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Infrastructure Services
REPORT TO ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL – 14 JANUARY 2021
Reference No: APP/2020/1437
Full Planning Permission for National for Electricity Substation Comprising
Platform Area, Control Building, Associated Plant and Infrastructure, Ancillary
Facilities, Landscape Works and Road Alterations and Improvement Works on
Land to the West of Kintore Electricity Substation, Leylodge, Kintore,
Aberdeenshire, AB51 0XZ
1.

Purpose of Report

1.1

This Report refers to an application for a National Development. Full Council
is able to consider and take a decision on this item in terms of Section A.11.1
of Part 2A List of Committee Powers and Section C.1.1 of Part 2C Planning
Delegations of the Scheme of Governance as the application is for a national
development which will be determined by Full Council following consultation
with the Garioch Area Committee.

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.

Background and Proposals

2.1

Full Planning Permission is sought for the erection of a 400kV electricity
substation comprising a platform area, control building, associated plant and
infrastructure, ancillary facilities and landscaping works on a site to the west
of the existing Kintore Substation at Leylodge, Kintore. The proposal would
represent an extension to the existing 132/275 kilovolt (kV) substation,
required as part of a wider network upgrade which would essentially allow an
increased 400 kV capacity to be realised within the network. The proposed
substation would represent a key network hub, alongside sites at Peterhead,
Rothienorman and New Deer, all of which have been approved in recent
years.

2.2

This proposal is categorised as a National Development, as defined in the
Town and Country Planning (Hierarchy of Developments) (Scotland)
Regulations 2009, and as identified in the National Planning Framework 3
(NPF3). NPF3 advises that the erection of any new substations directly linked
to cabling of 132 kilovolts or higher forms part of the high voltage electricity
network upgrade and is therefore a National Development. This development
forms part of a wider electricity transmission infrastructure upgrade within the
north east of Scotland, with a number of substations and transmission lines
being upgraded or improved, in part to accommodate a number of large-scale
renewable energy projects connecting into the region.

2.3

A new substation complex is to be formed, this would comprise a new 400kV
substation, sitting on a platform measuring 195m x 298m (58,110m2). A
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single Gas Insulated Switchgear (GIS) and control building would be erected,
alongside 2 smaller transformer buildings on site. A new access track, circa
5-6m in width would be formed from an existing access road; and a temporary
construction compound to the south east of the existing substation would also
require to be formed. In addition to the above elements, work would be done
to replace, upgrade and realign overhead and underground transmission lines
– these matters are however to be progressed through Section 37 of the
Electricity Act 1989 rather than through this planning application.
2.4

The platform, as formed, would sit at a level of 92.6m AOD. As above, the
GIS/control building would stand to a maximum of 15.5m tall and footprint of
35m x 88.855m = 3,109.925m2, with other plant including gantries at 12.5m
and a surrounding fence up to a maximum height of 4.2m tall. The
transformer buildings would have a footprint of 28.850m x 16.5m = 476.025m2
each (x 2 = 952.05m2). The buildings would be clad in steel profile cladding,
coloured dark brown, with a single pitched roof design for the GIS/control
building. The substation would not be illuminated at night for normal
operation. Floodlights would be installed but would only be used in the event
of a fault during the hours of darkness; or during the over-run of planned
works; or when sensor activated as security lighting for night-time access.
Soft landscaping, comprising tree and shrub planting would be provided
around the site, particularly to the south and west.

2.5

Given the scale and nature of development, pre application consultation with
the community (PAC) was conducted by the developer, this process included
various community liaisons, meetings and focus groups as well as drop in
events. Following this, a PAC Report was prepared and has been submitted
in support of the application. Issues raised in relation to terrestrial planning
through these events are also addressed through the assessment of the
application below.

2.6

The applicant and other stakeholders were offered the opportunity to
participate in a Pre-Determination Hearing in relation to this development, as
required under Paragraph 27 of the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013. This
Hearing was held online on 6 November 2020.

2.7

A Screening Opinion under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 was offered. It was
determined that the development was not likely to have such a significant
impact on the environment as to warrant the submission of an Environmental
Impact Assessment Report (EIAR), however a number of areas of likely
impact were identified. The application is supported by an Environmental
Appraisal which considers these impacts.

2.8

The applicant has requested that a direction be given under Section 58 of the
Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 in order to provide a longer
period for the implementation of the permission. The requested period would
allow for a period of 5 years for implementation as opposed to the normal 3year period. This request has been made due to the scale and nature of the
proposed development.
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2.9

The following documents are attached as Appendices:
•
•

Appendix 1:
Appendix 2:

•

Appendix 3:

Location Plan
Copy of Garioch Area Committee Report of 1 December
2020.
Draft extract of Minute of the Garioch Area Committee of
1 December 2020

3.

Representations (Summary)

3.1

A total of 3 valid representations (objection) have been received as defined in
the Scheme of Delegation. All issues raised have been considered. The
letters raise the following material issues:
•
•
•
•
•

Noise
Visual Impact
Noise Nuisance
Light Nuisance
Road Safety/Traffic

4.

Principal Planning Issues (Summary)

4.1

The main planning considerations with this application relate, in the first
instance, to the establishment of the principle of development, and secondly
to the likely environmental impacts on the landscape/visual impact, natural
heritage, the water environment, built heritage, access and amenity including
noise and emissions.

4.2

An expanded discussion is contained within the Area Committee Report which
is attached at Appendix 2. Extracts of Minutes of the Area Committee
meeting are attached at Appendix 3. The main issues are summarised
below. In this instance a Pre-Determination Hearing was held on 6 November
2020 where the main characteristics of the development, the main
considerations and the main issues regarding stakeholders were set out.

4.3

Through assessing the application against National, Strategic and Local
Planning Policy, the principle of development can be agreed. The project is
classed as a National Development, being electrical transmission
infrastructure in excess of 132kV and subsequently being seen as imperative
to the upgrading of the national electricity transmission network. The principle
of development can be established under the provisions of NPF3, as well as
National and Regional Policy, provided the application complies with the
policies contained within the Local Development Plan, an assessment of
which are set out below.

4.4

Assessing the proposal, the development is considered to be acceptable
subject to the securing of mitigation through appropriate planning conditions.
The primary impacts are anticipated to be the visual impact of the
development upon the surrounding area as well as potential cumulative noise
impacts arising from the scheme. Mitigation through appropriate design and
appropriate levels of landscaping provision will assist the development in
being accommodated within the surrounding environment. With regard to the
specifics of the proposed landscaping provision, a total of 3.25ha of mixed
native woodland is proposed across the site. This would compensate for the
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proposed 1.32ha of trees that would be lost as a result of the proposal. There
are linkages to tree loss with the proposed, but separate, Overhead Line
proposal which may be compensated for through some of the additional
planting on site, but this is a separate matter not for consideration as part of
this application.
4.5

Suitable noise monitoring and limitations can be set for the development
which, alongside mitigation and noise screening, can be designed to address
any issues in this regard. There are no concerns with regard to ecological
impacts, while the proposal is technically proficient in terms of drainage and
access subject to appropriate planning conditions.

5.

Area Committee Decision (Summary)

5.1

The application was referred to the Garioch Area Committee as described
above and as per Appendices 2 and 3. The Garioch Area Committee
agreed to provide the following preliminary view to Full Council.
1.

Recommend to Full Council a delegated grant subject to the delegated
matter and appropriate conditions (similar to those detailed within the
report);

2.

Request that more detailed information regarding the loss of trees be
included within the report to Full Council; and

3.

Provide the following comments to Full Council for its consideration
before determining the application:a)

b)

c)
d)

e)
f)
g)

h)

5.2

the Committee requires reassurance that the conditions on noise
ensure that the proposed extension to the substation wouldn’t be a
noise nuisance even if the existing substation wasn’t there;
further information should be provided regarding the proposed
bunding, along with reassurance that it will be constructed using
best practice techniques;
construction operating hours should be controlled to normal
industry standards;
an appropriate mix of native species planting should be provided to
include a significant amount of quick growing trees to provide
screening at an early stage and reduce the impact on neighbours;
the impact of floodlights on neighbouring properties needs to be
considered;
consider the proposed colour of the building to be appropriate;
consideration should be given to the impact on private water
supplies locally and for the applicant to be responsible for rectifying
any detrimental impact caused by the construction;
note that the current live planning application is for a larger site and
the current proposals would result in less impact on the
surrounding area.

Further to the Garioch Area Committee, the Planning and Environment
Service can confirm that the outstanding issues listed within the Garioch Area
Committee Report dated 1 December 2020 concerning confirmation from
Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coastal Protection) that the proposals
were acceptable in terms of their individual interests remains yet to being fully
resolved at the time of writing, with a verbal update to be offered at the
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Meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 14 January. Further to ongoing
discussions with consultees, some conditions as presented previously have
also been amended, specifically conditions 10 and 11 as listed in the Garioch
Area Committee Report dated 1 December 2020. These have been amended
to offer greater flexibility for methodologies for measuring and monitoring
background noise, which in turn should offer added protection for
neighbouring residential amenity and allow for the successful monitoring of
the background noise and noise output from the proposed substation to
ensure no adverse impacts result. This is considered to address point 3(a)
above as raised by the Garioch Area Committee.
5.3

With regard to the other issues raised by the Garioch Area Committee, an
expanded assessment of the proposed tree loss is contained within paragraph
4.4 above. Issues 3(c) and 3(e) are covered in condition 6 below, further
information and full details of construction operations and lighting on site is
requested through this condition. It is common for altered construction times
to be utilised on large scale infrastructure projects, but this can be managed
and monitored alongside colleagues in Environmental Health as has been
done on similar sites within Aberdeenshire. Issues 3(b) and 3(d) are to be
covered in condition 3 which seeks full details of planting and bunding on site,
including mixes of species which will cover the existing proposals as set out
which seek to ensure faster growing species are included to offer short term
screening cover. Issue 3(f) is covered in condition 8, which covers finishing
details and colour of cladding. Issue 3(g) is covered via condition 1 which
seeks to cover monitoring and remedial action with regard to Private Water
Supplies in consultation with SEPA. The original submission does cover all of
the above issues to the satisfaction of the Planning Authority; however it is
considered reasonable and appropriate to seek further details through
planning conditions as outlined above and listed below in order to ensure that
all issues are fully addressed.

6.

Area Implications

6.1

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.

7.

Equalities, Staffing and Financial Implications

7.1

An Equality Impact Assessment is not required because the granting or
refusing of this application is not considered to have a detrimental impact on
the protected characteristics of the applicant or any third parties.

7.2

There are no staffing and financial implications.

8.

Sustainability Implications

8.1

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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9.

Departures, Notifications and Referrals

9.1

Development Plan Departures.
None.

9.2

The application is not a Departure from the Development Plan but has been
advertised in the press. The period for receiving representations has expired.

9.3

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.

Officers’ Recommendation

10.1

That Members of Aberdeenshire Council agree that Authority to GRANT
be delegated to the Head of Planning and Environment Service subject
to:
(a) Confirmation from Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coastal
Protection) that there are no objections to the application following
conclusion of their assessment.
(b) Conditions on the following matters:
1.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless full details of an ongoing annual monitoring regime
concerned with Private Water Supplies covering both temporary and
permanent infrastructure on site has been submitted to and agreed in
writing with the Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA. The
monitoring regime shall set out an agreeable format and methodology
for the consideration of results and shall confirm and consider the
following details:
•
•

•

Monitoring should include at least 3 months of baseline monitoring
prior to construction and then post construction monitoring for a
timeframe to be agreed.
The design, construction and maintenance of all infrastructure must
ensure that the quality and quantity of the groundwater that feeds
sensitive receptors (groundwater abstractions) downstream from
any infrastructure does not statistically significantly change and the
development does not act as a preferential pathway to groundwater
flow. This must be demonstrated by on-going monitoring of the
groundwater as set out in SEPA Technical Guidance Note 1. The
Monitoring of Infrastructure with Excavations Less than 1m Deep
within 100m of Sensitive Receptors (Groundwater Abstractions and
Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystem) (Appendix 5 to
SEPA Planning Guidance LUPS-31 Guidance on Assessing the
Impacts of Development Proposals on Groundwater Abstractions
and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystem).
The monitoring results demonstrating whether the quality of
groundwater and/or hydrological connectivity is being maintained
must be presented to the Planning Authority in consultation with
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•

SEPA annually from the commencement of development in an
agreed format. If monitoring identifies that the requirements are not
being met, remedial action must be taken within 6 months in
agreement with the Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA.
No excavations greater than 1m deep within 100m of sensitive
receptors should take place unless agreed in writing with the
Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA.

Thereafter the development shall be carried out in full accordance with
the approved details and the monitoring results should continue to be
submitted for review annually.
Reason: In order to prevent potential unacceptable environmental
impacts to sensitive receptors including groundwater abstractions
and/or groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems.
2.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless a site protection plan has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Planning Authority. Site protection
measures shall be shown on a layout plan accompanied by descriptive
text and shall include:
a.
b.

The location of the historic environment features to be protected
during construction works; and
The position and details of the warning signs and protective
fencing to be erected.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless the site protection measures have been
implemented in full in accordance with the approved details. All
protective fencing and warning signs shall be retained during the
construction period in accordance with the approved details and no
works shall take place at any time within the protected areas.
Reason: In the interests of protecting known features of the historic
environment.
3.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless a detailed scheme of hard and soft landscaping
works, generally in accordance with Planting Mitigation drawing
119018-D-EA-4.4-1.0.0 dated 27.7.20 has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Planning Authority. Details of the Scheme
shall include:
•
•
•
•
•

Confirmed planting species mix.
Confirmed locations of new planting including shrubs and trees.
A schedule of planting to comprise plant sizes (including fast
growing species) and proposed numbers and density.
The location, design and materials of all hard landscaping works
including perimeter/security fencing and any gates or other
boundary treatments.
A programme for the implementation, completion and subsequent
management of the proposed landscaping.

•
•
•
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Confirmation of the areas of tree planting proposed as
compensation for any woodland removal on site as a result of the
development.
Confirmation and full details, cross sections and construction
timings of any proposed landscape bunding on site.
Confirmation of the Biodiversity Net Gain on site.

All soft and hard landscaping proposals shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved planting scheme and management
programme. Any planting which, within a period of 5 years from the
completion of the development, in the opinion of the Planning Authority
is dying, being severely damaged or becoming seriously diseased,
shall be replaced by plants of similar size and species to those
originally required to be planted. Once provided, all hard landscaping
works shall thereafter be permanently retained.
Reason: To ensure the implementation and management of a
satisfactory scheme of landscaping which will help to integrate the
proposed development into the local landscape in the interests of the
visual amenity of the area.
4.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence until a site-specific Site Waste management Plan (SWMP)
has been submitted and approved by the Planning Authority in
consultation with SEPA. The SWMP shall set out how demolition and
construction waste associated with the application site shall be
minimised, recovered, stored, reused and disposed of. Thereafter the
development and the management of waste on site shall carried out in
full accordance with the approved SWMP.
Reason: In order to improve materials resource efficiency and ensure
the appropriate management and disposal of waste from development
sites.

5.

No works in connection with the permission hereby granted shall
commence unless a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP)
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning
Authority in consultation with Transport Scotland (where the scheme
would impact upon the Trunk Road network). The CTMP must include:
i)
ii)
iii)

The proposed routing of all construction traffic.
Details of any traffic management measures proposed during
construction (including signage).
Detail of any abnormal loads, including their routing.

Thereafter, the development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved CTMP, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Planning
Authority.
Reason: In the interests of road safety and to avoid degradation of the
road and bridge network.
6.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved
(including demolition, ground works and vegetation clearance) shall
commence unless a Construction Environmental Management Plan
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(CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning
Authority. The CEMP shall be generally in accordance with the Outline
CEMP dated June 2020 and alongside the contents therein shall
include the following:
i)
ii)
iii)

iv)
v)
vi)
vii)
viii)
ix)
x)
xi)
xii)
xiii)

Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities.
Identification of biodiversity protection zones.
Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive
working practices) to avoid or reduce impacts during
construction (may be provided as a set of method statements).
The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to
biodiversity features.
The times during construction when specialist ecologists need to
be present on site to oversee works.
Responsible persons and lines of communication.
The role and responsibilities on site of an ecological clerk of
works (ECoW) or similarly competent person.
Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs.
Details of lighting, both during construction and operation of the
site.
Hours of operation during the construction period.
Details of barrier fencing and where this will be erected to
protect wetland areas.
Tree Protection Plan and a plan showing position of barrier
fencing to protect trees during construction.
Water Management Plan covering separately the operational
and constructions stages of the project.

