 2020
ABERDEENSHIRE’S DIGITAL STRATEGY
1

Reason for Report / Summary

1.1

Committee is asked to consider Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy as part of the
consultation process in shaping the strategy.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Consider Aberdeenshire’s draft Digital Strategy in relation
to the council’s priorities and provide comment to Business
Services Committee.

3

Purpose and Decision-Making Route

3.1

Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy 2021-2025 builds on the achievements
resulting from ‘Innovate Aberdeenshire’ 2015-2020.

3.2

The Strategy is to be considered by all Area and Policy Committees, with final
approval being sought from Business Services Committee in January 2021.

3.3

The strategy is being reviewed in line with Part 4B of the Scheme of
Governance – Policy Development and Review Framework.

4

Discussion

4.1

Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy sets out the priorities and commitment
to further embedding our Digital approach for Aberdeenshire. Underpinned by
a set of guiding principles, the strategy will contribute to the Council’s vision to
support the delivery of the council’s strategic priorities and continue to support
the council as it adapts and recovers from Covid19.

4.2

A short-life working group, with cross service representation, have shaped this
strategy by building on the success of the previous digital strategy ‘Innovate
Aberdeenshire’ 2015-2020. It is recognised the success of that strategy
enabled customers to access services in new ways and supported
improved working practices contributing to improving the quality of
service delivery and overall council efficiency. It is recognised that these
foundations placed the council in a strong position to quickly adapt to
Covid19 resulting in governance and support for our communities continuing
from the outset of lockdown.

4.3

Building on these strengths, the aim of Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy is to
continue driving forward, challenging and building capacity across the
area. Integrating digital sees the organisation embrace the view that digital is
owned by and for everyone improving outcomes and the user experience.
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4.4

The strategy sets out four themes –
o Our Citizens and Communities
o Our Employees
o Our Information
o Our Services
This sets out the ambition for each realising our digital aspirations. Each of the
themes, and the digital / technology decisions taken will be built on a set of
guiding principles ensuring shared leadership across the organisation.

4.5

Acknowledging the financial climate, the strategy focuses on the shorter term,
building resilience, and through a 5-year delivery Roadmap contributing to
building a modern, effective, financially sustainable organisation utilising
technology to ensure Best Value.

4.6

In developing the Roadmap it is the intention to continue engaging with
services and through the short-life working group identify the council’s
digital priorities that will shape the action plans to determine the programme of
work. The Roadmap will be the basis for presenting a business case to
Council to secure the investment in delivering the priorities identified to
realise Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy.

4.7

Area Committees are being asked to consider and provide comment to
Business Service Committee as part of the consultation process. The draft
strategy is also being shared with Policy Committees between November 2020
– January 2021. During this time the short-life working group will steer
the direction and shape of the Roadmap through engagement with services to
understand their digital priorities whilst also determining the governance
structure within which Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy will sit.

5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

Our People - Education and Health and Wellbeing.
Our Environment - Infrastructure and Resilient Communities.
Our Economy - Economy and Enterprise and Estate Modernisation.

5.2

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendation is agreed.
Subject
Financial
Staffing
Equalities
Fairer Scotland
Duty
Town Centre First
Sustainability
Children and
Young People’s
Rights and
Wellbeing

Yes
X
X
Draft EIA
attached as
Appendix 1
Draft EIA
attached as
Appendix 1

No

N/A

X
X
X
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5.3

An equality impact assessment has been carried out as part of the
development of the proposals set out above. It is included as Appendix 1
and identifies a number of impacts on different groups with protected
characteristics. These are detailed within the draft EIA at appendix 1. This
is a living document and will be updated and as the review of the strategy
proceeds and finalised alongside the report seeking approval of the final
strategy.

5.4

The financial implications will be the need for investment in digital technology
being an enabler to building a modern, effective, financially sustainable
organisation. The business case to secure investment in delivering the
priorities identified will be presented through appropriate governance for
approval.

5.5

The following Corporate Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter
on a Corporate Level:






ACORP001 – budget pressures
ACORP002 – changes in government policy, legislation and regulation
(including Education reforms and potential impact on
integration of children’ services; Brexit)
ACORP004 – business and organisation change (including ensuring
governance structures support change; managing
the pace of change)
ACORP007 – social risk (e.g. population changes, poverty and social
inequality, demographic changes, crime and anti-social
behaviour)
ACORP008 – data protection and cyber security

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a
Strategic Level:








BSSR001 Balancing the books
BSSR002 Estate Rationalisation
BSSR005 A Workforce Fit for the Future
BSSR006 Digital Innovation
ECSSR004 Support Inclusive, Vibrant & Healthy Communities
ISSR002 Regeneration
ISSR008 Economic Development

6

Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

Audit Committee (21 May 2020) noted the comments stated within the Internal
Audit report would inform the scheduled review of the Digital Strategy on which
significant further consultation, including with Elected Members, was planned.
Committee is able to consider and provide feedback on this item in terms of
the Section F7.2 of the List of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of
Governance to identify and where appropriate to make recommendations to
Business Services Committee to improve the performance of services in
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respect of any function within its remit with reference to the relevant
Performance Indicators in terms of Scheme of Governance| 35 Part 2A - List of
Committee Powers Version 01/02/2020 Performance Management.
Ritchie Johnson, Director of Business Services
Report prepared by Donna Redford, Business Change Manager
Date 12 November 2020
List of Appendices
Appendix 1: Equalities Impact Assessment
Appendix 2: Draft: Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy 2020-2025

Item: 14
Page: 546

Appendix 1
EQUALITY IMPACT ASSESSMENT
EIA Version

Date

Author

0.1

03/11/20

Donna Redford

Changes

Stage 1: Title and aims of the activity (“activity” is an umbrella term covering policies,
procedures, guidance and decisions including those that affect services the council delivers).

Service

Business Services

Section
Title of the
activity etc.

Customer and Digital Services
Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy
Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy sets out the priorities and commitment
to further embedding our Digital approach for Aberdeenshire. The strategy
will contribute to the Council’s vision to support the delivery of the
council’s strategic priorities and continue to support the council as it adapts
and recovers from Covid19. Of the four themes within the strategy theme
one relates to citizens and communities, and theme two – our employees.

Aims and
desired
outcomes of
the activity

Theme 1 – Citizens and Communities
 Access to all relevant services online, at a time and on a device that
suits them.
 Use a single login to get joined-up access to services.
 Have fast, reliable internet access at home or at a local council building.
 Receive cohesive and efficient frontline service delivery, learners are
digitally enabled where blended learning is facilitated through the
council’s estate for connectivity and digital skills.
 Benefit from infrastructure that supports economic growth.
 Feel supported to use technology to transact and communicate with us
in ways that work best for them.
Theme 2 Our Employees
 Work in an environment which provides solid reliable and innovative
technology solutions.
 Work flexibly and in a mobile way which removes avoidable travel and
unproductive time.
 Use devices which are best suited to the way that they live and work.
 Have secure access to all appropriate systems and information to allow
them to do their jobs efficiently and effectively without being constrained
by technology or location.
 Collaborate with other staff and partners to share information and
knowledge, improve decision-making, streamline service delivery and
enable co-production of innovative solutions.
 Have the digital skills they need to make the most of technology.

Author(s) &
Title(s)

Donna Redford, Business Change Manager
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Stage 2: List the evidence that has been used in this assessment and explain what it
means in relation to the activity you are assessing.
Evidence

What does it say?
Aberdeenshire’s Equalities
Mainstreaming and Outcomes
Progress Report 2019 as reported
the largest percentage of employees
fall into the age range 40-49 and 5059. The number of employees in the
40-49 category increased by 2.8%
since 2016. The number of
employees in the 60-64 category
increased by 10.28% and this
appears to be a continuing trend.

Internal data
(customer
satisfaction
surveys;
equality
monitoring
data; customer
complaints).

