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Full Planning Permission for Erection of Energy from Waste Facility at Kirkwood
Commercial Park Ltd, Kirkwood Commercial Park, Inverurie, Aberdeenshire,
AB51 5NR
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Agent:

Agile Energy Recovery (Inverurie) Ltd
Natural Power Consultants
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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.2.1a of Part 2C Planning Delegations
of the Scheme of Governance as the application is for major development which
in the opinion of the Director of Infrastructure Services following consultation
with the Chief Executive and the leaders of the political groups on the Council
(and any representative of the Independents, including Non-Aligned
Independents), is of regional significance and therefore will be determined by
Full Council following consultation with the relevant Area Committee.

1.2

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

2.

Background and Proposal

2.1

Proposal

2.1.1 The proposal involves the erection of an energy from waste facility at the
redundant former Inverurie Paper Mill site. The proposal would be large scale,
comprising of some 27 separate buildings, components and elements of plant
and machinery within site, as well as access and drainage arrangements and
landscaping.
2.1.2 The site is located adjacent to the River Don to the south of Port Elphinstone
and Inverurie, to the north east of the A96 trunk road and Thainstone. The site
itself has been cleared following the cessation of operations at the Paper Mill in
2009 with only the old chimney stack now on site.
2.1.3 In addition to the former use of the site as the Inverurie Paper Mill, there is more
recent planning history on site in the form of a planning permission for the
erection of general purpose industrial sheds on site APP/2017/1398. Within the
wider locale, there are other localised industrial developments within the vicinity
of the application site, as well as larger scale industrial development across the
A96 at Thainstone. Furthermore, the Crichie residential site is also located
across the A96 and benefits from an extant permission for 737 houses.
2.1.4 The proposed facility would have the ability to take in up to 240,000 Tonnes of
municipal (household waste, potentially from Highland Council region),
industrial and commercial waste and then incinerate/burn it, which would first
and foremost dispose of the actual waste but also provide a fuel and
mechanism to power a turbine which in turn has the ability to produce up to
35MW of electricity, 30MW of which could be exported to the national electricity
grid (5MW would be lost as a “parasitic load” through the operation). The plant
would however be able to connect to the electricity grid for export, however this
connection does not form part of the application at this stage. A potential future
electricity connection has been outlined. A detailed description of the entire
process and development is provided in paragraphs 2.41-2.49 below.
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2.1.5 The submission outlines the potential of the plant to become an anchor point
for a local heat network as a result of heat produced through the operation. No
such network exists in the area, nor is one proposed under this application.
Similarly, no onward connection for the distribution of heat is included within the
application. It is understood that local community groups have been engaged
with regard to the progression and use of any future heat networks, but again
this is not part of this application.
2.2

Proposal of Application Notice

2.2.1 At the pre application stage meetings with stakeholders and public consultation
events were undertaken following the submission and agreement of the
Proposal of Application Notice (POAN). The POAN agreed a set of public
events dates and then set out the prospect of further events closer to the point
of submission – these later events were moved online following the Covid19
outbreak early in 2020. This was considered acceptable in the circumstances,
and in accordance with the Scottish Government’s emergency Covid legislation
and particularly as a good level of consultation had been conducted prior to the
outbreak, as per the POAN.
2.2.2 As is occasionally the case with pre application consultation processes,
following the stakeholder engagement the design and layout of the facility was
refined. Ultimately this led to a change in access and drainage arrangements
at the southern end of the site. These refined elements now stray beyond the
original red line boundary as submitted in the POAN. Legislation states that
alterations to the red line boundary may cast doubt over the link between the
POAN and the subsequent application – it is important that what is consulted
upon is what is ultimately submitted. It goes on to say that it is for the Planning
Authority to determine that a clear link remains, or that what was consulted
upon is actually what has been submitted. In this instance, the amendments
are the result of an iterative design process which has involved the input of
stakeholders. The main body of the facility itself remains as consulted upon and
the additional land included simply allows for the inclusion of refined technical
infrastructure. As such, in this instance it is considered that a clear link remains
between the original proposals and the application.
2.3