In the event that the CEMP references other SHE Transmission
documents, including (but not limited to) General Environmental
Management Plans (GEMPs) or Species Protection Plans (SPPs),
these plans must be also be submitted to Aberdeenshire Council for
agreement as part of the wider CEMP.
All works carried out during the construction period shall be undertaken
strictly in accordance with the approved CEMP, unless otherwise
agreed in writing with the Planning Authority.
Reason: In the interests of protecting the biodiversity of the
environment, the amenity of the surrounding area and road safety.
7.

The proposal shall be carried out in accordance with the details
contained within the Species Protection Plans (SPP) submitted in
support of the application. For the avoidance of doubt the submitted
SPPs are:
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)

Badger Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TG-NETENV-501, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: March 2018
Bat Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TG-NET-ENV502, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: March 2018
Bird Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TG-NETENV-505, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: May 2018
Freshwater Pearl Mussel Species Protection Plan, SSE
Networks, Ref: TG-NET-ENV-500, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date:
January 2018

v)
vi)
vii)
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Otter Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TG-NETENV-503, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: April 2017
Red Squirrel Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TGNET-ENV-504, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: May 2018
Water Vole Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TGNET-ENV-506, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: May 2018

Development shall be carried out in accordance with these documents
unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Planning Authority.
Reason: In the interests of protecting biodiversity and more specifically
protected species which are evident in the area.
8.

No development shall take place unless, full details and samples of the
finish and specification of materials to be used on the Substation and
associated plant or ancillary buildings, including noise enclosures, have
been submitted to and approved, in writing, by the Planning Authority.
The buildings and plant shall thereafter be constructed and finished in
full accordance with the agreed specification.
Reason: In the interests of the appearance of the development and the
visual amenities of the area.

9.

Waste water from the development shall be disposed of by means of a
treatment plant (Klargester biodisc or equivalent to be agreed in writing
with the Planning Authority in consultation with relevant consultees
including SEPA) discharging to a full land soakaway unless otherwise
agreed in writing with the Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA.
Any alternative arrangement will require to be submitted for approval at
least 2 months prior to construction commencing on site.
Reason: In order to ensure a satisfactory standard of foul drainage in
the interests of amenity and protection of the water environment.

10. Noise from the approved substation development shall not exceed the
background noise level, as measured at a proxy location to be agreed
with the planning authority, when measured, rated and assessed in
accordance with BS4142:2014 (or any subsequent update thereof), or
through an alternative noise assessment mechanism to be agreed in
writing by the Planning Authority, within the boundary of any noise
sensitive property or other suitable location dependant on noise
assessment methodology as agreed in writing by the Planning Authority.
Reason: To ensure that noise from the development does not result in
undue loss of amenity for surrounding properties.
11. Noise from the approved substation development shall not exceed Noise
Rating 20 (NR20), as detailed in BS8233:2014 (or any subsequent
update thereof), or through an alternative noise assessment mechanism
to be agreed in writing by the Planning Authority, when measured within
a habitable room of any noise sensitive dwelling or other suitable
location dependant on noise assessment methodology as agreed in
writing by the Planning Authority.
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Reason: To ensure that noise from the development does not result in
undue loss of amenity for surrounding properties.
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The following Direction:
DIRECTION UNDER SECTION 58 (2) OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY
PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 as amended by Planning etc.
(Scotland) Act 2006:
That subsection (1) of Section 58 of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) shall apply in respect of the permission,
with the substitution of the period of three years referred to in that subsection
with the period of five (5) years, as is considered appropriate by the Planning
Authority in this instance on the basis of the scale of the development. The
provisions of section 5(1) shall therefore be read as follows:
The planning permission is to lapse on the expiration of a period of five (5)
years (beginning with the date on which the permission is granted) unless the
development to which the permission relates is begun before that expiration.
10.2 Reason for Decision
The proposal and mitigation measures set out and contained therein are
considered to be acceptable in terms of the relevant Policies contained within
the Aberdeenshire Local Development Pan 2017. The proposal is consistent
with the Development Plan’s aims of reducing carbon emissions and adapting
to climate change. It also contributes to the Scottish Government’s National
Planning Framework’s aim to move Scotland towards creating a low carbon
place.

Paul Macari
Head of Planning and Environment Service
Author of Report: Stuart Murison – 2 December 2020
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Infrastructure Services

Garioch Area Committee Report – 01 December 2020
Reference No:

APP/2020/1437

Full Planning Permission for National for Electricity Substation Comprising
Platform Area, Control Building, Associated Plant and Infrastructure, Ancillary
Facilities, Landscape Works and Road Alterations and Improvement Works on
Land to the West of Kintore Electricity Substation, Leylodge, Kintore,
Aberdeenshire, AB51 0XZ
Applicant:
Agent:

Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission Plc
None

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

(E) 376939, (N) 814165
W12 – East Garioch
Full Planning Permission
3
16
None
Yes
Comments to Full Council

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 this item in terms of Section B.8.1 of Part
2A List of Committee Powers and Section C.1.1 of Part 2C Planning
Delegations of the Scheme of Governance as the application is for national
development which will be determined by Full Council following consultation
with the Garioch Area Committee.

1.2

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 and are satisfied that the report complies with the Scheme
of Governance and relevant legislation.

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

Full Planning Permission is sought for the erection of a 400kV electricity
substation comprising a platform area, control building, associated plant and
infrastructure, ancillary facilities and landscaping works on a site to the west
of the existing Kintore Substation at Leylodge, Kintore. The proposal would
represent an extension to the existing 132/275 kilovolt (kV) substation,
required as part of a wider network upgrade which would essentially allow an
increased 400 kV capacity to be realised within the network. The proposed
substation would represent a key network hub, alongside sites at Peterhead,
Rothienorman and New Deer, all of which have been approved in recent
years.

2.2

This proposal is categorised as a National Development, as defined in the
Town and Country Planning (Hierarchy of Developments) (Scotland)
Regulations 2009, and as identified in the National Planning Framework 3
(NPF3). NPF3 advises that the erection of any new substations directly linked
to cabling of 132 kilovolts or higher forms part of the high voltage electricity
network upgrade and is therefore a National Development. This development
forms part of a wider electricity transmission infrastructure upgrade within the
north east of Scotland, with a number of substations and transmission lines
being upgraded or improved, in part to accommodate a number of large-scale
renewable energy projects connecting into the region.

2.3

A new substation complex is to be formed, this would comprise a new 400kV
substation, sitting on a platform measuring 195m x 298m (58,110m2). A single
Gas Insulated Switchgear (GIS) and control building would be erected,
alongside 2 smaller transformer buildings on site. A new access track, circa 56m in width would be formed from an existing access road; and a temporary
construction compound to the south east of the existing substation would also
require to be formed. In addition to the above elements, work would be done
to replace, upgrade and realign overhead and underground transmission lines
– these matters are however to be progressed through Section 37 of the
Electricity Act 1989 rather than through this planning application.

2.4

The platform, as formed, would sit at a level of 92.6m AOD. As above, the
GIS/control building would stand to a maximum of 15.5m tall and footprint of
35m x 88.855m = 3,109.925m2, with other plant including gantries at 12.5m
and a surrounding fence up to a maximum height of 4.2m tall. The transformer
buildings would have a footprint of 28.850m x 16.5m = 476.025m2 each (x 2 =
952.05m2). The buildings would be clad in steel profile cladding, coloured dark
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brown, with a single pitched roof design for the GIS/control building. The
substation would not be illuminated at night for normal operation. Floodlights
would be installed but would only be used in the event of a fault during the
hours of darkness; or during the over-run of planned works; or when sensoractivated as security lighting for night-time access.
2.5

Soft landscaping, comprising tree and shrub planting would be provided
around the site, particularly to the south and west. The area surrounding the
application site is predominantly agricultural. Sporadically located residential
properties are located in the vicinity, with the closest located to the west of the
application site at Dewsford (circa 50m from site edge to external house wall).

2.6

A period of pre application consultation (PAC) has preceded the submission
of the application, a requirement outlined in Part 2 of the Town and Country
Planning (Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations
2013. A PAC report has been submitted in support of the application, which
details the consultation which was undertaken as well as the feedback and
comments received – a total of 2 comments were received, raising issues with
5 topics (landscape and visual impact, noise, Electric magnetic fields,
construction traffic, wider environmental impacts).

2.7

A Screening Opinion under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental
Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 was offered. It was
determined that the development was not likely to have such a significant
impact on the environment as to warrant the submission of an Environmental
Impact Assessment Report (EIAR), however a number of areas of likely
impact were identified. The application is supported by an Environmental
Appraisal which considers these impacts.

2.8

The site has some planning history with planning permission granted under
APP/2012/2133 in December 2012 for the erection of a 400/275kV Electricity
Substation. The lifespan of this permission was subsequently extended via
APP/2015/2520 under an application to vary a condition attached to the 2012
permission. This permission would remain live and could be implemented until
October 2021. Since 2012, the requirements and design envelope of the
proposed substation has evolved. Whereas previously an Air Insulated design
was to be adopted, a Gas Insulated approach is now preferred by the
developer in this instance – effectively this allows for infrastructure to be
housed inside a building and also requires a reduced site area compared to
the Air Insulated approach.

2.9

The 2012 planning application was accompanied by an Environmental
Statement submitted voluntarily by the applicant under the EIA Regulations.
As above, through formal EIA Screening on this occasion an EIA Report (or
Environmental Statement as this was in 2012) was not considered necessary
given the parameters of this specific proposal.

2.10

Running concurrent to this planning application is an application submitted to
the Scottish Government Energy Consents Unit (ECU) under Section 37 of
the Electricity Act 1989 (S37) seeking permission for the removal,
repositioning and consolidation of overhead power lines which would connect
in to the proposed substation. While related to this proposal, the S37
application for works to overhead lines is completely separate to the planning
application. The application which is the subject of this report does not include
or propose any works to overhead lines.
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2.11

The applicant and other stakeholders were offered the opportunity to
participate in a pre-determination hearing in relation to this development, as
required under Paragraph 27 of the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013. This
hearing was held on 6 November 2020, a note of the hearing is attached as
Appendix 1 to this report.

3.

Representations

3.1

A total of 3 valid representations (objection) have been received as defined in
the Scheme of Delegation. All issues raised have been considered. The
letters raise the following material issues:
•
•
•
•
•

Noise
Visual Impact
Noise Nuisance
Light Nuisance
Road Safety/Traffic

4.

Consultations

4.1

Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) advised that there were no
objections to the application subject to the securing of a planning condition
covering protective fencing during construction.

4.2

Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) advised that there were no
objections to the application.

4.3

Infrastructure Services (Environment Team) advised that there were no
objections to the application subject to the securing of mitigation and the
provision of further information regarding landscaping and tree planting.

4.4

Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) advised that there were no
objections to the application subject to securing mitigation and noise
thresholds being met. The response acknowledges the existing noise issues
associated with the existing substation and is accepting of the provision of
background noise readings from a proxy location, from which limitations on
noise outputs from the proposal can be set.

4.5

Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coastal Protection) initially
objected to the proposal pending the submission of further information
concerning drainage arrangements on site and further clarity on related
aspects within the submission. These matters are in the process of being
addressed at the time of writing.

4.6

Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) advised that there were no
objections to the application.

4.7

Infrastructure Services (Transportation) advised that there were no
objections to the application.

4.8

Infrastructure Services (Waste Management) had offered no comments at
the time of writing. Given the nature of the proposal (largely unmanned
substation), no adverse waste issues are anticipated through operation and a

Item: 4
Appendix 2
Page: 30
site waste management plan has been covered elsewhere. As such, the lack
of a response is not considered to be an issue in this instance.
4.9

Historic Environment Scotland advised that there were no objections to the
application. Attention is drawn to the potential impact upon South Leylodge
Steading Stone Circle, but it is stated that the mitigation proposed
(landscaping) is considered sufficient to address any negative impacts.

4.10

Kintore and District Community Council advised that there were concerns
concerning construction and operational noise outputs from the development
and sought clarification that these issues would be fully assessed. Their
comments are attached as Appendix 2 to this report.

4.11

NatureScot (SNH) advised that there were no comments to make on the
application.

4.12

NATS advised that there were no objections to the application.

4.13

Scottish Water advised that there were no objections to the application.
However advice was offered that there were potential localised issues with
water supply and drainage.

4.14

Scottish Forestry advise that the tree felling across this application as well
as the separate but related proposal for overhead lines is an aspect which is
advised and presumed against. However, subject to an appropriate
compensatory planting plan and the Planning Authority being satisfied that
there are exceptional circumstances warranting the support of the proposal,
Scottish Forestry does not outline an objection.

4.15

SEPA advised that there were no objections to the application subject to the
securing of appropriate planning conditions concerning Private Water
Supplies, a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which in
turn is to include mitigation for Groundwater Dependant Terrestrial
Ecosystems (GWDTE) and a Site Waste Management Plan. Further
information was requested on waste water drainage, this is confirmed as
being a private drainage system, albeit further details regarding percolation
and discharge are still outstanding, SEPA confirm these can be secured by
condition but the preference is to get this up front.

4.16 Transport Scotland advised that there were no objections to the application
subject to the securing of planning conditions covering abnormal loads,
construction traffic management and site deliveries.
5.

Planning Policies

5.1

The National Planning Framework for Scotland 3
National Planning Framework 3 (NPF) is the spatial expression of the
Government Economic Strategy, plans for development and investment in
infrastructure. NPF identifies national developments and other strategically
important development opportunities in Scotland.
Annex 1: Project 4 – High Voltage Electricity Transmission Network

5.2

Scottish Planning Policy
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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
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.
5.3

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.

5.4

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy P4 Hazardous and potentially polluting developments
Policy E1 Natural heritage
Policy E2 Landscape
Policy HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments
Policy PR1 Protecting important resources
Policy C2 Renewable Energy
Policy C4 Flooding
Policy RD1 Providing suitable services

6.

Discussion

6.1

Overview
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6.1.1 The main planning considerations with this application relate in the first
instance to the establishment of the principle of development, and secondly to
the likely environmental impacts on the landscape/visual impact, natural
heritage, the water environment, built heritage, access and amenity including
noise and emissions.
6.2

Principle of Development

6.2.1 Scotland’s third National Planning Framework (NPF3), in determining the
strategic economic requirements of Scotland, promotes the aim that there
should be an 80% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 and a
reduction in energy use of 12% by 2020. It is considered that in order to
increase the security of Scotland’s power supply, further diversification into
different sources of energy will be required such as wind, wave and tidal
energy. While this proposal would not specifically generate electricity, the
development would aid in the transition towards a low carbon economy
through reinforcing the transmission network and enabling large scale energy
developments to proceed. Inclusion in NPF3 effectively means that the need
for the development has been established provided the proposal complies
with national and local planning policies.
6.2.2 Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) advises that Strategic Development Plans
should support national priorities for the construction of strategic energy
infrastructure, including generation, transmission and distribution networks.
Considering this, the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan
(SDP) provides a framework which aims to promote the economic growth and
diversity of the north east in an efficient and sustainable manner, including in
working towards carbon dioxide reduction and adapting to climate change.
6.2.3 The site is not allocated within the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
(ALDP); however, the aims of the Plan are consistent with that of the SDP
where the aim is to tackle the challenges of sustainable economic
development and climate change.
6.2.4 The principle of development can be established under the provisions of
NPF3, as well as National and Regional Policy, provided the application
complies with the policies contained within the Local Development Plan, an
assessment of which are set out below. The principle of erecting a new,
upgraded electricity substation in order to enhance and support the national
transmission network is however considered to conform in principle to
planning policy.
6.3

Environmental Appraisal

6.3.1 The proposal has been screened under the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017. It was
determined that the development was not likely to have such a significant
impact on the environment as to warrant the submission of an Environmental
Impact Assessment Report. Notwithstanding this, the applicant has submitted
a voluntary Environmental Appraisal (EA) in support of the application in order
to present the likely impacts of the proposal upon the environment in a
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consolidated format in order to assist in the assessment of these potential
impacts. The format of the EA is orthodox and broadly similar to an EIA
Report in structure, with specific chapters for each environmental category.
Each chapter identifies potential receptors and the likelihood of significant
adverse impacts arising due to the development are considered. Mitigation
forms a key aspect of managing the likely environmental impacts, both
through good practice during construction and operation as well as
embedding the mitigation into the design of the scheme.
6.4

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

6.4.1 A comprehensive Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) has been
completed and submitted to support the application. This seeks to assess the
probable impact of the proposed substation both in terms of impact upon
wider ranging landscape character designations as well as the impact upon
local receptors such as houses and travels routes. Impacts are assessed over
3 phases, construction, completion and then after 10 years of operation.
6.4.2 ALDP Policy E2 covers landscape impacts and states that development will
be refused if it causes unacceptable effects through its scale, location or
design on receptors such as key natural landscape elements, historic features
or the composition or quality of the landscape character. These impacts can
be either alone or cumulatively with other recent developments. Further to
this, it is stated that development should not otherwise significantly erode the
characteristics of landscape.
6.4.3 The assessment has been undertaken in line with relevant guidance,
specifically Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment, 3rd
Edition1, (GLVIA3). Zone of Theoretical Visibility assessments have been
defined and maps generated in order to outline and understand the extent of
potential visual impacts within the surrounding area. These have then been
utilised to narrow down and select specific viewpoints and receptors from
where a more detailed assessment can be undertaken. Through this process,
the focus of the assessment has been defined as a 2km radius around the
site. This has all been undertaken using a “worst case” scenario as a
baseline, effectively assuming maximum visibility (clear sunny day in winter
rather than fog, cloud cover or foliage on trees for example).
6.4.4. Receptors and baseline situations are noted and then factors such as
sensitivity and magnitude of change are then assessed in order to establish
the significance of any proposed visual impacts upon the study area. The
above approach to assessment is considered to be appropriate for a proposal
of this nature and will allow for a detailed assessment to be undertaken.
6.4.5 It is identified that the site sits in a landscape characterised by a gently rolling
landform, made up of agricultural land and forestry plantation within the
immediate locality. Larger settlements of Kemnay and Kintore are located
nearby, but the sporadic location of single houses and farmsteads make up
much of the local area. There are no national landscape designations
covering the site, however a localised designation, a Landscape Character
Type (LCT) is identified. The site specifically falls within the Wooded Estates –
Aberdeenshire LCT (LCT 26) which highlights the rolling landform, gently
rounded hills, broad valleys and areas of woodland (among others) as
dominant characteristics within the LCT.