The number of employees with a
disability had decreased in 2018
when compared to 2017. The
number of applicants identifying as
having a disability remained
consistently low at 4.3% in 2018.
And a slight increase in attendance
at development sessions for those
with a disability was reported

What does it mean?
Improved digital skills gained
from delivering online
teaching, preparing for
blended learning across
schools contributed to
increasing confidence levels
amongst school-based
employees – any additional
areas of development
required to support
professional development will
be identified through the
Roadmap.

The numbers of employees
stating a disability remains
consistently low, as does the
take up of development
courses. With the move to
more digital working from
home, and online course
delivery there is the potential
Education Authority
to retain and attract
Age The highest number of teaching employees with a disability
employees by 2018 was in the 30-39 increasing opportunities for
age category and there was also an improved access to
increase in the 40-49 age category.
employment.
The number of employees under 40
had increased to 40.5% in 2018.
The largest age category for nonteaching employees 2018 was 5059.
Disability the number identifying as
disabled with number of teachers
(113) and non- teaching (626)
remaining consistent with previous
years.

Office Space Strategy Ways of
Working Survey 1767 respondents
indicated:
Support required to continue
working effectively from home
 43% help with Office365
 18% access to IT systems

8% increased line manager
support
Most preferred training options recorded video tutorials (31%) and
live sessions (24%).

Internal
consultation
with staff and
other services
affected.

A high number of respondents
requested basic support across the
range of tools listed, with more
advanced support requested in
respect of SharePoint & Teams, this
is perhaps an indication of more
people having to access these
platforms due to the increase in
homeworking, also there may well
be a percentage of respondents who
are unsure of some of these tools or
have never used them before.
Broadband/Internet/IT
 Poor internet access is my
biggest problem living in a rural
situation.
 The main challenge is I live in an
area with very poor internet
connection which makes virtual
meetings, planned skype
appointments, saving records
can be an issue.

The technology in my
workplace works
intermittently which leads to a
lot of frustrations and anxiety.
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The Digital Strategy is a vital
element to delivering the
Council Plan with digital skills
and confidence being an
increasingly important factor
to delivering services as
these are transformed.
Building on the success
achieved from the move to
digital working from home
presents significant learning
to inform actions required
through the Roadmap.
Building the skills base within
the organisation will be a
critical activity delivered
through Digital Champions
and provision of additional
support through various
learning resources.
Poor connectivity in
pockets/locations impedes
effective digital working –
identifying solutions with
partners to address
connectivity issues will be
progressed through the
Roadmap.

The Community Impact Assessment
reported to Council on 7 October
2020 reflected residents views. Of
those participating:
Age distribution 10% were age
65+, 20% 55-64 and 45-54
accounted for 28%, 29% aged 3544, 11% aged between 25-34 and
2% < 25.
Employment 71% were
employed/self-employed, 3%
unemployed, 2% students,
2% unable to work,11% retired
6% looking after home/family
5% other.
Household Income 15% < £20k,
21% £20-40k, 22% > £60,000, 17%
£40-60k
Housing Tenure 84% owner
occupied
7% social rented, 9% private
rented/other
Disability 6% and 2% prefer not to
say
External
consultation
(partner
organisations,
community
groups, and
councils.

Impacts identified resulting from
Covid19
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People are concerned about
their jobs and education.
Deeper data analysis will
identify locations where
additional support may be
necessary to address
vulnerabilities in terms of
accessibility (including
age/disability), affordability,
and capability (confidence
and skills)
The economic impact in both
the short term on individual
income and concern with
medium/long term effect on
the local economy requires
actions to be identified
through the Digital Strategy
and Roadmap to increase
opportunities in learning,
supporting and creating the
environment to attract and
grow businesses to support
the local economy growing
jobs.

Noting the concern that there
was too much reliance on
digital communication, likely
to be a continuing factor as
we respond to the ongoing
Covid19 pandemic will likely
further exclude people who
either do not have access to
the internet, have a poor
connection or limited
confidence/skills. Addressing
this through actions identified
in the Roadmap, working in
Positive Impact
partnership to develop
 increased use of digital
solutions to increase the
technology
skills, confidence and access
 People are positive about their
to equipment/connectivity –
experiences of working
differently through the pandemic which may also be
 Employers saw productivity could compounded by affordability.
be maintained with employees
Poor connectivity in
working flexibly at home.
pockets/locations impedes
 It must also be recognised that
through ECS 4000 devices were effective access to working
digitally, accessing learning
issued to households, HSCP
Clondyke funding £100k brought and online resources –
identifying solutions with
in additional resource with kits
partners to address
being distributed to the
connectivity issues will be
vulnerable and those shielding.
Negative Impact
 lost income
 28% more worried about jobs –
 higher proportion of people than
before are concerned about their
finances and job
security/concerns over the end of
furlough, increased
unemployment, pay cut
 Limited broadband affects rural
business

Brexit The role that Brexit will play
in the social and economic future of
Aberdeenshire whilst not clear will
hamper recovery from the impact of
the pandemic. The combined impact
of these effects on businesses are
significant.
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progressed through the
Roadmap.
The Digital Strategy and
Roadmap will identify actions
in partnership with others to
address the challenges
experienced recognising
particular challenges for
those with high vulnerability
through age, disability, poor
health, low income
households and areas of
high unemployment.

External data
(census,
available
statistics).
Other (general
information as
appropriate).
Stage 3: Evidence Gaps.
Are there any gaps
in the information
you currently hold?

Yes – additional data gathering will be sourced through
consultation and engagement with stakeholders.

Stage 4: Measures to fill the evidence gaps.
What measures
will be
taken to fill the
information gaps
before the activity
is implemented?
These should be
included in the
action plan at the
back of this form.

Measures:

Timescale:

Consultation with Elected
Members through Area
Committees

Nov-Dec 2020

Consultation with Elected
Members through Policy
Committees

Nov-Dec 2020

Digital Inclusion Working Group

Nov-Dec 2020

OSS Engagement Activity

Nov-Dec 2020

Stage 5: What steps can be taken to promote good relations between various
groups/areas?
These should be
included in the
action plan.

Stage 6: How does the policy/activity create opportunities for
advancing equality of opportunity?

Stage 6: How does the policy/activity create opportunities for advancing equality of
opportunity?
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Overall vulnerability resulting from Covid / Age Health / Economic / Other SocioEconomic factors with particular areas identified in the north of Aberdeenshire and
urban areas tend to be more vulnerable, according to the various indicators and
themes identified. Some of the more rural areas, whilst vulnerable in certain respects
due to geographic remoteness and poorer internet connections, tend to be less
vulnerable. Areas to the west and south of Aberdeen City are among the least
vulnerable in Aberdeenshire
Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy has citizen and communities as a core theme – this
has the potential of having a positive impact in mitigating the challenges which have
become more prevalent resulting from Covid19 and Brexit – as highlighted below.












Digital Exclusion/Vulnerability During the pandemic many organisations and
partners found that there was a need for a rapid shift to signposting and online
delivery of support creating greater challenges for the more deprived and
vulnerable groups who are digitally excluded and would not have access to a
smart phone or a computer. The strategy aims to work, in partnership, to building
capacity amongst households increasing accessibility and confidence in the use of
digital technology.
Digital would not be the first-choice communication method of many vulnerable
groups who tend to opt for face to face advice however during the pandemic this
was not possible during the pandemic and high-demand periods. Digitally
vulnerable areas are likely to contain relatively high rates of child poverty,
pensioner poverty, single person households and households without access to a
van or a car. They are also likely to contain a relatively high proportion of the
population in receipt of Personal Independence Payments suggesting that the
recipients may be more at risk from COVID-19 and require additional support or
assistance.
The strategy aims to work, in partnership, to building capacity amongst
households increasing accessibility and confidence in the use of digital
technology. Affordability within households is an additional factor for consideration
and the need to determine solutions with others to address this will be a
recognised action within the Roadmap.
Impact on Inequalities A key feature of the crisis is how it is impacting differently
on different groups. The higher rate of health impact on Black and Minority Ethnic
populations have been widely documented these differences are also stark across
different socio-economic groups. For example, COVID-19 job disruption is likely to
have a disproportionate impact on women’s employment, as a result of low-paid
women being particularly affected by job disruption; and women are potentially
faced with an increase in childcare responsibilities as a result of school and
nursery closures in the shorter term.
The Institute for Public Policy Research notes that young people are also likely to
be hit hard in Scotland, as they are disproportionately concentrated in the sectors
most affected by the economic shutdown, and so face heightened exposure to job
loss or furlough. The IPPR estimates that 41% of young people in work in
Scotland were furloughed in April, compared to 22% of all workers in Scotland.
This is similar to research from the IFS3 that has found that workers under the age
of 25 are two and half times more likely than those aged 25 and older to work in
sectors that have been shut down and is reinforced by work from the Resolution
Foundation for the Nuffield Foundation that estimates that youth unemployment
could rise by 600,000 across the UK, affecting the least qualified the most.
The oil & gas sector has recovered and reinvented itself through innovation. But
as the extent of damage wrought by COVID-19 becomes apparent, the situation
appears different with the uniqueness of this crisis – combination extreme
volatility, acceleration of underlying trends - growing momentum of environmental,
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social and governance (ESG) themes, and energy transition. North Sea staffing
levels are down 40% to 7,000 according to trade association Oil & Gas UK,
refiners are scaling back, the energy transition and a move to ESG investing have
been underway for some time, but COVID-19 may provide the impetus to
accelerate these trends.