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)

2.3.1 The proposal falls under Schedule 1 of the Town and Country Planning
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) Regulations 2017 (the EIA
Regs), specifically under part 10 which covers waste disposal installations for
the processing of non hazardous waste exceeding 100 Tonnes per day
(equating to 36,500 Tonnes per annum). The proposed installation of an Energy
from Waste plant processing 240,000 Tonnes of waste per annum would fall
under this criterion. The developers had originally promoted the facility as a
generating station for electricity, and thus falling under Schedule 2 of the EIA
Regs. The developers have also submitted that the proposal could continue to
be classified as Schedule 2 alongside Schedule 1. While this description as an
energy generating station is relevant and not inaccurate given the potential to
export electricity, it is considered that the aforementioned Schedule 1
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classification is more accurate given the exact nature and characteristics of the
proposal as a waste disposal installation and lack of onward connections for
energy. This stance was confirmed within the Council’s EIA Scoping response
to the developer.
2.3.2 As noted above, the proposal is categorised as EIA development and the
application has therefore been accompanied by an Environmental Impact
Assessment Report (EIAR) which outlines the environmental designations and
likely or potential impacts of the project upon the environment as well as
outlining and seeking the assessment of, and agreement on proposed
mitigation for any impacts. The EIAR includes chapters on the following:
 Site/Design/Development
 Hydrology, Geology, Hydrogeology
 Ecology and Ornithology
 Landscape and Visual
 Noise
 Air Quality
 Traffic and Transport
 Socioeconomics
 Cultural Heritage
2.3.3 The EIA Regulations state that an EIA Report must include details of the
consideration of alternatives for the development. This generally seeks to
outline that the proposed site and nature of development are optimised in terms
of location and reducing environmental impacts. The original EIA Report
submission was lacking in this detail, alongside a number of other specific
technical matters. As such, under Regulation 26 of the EIA Regulations 2017,
further information with regard to the EIA Report and proposal was sought by
the Planning Service on 2 separate occasions. Amended information in support
of the original submission was thereafter provided with the application readvertised as a result. Supplementary information covering the following topics
was submitted:
 Air Quality
 Waste Characteristics
 Chapter 3 (Site and Design) resubmitted
 Chapter 4 (Project Description) resubmitted
 Heat and Power Plan
 Site Selection Report
 Technology and Emissions Report
 Planning Statement
 Transport Statement
 Primary Technology Options
 Drainage Assessment
 Ecological Information
 Noise Assessment
 Summary statement clarifying queries from consultees.
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2.4