Item: 4
Appendix 2
Page: 34
6.4.6 The characteristics as identified in LCT26 are true for the site itself, which sits
within a localised gently undulating landform with a thick woodland
surrounding much of the site. These features are apparent on site at present,
as the existing substation is largely screened from most directions to a large
extent by the landform and/or woodland. Indeed, the main visual factors at
present are the overhead lines and towers, which connect into the site, but
are not part of the substation itself, nor are they part of this application.
6.4.7 A more detailed localised landscape assessment is also outlined within the
submission. This effectively provides a more detailed description of smaller
pockets of the landscape in the locality. Specifically in the case of this site the
localised landscape assessments identify the application site as being in an
area defined as “Undulating Farmland with Substation” and “Forested
Farmland”, which as above provides for an accurate descriptive overview of
the site.
6.4.8 Within the assessment of the proposal upon the landscape, the submission
concludes that the overall landscape impacts would not be significantly
adverse. The stronger presence of electrical infrastructure within the area
alongside the existing substation and overhead lines is noted within the
submission, but as above it is concluded that the existing and proposed
screening and the existing landform would enable the infrastructure to be
accommodated without any adverse impacts on the surrounding landscape
character. This is stated as being the case through the temporary construction
phase as well as through completion and then maturing of the landscaping.
6.4.9 As noted above, the existing substation does fit into the surrounding
landscape with limited visibility from surrounding public viewpoints. Features
such as the landform and woodland do largely screen the site from the public
road to the south as well as the Hill of Cottown area and Knackery to the
north. The overhead lines in the area are visible and while not part of the
application, do represent a visual impact associated with the substation.
However, the substation infrastructure itself as well as the proposed site are
largely screened from main roads within the vicinity. Taking both the limited
visibility of existing infrastructure as well as assessing a similar level of impact
for the proposed site and substation, it can be concluded that the proposal is
unlikely to give rise to adverse landscape impacts. In this regard, the
conclusions of the submitted LVIA are considered to be acceptable and
agreeable in terms of proposed impacts upon the surrounding landscape
character. The proposal can therefore be considered to conform to ALDP
Policy E2 in this regard.
6.4.10 The proposed buildings would be coloured a dark brown colour, which the
submission has promoted as being the optimal colour to assist in helping the
building blend into the surrounding landscape. It is noted through the
photomontage images provided that within the volume and density of
woodland and surrounding farmland, that the brown coloured buildings would
offer screening up against the dark green and brown of woodland backdrop,
particularly during winter months where a dark brown backdrop is shown to be
the overriding characteristic of the area. During summer months when trees
are more green, the intention would be that the foliage would screen the
buildings in any case meaning that the most important time period would be
the winter months when sporadic visibility may be achievable. As such, the
proposed brown colour is assessed as being appropriate in this regard, albeit
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it is considered pragmatic to attach a planning condition requiring the exact
colour of external cladding to be finalised prior to construction.
6.4.11 With regard to impacts upon individual properties and viewpoints – the wider
visual impact, the submission has identified 15 buildings within the vicinity
which may experience a visual impact. Within the submission these are
numbered B1-B15 and proposed impacts are assessed across construction,
completion and 10 year scenarios – with the latter being representative of a
period after which the proposed mitigation of earthworks and landscape
planting will have reached its desired level.
6.4.12 During the construction period, some 7 properties within 1km of the proposed
site are predicted to experience a temporary minor effect, owing to some
unfiltered views of the site and associated construction compound. In order to
offer mitigation for these impacts, particularly to the south west (2 properties
at Dewsford) it is proposed to utilise 2m tall mounding in order to offer
screening from this direction. Given this, as well as the landform itself which
undulates and slopes away from the properties at Dewsford, the Planning
Service is able to agree with the conclusions of the LVIA in that no
significantly adverse visual impacts would occur from the temporary
construction period and that those minor impacts can also be mitigated to a
sufficient extent.
6.4.13 Upon completion of the substation, any potential visual impacts from the
construction period would be removed and so some properties are predicted
to experience a change as a result, however this is a change for the positive
as the construction compound would be removed. Added to this would be the
mixed woodland planting surrounding the site, but again with focus on the
south west and west of the site where there are currently more open views
(compared to the north, south and east which have existing tree planting,
screening and landscape cover) from properties, including those at Dewsford.
The aforementioned landscaping would mature over the next 10 years and
become established, thus enhancing the level of screening provided. The
planting is to be mixed, with low and high canopies and quick/thick growing
species all to offer the best or most appropriate screening from certain
viewpoints. Specifically, large, dense planting would be used to provide
screening from the west and south.
6.4.14 Photomontage images have been provided showing the proposed future
evolution of the site and associated visual impacts from certain viewpoints
over the entire timeframe (existing – 10 years post construction). The most
striking and significant potential change does relate to that to be experienced
by the properties at Dewsford to the west – with existing landscaping and
landform in other directions as described above offering sufficient coverage
and so the impacts being less pronounced. At present there is a view from
this western viewpoint, located within a farm yard area adjacent to the
residential properties at Dewsford across agricultural land towards the existing
substation in the distance. Existing overhead lines do represent an
industrialised feature at present, while existing localised and garden planting
offer screening for the individual properties themselves – it is important to
note therefore that assuming the retention of existing private garden
screening, that the changes in any proposed visibility of the site or substation
would remain constant, effectively fully screened from private dwellings.
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6.4.15 The access road to these properties as well as a farm yard and outbuildings
at the end of the track provide specific viewpoints with open visibility across to
the substation. It is clear that by building westwards from the existing
substation that the proposed development by virtue of its size and scale would
become visible from these selected viewpoints, albeit based on the existing
garden/local screening this is less likely from individual dwellings and more
intermittently from the track or when moving to specific open viewpoints. The
undulating landscape does offer a degree of screening and means that the
entirety of the site and buildings/built infrastructure would not be visible from
the west. There would be a magnitude of change experienced however, but
as above with the proposed dense landscape planting as mitigation, the
ultimate result would be very little if any visibility of the substation from this
direction, thereby reducing the visual impact and meaning that the residual,
post mitigation impact is minimal.
6.4.16 It is however worth noting that the act of introducing dense landscaping (tree
planting) would in itself result in a magnitude of change for receptors who
presently look out over agricultural land. This is a change, but given the
context of the immediate area including forestry plantations nearby, the
Planning Service upon assessment would not consider this to be significantly
adverse. This is more so when taking individual properties into account
(including those nearest at Dewsford), most of which have existing private
garden screening and so do not currently experience clear or open views over
the proposed site. There would be no significant changes to this arrangement
as a result of this proposal therefore. When considering other properties,
located at a greater distance and with potential intermittent or theoretical
visibility of the site, the separation distant plus the proposed planting would
combine to result in what is considered to be an acceptable impact.
6.4.17 In assessing the above, the Planning Service can again agree with the
conclusions of the LVIA in that the resultant visual impact arising from the
proposed development can be considered to be acceptable, subject to the
securing and implementation of appropriate mitigation through landscape
screening. This can be said for all receptors, be those from public viewpoints
or from residential properties.
6.4.18 Taking all of the above into account, considering the existing undulating
landscape, position of existing properties in relation to this as well as existing
and proposed landscape planting and steps taken to mitigate against any
potential impacts, the Planning Service are able to agree with the conclusions
of the submission in that the substation will not have an unacceptable visual
impact upon the surrounding area. The proposal can therefore be considered
to comply with ALDP Policy E2.
6.5

Ecology and Ornithology

6.5.1 A range of desk and field surveys have been conducted on site over a number
of years, owing to the site and development history in this location. Indeed,
former surveys conducted for previous iterations of this development have
formed the baseline for additional, up to date survey work conducted in
support of this application.
6.5.2 The assessments and surveys have been conducted to cover both the
substation application as well as a separate, but related proposal for overhead
electricity lines. This actually means that a wider study area has been
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included which allows for a broader picture of the existing environment to be
appreciated. In total, a total of 127Ha of land has been surveyed, which
represents land within 250m of both substation and overhead line sites. While
this application only considers the substation development, it is useful within
the context of ecology and natural heritage to have a wider platform of
assessment to work from. This survey work has sought to assess the
significance and magnitude of change of any proposed impacts, both direct
impacts and those of an indirect nature. The methodology as set out is
considered to be appropriate and acceptable.
6.5.3 The surveys confirm that there are no statutory designated sites within the
application site boundary. There is a Local Nature Conservation Site (LNCS)
around 150m north at Cottown Woods which while not covered by any legal
protection does represent a good local habitat. Given the distance and
separation from the application site however no adverse impacts are
anticipated as a result. Upon assessment, the Planning Service can agree
with this stance.
6.5.4 The surveys seek to demonstrate the proposed impacts upon habitats as well
as species (including protected species) within those habitats. While related,
both have distinct characteristics and differing potential impacts however and
so have been approached separately – this is considered to be an acceptable
approach.
6.5.5 From an ALDP Policy context, Policy E1 seeks to preserve and protect
designated sites (of which there are none here) but this also covers LNCS
sites where it is outlined that the public benefits from any proposed
development must outweigh the conservation value of the site, but that
anticipated impacts must be minimised and mitigated as appropriate. With
regard to protected species, again these are offered protection through Policy
E1, which seeks primarily to avoid or mitigate against adverse impacts
through appropriate surveys, but where this is not possible it is stated that it
must be demonstrated that the scheme must be one of overriding public
interest and that any impacts will not have an adverse impact on the
population of that species as a whole. With regard to Woodland loss, it is
stated that the Government’s policy on control of woodland removal should be
followed.
6.5.6 With regard to the proposal at hand, it is clear from the submission and extent
of survey work that the developer is seeking to comply with the primary
elements of Policy E1, in that avoidance and mitigation is the approach taken,
as opposed to relying on the benefits or otherwise of the scheme to justify any
Policy compliance.
6.5.7 Taking the proposed impacts upon habitats first, the potential impacts from
the substation proposal are identified as being the loss of habitat through the
platform construction as well as associated impacts with the fragmentation of
surrounding habitats. In addition to this, potential impacts are anticipated in
terms of a change in habitat type (soils and water), impacts upon Ground
Water Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE) and damage from
pollution or chemicals (from construction primarily).
6.5.8 The surveys identify that a total of 3.7Ha of neutral grassland would be lost
through the development, along with 1.86Ha of modified grassland, 0.46Ha of
upland birch woods, 0.09Ha of mixed plantation woodland, 0.04Ha dense
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scrub and 0.03Ha open mosaic habitats. When combined with the proposals
for amended overhead lines, a far larger area of woodland would be lost – as
above the overhead line proposal is separate from this application and so only
the smaller level of woodland loss directly as a result of the substation will be
considered here.
6.5.9 In assessing the loss of this range and quantity of habitat the submission
concludes that as a result of the low level of sensitivity and value of these
areas, as well as the presence of a large volume of similar habitat set to
remain within the surrounding area means that the impacts are not predicted
to be significant. Upon assessment and through a visit to the site, it is clear
that while a large land take would occur, that the substation can be
accommodated without a significantly adverse loss of habitat, particularly
given the surrounding habitats present within the vicinity and the fact that the
bulk of the site is made up of grassland which is not of as high a value as
woodland for example.
6.5.10 With regard to other impacts, such as pollution, mitigation is outlined primarily
through best practice construction operations including factors such as pre
construction checks, pollution prevention measures, prompt reinstatement
following excavation as well as the employment of an Environmental Clerk of
Works to guide and monitor operations on site. These in combination with
specific measures such as the operation in accordance with a Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP), cut off drains and sediment control
for watercourses, avoidance of GWDTE with access routes and protection of
hydrological pathways, alongside the acceptable impact on habitats as
outlined above, mean that the potential impacts upon habitats are considered
to be acceptable in terms of Policy E1.
6.5.11 Reviewing impacts on protected species thereafter, the primary impacts are
predicted to come from the construction period – during operation there will be
very little movement or physical presence on site meaning that there are
limited opportunities for interaction and as above, the fragmentation of
habitats ca be accommodated given the nature and use of the site at present.
The construction impacts are predicted to comprise of disturbance to
individual animals foraging or resting in the proximity of the construction site,
specifically in terms of noise, lighting and traffic as well as risk of injury or
mortality from these operations also (conflict with vehicles etc).
6.5.12 The survey work has highlighted the presence of badgers, otters, red squirrel,
pine marten and bats within the general vicinity, all of which could be
impacted. The survey work also provides additional detail on badgers, stating
that such is the risk of impact that without any mitigation that there would be a
likely significant adverse impact resulting from the development.
6.5.13 To this end, overarching species mitigation as well as species specific
mitigation and species protection plans (SPP’s) are all outlined within the
submission. As with the habitat mitigation, general issues would be dealt with
through the CEMP and best practice construction methods. However, in
addition steps such as wildlife ramps in and out of trenches, workforce
briefings, the cessation of work if any signs of species are encountered and
pre-construction surveys are all included to address potential issues.
6.5.14 Specific mitigation measures for species such as badgers and otter include
the positioning of any excavated material more than 30m from any identified
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sett, the directing of any lighting away from such locations, continual
monitoring including that using camera traps and an overarching supervisory
regime. Specific protected species licensing arrangements would be
employed to cover works that may interact directly with species habitats and
any works directly affecting these taking place outwith the breeding season. A
SPP detailing steps for badger mitigation has also been produced.
6.5.15 The submission concludes with the developer outlining that through their
survey and assessment that any potential adverse impacts upon habitats or
protected species can be adequately addressed through well defined and
detailed mitigation measures, with the result that after the application of this
mitigation that there would be no significant adverse impacts resulting from
the proposal. Upon review of the submission and assessment of the likely
effects, magnitude of change and consideration of the proposed mitigation
and residual effects thereafter, the Planning Service is in a position to agree
with these conclusions. The proposal can therefore be considered to comply
with ALDP Policy E1 with regard to habitats and protected species.
6.5.16 Ornithology falls into a separate category from the above habitats and
protected species assessments, however the above methodologies and
extent of survey work are consistent for ornithological receptors. Desk and
field surveys, including a breeding bird survey were undertaken and utilised
standard, professional methodology.
6.5.17 The surveys confirmed that there were no designated sites within the study
area, nor were there any bird species covered by specific protection
measures. A total of 37 species were identified through survey work, 14 of
which have some level of conservation status.
6.5.18 As above with regard to habitats and protected species, the main impacts are
anticipated to result from habitat loss or fragmentation, changes to
hydrological pathways, construction noise or lighting and then accidental
injury or mortality.
6.5.19 The proposed substation would remove some habitat within the area,
however given the nature of the surroundings, the submission and
assessments consider there to be sufficient alternative breeding habitat within
the locality.
6.5.20 Given the lack of any designated protection in terms of ornithology on site as
well as the nature of the proposed impacts, the assessment concludes that
even without any mitigation that the likely impacts upon the area would be
minimal. That said, mitigation is proposed in order to both ensure that this is
the case but also in terms of best practice.
6.5.21 As above, standard mitigation in the form of pre construction checks and best
practice operations secured through a CEMP and through an Environmental
Clerk of Works ongoing review. Specifically in terms of ornithology, site
clearance or tree removal operations would be undertaken outwith breeding
season to reduce any risk of disturbance and any identified nests will benefit
from a 30m exclusion zone and subsequent management by an appointed
professional.
6.5.22 Taking the above into account, the Planning Service is satisfied that given the
nature of the site and potential impacts, as well as the additional mitigation
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measures up and above what could be considered to be the necessary
minimum, that the proposal can be considered to comply with ALDP Policy E1
in terms of ornithology.
6.5.23 A quantity of woodland would be lost as outlined above. This is a relatively
small portion when compared to the proposed woodland loss associated with
the proposed OHL development. Scottish Forestry raised some reservations
about the woodland loss and outlined that there is an expectation within
Forestry Policy that appropriate replacement or compensatory planting is
provided. With regard to the substation proposal, the volume of tree loss can
be compensated through the proposed woodland and landscape planting. The
Planning Service are satisfied that the proposal complies with Policy in this
regard.
6.5.24 Related to the above compensatory planting, is an approach by the developer
to ensure that the planting and mitigation proposed can assist in ensuring that
there would be a “Biodiversity Net Gain” across the site, effectively ensuring
that the site post development would include a wider and increased level of
biodiversity and habitat than is currently found. A Biodiversity Net Gain report
can be prepared for submission by the developer, outlining a gain on site and
to confirm and verify this. From a Policy perspective, new development is
required to ensure that biodiversity in enhanced over the site and the
publication of the aforementioned would go above and beyond these specific
requirements. Given the nature of the submission and detail of landscaping
already included, there is a confidence that this aspect can be delivered.
Effectively woodland loss would be compensated and then areas of rough
grassland would be replaced with thick and diverse woodland (based on the
landscaping drawings). As such the Planning Service is comfortable to seek
the formal Biodiversity Net Gain Report through a planning condition at this
stage.
6.6