The role that Brexit will play in the social and economic future of Aberdeenshire is
not clear. The transition period is scheduled to end on 31 December 2020 - new
economic modelling by the Scottish Government indicates that ending the
transition this year would result in lowered Scottish GDP of between £1.1 billion
and £1.8 billion by 2022 (0.7 to 1.1% of GDP), compared with ending transition at
the end of 2022. That would be equivalent to a cumulative loss of economic
activity of between nearly £2 billion and £3 billion over those two years. This will
clearly hamper recovery from the impact of the pandemic. The combined impact
on businesses already severely affected by COVID-19 could result in widespread
business closures and job losses over and above those resulting from COVID-19
alone. In terms of the impact on the economy are anticipated as being:
o increased cost of living since the EU referendum in 2016.
o Businesses reported that they had made operational changes to their
business plans as a result of a decrease in job applications from EU
nationals.
o Brexit may have a detrimental impact on the local economy and noted that
the hospitality and tourist industries were a vital part of these local
economies.
o Employability and Skills - initiatives which support disadvantaged people
into sustainable employment and/or ensure that there is a skilled workforce
in place to meet the needs of the local economy.
o Poverty - initiatives which support people living in or at risk of living in
poverty, with a particular focus on rural deprivation and pockets of
deprivation in small towns.
o Connectivity - initiatives which improve digital and transport infrastructure in
rural areas and/or increase accessibility to reliable, regular and sustainable
transport.
o Regeneration, Rural Services and Facilities - initiatives which regenerate
physical infrastructure in villages and towns and/or enhance local services.
o Business Development and the Social Economy - initiatives which directly
support businesses, including social enterprises, to grow, innovate or
export and initiatives which support the development of priority sectors with
a particular focus on diversification opportunities.
o

Stage 7a:
Are there potential impacts on protected groups?
The protected groups covered by the equality duty are: age, disability, gender
reassignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual
orientation.
Who is affected by the activity or who is intended to benefit from the proposed activity
and how?
Complete the table below for each protected group by inserting “yes” in the applicable
box/boxes below.
Positive
Age – Younger

Yes

Negative

Neutral

Unknown
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Age - Older

Yes

Yes

Disability

Yes

Yes

Race – (includes Gypsy
Travellers)

Yes

Religion or Belief

Yes

Sex

Yes

Pregnancy and maternity

Yes

Sexual orientation –
(includes Lesbian/
Gay/Bisexual)

Yes

Gender reassignment –
(includes Transgender)

Yes

Marriage and Civil
Partnership

Yes
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Stage 7b: Do you have evidence or reason to believe that this policy, activity etc. will or
may impact on socio-economic inequalities?
This is about trying to be fair to everyone. Part of that is realising that not everyone may
be starting at the same place. Some individuals and families may have low income, may
have very little or no savings which means they are living from month to month therefore
changes to council policies/services may have a greater adverse impact on them.
On this basis you should consider potential impacts on individuals/families by:


Place: on specific vulnerable areas or communities (SIMD, regeneration, rural) e.g.
housing, transport.



Pockets: household resources, (Income, benefits, outgoings) ability to access a
service



Prospects: peoples life chances e.g. access to, or ability to access: employment,
training, services (such as council or health) or support.

Groups of people who may be impacted include, but not limited to:


Unemployed



Pensioners



Single parents and
vulnerable families



Looked after
children



People on benefits





Those involved in
the criminal justice
system

Carers including
young carers



Veterans



Students






People in the most
deprived
communities



People who live in
rural areas



Those leaving the
care setting including
children and young
people and those with
illness



Homeless people



People with low
literacy/numeracy

Single adult
households



People who have
experienced the
asylum system

People with lower
educational
qualifications



People in low paid
work



People with one or
more protected
characteristic

Please complete by inserting “yes” in the applicable box/boxes below.
Positive
Socio-economic
disadvantage
Pockets: Low
income/income poverty
– cannot afford to
maintain regular
payments such as bills,
food, clothing

Yes

Negative

Neutral

Unknown
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Pockets: Low and/or no
wealth – enough money
to meet basic living
costs and pay bills but
have no savings to deal
with any unexpected
spends and no provision
for the future

Yes

Pockets: Material
deprivation – being
unable to access basic
goods and services i.e.
financial products like
life insurance,
repair/replace broken
electrical goods, warm
home, leisure and
hobbies

Yes

Place: Area deprivation
– where you live, where
you work

Yes

Prospects:
Socioeconomic
background – social
class i.e. parents
education, employment
and income ,
educational
achievement.

Yes

Stage 8: What are the positive and negative impacts?
Impacts.

Positive

With over half of respondents
(51%) agreeing they were
concerned about future
Please detail the
employment for themselves or a
potential positive
member of their household and 7%
and/or negative
unsure by working with partners
impacts you have
there is the potential to build digital
highlighted above.
confidence and skill levels
Detail the impacts
improving employment
and describe those
opportunities, improving
affected.
connectivity contributing to
improving the environment for
business and economic growth.

Negative
Vulnerable citizens will be
concerned with the transition
of services to online.
Identifying actions to mitigate
this will be captured through
the Roadmap eg working with
external organisations to
explore broader opportunities.

As 39% of respondents were
concerned about the impact on
future training or education the
Digital Strategy and Roadmap will
determine actions to support
learners of all ages addressing
multiple vulnerabilities.
People who reported to have
household income below £30,000
pa were much more likely to be
concerned about their future
financial situation along with
younger respondents were more
likely to be concerned about future
employment and education
opportunities. The Digital Strategy
and Roadmap will ensure digital is
considered a central part of the
solution across partners to address
vulnerabilities.
Whilst there is a positive uptake in
the use of technology during the
pandemic, more is to be done for
the digitally excluded with actions
identified through the Roadmap.
Through partnership and working
with businesses the Digital Strategy
and Roadmap will identify any
actions to support economic
growth.
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Employees may be concerned
with changed ways of working
impacting on jobs and with
new skills required.
Employees will be supported
to develop digital skills.

Digital technology will be core to
transforming models of service
delivery resulting in more effective
and sustainable provision aligned
with the Council Plan and Priorities.
Employees will develop new skills
and increased opportunities to work
closer to home may attract/retain
employees with disabilities.
Stage 9: Have any of the affected groups/areas been involved, engaged with or
consulted?
If yes, please give
details of how this was
done and what the
results were. If no,
how have you
ensured that you can
make an informed
decision about
mitigating steps?

Data extracted from the Community Impact Assessments and
OSSWG survey. Further engagement through Area and Policy
Committee consultation, partners, employees and Elected
Members will continue to be progressed in shaping the
Roadmap.

Stage 10: What mitigating steps will be taken to remove or reduce negative impacts?
Mitigating Steps

Timescale
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These
should be
included in
any action
plan at the
back of this
form.