Buildings and Plant

2.4.1 The entire facility would comprise 27 separate elements, including but not
exclusive to the following:
 Receiving and Shredding Area
 Waste Processing Area
 Silos for fuel blending and storage
 Fuel Delivery Bridge
 Daily Fuel Silos
 Furnace
 Boiler
 Machine Room
 Ash Filters
 Heat Recovery
 Heat Recovery and Flue Gas Ventilation
 Flue Stack
 Office Accommodation/Control Room/Visitor Centre/Laboratory
 Electricity Transformers
 Power Transformers
 Cooling
 Heat Recovery/Machine Room (District Heating)
 Water Treatment sand Storage
 Water Tanks
 Water Processing
 LNG Station
 Gate House
 Ash Silos
 Water Extraction Pump
 SuDS
 Gabion Wall
2.4.2 A number of the elements listed above would join (physically or visually) to form
3 main clusters or groups within the site. In addition to this, tanks and silos at
the north and south of the site respectively would add extra, separate elements.
To the immediate north of the southern silos, the largest bulk of the facility would
be located. The entire built footprint made up of various buildings would extend
to 220m in total length stretching northwards up the site and made up of 10
separate components, at its widest point the footprint would extend to 74m
(comprised of 2 components) plus an observation deck area measuring 17.8m
which is not included in this measurement but would protrude slightly further,
albeit at first floor level. The plant would stand to a maximum total height of 50m
tall (70m chimney stack/flu) – this is the tallest part of the plant (furnace/boiler)
with other components measuring around 18m tall.
2.4.3 A large building measuring 86.5m x 62m would house the receiving/shredding
and waste processing components of the plant, this is the bulkiest building on
site in terms of footprint. To the north of this would be 2 long parallel buildings,
orientated north-south on the site. The western grouping would include the
furnace, boiler and machine room and would measure 133.5m long x 45m at
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its widest point, albeit this building would be 25m wide for most of its length.
The eastern grouping would contain the office accommodation, visitor centre
and electrical infrastructure, this area would have a total footprint of 85.5m long
x 25m wide not including observation deck. Separate structures are proposed
to the east of the site for water and LNG storage, while towards the south there
would be an access gate house and the SUDS basin adjacent to the site access
and exit.
2.4.4 The plant and buildings within the site would be clad in timber, which the
applicants advise would be cut and shaped to mimic the rough shape of
Bennachie, specifically on the longer buildings towards the north housing the
furnace, boiler and machine room. The roof of the waste processing and
receiving/shredding buildings would be designed as a living roof while solar
panels would be attached to other roof areas. Landscaping would be included,
predominantly in the form of a riparian zone, grassland and inclusion of further
planting alongside the River Don bordering the east of the site.
2.4.5 Foul drainage would be via a new pumping station to the existing sewer, surface
water drainage would be dealt with through surface water drains, filter trenches,
gullies, storage tank and ultimately discharging at a controlled rate to the River
Don. A private water supply would also be incorporated.
2.4.6 As outlined briefly above, the facility has the capacity to take in and process up
to 240,000 Tonnes of Waste per annum, with a continual annual operation
amounting to circa 8000 hours per annum which is stated as being continual
operation for 6 days a week, with 15 days maintenance per annum. The plant
is stated as being operational for 48 weeks in any year, with deliveries
anticipated on 5.5 days per week.
2.4.7 The submission outlines 12 key steps to the process, which can be summarised
as follows:
 Mixed municipal and commercial waste would be delivered to the site and
taken into the pre-treatment and fuel processing hall. Equipment in this part
of the plant shreds the delivered materials, recovers recyclable materials
and removes any inert elements such as bricks/stones and metals. Heavy
plastics are also separated as much as possible and sent for recycling at
this stage. The waste that remains is then processed and sent to the storage
silos. The waste processing hall is operated in a negative air pressure
environment in order to prevent escape of any odour.
 The processed waste would then be transported by conveyor to the fuel
storage silos. These have a special design that mixes and homogenises the
sorted waste that is delivered to them over several days.
 The waste, which now serves as a fuel would then be delivered to the
circulating fluidised bed boiler and incinerated under controlled conditions,
using proven technologies to generate heat and raise steam in the boiler.
The process would involve specific temperatures that are at the required
levels to prevent the formation of pollutants like dioxins/furans. The process
design is also said to minimise the formation of nitrous oxides (NOx) and
carbon monoxide (CO).
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Bottom ash from the furnace can be treated and utilised as aggregate. The
small amount of APCR (Fly ash) that results from the process would either
be treated on the site utilising some of the CO₂ from the flue gas and utilised
as aggregate or disposed of in accordance with regulations at a certified site
– this is an identified waste stream from the process.
The heat generated, would then make steam to drive a steam turbine
powering a generator to produce electricity. The remaining heat could then
be collected by a surface condenser through a process of heat exchange.
The process would produce flue gasses, mainly nitrogen and CO₂.
Treated flue gas is delivered to a heat recovery and scrubbing facility which
includes water treatment processing equipment to recover remaining heat
energy, water and any small particulates.
Clean flue gas would be vented through the stack and released to the
atmosphere.
Electricity from the generator would then be taken to the main power
transformer for onward export, subject to connection (separate process).
Heat energy can be captured at a few locations along the process and then
used to enhance the efficiency of the incineration process and also has the
potential to provide district heating, again subject to onward network
connectivity.
If district heating demand is low or if this aspect remains un-connected,
additional cooling for the steam turbine can provided by the cooling units.
Treated process water and recovered rainwater can be retained and stored
to allow for water re-use.