Cultural Heritage

6.6.1 As a result of the substantial site history here with the previous iterations of
the proposal which have been submitted, considered and approved, there is a
detailed history of cultural heritage assessments dating back as far as 2010.
Consultations, surveys, desk based studies and on site investigations have all
been carried out since 2010 which means that there is a detailed picture and
extensive knowledge of all potential cultural heritage impacts on site.
6.6.2 Assessments have all been updated within the submission for this application,
but the substantial investigative history on site has allowed for the most up to
date assessment work to build on the existing knowledge base. This is
considered to be a positive aspect and it offers greater certainty with regard to
on site assets and receptors.
6.6.3 The methodology presented within the submission is all considered to be
acceptable. This effectively identifies all assets within 1km of the site as well
as those within 3km for assessment and identification of mitigation.
6.6.4 From a Policy context, ALD Policy HE1 seeks to protect, maintain and
enhance assets of a historic or cultural importance including listed buildings
and sites of an archaeological interest. Proposals which would have a
detrimental impact upon these assets or which do not mitigate against these
are not offered support.
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6.6.5 The submission identifies 24 assets within 1km of the site, none of these are
Scheduled Monuments, Listed Buildings, Inventory Gardens, Designed
Landscapes, Battlefields or Conservation Areas. A number of medieval and
prehistoric assets are however identified – as above the previous site
investigations offer greater certainty over the extent of these finds and reduce
the probability of uncovering more “unknown” assets.
6.6.6 Of the 24 identified assets within 1km of the site, there are 4 assets which
could be directly affected – medieval building and medieval enclosure, furrow
cultivation and stone walls. In order to mitigate against any adverse impacts
upon these assets, they are to be fenced or marked off during construction
which would avoid any accidental impacts upon these and thus avoid direct
damage. This approach is considered to be acceptable, the Council’s
Archaeology Service have confirmed this and requested that this also be
secured via planning condition. Some of the stone walls may be affected by
access tracks, which would be directed to less preserved areas where
disturbance would be minimised. Again this is considered to be acceptable in
the circumstances.
6.6.7 Aside from direct construction and siting impacts, the majority of other impacts
on cultural heritage assets would be visual. Within the 3km study area
outlined, a total of 5 Scheduled Monuments are identified alongside a “B”
Listed Building all with theoretical visibility. Indeed, Historic Environment
Scotland identified South Leylodge Steading Stone Circle as an asset of
interest with theoretical visibility of the site. This asset, alongside others would
have visibility and the proposed substation could affect the setting of these –
however the proposed mitigation in terms of landscape screening is
considered in all cases to successfully address these concerns.
6.6.8 The submission concludes by stating that after the application of appropriate
mitigation for all identified impacts upon assets that any negative impacts
would be minor or negligible. Taking the above into account, the Planning
Service is in agreement with this conclusion and as such the proposal can be
considered to comply with ALDP Policy HE1 with regard to protecting the
historic environment.
6.7

Water and Soils

6.7.1 Field and desk surveys were conducted across the site in order to assess the
potential impacts upon soils, geology and the water environment. As with
other topics, the surveys were able to build upon previous work done on site.
The various surveys and investigations sought to ascertain impacts in terms
of flood risk, surface water, groundwater, geology, soils and private water
supplies (PWS).
6.7.2 With regard to policy, the above would be covered through ALDP Policy P4
which seeks to protect the environment from pollution and is also concerned
with any development of contaminated land. In these instances it is stated that
care must be taken to avoid pollution, any nuisances that may be caused from
works – this would include impacts upon the water environment and also
seeks to mitigate against any adverse impacts. The protection of the natural
environment such as groundwater or watercourses also falls into Policy E1
which seeks a wider protection and avoidance of adverse impacts upon
environmental receptors as well as requiring mitigation to be provided where
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relevant. Along a similar theme, Policy PR1 seeks to protect important
resources including aspects such as groundwater systems and watercourses.
As with the above policies, the key within the policy is to avoid, protect and
mitigate where relevant. Finally, with specific reference to flooding and
protecting the locality from such effects, Policy C4 is relevant in outlining that
development should not be located in areas that flood and should not lead to
flooding on site or elsewhere.
6.7.3 The survey work and assessments conclude that the proposals would not
have adverse impacts upon soil, geology, groundwater, surface water or
PWS. Furthermore, it is confirmed through the assessments that the proposal
would not give rise to any flood risk on site or downstream from the site.
6.7.4 The surveys do outline that there are 2 PWS within 250m of the application
site. However an assessment of these supplies has been undertaken and it
has been confirmed that no adverse impacts upon these are anticipated, this
is an approach agreed by SEPA. Further to this, mitigation in the form of
additional monitoring would be undertaken throughout the construction works.
Similarly, monitoring would also serve as further mitigation to ensure that
watercourses do not become polluted as a result of the development.
6.7.5 In addition to the above mitigating steps, nearby private foul drainage systems
are to be located and then these locations used to inform construction
processes to ensure that no adverse impacts result in this regard.
6.7.6 SEPA advised that they would seek appropriate planning conditions attached
to any permission concerning Private Water Supplies, a Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which in turn is to include
mitigation for Groundwater Dependant Terrestrial Ecosystems (GWDTE) and
a Site Waste Management Plan. These would effectively secure mitigation
and ensure that the steps taken and non significant impact as predicted
through the submission could be achieved. Further information was requested
on waste water drainage, this is confirmed as being a private drainage
system, albeit further details regarding percolation and discharge are still
outstanding, SEPA confirm these can be secured by condition but the
preference is to get this up front. The preference for these up front is noted,
however there is enough confidence at this stage that an appropriate and
functional system can be achieved, as such there are no issues in this
particular instance with regard to securing the above through a planning
condition attached to any permission.
6.7.7 The Council’s Flood Risk and Coastal Protection Team sought further
information on the drainage provision on site, including surface water and
runoff to watercourses. At the time of writing the Planning Service are not in
receipt of a positive response from the Flood Team, although the updated
information is being reviewed. As the outstanding matters are of a technical
nature, it is anticipated that a solution should be available. The lack of a
positive response is purely due to the fact that there has not been sufficient
time for this information to be reviewed at the time of writing, rather than any
underlying issues. Given the National status of the application and need to
proceed towards a determination of the application in January 2021, it is
considered reasonable to continue to progress with the application at this
stage, with the expectation that these technical issues will be resolved by the
Garioch Area Committee date and also by Full Council in January. To this
end, the conclusion of this issue shall be sought as a delegated matter at this
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time. Verbal updates can be offered to the Garioch Area Committee if
necessary.
6.7.8 The Council’s Contaminated Land Service confirmed that they had no
comments to make
6.7.9 Assessing all of the above, alongside taking account of comments from
consultees and reviewing the proposal with regard to ALDP Policies P4, E1,
PR1 and C4, the Planning Service can confirm that the proposal is considered
to meet the requirements of the stated policies. The proposed mitigation
outlined with regard to preventing pollution and protecting resources,
receptors and water supplies as well as the confirmation that the proposal is
technically proficient in terms of flood risk and drainage are all considered to
be acceptable. This is subject to the technical sign off of details by the
Council’s Flood Team – as above this is anticipated to be forthcoming, but at
the time of writing is not yet available.
6.8

Noise and Amenity

6.8.1 The construction and operation of a development of this size, scale and
prominence requires careful consideration of amenity impacts. Visual impacts
are covered elsewhere within this report, however additional aspects such as
noise and impacts from pollution or construction works also require
assessment.
6.8.2 With the proposed substation extension, amenity impacts would result from
the temporary construction period and then there would be the permanent
operational phase to consider also.
6.8.3 From a policy context, ALDP Policy P4 would cover the above. This states
that any development which presents an unacceptable nuisance to the public
will not be supported and that where nuisances are expected to arise, these
are to be appropriately mitigated in order to be considered acceptable.
6.8.4 In this instance, nuisances in terms of noise and elements such as dust and
lighting would pose potential issues during the construction period. These
issues are outlined as being temporary, which offers a more limited impact.
Furthermore, standard construction mitigation is to be employed, which would
effectively reduce any potential impacts through limitations on working hours
and securing best practice construction works in terms of reducing nuisance
outputs. These could be secured via planning condition, securing the
submission of defined management plans for the construction period.
6.8.5 Longer term, the main potential output from the operational substation would
be noise alongside the aforementioned visual impact. Given the nature of the
installation, very limited traffic in terms of vehicles, personnel or other
operations would occur on site throughout the year aside from general
maintenance. The primary element of mitigation available in terms of noise
output would be the overarching “gas insulated” approach to the substation,
effectively housing the infrastructure inside a building and thus providing a
noise buffer.
6.8.6 There are however issues when the noise emission from this development are
considered cumulatively with the existing substation – from which there have
been noise issues previously. It is known that survey work and mitigation to
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the existing substation is underway at the time of writing, which it is
understood seeks to try and address the outstanding issues. While the current
planning application cannot be used in itself as a mechanism to address
existing problems, there is a need to ensure that when considered
cumulatively this scheme does not exacerbate an existing issue.
6.8.7 Fundamentally, the existing noise issues within the area are a separate issue
outwith the control and scope of this application. What is part of the
consideration however is the cumulative noise impacts of the proposal when
combined with the existing substation. To ensure that the cumulative noise
remains within acceptable parameters, the developer has measured
background noise from 2km away (proxy location) to offer an illustration of
what background noise levels without the existing substation would be.
Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) are satisfied that the chosen
proxy location is sufficiently distant from the existing substation such that it
would not be influenced by noise from that source. Furthermore, the
background noise measurements obtained at the proxy location are
considered typical of a quiet rural environment.
6.8.8 The noise impact assessment demonstrates in Chapter 8 that with the
installation of appropriately designed acoustic enclosures the proposed
substation extension is capable of operating within an outdoor noise limit
equivalent to the background noise level measured at the proxy location, and
with indoor noise limited to compliance with Noise Rating Value NR20, as
described in Annex B of BS8233:2014. Essentially the plant and machinery on
site would be designed in such a way to have built in noise cancelling or
reducing enclosures which would assist in limiting any outputs and ensuring
that the proposed substation does not lead to any adverse noise issues either
independently or cumulatively.
6.8.9 As above, as a standalone entity there is no adverse noise output from the
development. When assessing the proposal, is important to ensure that the
proposal will not therefore result in noise impacts over and above what would
be considered an acceptable baseline or background noise level. In this
regard, there is confirmation from the submission that the proposal can
operate within these acceptable parameters. Planning Conditions can be
employed in order to offer limitations on the noise output of the proposed
substation in relation to the wider baseline within the area. Should the
developer separately address or reduce noise outputs from an existing
source, then this may assist in reducing the baseline or background level, but
again this is not under the control of this application and the focus here
remains on ensuring that the proposed substation extension has an
acceptable amenity impact.
6.8.10 Taking the above into account, the Planning Service is satisfied therefore that
the proposal can be considered to comply with ALDP Policy P4, as the
proposed substation would not give rise to any adverse noise issues and that
mechanisms and mitigation can be established to ensure that no adverse
issues arise elsewhere.
6.8.11 It is noted that during the Pre Determination Hearing that legal case law in
relation to situations where there is a need to balance new development with
existing noise issues was discussed. However, given the appropriate
mechanisms to measure, monitor and address the noise issues associated
with this proposal as outlined above, further investigation into case law is not
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considered to be necessary. Ultimately there is a competent and viable
mechanism under which the noise issues can be monitored and addressed.
6.10

Additional Issues (incl Reps)

6.10.1 The proposal will utilise and upgrade the existing substation access, which is
taken off the B977 Kintore to Leylodge Road as well as creating a new
permanent access track, built to appropriate standards, 5-6m in width and
taken off of the existing access at a point just to the south of the existing
substation. The majority of any traffic impact would be from the construction
period, as operationally there would be very limited access requirements,
particularly for anything above an individual vehicle. The Council’s Roads and
Transportation Services raised no concerns with the access provision, or any
road safety issues associated with the proposal. Transport Scotland
acknowledge the potential interaction of construction traffic with the A96 trunk
road to the north and as such have sought certain mitigation measures to
ensure that any traffic can be successfully monitored. From an ALDP
perspective, Policy RD1 seeks appropriate and safe access arrangements for
new development. Taking all of the above into account, the proposed access
arrangements are considered to be acceptable.
6.10.2 A temporary construction compound would be formed on land to the east of
the existing access road and immediately north of the B977 public road. This
location would be within the broader site envelope of the proposal, adjacent to
the existing substation and would utilise the same access points. Potential
impacts from this site would be temporary but would generally be associated
with standard construction outputs – noise, dust, lighting, pollution and traffic.
As above, these would generally be mitigated by orthodox good practice
construction mitigation which is common on sites of this scale. As noted
above within individual chapters, the general and orthodox mitigation
measures as set out and employed are considered sufficient to address and
alleviate any potential impacts in this regard.
6.10.3 Potential impacts from Electric Magnetic Fields (EMF) upon amenity and
health are common across large scale energy projects such as this.
Essentially, the project takes cognisance of national guidance and regulation
which covers exposure to such emissions – the project is to be constructed in
line with Policy and Guidance and within these thresholds. It should be noted
that concerns raised on this matter were in relation to a previous design
iteration (infrastructure not housed within buildings) and also with regard to
OHLs which are not part of this application. It is understood that there are
unlikely to be any EMF emissions from the proposed substation. Specifically
with regard to this proposal therefore, there are not considered to be any
adverse issues in terms of EMF.
6.11

Conclusion

6.11.1 Through assessing the proposal and paying cognisance to the range of
proposed and potential impacts, the Planning Service is satisfied that through
tailored, embedded and standard good practice mitigation that the majority of
potential impacts can be successfully managed.
6.11.2 Proposed visual and noise impacts, alongside impacts upon habitats are
identified as those most likely to result in pronounced negative effects. As
covered in detail above, the proposed landscape mitigation is considered to
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be appropriate in terms of providing screening as well as compensatory and a
proposed “net gain” in terms of habitat and biodiversity. With regard to noise,
the existing issues within the locality are noted, however it is accepted that the
proposal in itself would not lead to any adverse effects and that the existing
issues are entirely separate to this proposal. The impacts upon the wider area
in terms of cumulative effects can however be accommodated and this is a
matter which can be successfully addressed through planning conditions.
6.11.3 Overall therefore, the proposal can be considered to be technically proficient
and with the application of appropriate mitigation can be accommodated into
the area. The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable subject to the
confirmation that the Council’s Flood Team that the drainage provision on site
is acceptable.
7.