Developing employee skills – providing access
to learning resources and supported through
Digital Champions – the approach is currently
being refreshed.
Specific actions will be identified through the
Roadmap

January 2021

February 2021

Stage 11: What monitoring arrangements will be put in place? How the EIA will be used
to monitor the proposal
These should be
included in any action
plan (for example
customer satisfaction
questionnaires).

Benefits identification, tracking and reporting evidenced through
stakeholder engagement activity.

Stage 12: What is the outcome of the Assessment?

Please complete
the appropriate
box/boxes

1

No negative impacts have been identified –please
explain.

2

Negative Impacts have been identified, these can be
mitigated - please explain.* Please fill in Stage 13 if this
option is chosen.

Citizens with multiple vulnerabilities may be concerned at the way
services will change and the subsequent impact in the way services
are accessed – mitigating actions will be developed.
Employees may be concerned due to the potential impact on ways of
working and the change to the way in which services are accessed.
Employees will be supported to develop skills to prepare for the
changes.
3

The activity will have negative impacts which cannot be
mitigated fully – please explain.
* Please fill in Stage 13 if this option is chosen

* Stage 13: Set out the justification that the activity can and should go ahead despite the
negative impact.
Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy sets out its 5-year action plan – an important aspect
stated within the Council Plan.
Focus on digital: digital technologies have been fundamental to the business continuity of
the Council in our response to Covid. Digital is a primary focus for the Council in delivering
the new priorities and we are actively looking at how we can channel technologies to
improve our business, enable economic growth, support the environment and benefit
residents while at the same time ensuring that no one is left behind.
Focus on services not buildings: the range of issues faced by the Council requires us to
develop new models for service delivery, often in conjunction with our partners and
utilising new technologies. In order to maintain those vital services which address the
needs of the most vulnerable in our communities, we will move to self-service coupled
with building personal and community resilience.
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Stage 14: Sign off and authorisation.
1) Service and
Team

Customer and Digital Services

2) Title of
Policy/Activity

Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy

Sign off and authorisation.

Name:
Redford
3) Authors:
I/We have
completed the
equality
impact
assessment
for this policy/
activity.

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

Donna

Position: Business
Change
Date:
2020

Name:
Position:

Manager

Date:

3 November

Signature:

Signature: D Redford
Name:

Name:

Position:

Position:

Date:

Date:

Signature:

Signature:

Name:
Date:
Name:
Kate Bond
Position: Head of
Customer and
Digital
Services
Date:
4 November
2020

Name:
Position:
Date:

6) If the EIA relates to a matter that has to go before a Committee,
Committee report author sends the Committee Report and this
form, and any supporting assessment documents, to the Officers
responsible for monitoring and the Committee Officer of the
relevant Committee.

Date: 4
November
2020

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

Date:
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Business Services
Action Plan
Action

Develop
Roadmap

Start

9
/11/2020

Reviewing
Digital
1/9/2020
Champions

Complete

Lead Officer

Expected Outcome

Resource
Implications

Donna Redford

Roadmap to deliver the
Digital Strategy

A business case
will be prepared
for replacement
business systems

Donna Redford

An action within the
Roadmap will deliver a
revised approach
where Digital
Champions will feel
more supported and
accessible. Employees
will recognise Digital
Champions as a
source for support and
guidance

Within resources
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Appendix 2
DRAFT: Aberdeenshire’s Digital Strategy 2020-2025
Why a new Digital Strategy?
This strategy sets out our priorities and commitment to optimising digital technology to improve
our business, enable economic growth, support the environment and benefit residents whilst
ensuring no one is left behind. Our digital approach for Aberdeenshire is underpinned by a
set of guiding principles, to help us continue to achieve the Council vision, delivering our six
strategic priorities stated in our Council Plan. The impact from the Covid-19 pandemic has
increased our focus on the potential for change and the pace that we can achieve building on
our learning and community feedback evidenced through our Community Impact
Assessments.
The work of our previous digital strategy ‘Innovate Aberdeenshire’ 2015-2020 paved the way
for customers to access and use our services in new ways, and facilitated new internal working
practices which improved the quality of our services, whilst contributing to the overall efficiency
savings for the Council. These strong foundations stood us incredibly well in the face of
unprecedented challenge in responding to the COVID19 pandemic. We were able to fulfil our
democratic obligations with the relatively smooth transition to virtual committees so that our
focus was firmly on service delivery and supporting the organisation to help our communities
from the outset of Lockdown.
We want to build on our achievements, the experiences, innovation and lessons learned during
the COVID19 pandemic, with an eye to the future. We want to ensure we keep driving forward,
challenging and building our capacity. However this strategy also recognises the difficult
financial climate we see ourselves in as a nation and as an organisation - so our focus, in the
shorter term, will be to build resilience, strengthened foundations in alignment with our Council
Plan and Recovery Strategy.
Digital penetrates all aspects of our daily lives. Digital will be a core element to developing
new models for service delivery, in conjunction with our partners where the user experience
for our citizens, partners and employees alike will contribute to achieving improved outcomes.
With our aspiration towards achieving a digital first principle our leadership commitment and
support, through Councillors and officers, will be central to achieving our vision whereby
technology is considered as an integral part to reinventing services to make them more
personal, accountable, adaptable, effective and sustainable.
This five-year strategy, accompanied by a delivery roadmap, will ensure we continue to build
a modern and effective local authority; one that is resilient and that we make financially
sustainable use of technology to ensure Best Value.
Integrating digital within Aberdeenshire sees the organisation embrace the view that digital is
owned by and for everyone. It moves the organisation into a space that sees digital as part of
our culture, our mindset, and is embedded in all services and ways of working.
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Moving Forward 2020-2025
This Strategy encompasses 4 themes of service delivery for the Council.
Our Citizens and Communities
Our Employees
Our Information
Our Services
Our Citizens and Communities








Can access all relevant services online, at a time and on a device that suits
them.
Use a single login to get joined-up access to services.
Have fast, reliable internet access at home or at a local council building.
Receive cohesive and efficient frontline service delivery.
Learners are digitally enabled where blended learning is facilitated through the
council’s estate for connectivity and digital skills.
Benefit from infrastructure that supports economic growth.
Feel supported to use technology to transact and communicate with us in ways
that work best for them.

Our Employees









Work in an environment which provides solid, reliable and innovative
technology solutions.
Work flexibly and in a mobile way which removes avoidable travel and
unproductive time.
Use devices which are best suited to the way that they live and work.
Have secure access to all appropriate systems and information to allow them to
do their jobs efficiently and effectively without being constrained by technology or
location.
Collaborate with other staff and partners to share information and knowledge,
improve decision-making, streamline service delivery and enable co-production of
innovative solutions.
Have the digital skills they need to make the most of technology.

Our Information






Is accurate, joined-up and secure, to support integrated, efficient service
delivery and enable collaboration with partners in healthcare and other services
to drive performance and improve outcomes for our citizens.
Is managed effectively and stored efficiently to reduce processing and
storage costs.
Is available as Open Data whenever possible, allowing information to be used,
re-used and shared by all.
Is widely available and used to improve decision making and support early
intervention.
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Our services












Are people-centred, accessible and efficient.
Our use of data will enhance public accountability, drive performance
improvement empowering local communities to play an increased role in the design
and delivery of local services.
Technology is used to streamline service delivery, building capacity and
reducing pressures.
We will continue to increase the number of transactions that can be completed
online and improve the online transaction experience.
Innovation and improved services will be based on the analysis of real-time
information flows to quickly identify trends.
We will work with NHS Grampian to provide seamless access to digital services
across health and social care services and provide better integration between health
and social care services.
We will explore opportunities to expand the use of digital engagement tools
which allow people to have video calls with our service professionals,
and utilise technology to enable better customer service.
We will explore opportunities for innovation that can help people to live
independent lives.