2.4.8 The submission, within Table A3.2 of the Heat and Power Plan also outlines
the expected composition of waste to be processed. This outlines that 32% of
the waste would be organic/garden waste, 9% paper, 7% glass, 4% metals and
the remaining 48% made up of textiles, plastics and miscellaneous waste. It
has been stated that all material capable of being recycled will be removed from
the process at the pre treatment stage. This would remove bricks and stones
but also seek to recover recyclable material and also separate heavy plastics
to be sent on for recycling. Materials such as glass and metal would be removed
after the pre treatment process, but this would not remove wood, textiles,
plastic, tyres, paper/cardboard or other household wastes which would remain
within the waste to be shredded and incinerated.
2.4.9 During operation, the plant would generate a total of 160 (98 HGV) vehicle trips
each day. This is detailed, alongside figures for movements during the
construction period, within the EIA Report and associated Transport
Assessment which was submitted as supplementary information. Waste would
be delivered in a variety of HGV vehicles, ranging from 5 Tonne to 25 Tonne
load capacity. Further to deliveries, rejected waste and ash would be taken off
site by further HGV movements. The site would be accessed from the A96, via
the internal road network within the existing commercial park. No external road
upgrades are proposed as a result of the proposals.
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2.5

Consenting Regimes

2.5.1 The design and operation of waste installations such as this one come under
SEPA’s consenting regime through the Pollution Prevention Control (PPC)
Regulations. There is therefore a degree of overlap between the planning
regime and environmental protection regime. At this stage, the planning
process covers the land use proposed as well as an assessment of
environmental impacts and the significance of any impacts upon the
surrounding environment as required by Planning Policy and the EIA
Regulations – these are covered more extensively in the discussion section
below. Further detailed factors including the exact waste streams, the precise
input into the plant and as such detailed outputs are all covered within the PPC
process. The PPC process covers the operational stage of the development in
a high level of detail and would ultimately confirm, assess and approve the
finalised technological, design and processing characteristics of the proposal.
3.

Representations

3.1

A total of 6 valid representations (2 support/3 objection/1 neither) have been
received as defined in the Scheme of Governance, over 2 separate advert and
notification periods. This does not include multiple representations from the
same household/organisation which equate to 9 letters in total. All issues
raised have been considered. The letters raise the following material issues:
Support
 Waste Management solution
 Biodiversity enhancements
 Employment opportunities
 Energy production
 Carbon reduction
Object
 Pollution/Emissions
 Continued CO2/greenhouse gas output
 Burning of recyclable & organic material
 Lack of need
 Waste proximity (distance from source to plant)
 Misguided approach and failure to embrace national policy objectives
 Missed opportunities in terms of CCS inclusion
 Limited consideration of other plants and resultant supply issues, which
in turn could impact upon recycling rates.
 Lack of strategic overview to wider waste issues in area
 Low level of energy production/inefficient plant
 No heat network/heat aspect not included
 Hazardous Waste production
 Flood risk
 Visual impacts
 Odour
 Traffic and Transport
 Public access
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4.

Consultations

4.1

Infrastructure Services (Archaeology) highlighted a number of issues,
inaccuracies and discrepancies within the EIA Report which required to be
addressed. These included the omission of important heritage assets from the
assessment. Following the submission of additional information, the Service
advised that there were no objections or further comments on the proposals
and that no additional mitigation was required.

4.2

Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) advised that there were no
objections to the application subject to the securing of a planning condition
concerning the retention of hardstanding as mitigation. Further to the
submission of additional information, the Service advised that there were no
further comments to make on the application and confirmed that they had no
objections.