Area Implications

7.1

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

8.

Implications and Risk

8.1

An equality impact assessment is not required because the proposed
development is not considered to give rise to any differential impacts on those
with 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
None

10.3

The application is not a Departure from the Local Development Plan or
Strategic Development Plan and no departure procedures apply.

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)
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(Scotland) Direction 2009 and the application is not required to be notified to
the Scottish Ministers prior to determination.
10.5

The application would not have to be referred to Infrastructure Services as
this is a National Development and is being determined by Full Council.

11.

Recommendation

11.1

That Members of Garioch Area Committee provide preliminary views to
Full Council for its consideration when determining the application and
agree that Authority to GRANT be delegated to the Head of Planning and
Environment Service subject to:
(a) Confirmation from Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coastal
Protection) that there are no objections to the application following
conclusion of their assessment.
(b) Conditions on the following matters:
1.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless full details of an ongoing annual monitoring regime
concerned with Private Water Supplies covering both temporary and
permanent infrastructure on site has been submitted to and agreed in
writing with the Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA. The
monitoring regime shall set out an agreeable format and methodology
for the consideration of results and shall confirm and consider the
following details:
• Monitoring should include at least 3 months of baseline monitoring
prior to construction and then post construction monitoring for a
timeframe to be agreed.
• The design, construction and maintenance of all infrastructure must
ensure that the quality and quantity of the groundwater that feeds
sensitive receptors (groundwater abstractions) downstream from
any infrastructure does not statistically significantly change and the
development does not act as a preferential pathway to groundwater
flow. This must be demonstrated by on-going monitoring of the
groundwater as set out in SEPA Technical Guidance Note 1: The
Monitoring of Infrastructure with Excavations Less than 1m Deep
within 100m of Sensitive Receptors (Groundwater Abstractions and
Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystem) (Appendix 5 to
SEPA Planning Guidance LUPS-31 Guidance on Assessing the
Impacts of Development Proposals on Groundwater Abstractions
and Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystem).
• The monitoring results demonstrating whether the quality of
groundwater and/or hydrological connectivity is being maintained
must be presented to the Planning Authority in consultation with
SEPA annually from the commencement of development in an
agreed format. If monitoring identifies that the requirements are not
being met, remedial action must be taken within 6 months in
agreement with the Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA.
• No excavations greater than 1m deep within 100m of sensitive
receptors should take place unless agreed in writing with the
Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA.
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Thereafter the development shall be carried out in full accordance with
the approved details and the monitoring results should continue to be
submitted for review annually.
Reason: In order to prevent potential unacceptable environmental
impacts to sensitive receptors including groundwater abstractions
and/or groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems.
2.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless a site protection plan has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the planning authority. Site protection measures
shall be shown on a layout plan accompanied by descriptive text and
shall include:
a.
b.

The location of the historic environment features to be protected
during construction works; and
The position and details of the warning signs and protective
fencing to be erected.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless the site protection measures have been
implemented in full in accordance with the approved details. All
protective fencing and warning signs shall be retained during the
construction period in accordance with the approved details and no
works shall take place at any time within the protected areas.
Reason: In the interests of protecting known features of the historic
environment.
3.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless a detailed scheme of hard and soft landscaping
works, generally in accordance with Planting Mitigation drawing
119018-D-EA-4.4-1.0.0 dated 27.7.20 has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the planning authority.
Details of the Scheme shall include:
• Confirmed planting species mix
• Confirmed locations of new planting including shrubs, trees and
• A schedule of planting to comprise plant sizes and proposed
numbers and density
• The location, design and materials of all hard landscaping works
including perimeter/security fencing and any gates or other
boundary treatments
• A programme for the implementation, completion and subsequent
management of the proposed landscaping.
• Confirmation of the areas of tree planting proposed as
compensation for any woodland removal on site as a result of the
development.
• Confirmation of the Biodiversity Net Gain on site.
All soft and hard landscaping proposals shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved planting scheme and management
programme. Any planting which, within a period of 5 years from the
completion of the development, in the opinion of the planning authority
is dying, being severely damaged or becoming seriously diseased,
shall be replaced by plants of similar size and species to those
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originally required to be planted. Once provided, all hard landscaping
works shall thereafter be permanently retained.
Reason: To ensure the implementation and management of a
satisfactory scheme of landscaping which will help to integrate the
proposed development into the local landscape in the interests of the
visual amenity of the area.
4.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence until a site specific Site Waste management Plan (SWMP)
has been submitted and approved by the Planning Authority in
consultation with SEPA. The SWMP shall set out how demolition and
construction waste associated with the application site shall be
minimised, recovered, stored, reused and disposed of. Thereafter the
development and the management of waste on site shall carried out in
full accordance with the approved SWMP.
Reason: In order to improve materials resource efficiency and ensure
the appropriate management and disposal of waste form development
sites.

5.

No works in connection with the permission hereby granted shall
commence unless a Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP)
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning
authority in consultation with Transport Scotland (where the scheme
would impact upon the Trunk Road network). The CTMP must include:
i)
ii)
iii)

The proposed routing of all construction traffic
Details of any traffic management measures proposed during
construction (including signage).
Detail of any abnormal loads, including their routing

Thereafter, the development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved CTMP, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Planning
Authority.
Reason: In the interests of road safety and to avoid degradation of the
road and bridge network.
6.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved
(including demolition, ground works and vegetation clearance) shall
commence unless a Construction Environmental Management Plan
(CEMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning
authority. The CEMP shall be generally in accordance with the Outline
CEMP dated June 2020 and alongside the contents therein shall
include the following:
i)
ii)
iii)

iv)

Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities;
Identification of biodiversity protection zones;
Practical measures (both physical measures and sensitive
working practices) to avoid or reduce impacts during
construction (may be provided as a set of method statements);
The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to
biodiversity features;

v)
vi)
vii)
viii)
ix)
x)
xi)
xii)
xiii)
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The times during construction when specialist ecologists need to
be present on site to oversee works;
Responsible persons and lines of communication;
The role and responsibilities on site of an ecological clerk of
works (ECoW) or similarly competent person;
Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs;
Details of lighting, both during construction and operation of the
site.
Hours of operation during the construction period.
Details of barrier fencing and where this will be erected to
protect wetland areas
Tree Protection Plan and a plan showing position of barrier
fencing to protect trees during construction
Water Management Plan covering separately the operational
and constructions stages of the project

In the event that the CEMP references other SHE Transmission
documents, including (but not limited to) General Environmental
Management Plans (GEMPs) or Species Protection Plans (SPPs),
these plans must be also be submitted to Aberdeenshire Council for
agreement as part of the wider CEMP.
All works carried out during the construction period shall be undertaken
strictly in accordance with the approved CEMP, unless otherwise
agreed in writing with the Planning Authority.
Reason: In the interests of protecting the biodiversity of the
environment, the amenity of the surrounding area and road safety.
7.

The proposal shall be carried out in accordance with the details
contained within the Species Protection Plans (SPP) submitted in
support of the application. For the avoidance of doubt the submitted
SPPs are:
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)

v)
vi)
vii)

Badger Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TG-NETENV-501, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: March 2018
Bat Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TG-NET-ENV502, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: March 2018
Bird Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TG-NETENV-505, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: May 2018
Freshwater Pearl Mussel Species Protection Plan, SSE
Networks, Ref: TG-NET-ENV-500, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date:
January 2018
Otter Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TG-NETENV-503, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: April 2017
Red Squirrel Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TGNET-ENV-504, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: May 2018
Water Vole Species Protection Plan, SSE Networks, Ref: TGNET-ENV-506, Revision: 1.01, Issue Date: May 2018

Development shall be carried out in accordance with these documents
unless otherwise agreed in writing with the Planning Authority.
Reason: In the interests of protecting biodiversity and more specifically
protected species which are evident in the area.
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8.

No development shall take place unless, full details and samples of the
finish and specification of materials to be used on the Substation and
associated plant or ancillary buildings, including noise enclosures, have
been submitted to and approved, in writing, by the Planning Authority. The
buildings and plant shall thereafter be constructed and finished in full
accordance with the agreed specification.
Reason: In the interests of the appearance of the development and the
visual amenities of the area.

9.

Waste water from the development shall be disposed of by means of a
treatment plant (Klargester biodisc or equivalent to be agreed in writing
with the Planning Authority in consultation with relevant consultees
including SEPA) discharging to a full land soakaway unless otherwise
agreed in writing with the Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA.
Any alternative arrangement will require to be submitted for approval at
least 2 months prior to construction commencing on site.
Reason: In order to ensure a satisfactory standard of foul drainage in
the interests of amenity and protection of the water environment.

10.

Noise from the approved substation development shall not exceed the
background noise level, as measured at a proxy location to be agreed
with the planning authority, when measured, rated and assessed in
accordance with BS4142:2014 (or any subsequent update thereof)
within the boundary of any noise sensitive property.
Reason: To ensure that noise from the development does not result in
undue loss of amenity for surrounding properties.

11.

Noise from the approved substation development shall not exceed
Noise Rating 20 (NR20), as detailed in BS8233:2014 (or any
subsequent update thereof) when measured within a habitable room of
any noise sensitive dwelling.
Reason: To ensure that noise from the development does not result in
undue loss of amenity for surrounding properties.

DIRECTION UNDER SECTION 58 (2) OF THE TOWN AND COUNTRY
PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 as amended by Planning etc.
(Scotland) Act 2006:
That subsection (1) of Section 58 of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) shall apply in respect of the permission,
with the substitution of the period of three years referred to in that subsection
with the period of five (5) years, as is considered appropriate by the Planning
Authority in this instance on the basis of the scale of the development. The
provisions of section 5(1) shall therefore be read as follows:
The planning permission is to lapse on the expiration of a period of five (5)
years (beginning with the date on which the permission is granted) unless the
development to which the permission relates is begun before that expiration.

11.2

Reason for Decision
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Subject to the outstanding technical sign off with regard to drainage provision,
which as above are understood to be capable of being addressed. The
proposal can be considered to comply with the relevant policies contained
within the ALDP and as such can be recommended for approval, subject to
the formal confirmation of these matters being addressed in time for
determination at Full Council.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author: Stuart Murison
Date: 14 November 2020
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Note of Pre-Determination Hearing
Full Planning Permission for National for Electricity Substation Comprising
Platform Area, Control Building, Associated Plant and Infrastructure, Ancillary
Facilities, Landscape Works and Road Alterations and Improvement Works on
Land To The West Of Kintore Electricity Substation, Leylodge, Kintore,
Aberdeenshire, AB51 0XZ
(Planning Reference No APP/2020/1437)

Friday 6 November, 2020 – Skype Meeting
The Hearing was conducted in accordance with Appendix E of Part 2C of the
Aberdeenshire Council Scheme of Governance.

Present:

Councillor D Lonchay (Chair)
Councillor D Aitchison
Councillor N Baillie
Councillor R Bruce
Councillor R Cassie
Councillor J Cox
Councillor I Davidson
Councillor S Dickinson
Councillor M Ewenson
Councillor M Ford
Councillor A Forsyth
Councillor P Gibb
Councillor J Gifford
Councillor V Harper
Councillor A Hassan
Councillor P Johnston
Councillor A Kloppert
Councillor D Mair
Councillor L McAllister
Councillor A McKelvie
Councillor G Petrie
Councillor H Smith
Councillor A Stirling
Councillor I Taylor

Council
Officers:

East Garioch
Westhill and District
Inverurie and District
Banchory and Mid Deeside
Troup
Banff and District
Ellon and District
Stonehaven and Lower
Deeside
Inverurie and District
East Garioch
Turriff and District
Aboyne, Upper Deeside and
Donside
Mid-Formartine
West Garioch
Mid-Formartine
Mid-Formartine
Ellon and District
Fraserburgh and District
Ellon and District
Westhill and District
Huntly, Strathbogie and Howe
of Alford
West Garioch
Turriff and District
Turriff and District

Ann Overton, Interim Garioch Area Manager
Peter Robertson, Senior Solicitor
Stuart Murison, Senior Planner
Theresa Wood, Area Committee Officer Buchan
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Alison McLeod, Area Committee Officer, Marr

Applicant:

Deirdre Thom – Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL)
Brian Milne - SSE
Stephen Clark - SSE

Representees:

Mr Johan and Mrs Deborah Korver
Mr John Heatherill

1.

PRE-DETERMINATION HEARING PROCESS

The Chair, Councillor Lonchay, introduced himself and welcomed everyone to the
meeting. The Chair outlined the hearing process –
“The hearing has been arranged to allow Councillors to hear from third parties on the
application. As it has not been possible to undertake a physical site visit for the
application due to Covid restrictions, we will commence with a virtual site visit which will be
presented by the Senior Planner. The Planning Officer will then provide detailed images
and footage of the site to allow everyone to understand the extent of the proposals on the
ground. Members will be able to clarify particular aspects of the proposals with the Senior
Planner as they would on a normal site visit.
The hearing will then be conducted in line with the Council procedures which have been
available on the Council website along with the hearing report. Following the hearing a
detailed note will be prepared and this will be presented to Garioch Area Committee at its
meeting on 1 December 2020, along with an updated Planning report with an officer
recommendation, seeking a view from the Committee to present to Full Council at its
meeting on 14 January 2021. It will be at the Full Council meeting in January when the
planning application will be determined”.
2. SITE VISIT FOR APPLICATION
The Chairman introduced Stuart Murison, Senior Planner, who confirmed that the
slides and photos on display were the same images that had been made available
on the Council Database.
Slide Comments from Senior Planner
1
The virtual site visit is in place of usual group site visit due to Covid.
Hopefully Members and stakeholders have had a chance to review the
slides and photos on the website already, but if not then we will go through
these just now to allow for an appreciation of the site and surrounding area
of the proposed development.
2
Site location plan - the site is located to the south west of Kintore at
Leylodge. For those familiar with the area, the application site is directly
adjacent to the existing Kintore Substation. Those who reside in the area
or who are familiar with the area will have a good idea of where that site is.
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3