Our Guiding Principles
An important element of this Strategy is a set of guiding principles, based upon which all our
Digital and Technology decisions should be made. These principles underpin our approach
and will ensure shared leadership and mindset, across our organisation where integral to the
delivery of our Digital Strategy will be our commitment to contributing to net zero and the
Council’s Circular Economy:
1. The Council’s approach to technology will be driven by the needs of our customers as
valued partners in the design and transformation of services, and, we will contribute to
improving digital capability within communities to make best use of technology.
2. We will champion the introduction of new and innovative technological and digital
opportunities, and ways of working with our internal customers, with a continuing
commitment to developing the digital capability of our workforce enabling greater worker
mobility.
3. Through an effective governance model prioritisation for investments will be based on
the Council’s strategic priorities with clarity and transparency in decision making, with IT
resources focused on major systems, transformational change
and organisational resilience and where the potential for shared
opportunities are explored with other organisations.
4. Data security and integrity will be critical to establishing a single version of the truth with
citizen and property data being at the forefront of all digital development, and Open Data
principles being applied to all non-identifiable data.
5. We will actively participate to secure the connectivity required to realise our digital
ambition.
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Roadmap
A clear roadmap to support the implementation of this strategy will be developed in conjunction
with services, partners and reflecting our shared ambition as we work towards becoming a
digital council.
How will we know if we are getting it right?






Aberdeenshire Council is a resilient organisation with most of its transactions
online.
Our customers and citizens communicate and get help from us in a way that
suits them but which encourages a digital first approach wherever possible.
A modern organisation with a focus on efficient accessible service delivery and
democratic processes.
Benefits are realised
Success would be that digital delivery is embedded across services, meaning
there is no longer a need to develop digital strategies.

30 October 2020
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Business Services
REPORT TO INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE – 26 NOVEMBER 2020
FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE REPORTING TO 30 SEPTEMBER 2020
1

Reason for Report / Summary

1.1

This report provides the Committee with the revenue and capital budget
monitoring information to 30 September 2020 for consideration.

2

Recommendations
The Committee is recommended to:
2.1

Consider and discuss the revenue and capital budget monitoring to
30 September 2020;

2.2

Approve the budget movements as set out in Appendix 2, with further
details in Appendix 3.

3

Purpose and Decision-Making Route

3.1

The purpose of this report is to provide the Committee with financial monitoring
in relation to budgets within their remit.

3.2

The Committee will receive further reports on financial monitoring when
appropriate.

4

Discussion

4.1

Infrastructure Services revenue budget for 2020/21 was agreed on 18 March
2020 at £62.340 million, this has increased to £62.499 million as a result of
transfers from reserves. Further details can be found in Appendix 2. A number
of transfers from reserves and virements require approval and explanations of
these are included in Appendix 3.

4.2

The planned budgeted expenditure on service delivery to the end of September
2020 was £30.330 million, the actual expenditure incurred within this period was
£34.757 million. Appendices 1a and 1b show the position at September 2020,
along with a breakdown of these figures.

4.3

The outturn position for 2020/21 as at 30 September 2020 includes several over
and within budget positions. Within these budgets there are several emerging
issues, some of which are consistent with previous financial years. The issues
are highlighted as follows:


Building Standards - income from building warrant fees is lower due to
Covid-19 impact but the under recovery position will improve in the final 2
quarters of 2020/21.
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Environment – expenditure on Historic Environment and Footpath &
Open Space projects is within budget due to impact of Covid-19 on
workplans.



Economic Development – the Coastal Communities Fund funding has
been received from Marine Scotland and will be committed by the end of
2020/21.



Environmental Health – expenditure in relation to Water Improvement
grants is under budget and there are staffing vacancies within the Public
Health team.



Harbours – within budget position in relation to repairs, alterations &
maintenance of buildings budget, equipment, and dredging work due to
impact of Covid-19.



Roads Maintenance and Highways – Road Maintenance Programme
has been suspended apart from critical activities resulting in limited
income for Highways. A number of team members are working on other
duties in Waste. Trading account target surplus will not be met in 2020/21
and a review is ongoing between Finance and Roads Management
regarding the ongoing requirement of trading accounts.



Quarries - reduced demand due to Covid-19 impact on internal and
external sales whilst continuing fixed cost elements, resulting in target
surplus not being met.



Parks and Open Spaces - Landscape Maintenance Programme
suspended apart from critical activities resulting in limited income for
Highways. Some team members are working on other duties in Waste.
Trading account target surplus will not be met in 2020/21 as a result.



Waste Collection - Overtime, agency staff and fuel costs (fuel prices are
currently low) are lower than budget profile due to impact of Covid-19
because of redeployment of staff from other teams, such as Highways and
Grounds. Billing for financial year 2020/21 to customers has been delayed
as a result of the impact of Covid-19 but will be completed prior to the next
report to Committee.



Transportation - Demand Responsive Transport costs are reduced due
to impact of Covid-19.



Car Parks - impact of reduced income due to impact of Covid-19 across
all sites. A report to the Adaptive Services Board has provided an update
on the progression from lockdown.



Covid-19 - IS - Covid-19 costs of £453,000 have been incurred split over
supplies and services £310,000, transportation £98,000 and staff
£44,000.
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Expenditure Funded from Borrowing – this budget relates to a review
of financing options as part of the Medium Term Financial Strategy
(MTFS) which resulted in revenue expenditure that can be defined as
capital. It was anticipated, pre Covid-19, that more expenditure of this
nature would be undertaken. Provision was made through the inclusion of
a new budget line for the capitalisation of these projects in the Capital
budget.
Given the restrictions on planned expenditure within
Infrastructure Services due to Covid-19 it is anticipated that the
identification of £7.0m of revenue spend to be capitalised will not be
possible. This will also require to be considered as part of MTFS2.

4.4

The emerging issues identified above will continue to be monitored as we
progress through the financial year, move between the Covid-19 lockdown
phases and prioritise services provided. Further updates will be reported to the
Committee throughout 2020/21.

4.5

This report continues the focus on the management of expenditure against a
phased budget which for 2020/21 has been based on previous years expenditure
profiles. This process builds on the Council’s already robust financial governance.
This approach allows financial performance and trends to be shown in a
meaningful, fluid way to help facilitate discussion, and provide better information
for decision making in order to scrutinise, challenge and discuss emerging issues
highlighted through the financial reporting, linking to service delivery and then
agreeing a course of action.

Capital Budget Monitoring
4.6

Infrastructure Services Revised Capital Budget for the year 2020/21 is £99.439
million plus £0.102 million for the City Region Deal (CRD) and is detailed in
Appendix 4.

4.7

To the end of September 2020, actual capital expenditure was £12.556 million
with no spend to date for the CRD. Variances of £21.581 million are projected to
the end of financial year 2020/21 due to the implications relating to Covid-19 and
the delay in project progression. Any movements to this position will be reported
back to a future Committee meeting as and when identified.

5

Council Priorities, Implications and Risk

5.1

The work and outcomes delivered through the various services reporting to the
Infrastructure Committee helps in the delivery of the following council priorities:
Pillar
Our People
Our Environment
Our Economy

Priority
 Education
 Health & Wellbeing
 Infrastructure
 Resilient Communities
 Economy & Enterprise
 Estate Modernisation
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5.2

This report sets out the financial resources which have been used to deliver the
priorities of Infrastructure Committee and as such link into the actions and
outcomes set out in the Strategies, Policies and Actions Plans of the services
within the Committee’s remit.

5.3

The table below shows whether risks and implications apply if the
recommendation(s) is(are) agreed.
Subject
Yes
No
Financial
X
Staffing
X
Equalities
Fairer Scotland Duty
Town Centre First
Sustainability
Children and Young People’s Rights and Wellbeing

N/A
X
X
X
X
X

5.4

An Equalities Impact Assessment and a Town Centre Impact Assessment are
not required for this report as the report deals with the monitoring of expenditure
against budgets which have been approved previously, and the re-profiling of
some expenditure.

5.5

There are no staffing or children and young people’s wellbeing implications
arising from this report.

5.6

The following Risks have been identified as relevant to this matter on a The
following Risk has been identified as relevant to this matter on a Corporate Level:
Budget Pressures (Corporate Risk Register). The following Risk has been
identified as relevant to this matter on a Strategic Level: Balancing the Books
(Directorate Risk Registers). Actions being taken to mitigate these risks are set
out in the report.