4.3

Infrastructure Services (Environment) sought revisions to the EIA Report in
terms of detail, inaccuracies and clarity with matters including ecology surveys,
biodiversity enhancements, species protection, tree protection, invasive
species and buffer strips. Further to the submission of additional information,
the Service advised that the additional information with regard to species and
tree protection was welcomed. However, further information and detail on
enhancements in terms of biodiversity was requested. Once submitted and
clarification of the detail and nature of various enhancements and biodiversity
gains was confirmed, the Service confirmed that there were no objections.

4.4

Infrastructure Services (Environmental Health) initially objected to the
application, advising that further information on air quality and noise was
required. Further to the submission of additional information, the Service
confirmed that there we no objections to the proposal in terms of air quality or
noise impacts.

4.5

Infrastructure Services (Flood Risk and Coastal Protection) initially
objected to the application, advising that further information on drainage and
flood risk was required. Further to the submission of additional information, the
Service advised that there were no comments or objections to the application.

4.6

Infrastructure Services (Roads Development) initially objected to the
application and advised that a Transport Assessment would be required.
Further to the submission of additional information, the Service advised that
there were no comments or objections to the application.

4.7

Infrastructure Services (Transportation) initially objected to the application
and advised that a Transport Assessment would be required. Upon review of
the submitted Transport Statement, the service confirmed that there were no
objections to the proposal but did request a planning condition securing a travel
plan for the site.

4.8

Infrastructure Services (Waste Management) sought further information on
internal waste facilities and the need for refuse vehicles to be able to access
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the site. Clarity on the sources of waste was also sought, with the Service
highlighting that household waste from Aberdeenshire, Aberdeen City and
Moray was already under contract for an alternative plant, with a query raised
with regard to whether this fact had been taken into account when predicted
tonnages of waste were presented. Further to the submission of additional
information, the Service advised that there were no further comments or
objections to the application.
4.9

Don District Salmon Fishery Board sought further clarification on matters
including pollution during construction, contamination of waterways and
habitats, hydrological pathways, species disturbance, operational lighting,
abstractions, disposal of water and water run-off. Following the submission of
additional information, the body advised that issues related to species
disturbance and abstraction were not satisfactorily addressed. Further
correspondence confirmed that the concerns would actually be covered under
SEPA and Fisheries legislation and licensing and so there were no issues in
terms of the planning application.

4.10

Historic Environment Scotland advised that the proposal was not considered
to give rise to issues of a national significance. The impacts upon the setting of
Kinkell Church were however highlighted as a concern with further mitigation
sought. Following the submission of additional information, the body advised
that there were no further comments on the proposal but did offer some further
background with regard to added mitigation for visual impacts upon Kinkell
Church in the form of a tree line to the east of the site.

4.11

Kintore and District Community Council acknowledged the positive aspects
of the project in terms of waste management and the local economy, but did
highlight concerns regarding air quality odour, pollution, traffic and noise and
wished to ensure these matters were covered. The need for continued
pedestrian access in and around the site and the River Don was also
highlighted. Their comments are attached as Appendix 1.

4.12

Ministry of Defence advised that there were no objections to the application.

4.13

NatureScot sought further clarity on the content of the EIA Report with regard
to predicted impacts upon designated sites. However, notwithstanding these
uncertainties it was confirmed that the proposal was unlikely to adversely
impact designated sites within the wider area. Further to the submission of
additional information, NatureScot advised that the issues raised previously
had not been fully addressed. Following further discussion and clarifications
from the developer, it was confirmed that there were no objections to the
application.

4.14

NHS advised that there were no objections to the application.

4.15

Scottish Water advised that there was no capacity for water, waste water or
surface water within the local network. As such, private solutions would be
required.
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4.16

SEPA initially objected to the application citing lack of information on pollution
prevention and overall acceptability of the proposals, specifically with regard to
flood risk, amenity, air quality, water impacts, drainage, health, dust, noise and
the source and throughput of waste. Further review of the proposals in light of
additional information and discussion has led to SEPA removing their
objections on the matters above and advising that the proposal is considered
to be potentially consentable in terms of SEPA’s separate consent process.