4

5

6

7

8
9
10

11

12

13
14

15

16
17

Exact site location plan – shows the relationship of the proposed substation to
the existing substation – as you can see it branches off to the western side of
the existing substation. The proposed platform area is also shown on the
dark line.
In terms of photographs we will start with the proposed access from the public
road. This is the existing access to the existing substation, off the B977
Kintore to Leylodge Road. This access would continue to be used for the
proposed development, with a secondary branch access track taken off this
access road when it gets to the existing substation. Please note the chevron
sign which is relevant to the next photograph.
This photo is taken further west along the public road, the chevron sign in the
proposed access – this will be used for both construction and the limited
traffic that would be used in operation.
From the same point we can look across northwards towards where the
proposed substation would be. You can see overhead lines moving in, and
they move in to existing substation at present. There is also an area of
woodland and the proposed substation would be located in behind that.
We will now look at some photos of in and around the actual site. We’ve got
a key here to help people understand from where the photos have been taken
from. It’s relatively straightforward – there is blue triangles on every map, the
peak of the triangle represents where the photos have been taken from and
the base of the triangle is meant to represent the field of view of the observer.
The first photo is taken from the northern edge of the existing substation
looking northwards into the countryside, mainly for context this photo.
So you can see the existing area has agricultural pastureland, grassland, little
bits of woodland, some smatterings of buildings and overhead lines as well.
Next photo and associated video - from the north western corner of the
existing substation, this effectively looks across the proposed substation
platform.
Looking across you can see rough grassland, Harthills Plantation on right
hand side is the thick area of woodlands there, overhead lines approaching
the existing substation from the west – you can see them traversing the site.
We have a video, which sweeps round looking in a westerly direction. Note
the rough grassland, plus woodland screening to the north and south. The
extent of woodland screening is a useful point of reference – this is one of the
main steps to be taken to screen the proposed development.
Next photo and video looking more north westerly, across site and directly
towards Harthills Plantation.
Looking up towards Harthills, you can see the scrub grassland and the
overhead lines in the foreground as well, which illustrate the context of the
site and habitat.
Again the video sweeps round showing the context of the site, showing the
habitats that we’re dealing with, and the extent of screening and woodland
within the area as well. Then back round to the existing substation.
We have a viewpoint from further south along the western boundary of
existing substation.
Next, again you can hopefully appreciate the nature of site, habitats present,
the woodland area, plus the infrastructure integrated into this kind of
landscape in terms of the overhead lines.
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18 Another video - sweeps round and again hopefully shows extent of woodland
and habitat growth from a different angle or viewpoint.
19 The next viewpoint is looking back towards the existing substation.
20 Effectively this is just for further context to show what the existing substation
looks like, although the proposal under consideration would look different as a
lot of the infrastructure would be housed within a building. It hopefully offers a
broad idea of what kind of scale we are looking at on the proposed substation.
21 Next photo from west, from a farmyard next to properties known as Dewsford
which are located immediately adjacent to the western site boundary as you
can see on the map.
22 The photos look back across eastwards across the fields towards the existing
substation, so you can see the overhead lines leading into this. The land here
is more orthodox agricultural than the land nearer the substation; as you can
see there it is kind of fresh pasture.
23 Next we look more in a north easterly direction towards the Harthills
Plantation.
24 Photos are taken from a rough farmyard area. Looking across you can see
the Harthills Plantation again, you can see some livestock in one of the fields
showing the current use, and again some overhead lines traversing the site.
25 Next we have a wide angle photo seeking to capture the entire landscape.
Given it’s a wide angle it is distorted slightly but you can hopefully see the
overhead lines going from the site, you have the agricultural land, and the
existing woodlands on either side as well.
26 We now have a video showing the context of the site from this angle – again
the agricultural land, the overhead lines and the woodland as well.
27 Finally, we have a photo looking back towards the nearby residents in
Dewsford hopefully to give an indication of where these are located and any
potential impacts.
28 This photo location is the same as other ones – a rough farmyard, you can
see a concrete farm shelter in right hand side, there is substantial hedge and
tree planting in front and there are residential dwellings in behind.
Questions
The Chairman asked the Councillors if they had any questions. Having confirmed
that there were no questions for the Senior Planner at this time, the Chairman took a
question from Mrs Debbie Korver (Representee) –
“At the moment, is the Senior Planner explaining the movement of the pylons or is
that to come later in the presentation?”
The Senior Planner responded –
“The overhead lines do not form part of this application. The overhead lines are
proposed under an application to the Scottish Government under Section 37 of the
Electricity Act, so they do not form part of this application. We can touch on it, so it
is not a matter under consideration today or indeed when this goes further to Full
Council.”
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Mrs Korver sought further clarification –
“Does that mean that that will be applied for in a separate application to remove the
pylons?”
The Senior Planner responded –
“Yes, there is a current application in to the Scottish Government, the developer has
submitted an application to them for consideration of that aspect.”
Mrs Korver had one further question –
“The location of the entrance to the new substation, is that the only road you will be
using to access the substation and the building of the substation?”
The Senior Planner responded –
“Yes, the understanding is that the existing access will be used, the developer is
proposing a construction compound to the right hand side of this on an existing field
and then at the top of the access road just where it meets the existing substation the
new access road will branch off, there is an existing hammerhead there, and go
round the existing substation to the new site”.
Mrs Korver concluded by advising that “the last photos you showed of the hedging
near the Dewsford Farm, that is actually our hedge, just to give a bit of clarity to
show how close this is going to come up to our house.”
The Senior Planner confirmed –
“Yes the intention behind showing that photo was to show the relationship of the site
boundary with the residential properties.”
3. HEARING FOR APPLICATION
A. PLANNING OFFICER
The Chairman again introduced Mr Stuart Murison, Senior Planner, who read the
following statement in conjunction with a visual presentation:Slide Comments
1
Welcome to the Pre-Determination Hearing for the Kintore Substation
Extension
2
As has been described already we have got an extension to Kintore
Substation to accommodate upgraded transmission infrastructure through
the North East of Scotland and further afield. Members may be aware of
other large scale substation projects recently approved within
Aberdeenshire at New Deer, Rothienorman and Peterhead – these all fit
into the same network as this one.
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The site is currently grassland and agricultural pasture, immediately
adjacent to the existing Kintore Substation, just to the south of Kintore
along the B977 public road. The site at present is well screened by
woodland and tree growth, with the presence of overhead lines the main
visual feature from the majority of public viewpoints.
Full Planning Permission is sought for the proposed substation, this would
include the formation of a platform, plus the erection of a large shed to
house the main electrical infrastructure on site. A new access road would
branch off from the existing site access and substantial landscape planting
would take place around the site.
A separate proposal is to be determined by the Scottish Government for
the amendments to the overhead lines, as we covered in the site visit.

3
4

5

6

7

There is substantial planning history on the site – versions of this proposal
have been approved previously, notably in 2012 and 2015. Indeed the
2015 application is still live and could be implemented until October 2021,
albeit it is for a different design.
We have the Site Location Plan again, as per the site visit, so please note
the context of the site within the countryside to the south of Kintore there.
The Site Plan again, you can see the relationship of the existing site and
extent of platform area. This platform area measures 195m x 298m, which
is roughly 3.5 football pitches to put it into a more understandable context.
The site sits at a level of 92.6m above ordnance data.
The site as proposed is actually much smaller than in previous
permissions, around 23% smaller than the approved substation extension
from 2015. Effectively this is due to the housing of infrastructure inside a
building which requires less space.
The next slide shows details of infrastructure and planting. So note the
large building in the centre of the site, as well as the two transformer
buildings just to the right of this, as well as the substantial planting
proposed around the substation mainly to the western side.
I have a slide showing the proposed building. So the headline
characteristics of this building would be - Height max 15.5m tall,
Dimensions 35m x 88.86m – giving a footprint of 3,100m2 – again that is
just marginally smaller than your average football pitch. It is a relatively
orthodox large scale shed, it could be described as a bigger version of
something you might find on an industrial site or even a large barn on a
farm. It would ultimately be coloured in a dark brown cladding colour.
The transformer buildings would have a footprint of 28m x 16.5m, and so a
footprint of 476m2 each.
Moving on to the policy context for the proposal - it is classed as a National
Development, being electrical transmission infrastructure in excess of
132kv. The proposal is therefore identified within National Planning
Framework 3 (NPF3) and consequently there is an identified need for the
project, being one of National interest and imperative to the aim of
upgrading the electricity transmission network.
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This positive stance is carried through Scottish Planning Policy (SPP).
On a strategic level, the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development
Plan sees this type of development as a key element in delivering a key
aim of sustainable development and climate change.
In terms of local policy, the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan in this
context offers broad support for the general principles of the project, both
through the National and Strategic level support transcending through and
also the positive stance on renewable and economic development
contained within the LDP.
LDP Policy generally seeks to avoid or mitigate against specific impacts,
this is detailed in the report, which has been prepared to support this
hearing.
8

Moving on to looking at the key issues and considerations with the
proposal. The submission looks to address a range of environmental
impacts – this is not an EIA proposal but the submission is reflective of this
in terms of its structure and the detail provided.
Covering the issues likely to have associated impacts, and going through
these one by one –
There would be landscaping and visual impacts – we have a large building
proposed on site, but also substantial landscape screening proposed which
seeks to screen the proposal from view. Examples of how this has worked
previously are evident already on the existing substation site with the
mature woodland which surrounds this.
There are also potential Ecological and Ornithological Impacts from the
loss of habitat and construction. An assessment of the value of the habitat,
which is mainly grassland and pasture, has been undertaken, while steps
to limit direct impacts on wildlife through construction are set out with
standard and more specific mitigation – specific mitigation for protected
species would be in the form of Protected Species plans.
With regard to Cultural Heritage, extensive work on the site through
previous applications has been undertaken so there is a very good and
detailed idea of the nature on impact of assets on site. As such, the main
issues aside from that are visual impacts from nearby receptors – again
there is mitigation in the form of landscaping there.
Flood risk, drainage and impacts upon water supplies have all been
assessed and surveyed with mitigation in the form of best practice and
pollution prevention where these issues are not of a technical nature.
There are some technical matters outstanding and the developer is
working with consultees to resolve these prior to Garioch Committee and
Full Council.
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Noise and amenity are prominent issues and are the source of the most
common concerns raised through letters of representation. The headlines
here are that the proposed substation would not give rise to any noise
issues based on the information provided. However, there are issues
associated with the existing substation. As such the cumulative noise
levels in the area could exceed desirable levels. While we cannot use this
application to address problems with a separate existing application, we do
have to take cognisance of the overall impact of amenity of noise upon the
amenity of the area.
As a bit of background, it is known that the operator of the existing site is
working to address these issues, but that remains a separate matter to this
application; we can’t control or fix the existing noise issues and must only
focus on the proposed extension.

9

Finally, transport, construction and other impacts are all covered. Existing
infrastructure is to be used and there is confirmation that other aspects
would operate within associated regulatory regimes. As per the report,
consultees are working with the developer to secure agreeable mitigation
and technical solutions where necessary.
The application is due to go to the Garioch Area Committee in December
for the Committee to express a view on the proposal, before being
determined at Full Council in January.

The Chairman invited Peter Robertson, Senior Solicitor, to provide some
clarification –
“I wanted to clarify the procedure for everyone’s benefit. We’ve had some questions
following the site visit. The purpose of this Hearing is to enable elected Members,
Councillors, to gather information about the application and to give the objectors and
the applicant an opportunity to be heard at this stage. Questions should only come
from Councillors. There is no opportunity in the procedure for third parties or the
applicant to ask questions. Therefore, at the end, in terms of the procedure that we
have, Councillors will have the opportunity to ask questions of any of the people who
have spoken, but that opportunity is not available to any other party. So, now that
we are in the Hearing, questions from Councillors only.”
Questions
From Councillor Iain Taylor –
“Two aspects to my query. Yes it is a substantial building, 15m high, 50 feet, so I
am presuming, that a shallower lower building is not feasible for operational
reasons? Also, a dark brown cladding is that an appropriate colour for such a high
building? My second aspect is in terms of lighting of the site, both during the
construction phase and during ongoing operation, if indeed there is lighting required
in ongoing operation.”
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The Senior Planner responded –
“The substation building is a practical design and it is the height it is due to the
infrastructure that it has to house. We have seen that previously on sites at
St Fergus and indeed the SSE part of the New Deer substation as well. The
applicants may be able to offer a more in depth answer, but as I understand it yes it
is a practical size that is needed to house the infrastructure, and certainly that is
what has been presented to us and that is what we have to assess in that regard.
With regard to the dark brown colour, I’m trying to be careful not to stray into a
discussion on the merits of the application, but again that is what has been put to us.
It may be through Area Committee or Full Council that discussions on the different
colour can be had. There are different options out there, as everyone will be aware,
for example, the St Fergus site there was a similar kind of substation building put up
there and the cladding in that instance was green due to the kind of the landscape
context there. I think there are reasons as to why brown has been chosen, we can
flush them out a bit more at the future Committees but I don’t think it would
necessarily be the end of the world for the colour to be changed if Members so
desired when that stage came.
Lighting, yes construction lighting would be governed by your general amenity
regulations. We know from experience of sites like New Deer and also the big
Blackhillock Substation up in Moray that the construction lighting can be quite
prominent and that will be kept in check, and any nuisance from that would be
covered by colleagues in Environmental Health. In terms of operation, my
understanding is that the lighting would be security lighting so it would be on very
rare occasions that the site would be lit up during the operational stage. It may be
security lighting which clicks on if it experiences movement or if there is degrees of
maintenance coming on. Ordinarily, on a standard day during the week with nothing
going on, no issues, no maintenance, the site would not be lit, that is my
understanding of the information that has been presented to us so far.”
From Councillor Neil Baillie –
“The boundary line for the site on the drawings is showing a boundary line as being
an extensive red thick line, and the proposed substation extension within that site is
quite a considerably smaller area. I am wondering if you could answer - the red
boundary line - is that a remanent of the December 2012 planning application when
that accommodated for possibly the air insulated design which would have taken a
bigger footprint as opposed to the gas insulted approach that we are being
presented with today?”
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The Senior Planner responded –
“It is a bit of both really – so it is a very similar red line to what was previously
approved. The reason that the red line has been kept though is so that - the smaller
platform - so that they can put more landscaping in between the edge of the platform
and edge of the site. So without that red line being much bigger than the platform,
there wouldn’t be space within the application boundary for landscaping. So that
comes into it as well. So effectively it is a similar red line to what we’ve seen
before.”
From Councillor Doreen Mair –
“My question is regarding the noise issue. I’m not quite sure whether the noise is
external, if it comes out of the building, or internal. If it is internal are there any
measures that can be taken to mitigate that?”
The Senior Planner responded –
“One of the advantages from the developers perspective of housing the
infrastructure indoors is that there’s built-in noise screening through the building, and
that can help to reduce any emissions outwith the site. There are obviously existing
issues with the existing substation which is a different design, it is the air insulated
design, so all the kit and apparatus is out in the open and that omits noise. So one
of the reasons the new one is inside is to limit that as well as other operational
reasons and reduction of the site area. In terms of the broader picture of noise, as I
said during the presentation, it is not possible for us to stipulate that they fix the
existing noise issues through this application, but what we do have to take
cognisance of is the cumulative impacts on the surrounding area. What you can do
is you can look at the desired background and baseline noises and you could set
limits on the new substation that they have to stay within certain parameters. That is
more competent in terms of a planning approach because they have control over
how noisy their own development is, and if it has to stay within a certain kind of
envelope of noise within the context of the surrounding area they do have control
over that. It so happens here that this particular developer has control over the
neighbouring site as well, so they may be able to work on that and reduce the
background noise and therefore make it easier for them to comply with any issues
on this site. We can’t fix the existing problems through this application, albeit it is
known that the developer is taking steps to do that. It is quite a complicated issue
and I’m sure that some of the representees who are speaking today will be raising
noise issues as well, so it is something that has to be carefully considered in the
context.”
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From Councillor Marion Ewenson –
“On the ordnance survey map in your papers you can see some properties at the
Dewsford end of the site, just outside the boundary. Are those residential or
agricultural buildings? What’s the distance involved there, between those properties
and the boundary, because they look very close? The gradient of the site itself, it
looks very flat, from the point of view of possible water run-off, from memory it is
quite a level area, but just wondering about the gradient on there?”
The Senior Planner responded –
“Taking the first point, the property at Dewsford, the distance that we’ve measured
on our mapping system from the edge of the site, the red line, so basically from
where those photos were taken from, to the external wall of the nearest
dwellinghouse is around 50m. So a greater distance from the edge of the platform,
but from the site boundary it is around 50m. In terms of the gradient, generally
speaking, the red line site, the land and the platform would slope away from these
houses, they are kind of set slightly higher. It is possibly not something that you can
glean from the photographs that were taken, but it does move away. As you may
have picked up through the report or my presentation also, there are outstanding
technical matters with regard to drainage on the site that the developers are working
on and obviously those drainage matters would have to be clarified, and within that
you’d be making sure that any drainage solution, any kind of surface water solution,
the site would be diverted away from houses and would be competently established
on site. So that would help to address any risk in that regard I would think.”
B. APPLICANT
The Chair introduced Ms Thom, Planning Consultant for Jones Lang La Salle (JLL),
on behalf of the applicant, whose statement is summarised below:
“My name is Deirdre Thom and I am a planning consultant with Jones Lang LaSalle.
We have prepared the Planning Statement submitted with the application and are
representing Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission plc at today’s Pre-Determination
Hearing. In addition, I am joined by members of the Kintore Substation project team
who are also available to answer any questions on the project:


Stephen Clark, Environmental Project Manager



Brian Milne, Project Civil Engineer

Proposed Development
SHE Transmission is seeking detailed planning permission under the Town and
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, as amended, for the ‘Erection of an
electricity substation comprising platform area, control building, associated plant &
infrastructure, ancillary facilities, landscape works and road alterations and
improvement works’, which I will refer to as “the Proposed Development”.
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As has been outlined previously, the principle of a substation development has
been established at this site through applications in 2012 and 2015. The November
2015 permission remains live (October 2021) and could be implemented. However
due to changes to the transmission networks needs and system requirements,
modifications to the design and layout are required from that which was consented.
As a result and in consultation with the Planning Authority, it was deemed
necessary that a new planning application was required. The main changes are a
result of size and siting considerations, leading to a change in the proposed
technology from Air Insulated Switchgear to Gas insulated Switchgear (GIS). In
summary this results in more of the infrastructure being housed within buildings
and the general scale of infrastructure is reduced, resulting in a reduced visual
impact. The GIS solution reduces the platform area by approximately 23% from
that which has been consented and furthermore the platform is moved around
500m further east away from the nearest properties.
Relating to the new substation are works to replace and upgrade overhead
transmission lines – these matters are being progressed through a separate
application to the Energy Consents Unit of the Scottish Government under
Section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989.
Need Case
Touching briefly on the need case for the proposed 400 kV sub-station at Kintore, over
the coming years, SHE Transmission will be proposing several large projects and
network reinforcements as part of their role in helping the UK transition towards
achieving a Network for Net Zero.
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There are a number of large renewable energy developments such as Moray East
Offshore Windfarm and the Moray West Offshore Windfarm as well as the North
Connect HVDC Interconnector, among others, which are driving the need to ensure
that the transmission network in the north of Scotland can take the energy from the
source of generation to centres of demand in Scotland and across the rest of the
UK.
The Proposed Development and its associated infrastructure form an integral part of
the wider reinforcements to the transmission network in the north east and east
coast of Scotland and this project is required as part of the upgrade of the existing
Blackhillock to Kincardine 275 kV overhead line (OHL) network to operate at 400 kV
(consent having been granted just last week by the Scottish Ministers). In order to
accommodate this change in voltage and to maintain network connectivity and
security of supply, it is necessary to construct a 400 kV substation adjacent to the
existing facility.
Key Issues
For the remainder of this presentation, we thought it would be useful to provide a
response to some of the representations and key issues that have been raised since
the application was submitted earlier this year, and we have taken each of these in
turn:
Tree Felling
Queries have been raised by Scottish Forestry and Aberdeenshire Council’s
Environment team relating to proposed tree felling. To confirm: 1.32ha of
woodland is proposed to be removed to accommodate the new substation and
access track so compensatory planting will be provided as part of the proposed
Landscape Plan to mitigate the loss, the detail to be dealt with through precommencement conditions should the application be approved.
Biodiversity Net Gain Report
Aberdeenshire Council’s environment team have requested further details on the
biodiversity enhancement at the site. SHE Transmission is committed to achieving
no net loss of biodiversity across all its developments. The landscaping scheme
proposed as part of the substation project aims to provide habitat biodiversity and
provides opportunities for enhancement at the site in line with Council policy which
requires ‘measures to be identified to enhance biodiversity or geodiversity in
proportion to the opportunities available and the scale of the development’.
A Biodiversity Net Gain Report has recently been submitted to Aberdeenshire
Council’s Environment Team and early indications suggest that the site should
comfortably achieve a biodiversity net gain in line with SSE’s objectives and, in
turn, would go beyond the requirements of Policy 1. We welcome further dialogue
with the Environment Team as they consider this over the coming weeks.
Disruption during Construction
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In terms of the comments on disruption to local neighbours during the construction
work, SHE Transmission is committed to working closely with the local community over
the course of the project, should planning permission be granted, to ensure disruption
is kept to a minimum and will be available to respond to particular concerns as they
may arise. SHE Transmission is willing to discuss the Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP) with the local community council and attend regular meetings with them
to discuss any issues arising during the construction phase.
Noise and Light Pollution during construction: a construction noise assessment has
been undertaken and this will be further updated by the Principal Contractor as part of
their Construction Noise Management Plan (CNMP) and will include detailed
construction methodology and associated plant requirements as well as any necessary
mitigation measures where appropriate to ensure appropriate noise levels are achieved
at all noise sensitive receptors.
In addition, construction working hours are proposed to be limited to 7am-7pm,
therefore there would be no operations ongoing outside of these hours.
Noise
Concerns regarding noise have been raised with regard the new substation but also
in regard to the existing 132kV substation. If I may take each of these matters in
turn,
New Substation
It is worth noting that the proposed substation differs from the existing substation in that
much of the plant and infrastructure would be housed within a building which would
assist in limiting noise output. That being said, in light of the concerns relating to the
existing substation, SHE Transmission are proposing noise enclosures around the new
transformers to provide effective mitigation and to ensure that there will be a negligible
excess of noise in future scenarios at the noise receptors meeting environmental health
requirements. These enclosures will be ‘over-designed’ because of the noise issue at
the existing substation.
Existing Substation
SHE Transmission is aware of the noise issues that relate to the existing substation.
Noise mitigation strategies are being developed for the existing site as part of an
asset replacement project that SHE Transmission are currently working on.
In the meantime, additional noise monitoring is proposed for the first two weeks of
December. Once that additional monitoring has been undertaken, the SHE
Transmission’s advisors will be in a position to confirm the mitigation measures
necessary to address those noise complaints as these surveys will inform the mitigation
strategy. The survey work was due to take place in November however one of the
transformers is currently offline due to an operational issue this has been delayed to
ensure that any assessment undertaken is accurate. As noted, the long-term proposal is
to replace the existing Transformer Units with new quieter models. SHE Transmission
are currently undertaking early-stage investigations for the replacement of that part of
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the site. Regardless of the site, we are confident that the replacement will immediately
give us a reduction in noise levels at receptors.
SHE Transmission is committed to resolving the issues with respect the existing
substation, and these issues should be considered in isolation to the proposed
new substation which has been demonstrated as being fully compliant.
SHE Transmission are engaging with the local residents whose properties have been
affected and will continue to do so over the coming weeks and months to provide an
update once the additional monitoring has been undertaken and the proposed mitigation
strategy has been developed.
Visual Impacts
A landscape and visual impact assessment has concluded that with the landscape
planting and mitigation proposed, the proposed substation will not result in significant
adverse effect on local residential amenity. This is due to screening from dense
vegetation (particularly dense conifer woodlands and shelterbelt planting), undulating
landform and building. The proposed substation’s location adjacent to the existing
substation and presence of several OHLs within the area are also relevant to the
assessment, where the new substation would be seen in the context of existing
infrastructure. Landscape mitigation (earthworks and planting) would provide further
screening and aid assimilation within the landscape and visual context.
EMFs
Finally, we are aware of concerns that have been raised relating to electromagnetic
fields. While these are not relevant in the context of the substation, SHE
Transmission recognises the concerns on this topic and is committed to compliance
with UK Government Regulations and Policy relating to public and occupational
exposure. The OHL will be designed to adhere to these regulations and guidance
for EMF limits.
Although EMF is not directly relevant to the consideration of the substation and this
planning application, we would note that as part of the site selection and design
process for the overhead line elements we have sought to retain the existing
alignment of the existing overhead line, thereby minimising the OHL moving closer to
residential properties.
Conclusion
I would like to thank the committee for the opportunity to speak at today’s Pre
Determination Hearing, and to address some of the matters which have been raised
since the application submission in July this year. We are happy to answer any
questions or provide clarification on any of the matters raised today”.

Questions
Councillor McAllister asked how long the proposed construction would take to
complete.
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Ms Thom confirmed that the construction period would last approximately 30 months
in total, however it would run across two different phases. The initial phase would
commence in July 2021 to March 2023, and the second phase would follow in
January 2024 and complete in December 2025, sorry would be commissioned in
2025. So, in total, it would be taken across phases and the detail of this is yet to be
decided by the contractor who will deliver the works. If all the works were to be
condensed together it would be approximately 30 months, but it will possibly extend
across a larger period.
Mr Milne, confirmed that the bulk of the traffic disruption is normally done in the first
part of the works, due to the civil element, and once the platform is constructed, the
vehicular movement will decrease significantly after that.
Councillor Taylor referred to an earlier comment about drainage and referred to the
substantial nature of the building, and a significant amount of concrete around the
building, and asked if the rainfall on the site was likely to be contained within the site;
and would there be a specific point of contact for the community to enable them to
liaise with as construction progresses.
Ms Thom confirmed that SSE would commit to having a community liaison officer
who would be the main point of contact to liaise with the local community council or
local members and that would be dealt with by the onsite team, as well as the
contractor with details displayed, and would be happy to accept a condition on that, if
necessary. The Construction Management Plan would have details of the parties
that should be contacted in the event of any concerns being raised. She confirmed
that on the drainage, there is further detail to be done on the exact location of where
drainage would go to and that is being undertaken at the moment.
Mr Milne indicated that the concrete platform would be quite a free draining thing, for
the hard standing areas of the road and the building, the water would be diverted
towards the infiltration pond and the majority of the water would perform naturally as
it does at the moment and will be free draining through the platform.
Councillor Ewenson asked, in relation to the construction phase, would there be a
designated route for construction traffic, to get to the site during the first phase in
particular, because the road through Leylodge is not really suitable for large
construction vehicles, and wonder whether they will be using the A96 and turning off
at Kintore, or is there any kind of proposed route?
Ms Thom confirmed that she didn’t have the answer to that question off the top of
her head, and if they didn’t have the detail, they could provide it following the
meeting and in advance of the meeting of the Committee.
Mr Clark confirmed that there would be the production of a construction traffic
management plan by the main works contractor, so this would be covered in that,
once a main works contractor has been appointed.

C. REPRESENTEE 1
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The Chair introduced Mrs Korver, whose statement is summarised below:
“Good morning committee members,
My name is Debbie and together with and my husband, Johan, and our 2 children,
Sophia and Dylan, we have lived in Leylodge at our home Dewsford Farm House for
4 years. Next to our neighbours who have lived here for more than 25 years.
If this proposal is approved our home will be directly affected by this sub-station as it
will join the boundaries of our garden. The extension of the substation is planned
between the current substation and our garden. If this goes ahead we will be
engulfed by the new SSE owned land, instead of the current situation, being
surrounded by farmland, cattle, wildlife and beautiful trees.
We strongly object to this proposal as we have many concerns.
In fact all of our concerns have, have been submitted to this meeting and the SSE,
so I’m taking this opportunity to speak to you personally on how much impact this will
have on residence of the people who will potentially live on the boundaries of this
new substation.
Some of them are as follows….
We have two young children aged 8 and 11 and we hope to bring them up in this
home for many years to come. We are still very concerned with what the impact of
the power lines will have on their health and ours if they are moved closer to our
house.
Not to mention the fact that the building works of the new substation will be ongoing
for multiple years, ensuring continuous noise, debris upset and extra light. Which will
not only have damaging effect to us and our neighbours too, but just as importantly,
the nature that thrives around our area and has done so for many years …. families
of deer, fox, badgers, pine martens, pheasants and the common lizard…. just to
mention a few.
Many trees will be cut down to make way for pylons. Placement of new pylons and
moving existing ones closer to our home. SSE have tried to defend this by ensuring
that screening will be put in place and gave us a visual of how this will look in 10
years. 10 years !! Where are there any guarantees in 10 years.
And once the building site is complete what about the fact that existing studies have
shown that the exposure to non-ionizing EMFs could possibly increase the risk of
cancer in children. Even if this is not yet 100% proven…. We ask…WHY take the
risk by repositioning existing power lines closer to our house with a HIGHER
voltage?
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Also, to mention the noise level they will generate … the corona-generated noise,
which is currently at certain times already noticeable, would most certainly increase
and become upsetting and disturbing. And increasing the power lines to almost
double what they are now to 400kV (kilo volt) seems extremely irresponsible.
Since January, throughout this process, we have been given 2 different proposals
also including various incorrect drawings which we have had to chase up to make
sure we were responding to the correct documents and drawings. This does not
ensure us that this project will sail smoothly. We have explained this in documents
already submitted to the council and SSE.
Living and visual impact may seem, to most, insignificant, but for us and the future
for our children this will bring the value of our house down dramatically. No-one will
want to live with a substation touching the boundaries of their home. Again, also the
visual impact of this is detailed in our submissions.
So this is me and my family and our neighbours, who were unable to attend due to
not receiving the correspondence from SSE, trying to convince you, the committee
members, that we object to this proposal for the good of our wellbeing, mental health
and the thriving nature around it, in just 10 small minutes.
We ask of you, why would you pass this submission when other possibilities are
available.
Underground for instance….
Thank you for listening and giving me your time”.
Questions
Councillor Taylor asked about other neighbours, how many were there are what was
their proximity to her property.
Mrs Korver responded there was a neighbouring property about 200m from her
property and there was a block of 3 houses about 300m away.
Councillor McAllister referred to the photo of high hedges shown in the Planning
Officer’s presentation and asked if those were part of Mrs Korver’s property.
Mrs Korver confirmed that the tall hedges were within her property and were
maintained by her.
D. REPRESENTEE 2
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The Chair introduced Mr Heatherill, whose statement is summarised below:
“With reference to Aberdeenshire Councils' noise guidance document SGN2,
Section 3 (Noise policy) clearly references on pages 4/5 that Industrial / Commercial
noise must comply with BS4142:2014 and summarises the spec as follows:
Comparing the resulting level with the background noise level, there are basically
three levels of impact. If the level does not exceed the background sound level, that
is classed as a low impact.
A difference of around +5 dB is likely to be an indication of an adverse impact.
A difference of around +10 dB or more is likely to be an indication of a significant
adverse impact.
I do know that SHE are well aware of the noise and have made statements earlier on
what the plans are, and I am delighted to hear that. To let people know that +28 dB,
is nearly three times the highest level of a significant adverse impact, so what we are
hearing is pretty bad.
In the table shown (5-2), 28 dB is the lowest level mentioned in the table, surely the
result of the NRSD line, take the average of the other columns, we end up with 35.7
dB, so it is a very significant impact.
SLIDE 1
OBSERVATION 1

EXISTING 275/132KV SUB-STATION
To address this existing noise issue there were three transformers that have been
identified in the report and the loudest contributor to the noise at every receptor were
from those three, SGT1, SGT2 and SGT3. Noise enclosures would be the ideal
answer for this. As part of this mitigation process, I believe that noise enclosures
must become a priority and be introduced as a condition of approval to this
application, for the existing site.
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Regarding the extension, the 400 kV substation extension plans for the site include
the addition of two new 600/1200 MVA super grid transformers(SGTs). Results from
the noise modelling of the extended substation predicts a 28 dB maximum noise
excess, which is well above the 10 dB mentioned in the spec. Although noise excess
is not apparently increased by the substation extension, modelling has shown that
noise emissions from the extension of the site in isolation are present at the points at
which these measurements were taken around the site.
To address any noise issues arising from the proposed substation extension, noise
modelling has been carried out and demonstrates that enclosures would be an
effective solution. On this basis, SHE intends to fit noise enclosures.
SLIDE 2
Although the noise excess from the substation extension is not increased, modelling
has shown that noise emissions from the extension site are indeed present at NSRs
– these are all greater than +10db, and that is purely from the new extension and
nothing to do with the existing user figures, that the new 400 kV will give.

5.4.7 is an extract from the noise report, which indicates that ‘these are significantly

high noise contributions that are being effectively hidden by the existing high levels’.

OBSERVATION 2
The two proposed 600/1200 MVA SGTs were modelled in Oil Natural Air Natural
(ONAN) mode and a sound power level of 85 dB has been applied for each
transformer, as specified by the SSEN framework agreement for this rated
transformer.
SLIDE 3
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We have the existing noise levels and what the 400 kV extension will make those
levels, and then what the difference is, so how can a piece of equipment each of 85
dB be expected to result in an overall increase in noise of only 0.1dB – I don’t
understand that. There is no equivalent sound power level mentioned for the existing
lower SGTs, which would be expected to be a lot less than 85dB and the resultant
noise is 42.3dB for the existing ones, so surely the 85dB ones, which are a lot more
powerful would be given a lot more noise.
Also – are there other modes of operation (other than ONAN) for this equipment and
if so, what noise spec are these? If you put it into a different mode of operation and it
generates more noise, we need to know what those levels are.

FURTHER COMMENTS
SLIDE 4
There is also in the noise report at 5.4.4 a statement saying - Due to the very high
noise levels of the existing substation site, the addition of the new equipment
appears to make only a minor impact based on the values above.
Again it is being classed by themselves as a very high noise level.
So there are some questions that I know I am not supposed to ask, but these are just
some comments What spec of enclosure was assumed in this study and what range of specs of
enclosures are available?
To address the noise issue that currently exists at the site, replacement and noise
mitigation of the existing units is being considered by SHE, and I was glad to hear
earlier that that is progressing.
I propose that the existing installation is worked upon in the same manner as the
proposal for the new 400 kV installation, that is for enclosures of the same spec to
be incorporated and to be completed before the 400KV installation goes operational.
The Chair, at this point, asked Mr Heatherill to conclude his presentation as his time
was running out.
Mr Heatherill continued –
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I have actually pointed out some other enclosures, made by Siemens that have been
used by SSE of attenuation.
In this last unit, slide 5, that shows the noise coming from the existing station (on the
right) and the new one with the enclosures (on the left), so can they not produce
another one of these studies with enclosures around the existing one?