6

Scheme of Governance

6.1

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

6.2

The Committee is able to consider this item in terms of Section F.1.1 of the List
of Committee Powers in Part 2A of the Scheme of Governance as it relates to
resource matters (within agreed budgets) that have been delegated to the
Committee.

Stephen Archer Director of Infrastructure Services
Report prepared by Chris Smith, 4 November 2020
List of Appendices
Appendix 1a and 1b – Revenue Monitoring as at 30 September 2020
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Appendix 4 – Capital Performance

Type of Spend


01.Staff Costs
02.Premises Costs
03.Transport
04.Supplies & Services
05.Third Parties
06.Central
09.Grants
10.Income
11.Other
12.Capital
Total

Revised Base Budget

55,336,035
12,389,850
21,313,551
45,209,449
13,589,446
194,300
(1,426,423)
(85,800,858)
1,694,000
62,499,350

YTD Budget

Actual

Variance YTD
Budget Less Actuals

27,829,135
5,349,137
9,648,461
20,512,732
6,767,574

25,906,661
4,473,751
6,638,483
15,695,374
5,718,198

1,922,474
875,387
3,009,978
4,817,358
1,049,376

(897,057)
(38,879,600)

(1,584,262)
(22,088,115)
(3,337)

687,205
(16,791,486)
3,337
(4,426,370)

30,330,382

34,756,752

YTD Budget and Actual by Type of Spend
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Actual
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1/1

47.Waste Col…

46.Waste Ma…

45.Grounds …

44b.Caravan …

44a.Fishings

44.Parks and…

43.Burial Gro…

42.Landscap…

41.Quarries

40.Highways

39a.Other Re…

39.Winter M…

38.Roads Ma…

37.Harbours

36.Flood Ma…

35.Roads Ad…

(3,973,253)
(453,117)
(4,426,370)

34.Environm…

34,303,635
453,117
34,756,752

-

33.Public An…

30,330,382

Variance YTD Budget
Less Actuals

32.Animal W…

Total

30,330,382

Actual

5M

31.Consume…

Infrastructure Services - Covid

62,499,350
62,499,350

YTD Budget

(3,973,253)
(453,117)
(4,426,370)

Actual

30.Protective…

Infrastructure Services

Revised Base Budget

30,330,382

34,303,635
453,117
34,756,752

YTD Budget

29.Economic…

Service

30,330,382

YTD Budget and Actual by Budget Report Page No

28.Environm…

Total

62,499,350
62,499,350

Variance YTD
Budget Less Actuals

27.Policy, Inf…

Infrastructure Services - Covid

Actual

26.Develop…



Infrastructure Services

YTD Budget

25.Building S…

Revised Base Budget

SEP-20

24.Planning …

Committee

Financial Performance at
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Appendix 1a

IS App 1a

23a.Support …

10/19/2020

(3,502,000)
30,330,382

34,756,752

YTD Budget and Actual by Type of Spend
YTD Budget

Actual

40M

20M

-

(20M)

(40M)

01.Staff Costs 02.Premises
Costs

03.Transport

04.Supplies
& Services

05.Third
Parties

09.Grants

10.Income

11.Other

12.Capital
1/1

51.Car Parks

50.Transport…

49.Street Cle…

48.Waste Dis…

47.Waste Co…

46.Waste M…

45.Grounds …

44b.Caravan…

44a.Fishings

(453,117)
(3,502,000)
(4,426,370)

44.Parks and…

453,117

(7,000,000)
62,499,350

(40,480)
2,819,685
7,694,238
1,308,381
3,953,028
89,177
170,333
372,161
445,015

43.Burial Gr…

(1,283,795)
(704,458)
(17,797)
15,944
565,758
20
(14,757)
(35,183)
(47,191)
(1,592,224)
(91,262)
37,756
579,955
(210,095)
(55,160)
7,998
63,271

42.Landscap…

4,576,339
275,070
7,797
176,346
2,395,925
(20)
14,757
(5,296)
47,191
4,411,909
7,785,500
1,270,625
3,373,073
299,272
225,493
364,163
381,744

41.Quarries

3,292,544
(429,388)
(10,000)
192,290
2,961,683

40.Highways

530,000
(816,000)
(19,000)
216,000
5,980,000
(279,000)
7,878,000
16,184,000
2,800,000
8,003,000
(2,000)
101,000
928,779

39a.Other R…

123,123
30,281

39.Winter M…

243,692
(30,281)

38.Roads M…

366,815
-

37.Harbours

4,899,026
-

36.Flood Ma…

70,554
148,196
1,199,505

-

35.Roads Ad…

230,564
259,550
2,924,303

5M

34.Environm…

301,118
407,745
4,123,808

Actual

33.Public An…

648,334
747,801
10,304,844

YTD Budget

32.Animal W…

(2,852)
(5,510)
(101,314)
(73,122)
21,703
155,009
498,188
(167)
44,866
11,666
47,390
142,242
209

31.Consume…

2,852
5,510
60,011
739,658
402,215
983,766
1,741,064
167
380,872
133,690
45,942
998,874
(418,701)

30.Protectiv…

(41,303)
666,536
423,918
1,138,775
2,239,252
425,738
145,356
93,332
1,141,116
(418,492)

29.Economic…

(75,000)
1,490,000
958,000
2,117,025
4,388,546
862,000
289,000
280,000
1,924,000
(839,005)

1b

YTD Budget and Actual by Budget Report Page No

28.Environm…

Variance YTD
Budget Less Actuals

27.Policy, Inf…

Actual

26.Develop…

23a.Support Services (Infrastructure)
24.Planning Administration
25.Building Standards
26.Development Management
27.Policy, Information and Delivery
28.Environment
29.Economic Development
30.Protective Services Administration
31.Consumer Protection
32.Animal Welfare
33.Public Analyst
34.Environmental Health
35.Roads Administration and
Management
36.Flood Management
37.Harbours
38.Roads Maintenance - Expenditure and
Income
39.Winter Maintenance - Expenditure
39a.Other Recoverable Works - Roads
Client
40.Highways
41.Quarries
42.Landscape Services - Administration
43.Burial Grounds
44.Parks and Open Spaces
44a.Fishings
44b.Caravan Parks
45.Grounds Maintenance
46.Waste Management
47.Waste Collection
48.Waste Disposal
49.Street Cleansing
50.Transportation
51.Car Parks
52.Internal Transport
53.Vehicle Maintenance Services
60.Area Managers - Kincardine, Mearns
and Marr
Covid-19 Infrastructure Services
Expenditure funded from borrowing - IS
Total

YTD Budget

25.Building …



Revised Base
Budget

SEP-20

24.Planning …

Budget Report Page No

Financial Performance at
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IS App 1b

23a.Support …

10/19/2020

10/19/2020

Budget Report Page No

Movements in the Base Budget
From Agreed Budget at March 2020 to 31st March 2021
Base Budget as at
Mar 2020
Committee

Budget
Adjustments

Additional
Scottish
Government
Funding



23a.Support Services (Infrastructure)

-

24.Planning Administration

-

25.Building Standards
26.Development Management
27.Policy, Information and Delivery

Budget
Virements

IS App 2

Reserves
Allocated

Appendix 2

Revised Base
Budget 20/21

-

-

(75,000)

(75,000)

1,490,000

1,490,000

958,000

28.Environment

2,059,000

29.Economic Development

4,288,000

958,000
()

58,025

2,117,025

100,546

4,388,546

-

-

31.Consumer Protection

862,000

862,000

32.Animal Welfare

289,000

289,000

33.Public Analyst

280,000

280,000

30.Protective Services Administration

34.Environmental Health

1,924,000

-

1,924,000

35.Roads Administration and Management

(839,005)

-

(839,005)

36.Flood Management

774,000

(125,666)

648,334

37.Harbours

833,000

(85,199)

11,684,005

320,839

5,009,000

(109,974)

4,899,026

-

-

-

(1,170,000)