4.17

Transport Scotland offered a holding response pending the submission of a
Transport Assessment which would outline the proposed impacts upon the
trunk road network. Further to the submission of additional information, they
advised that there were no objections to the application, following the
submission and review of the Transport Assessment. A Transport Statement
was submitted and upon review, Transport Scotland confirmed that they had
no objections.

5.

Relevant Planning Policies

5.1

Scottish Planning Policy
The aim of the Scottish Planning Policies is to ensure that development and
changes in land use occur in suitable locations and are sustainable. The
planning system must also provide protection from inappropriate development.
Its primary objectives are:
 to set the land use framework for promoting sustainable economic
development;
 to encourage and support regeneration; and
 to maintain and enhance the quality of the natural heritage and built
environment.
Development and conservation are not mutually exclusive objectives; the aim
is to resolve conflicts between the objectives set out above and to manage
change. Planning policies and decisions should not prevent or inhibit
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.
The following sections of the SPP will be of particular importance in the
assessment of this proposal:
• Sustainability: 24 – 35
• Delivering Heat and Electricity: 152-174
• Planning for Zero Waste: 175-192
• Valuing the Natural Environment: 193-218

5.2

National Planning Framework 3
The NPF, published in June 2014, sets out a long term strategy for Scotland’s
spatial development and supports the country’s transition to a low carbon
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economy. This also states that a decentralised network of processing facilities
will be needed to achieve our vision for a circular economy where waste is
recognised as an opportunity, not a burden.
5.3

Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2020
The Strategic Development Plan was approved on 12 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 SDP outlines an objective to seek to derive energy from waste within the
plan as part of a wider aim to tackle the supply of energy during the plan period.
Further comment is made on the need to ensure localised solutions are found
to firstly derive the benefits from any such infrastructure (energy production)
locally but also to reduce the environmental costs of transport.
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 approved forms part of the Development Plan.

5.4

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
Policy B1: Employment and Business Land
Policy P1: Layout, siting and design
Policy P4: Hazardous and potentially polluting developments and contaminated
land
Policy E1 Natural heritage
Policy E2: Landscape
Policy HE1: Protecting historic buildings, sites, and monuments
Policy PR1: Protecting important resources
Policy PR3: Waste facilities
Policy C4: Flooding
Policy RD1: Providing suitable services

5.5

Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020 resolved to agree the Proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (LDP) 2020 as the ‘settled view of the
Council’ on what the final adopted content of the LDP 2021 should be.
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The Proposed LDP 2020 is a material consideration in the determination of
planning applications. The Planning Authority must therefore assess what
weight it should have in the context of this particular application. The Proposed
LDP having completed public scrutiny through formal consultation, has now
been submitted to and is awaiting subsequent Examination by an independent
Reporter. It is considered that the level of weight that should be applied to the
Proposed LDP 2020 is not significant at this time. The Aberdeenshire LDP
2017 remains the up-to-date LDP for the area and the primary document
against which planning applications should be determined until such time as a
new LDP for the area is adopted.
5.6

Other Material Considerations
Climate Change Act 2009
The Climate Change (Scotland) Act (2009) sets out the key commitments of the
Scottish Government in reducing greenhouse gas emissions and moving
towards a low carbon economy. The Act provides the statutory framework for
reducing emissions through the target of an 80% reduction from 1990 levels by
2050. In the shorter term the Act specifies an interim emissions target of at least
34% by 2020, increasing to 42% reduction by 2020 (if the European Union
amends the current target). These targets have also been recognised in current
Scottish Planning Policy.
Scotland’s Zero Waste Plan 2010
The Scottish Government’s Zero Waste Plan aims to provide a framework for
investment over the next ten years and sets out key areas of activity and
priorities for the next five years. The Zero Waste Plan is not exclusively for
municipal waste, as it covers all 20 million tonnes of Scotland’s waste. This
outlines a proposal to introduce landfill bans and outlines a wider stated aim is
to achieve a zero waste Scotland, where the most efficient use of resources is
made by minimising Scotland’s demand on primary resources, and maximising
the reuse, recycling and recovery of resources instead of treating them as
waste. This fits into a Waste Hierarchy as defined in the European Waste
Framework Directive of preferred solutions which identifies the prevention of
waste as the highest priority, followed by reuse, recycling, recovery of other
value (eg, energy), with disposal as the least desirable option.
The Waste (Scotland) Regulations (2012)
The Waste (Scotland) Regulations (2012) came into force in 2014. The
Regulations:
1) require source segregation and separate collection of specified waste
materials from households and businesses;
2) restrict input to landfill (effectively banning materials which could be easily
re-used, recycled or used to produce energy) and
3) restrict inputs to Energy from Waste facilities (effectively banning materials
which could be easily re-used or recycled).
SEPA Thermal Treatment of Waste Guidelines (2014)
The Thermal Treatment of Waste Guidelines (2014) set out SEPA’s role in
planning and approach to the permitting of thermal treatment of waste facilities