SLIDE 5
The Chair asked Mr Heatherill at this point to conclude and asked if he still required
further time. Mr Heatherill asked for some more time, and the Chair asked the
Councillors in attendance if they would agree to allow Mr Heatherill to continue.
Councillors confirmed that Mr Heatherill should be allowed to conclude his
presentation.
Finally, why have SHE Transmission not addressed the noise pollution issue before
now? Does it (or should it) rely on homeowners to complain through the local
authorities? I think this is wrong – any other pollution related factor these days is
controlled by regular monitoring/recording, servicing to a written spec and procedure.
It would not take much to introduce that for the site. I’d like SHE to provide the spec
of the noise enclosures they are proposing to use, to provide noise spec figures for
the existing SGTs, and to provide replacement and noise mitigation strategy plan for
the existing installation, and to provide an ongoing monitoring and maintenance plan.
With regard to communication between SSE and residents, I have hardly received
any communication from them about the noise issue. Thank you”.
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Questions
Councillor Johnston asked whether there would be an opportunity to question the
Planning Officer, on the back of this presentation?
The Senior Solicitor confirmed that the procedure allows the Councillors, at the end,
to ask questions and seek clarification from a previous speaker, if necessary, so this
would be in order.
Councillor Forsyth asked for guidance from colleagues. He indicated that the last
contributor had made a number of remarks on the existing installation, and
questioned if the meeting was in a position to consider these issues, as the purpose
of the hearing was to consider the application that was in front of the meeting, and
there was potential to stray into territory which was not on the paper.
The Senior Solicitor confirmed that the application to be considered was that which
was in front of the meeting, that the existing sub-station existed and there would be
no opportunity to make any decisions in respect of that, but to deal with the
application for the extension to the sub-station, as presented. There may be a
degree of overlap in some respects, but the hearing was essentially about the new
application.
Councillor Johnston asked that, given that the objector was making the point that
there is a detriment with the new extension, the effects of which is hidden by the
existing installation, and if that is the case, is there any case law in planning terms
around whether there is a detriment or not because there is an existing unit which
masks the detriment from the proposed unit?
The Senior Solicitor responded that it was the case that there may be a cumulative
impact, and if there was something that was not going to add to the amenity impact,
then there is no amenity impact. As an analogy, if there was a noise created by a
jumbo jet, and the noise of a car, and the jumbo jet noise was already there, then the
jet would screen out all the noise from the car, and therefore it would not matter if the
car was added.
Councillor Johnston asked if the noise from the new extension was a detriment
because, if the existing plant were not to be making that noise, they would now have
a detriment, so they cannot improve the situation so it is still a potential loss of
existing amenity. And is there any case law that gives guidance on that?
The Senior Solicitor responded that he would not like to give an answer in respect of
specific case law, but would say that you are looking at the amenity impact of the
new development such as it is, and if it is going to be such that it is negligible or very
limited because of something that is already there, then it is not going to affect
amenity to any great extent.
The Senior Solicitor further confirmed that the purpose of the hearing was to get
information from the applicant and from the representees, and all this would be
considered by the Planning Officers and a report would be brought back to the Area
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Committee and then to the Council, and if any issues were raised at this hearing,
they would be dealt with in that process.
Stephen Clark, SSE offered a response in respect of the previous question – during
the voluntary EA provided, there were noise assessments carried out as the previous
speaker had raised, and background noise monitoring was undertaken from
approximately 2km south of the sub-station. The intention was to gain representative
data on the noise character of the area, away from the sub-station. I hope that will
add context to the assessment of the proposed sub-station, which was undertaken
with that background noise data away from the existing sub-station.
The Chair asked Mr Heatherill if he wished to respond to Councillor Johnston’s point,
about the increase in sound being over 10dB, and in relation to loss of amenity.
Mr Heatherill confirmed that the figures were approximately 19 dB that the new 400
kV installation would give and the spec in the guidelines stated that anything higher
than 10 dB would create a severe noise issue, so would be in breach of the Council
guidelines.
Councillor Johnston asked whether it was possible to provide Members with any
information on case law for the meeting.
The Senior Solicitor questioned how that would be fed into the overall process of the
determination of the application, and confirmed that he would discuss with the
Planning Officer, and it may be possible to incorporate some information, if it was
deemed to be material, in the report that would be presented to the Committee.
Councillor Ewenson referred to the discussions and points raised today in relation to
the noise levels for the existing sub-station and questioned the relevance of
discussing these, in relation to the application which was before the Committee.
The Senior Solicitor referred to his previous comment that if anything raised within
the hearing was considered to be material and relevant to the determination of the
application, it could be addressed within the Planning Officer’s report which would be
brought back to the Committee.
The Senior Planner added clarity from a planning perspective, in relation to the
potential cumulative effect of the noise within the area. He advised that there was a
relevance to background noise as a whole within the area, not just the existing substation, but could include general noise emittors, such as the A96, for example, so
there would be a wider consideration of the overall amenity impact of everything in
the area, and the contributory factor of the proposed development within that.
Councillor Taylor referred to potential different methods of operation, and if this was
so, whether there would be a noise generation differential between different means
of operation.
Mr Milne, SSE responded and advised that the transformers were normally oil filled,
and the proposed transformers would be situated within noise enclosures and it was
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unlikely that there would be a significant difference, but for clarification, he could
seek further information on this issue, after the meeting.
E. CONCLUSION OF HEARING
In conclusion, the Chair asked the Councillors and speakers if they were satisfied
with the way in which the Hearing had been conducted.
The Councillors confirmed that they were satisfied and that they had the information
from the speakers that they require.
Mr Heatherill confirmed that as he had not been able to complete his full statement
within the timescale allowed, he was happy for a copy of his statement (which he
had provided in writing to the Area Manager) to be circulated to Councillors after the
meeting, for their information. The Senior Solicitor confirmed that this would be
acceptable, provided that the applicant’s representative had no objection. Ms Thom
confirmed that this would be acceptable.
Mrs Korver thanked the Committee for their time.
The Chair advised that in terms of the next steps, a report would be presented to the
Garioch Area Committee on 1 December, 2020, to seek its views for submission to
Full Council, and thereafter a report would be presented to Full Council on 14
January, 2021 for determination of the application.
The Chair thanked everyone present for their attendance and closed the Hearing.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2020/1437
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2020/1437
Address: Land To The West Of Kintore Electricity Substation Leylodge Kintore Aberdeenshire
AB51 0XZ
Proposal: National for Electricity Substation Comprising Platform Area, Control Building,
Associated Plant and Infrastructure, Ancillary Facilities, Landscape Works and Road Alterations
and Improvement Works
Case Officer: Stuart Murison
Customer Details
Name: Mr John Heatherill
Address: Claymore Hoose South Fordtoun Kintore AB51 0XZ
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:My Objection is Operational Noise.
The existing sub-station emits an unacceptable level of noise which is experienced intermittantly
on my property and is dependant on many factors:- weather, time of year, load on system, wind
direction etc. I have an existing complaint lodged with Environmental Health regarding this - the
noise is at its worst in winter on a really cold night when foliage is at a minimum, transformer
metalwork is in a state of contraction, demand on the system is high and with a breeze from the
west, it is a severe issue trying to get to sleep.
Myself and an Environmental Health Officer recently met on my property when the noise level was
barely discernible, so we walked to the perimeter fence of the sub-station and both experienced
the same specific noise. In that proximity, the noise was approximately the same level as the worst
I had heard in my bedroom on a winters night ..... it begs the question "what horrendous level of
noise is being emitted from this equipment on a cold winters night"?
There is a noise survey planned to take place at my property shortly - I fear it will not likely prove
to be a major issue due to the time of year i.e maximum foliage, mild weather and low demand on
the system, however it will provide a useful benchmark. It should also help prove exactly what
equipment is emitting this noise.
My first proposal is that SSEN modify, replace, fit acoustic shielding or whatever it takes to reduce
the existing systems noise pollution before the new additional apparatus is operational. This will
allow work to go ahead on the new installation whilst the remedial work to the existing system is
carried out. The results from the noise survey, pinpointing the responsible equipment, give the
opportunity to eliminate 2 factors from the equation i.e. foliage and wind by allowing noise
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monitoring to be carried out beside the particular piece of apparatus. This way the effectiveness of
any remedial work can be accurately gained.
The planning Application is for additional and more powerful equipment which can only add more
noise pollution to the existing levels and so become unbearable.
It is known and well experienced by SSEN that noise is a major problem with high power, high
voltage equipment and they have been able to minimise this by using a solution provided by
Siemens. https://www.kimptonacoustics.co.uk/project/blackhillock-substation-acoustic-enclosuresfor-siemens/
My second proposal is that SSEN include this acoustic Siemens solution which SSEN / Scottish &
Southern Energy Power Distribution have already proven and reported on, as part of this planning
application.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2020/1437
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2020/1437
Address: Land To The West Of Kintore Electricity Substation Leylodge Kintore Aberdeenshire
AB51 0XZ
Proposal: National for Electricity Substation Comprising Platform Area, Control Building,
Associated Plant and Infrastructure, Ancillary Facilities, Landscape Works and Road Alterations
and Improvement Works
Case Officer: Stuart Murison
Customer Details
Name: Mr Johan Korver
Address: Dewsford Farm North Leylodge Leylodge. Kintore AB51 0XY
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:We object against the extension of the current substation. It will have a huge impact on
the value of our property, the corona-generated noise, the visuals of our surroundings and the risk
increase to our health due to overhead head lines coming closer and the increase in capacity from
275kV to 400kV of some others lines.
We have two children under the age of 16. Existing studies have shown that exposure to nonionizing EMFs could increase the risk of cancer in children. Although there is no consistent
evidence for an association between any source of non-ionizing EMF and cancer, our point of view
is why take the risk by repositioning existing power lines closer to our house. The planning
suggest this is temporarily, however in the last couple of months we have experienced that SSEN
constantly changes their plans and proposals. So we are not convinced that the current proposal
is final.
We want assurance that an exposure of 0.3 to 0.4 T won't be exceeded. 0.4 T is the commonly
advised maximum exposure limit in many other European countries. If it is reasonably practicable
and achievable in other countries to limit the exposure to 0.4 T it should be possible to adhere to
that maximum in the UK as well. In the available documentation, no evidence of the maximum
expected exposure values could be found.
Besides that, the construction of the 400kV extension to the substation will take years. During this
period we will encouter years of disturbance, extra noise and light exposure.
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Comments for Planning Application APP/2020/1437
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/2020/1437
Address: Land To The West Of Kintore Electricity Substation Leylodge Kintore Aberdeenshire
AB51 0XZ
Proposal: National for Electricity Substation Comprising Platform Area, Control Building,
Associated Plant and Infrastructure, Ancillary Facilities, Landscape Works and Road Alterations
and Improvement Works
Case Officer: Stuart Murison
Customer Details
Name: Mrs Hazel Brodie
Address: The Shieling South Fordtown Kintore AB51 0XZ
Comment Details
Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I am against the proposed development at Substation. I live at the entrance to the
Substation road and am worried about the impact it will have on me and the surrounding area
The increased volume and size of traffic that will be going up and down to the substation as there
is only one road to it and only a few metres from my door.
The speed of traffic coming from the substation
Also the impact on traffic on an already very busy road
Security and safety
I know this objection won't make any difference and it will be passed.
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Extract of draft minute of Garioch Area Committee on 1 December 2020
ABERDEENSHIRE COUNCIL
GARIOCH AREA COMMITTEE
SKYPE MEETING AND LIVE STREAMED (RECORDING TO BE MADE
AVAILABLE TO GENERAL PUBLIC)
ON 1 DECEMBER 2020
Present:

Councillors F Hood (Chair), N Baillie, L Berry, M Ewenson, M Ford,
V Harper, S Leslie (for items 1 to part of 10 inclusive), D Lonchay, R
McKail, G Reid (for items 1 to part of 7 inclusive), H Smith, I Walker
and J Whyte.

Apologies:

Councillor D Aitchison and McKelvie

Officers:

A Overton (Interim Garioch Area Manager), J Joss (Senior
Solicitor), S Murison (Senior Planner), B Mann (Archaeologist), M
White (Planning and Environment Team Leader), D Redford
(Customer & Digital Services Business Change Manager) and A
Cumming (Committee Officer).
APPENDIX A
5. PLANNING APPLICATION FOR DETERMINATION

Reference No:

APP/2020/1437

Full Planning Permission for National for Electricity Substation Comprising
Platform Area, Control Building, Associated Plant and Infrastructure, Ancillary
Facilities, Landscape Works and Road Alterations and Improvement Works on
Land to the West of Kintore Electricity Substation, Leylodge, Kintore,
Aberdeenshire, AB51 0XZ
Applicant:
Agent:

Scottish Hydro Electric Transmission Plc
None

The Chair indicated that a request to speak had been submitted by the applicant.
The Committee agreed to hear from this party on the application.
The Senior Planner confirmed that the application had been the subject of a predetermination hearing and virtual site visit and that the notes from this were included
within the agenda papers.
He explained that the application was for the formation of an electricity sub-station
platform area and shed for infrastructure at Leylodge, Kintore. He confirmed that
there would be a new access branching off the existing access and significant
landscaping to soften the visual impact of the development. He confirmed that a live
permission existed for the extension to the sub-station on a similar site that could still
be implemented, but that the new proposals would have a lesser impact due to the
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smaller site being used and the infrastructure being housed within a building. He
confirmed that drainage issues still required to be resolved, but confirmed that
solutions were available, but would require more time to develop.
The Senior Planner highlighted the noise concerns raised by residents and
confirmed that the current sub-station has outstanding noise issues. He confirmed
that the application would not resolve the issues with the current sub-station, but that
conditions would be attached to any grant of planning permission to ensure that the
new part of the sub-station would have no adverse effect with regard to noise. He
indicated that the wording of the conditions relating to noise in the recommendation
would be subject to further refinement to ensure they achieve the required outcomes.
Members sought clarification as to whether the noise conditions would ensure that
the proposed development would not cause noise nuisance even if the existing substation were to be removed. The Senior Planner confirmed that the proxy location
provided a background noise reading away from the existing sub-station so that it did
not interfere with background readings and that the new sub-station would be
assessed against this level.
The Chair invited Tommy Hart to address the Committee. Mr Hart provided more
detail about the proposals and explained that changes to technology had allowed for
the smaller scale development and to house infrastructure within a shed. He
confirmed that the new sub-station would meet the noise requirements and assured
the Committee that they were working with residents to resolve existing issues. He
also pointed out that the proposals would assist with reducing carbon emissions.
The Chair thanked Mr Hart for his presentation.
Members discussed the proposals in some detail and raised concerns about the
impact of the development on residents who lived close to the site. They raised
concerns regarding loss of trees, provision of quick growing native trees to assist
with early screening, impact of floodlighting, private water supplies, noise issues and
construction operating hours. Members also noted that a live planning application
existed for the site that could be implemented and that the current proposals would
result in a development that would have less impact on the neighbouring properties
and surrounding area. They provided a number of comments for Full Council to
consider when taking a decision on the application but were content to recommend a
delegated grant to Full Council subject to appropriate amended conditions and
delegated matters being resolved.
Committee agreed to:1.

recommend to Full Council a delegated grant subject to the delegated matter
and appropriate conditions (similar to those detailed within the report);

2.

request that more detailed information regarding the loss of trees be included
within the report to Full Council; and

3.

provide the following comments to Full Council for its consideration before
determining the application:-
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a)

b)

c)
d)

e)
f)
g)

h)

the Committee requires reassurance that the conditions on noise
ensure that the proposed extension to the substation wouldn’t be a
noise nuisance even if the existing substation wasn’t there;
further information should be provided regarding the proposed bunding
along with reassurance that it will be constructed using best practice
techniques;
construction operating hours should be controlled to normal industry
standards;
an appropriate mix of native species planting should be provided to
include a significant amount of quick growing trees to provide
screening at an early stage and reduce the impact on neighbours;
the impact of floodlights on neighbouring properties needs to be
considered;
consider the proposed colour of the building to be appropriate;
consideration should be given to the impact on private water supplies
locally and for the applicant to be responsible for rectifying any
detrimental impact caused by the construction;
note that the current live planning application is for a larger site and the
current proposals would result in less impact on the surrounding area.