-

(816,000)

-

38.Roads Maintenance - Expenditure and Income
39.Winter Maintenance - Expenditure
39a.Other Recoverable Works - Roads Client
40.Highways
41.Quarries

747,801
(1,700,000)

10,304,844

1,700,000

530,000
(816,000)

42.Landscape Services - Administration

(19,000)

43.Burial Grounds

216,000

-

216,000

44.Parks and Open Spaces

5,980,000

-

5,980,000

45.Grounds Maintenance

(279,000)

-

(279,000)

-

-

-

46.Waste Management

(19,000)

7,878,000

-

7,878,000

48.Waste Disposal

16,184,000

-

16,184,000

49.Street Cleansing

2,800,000

50.Transportation

8,003,000

-

8,003,000

(2,000)

-

(2,000)

-

-

47.Waste Collection

51.Car Parks
52.Internal Transport
53.Vehicle Maintenance Services
60.Area Managers - Kincardine, Mearns and Marr
Total

2,800,000

-

101,000
928,000
62,340,000
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101,000
779
779

-

158,571

928,779
62,499,350
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Aberdeenshire Council - Infrastructure Services Committee
Financial Performance - Revenue Budget

Appendix 3

Virements for approval by Policy Committee
Reference Description and Budget Pages
Total for approval by Committee
Reconciliation of Virements to 30 September 2020
Head of Finance Virements
Agreed to Appendix 2

Amount
0

(7,400)
(7,400)

Reserve Movements to be approved by Full Council (for noting at Policy Committee)
The following values have been drawn down from Earmarked Reserves to match
expenditure incurred to 30 September 2020
Renewable Energy Reserve
Regeneration Reserve
Government Grants
Agreed to Appendix 2

25,506
328,525
600
354,631
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INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES COMMITTEE - FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE: 2020/21 NON-HRA CAPITAL PERFORMANCE Q2 (SEPTEMBER 2020)
APPROVED
BUDGET MAR '20
2020/21
£000
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23

INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES
Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route
Access/Environment Projects
Bridges & Structures
Burial Grounds
Cycling and Walking
Drainage
Energy from Waste
Gypsy Traveller Site Upgrades
Harbours, Coast & Flooding
Capitalisation of Revenue Projects
Kintore Station
Landfill, HWRC
Nestrans Contribution
Parks & Open Spaces
Public Transport
Quarries
Roads Resurfacing/Reconstruction
Safety Initiatives
Stonehaven Flooding Scheme
Storm Frank Works Funded
By Grant - Bridges and
Flooding
Street Lighting
Town Centre Fund (Council Projects)
Vehicles
Infrastructure Services Total

CITY REGION DEAL
Strategic Transport
24 Appraisal (City Region Deal)
City Region Deal Total

BUDGET Incl.
19/20 Final Outturn
2020/21
£000

REPORT
UPDATES
2020/21
£000

7,000
50
2,267
344
1,696
2,293
32,292
0
3,537
7,000
151
882
1,694
1,300
3,361
735
11,750
814
6,642

9,561
201
2,449
822
2,226
2,276
32,688
0
4,101
7,000
1,551
1,109
1,759
1,207
2,856
735
11,750
848
5,600

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
141
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

257
1,429
1,668
5,766
92,928

260
1,585
1,725
5,810
98,119

0
0
1,179
0
1,320

55
55

102
102

0
0

REVISED
BUDGET
2020/21 Par.
£000
9,561
201
2,449
822
2,226
2,276
32,688
141
4,101
7,000
1,551
1,109
1,759
1,207
2,856
735
11,750
848
5,600
260

x.x

1,585
2,904 x.x
5,810
99,439

Q2 ACTUAL 20/21 BUDGET
EXPENDITURE REMAINING
2020/21
+/£000
£000

APPENDIX 4
PROJECTED
YEAR END
VARIANCE
£'000

818
0
639
331
304
8
4,392
0
81
0
17
174
112
1
94
0
765
41
3,846

8,743
201
1,810
491
1,922
2,268
28,296
141
4,020
7,000
1,534
935
1,647
1,206
2,762
735
10,985
807
1,754

(2,561)
(172)
(793)
(699)
(1,321)
(923)
(1,688)
0
(1,486)
(3,500)
(194)
(469)
(771)
(1,137)
(895)
0
(5,050)
(738)
2,042

0
15
191
727
12,556

260
1,570
2,713
5,083
86,883

36
(256)
(752)
(120)
(21,447)

0
0

102
102

102
102

(134)
(134)
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ABERDEEN, 26 JUNE, 2020, MINUTE OF MEETING OF THE STRATEGIC
DEVELOPMENT PLANNING AUTHORITY
Present:

Councillors J Cox (Chair); D Aitchison, P Bell, M Boulton, J Cooke, R
Grant, P Johnston, I Mollison, (as substitute for Councillor J Latham), B
Topping, and I Yuill.

Apologies: Councillors G Graham, J Latham, and D Mair.
Officers:

Aberdeen City Council: Ms G Beattie, Chief Officer, Strategic Place
Planning; Ms E Robertson, Committee Assistant; Mr A Thomson,
Solicitor, Governance; and Mr T Walsh, Senior Planner, (Local Plan
Team); and
Aberdeenshire Council: Mr P Macari, (Head of Service, Planning and
Environment); Ms M Stewart, Planning Service Manager; Mr C Smith,
Business Partner; Mr K Oxton, Accountant; and Ms J McRobbie
(Committee Officer).

In attendance: Ms A MacDonald, Senior Audit Manager, Audit Scotland.
1. SEDERUNT AND DECLARATION OF INTERESTS
The Chair asked if there were any declarations of interest. No interests were declared.
Apologies were noted from Councillors Graham, Latham, and Mair.
2. MINUTE OF MEETING OF THE STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
AUTHORITY OF 18 MARCH, 2020
There had been circulated and was approved as a correct record the Minute of
Meeting of 18 March, 2020.
3. UNAUDITED ANNUAL ACCOUNTS 2019/20
There had been circulated a report dated 18 June, 2020, by the Treasurer, requesting
Members’ consideration of the unaudited annual accounts 2019/20.
There was discussion as to the definitions of short-term debtors and creditors, and the
Authority agreed to approve for their interest the unaudited annual accounts for
2019/20.
4. ABERDEEN CITY AND SHIRE STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING
AUTHORITY ANNUAL AUDIT PLAN
There had been circulated a report dated18 June, 2020, providing Audit Scotland’s
Annual Audit Plan for 2019/20.
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Having heard further from Ms MacDonald, Audit Scotland, of the work proposed, and
the context of the Authority being classed as a small body, with the focus on financial
sustainability and governance and transparency of decision-making, the Authority
agreed to note the Annual Audit Plan, 2019/20.
5. UPDATE ON PROPOSED STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2018
There had been circulated a joint report from the Chief Officer Strategic Place
Planning, Aberdeen City Council and the Head of Planning and Environment,
Aberdeenshire Council, providing an update on the current status of the proposed
Strategic Development Plan 2018, as yet unapproved by the Scottish Ministers, and
the implications for both Aberdeen City and Aberdeenshire Proposed Local
Development Plans, approved by the respective Councils on 2 and 5 March, 2020, of
this.
Having heard further from officers, there was discussion as to whether the assumed
impacts of COVID-19 would be added to the Strategic Development Plan, with the
likely reduction in demand and explanation was given that the Strategic Development
Plan could not be amended, having already been examined in public and now sitting
with Scottish Ministers for approval or rejection.
The Authority agreed to note the updates provided.
6. DRAFT HOUSING LAND AUDIT
There had been circulated a joint report by Chief Officer Strategic Place Planning,
Aberdeen City Council and the Head of Planning and Environment, Aberdeenshire
Council, outlining the approach which had been adopted regarding the Housing Land
Audit, in the light of the Coronavirus pandemic.
The Authority heard further from officers that, since the report had been issued,
proposing that the usual stakeholder consultation, held in April/ May, could not be
progressed, as early discussions had highlighted that the industry had a low capacity
to engage, a recent communication had suggested that capacity was now in place.
There was discussion of the base date for the housing land audit, and agreement with
the development industry to use the existing audit for consideration in terms of the
current development plans.
The Authority Agreed:(1) that the stakeholder consultation take place as requested;
(2) that officers provide information on the firms represented by Homes for Scotland;
and
(3) in all other respects to note the terms of the report.
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7. FUTURE DATES
The Authority noted the remaining dates for future meetings as undernoted:
Wednesday, 23 September, 2020 – Aberdeen City Council; and
Friday, 11 December, 2020 – Aberdeenshire Council.

Councillor John Cox
Chair
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ABERDEEN, 24 July 2020. Minute of Meeting of the ABERDEEN CITY REGION
DEAL JOINT COMMITTEE.
Present:- Councillor Jenny Laing,
Chairperson;Councillor Jim Gifford, Vice-Chairperson; Councillors Marie Boulton,
Douglas Lumsden, Peter Argyle and Gwyneth Petrie; Professor Stephen Logan,
Sir Ian Wood and Jennifer Craw (as substitute for Mr Patrick Machray, OBE).
The agenda, reports and meeting recordings associated with this minute can
be located here.
Please note that if any changes are made to this minute at the point of
approval, these will be outlined in the subsequent minute and this document
will not be retrospectively altered.
DETERMINATION OF EXEMPT BUSINESS
1.
The Chairperson proposed that the Joint Committee consider item 8 (Aberdeen
City Region Deal – COVID 19 Assessment – Exempt Appendix) with the press and public
excluded.
The Committee resolved:in terms of Section 50(A)(4) of the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973, to exclude the
press and public from the meeting at item 8, so as to avoid disclosure of information of
the classes described in paragraph 6 of Schedule 7(A) to the Act.
DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
2.
Members were requested to intimate any declarations of interest in respect of the
items on today’s agenda, thereafter the following were intimated:(1)
Councillor Lumsden declared an interest in item 7 (Aberdeen City Region Deal –
COVID 19 Assessment) by virtue of him being a Council appointed Board Member
of NHS Grampian. He considered that the nature of his interest did not require him
to leave the meeting during the consideration of this item;
(2)
Jennifer Craw and Professor Stephen Logan declared an interest in item 7
(Aberdeen City Region Deal – COVID 19 Assessment) by virtue of them being
Members of Bio-Aberdeen Board and Directors of Opportunity North East. They
considered that the nature of their interest did not require them to leave the
meeting during the consideration of this item; and
(3)
Sir Ian Wood declared an interest in item 7 (Aberdeen City Region Deal – COVID
19 Assessment) by virtue of him being a Director of Opportunity North East. He
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ABERDEEN CITY REGION DEAL JOINT COMMITTEE
24 July 2020

considered that the nature of his interest did not require him to leave the meeting
during the consideration of this item.
CHANGES TO THE MEMBERSHIP OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE
3.
The Joint Committee had before them a notification of two changes to its
membership as follows:Councillor Gwyneth Petrie to replace Councillor Richard Thomson as a substantive
member.
Councillor Ann Ross to replace Councillor Colin Pike as a named substitute.
The Joint Committee resolved:(i)
to welcome Councillor Petrie to her first meeting; and
(ii)
to otherwise note the changes to the membership.
MINUTE OF PREVIOUS MEETING OF 5 JUNE 2020, FOR APPROVAL
4.
The Joint Committee had before it the minute of its previous meeting of 5 June
2020, for approval.
With reference to article 7 (Memorandum of Understanding – Housing), the Joint
Committee were advised (1) that a meeting was scheduled with the Scottish Government
in August and a report would be submitted to the Joint Committee thereafter; and (2) that
both Council’s Housing Leads had met recently to discuss the original Plan A and also a
more substantive Plan B.
With reference to article 10 (Memorandum of Understanding – Transport), the Joint
Committee were advised that Transport Scotland had provided an Options report,
however officers were still awaiting costings, which would be provided to a future meeting
of the Joint Committee.
The Joint Committee resolved:(i)
to note the updates provided; and
(ii)
to approve the minute as a correct record.
ACRD FUNDING UPDATE WITH UK AND SCOTTISH GOVERNMENTS
5.
With reference to article 5 of the minute of the previous meeting of 5 June 2020,
the Joint Committee had before it a report by the Programme Manager, which
provided an update in relation to various communications with the UK and Scottish
Government’s regarding the Deal’s funding, including:-
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Roll-over of funding risks and mitigation;
Proposals on how financial governance can support cashflow;
To submit an updated Profile of Spend (Appendix A);
To submit opportunities to accelerate spend this financial year; and
Verbal update for Deals to capitalise resource where possible Aberdeen City
Region Deal.

The report recommended:that the Joint Committee –
(a)
agree the options ‘Cashflow Options for all projects’ outlined in Section 3.1.v of
the report; and
(b)
agree with the proposed solution to Scottish Government, outlined in Section 3.2
of the report, ‘Proposals for improved Financial Governance’, of an annual
payment of the sum set out in the Grant Letter at the start of each financial year.
Alan Wood, Aberdeenshire Council provided details of the key issues from the report and
responded to a number of questions from members of the Joint Committee.
The Joint Committee resolved:(i)
to approve the recommendations; and
(ii)
that officers include details of the ‘in-kind’ direct support funding costs provided by
both Council’s in a future report to the Joint Committee.
ABERDEEN CITY REGION DEAL - COVID 19 ASSESSMENT
6.
With reference to article 7 of the minute of the previous meeting of 5 June 2020,
the Joint Committee had before it a report by the Programme Manager which provided
details of the specific challenges, mitigations and additional support for each of the City
Region Deal projects, including how each project could be progressed.
The report recommended:that the Joint Committee –
(a)
agree with the option in 3.4 of the report, that the Bio-Hub Board continue to seek
additional funding from other sources and until such time, a Project Fund is made
available in 2021/22 from the Aberdeen City Region Deal envelope and others
funding. The partners agree that this should be treated as a temporary
arrangement and there are risks and implications to projects should additional
funds not be found; and
(b)
agree that as the long-term impact of COVID-19 remains unclear, projects should
continue to plan, monitor, and report the impact on projects, especially in relation
to procurement and construction plans and expected private sector and other
funding within the Deal Budget Profile. This should be discussed at Annual Review
with UK and Scottish Government’s.
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The Joint Committee heard from the Programme Manager and discussed the report
content in detail, noting the following: that there had been significant increased construction costs pre-COVID which
required to be monitored across all projects; and
 that representatives from Aberdeen Harbour Board were invited to attend a future
meeting of the Joint Committee to provide an update on the current progress in
relation to the construction of the new South Harbour.
The Joint Committee resolved:(i)
to agree that they remain fully committed to the Aberdeen Bio-Hub project and all
the projects in the Aberdeen City Region Deal;
(ii)
to note that additional funding had been made available to similar projects in
Scotland;
(iii)
to defer the decision until Senior Officers of the City Region Deal had met with the
Chair and Deputy Chair of the Scottish City Region & Growth Deal Delivery Board
early August 2020 to discuss the recommended option above, and the risks and
implications to UK and Scottish Government’s projects should additional funds not
be found;
(iv)
to bring forward the 4th September Joint Committee meeting to 21st August 2020
at 9.30am to allow a decision to be made;
(v)
to encourage Deal partners and stakeholders to continue to seek additional
funding sources across all projects; and
(vi)
to approve the recommendation at (b) above.
In accordance with the decision recorded under article 1 of this minute, the
following item of business was considered in private with the press and
public excluded.
ABERDEEN CITY REGION DEAL - COVID 19 ASSESSMENT - EXEMPT APPENDIX
7.
With reference to article 6 of this minute, the Joint Committee had before it an
exempt report which provided details in relation to the BioHub located on Aberdeen's
Foresterhill Health Campus.
Officers responded to a number of questions from members of the Joint Committee.
The Joint Committee resolved:to note the details contained within the exempt appendix.
COUNCILLOR JENNY LAING, Chairperson.