Item: 5A
Page: 44

that recover energy from municipal and/or commercial and industrial waste.
These regulations are part of the wider Waste Policy and are highlighted in the
Zero Waste Plan where it is stated that for planning purposes the Thermal
Treatment of Waste Guidelines 2009 forms part of the National Waste
Management Plan. As such, these guidelines, and updates of them, are a
material planning consideration in the preparation of development plans and in
the determination of relevant planning applications.
Ministerial Statement on Landfill Ban (Sept 2019)
Scottish Environment Secretary Roseanna Cunningham revealed on 19
September 2019 that she would be delaying full implementation of the landfill
ban (as set out in the Waste Regulations (Scotland) 2012) until 2025. Ms
Cunningham claimed the decision had been made due to concerns that
Scottish residual waste would be sent across the border to be landfilled in
England, as some local authorities and commercial operators had not made
sufficient progress towards complying with the ban.
Planning Advice Note 63: Energy from Waste (PAN 63) 2013
This guidance outlines that large scale plants should not impede the ability to
recycle material and thus continue to fit into the Waste Hierarchy in terms of
ensuring that re-use and recycling are the primary options. Focus on the design
and visual impacts of any development are also highlighted as a key
consideration, with particular reference made to the chimney/flue stack. In
addition to this, considerations of air quality, amenity, pollution and transport
are listed, alongside the requirement to liaise with the Ministry of Defence.
6.

Discussion

6.1

The main planning considerations with this application relate firstly to the
principle of siting such a facility in this location, considering local, strategic and
national policy in that regard. Thereafter environmental considerations,
including but not exclusive to factors such as Hydrology, Geology,
Hydrogeology, Ecology, Ornithology, Landscape, Noise, Air Quality, Traffic,
Socioeconomics and Cultural Heritage will be assessed in line with planning
policy.

6.2

Planning Policy Background

6.2.1 There are a number of Policy levels which need to be considered when
assessing the principle of development on site.
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017
6.2.2 Taking aspects of land use planning first, the proposed energy from waste plant
would be located on a redundant, brownfield site on the outskirts of Inverurie.
The site was formerly occupied by Inverurie Paper Mill and is currently identified
within the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan as a designated existing
business/employment use (BUS site) safeguarded for the continuation of these
uses.

Item: 5A
Page: 45

6.2.3 The proposal does not represent an employment use, being an energy from
waste plant. ALDP Policy B1, concerned with the development of allocated,
reserved or designated business/employment sites such as this stipulates that
non business/employment uses should not be supported on site unless there
are overriding reasons for doing so, or where that use would provide a degree
of community benefit, would not prejudice employment land supply within the
area and be compatible with neighbouring uses. It is acknowledged that the
proposed facility would generate employment through its operation, however in
land use planning terms an employment use is defined in the ALDP as being
Classes 4, 5 or 6 of the Use Classes Order (such as offices, research and
development, general industrial uses and storage/distribution). A waste
management installation such as energy form waste falls under sui generis
(outwith the specified Use Classes) and so would not conform to this policy in
land use terms. In this regard, Policy B1 also seeks to ensure that any changes
of use of land (as would be proposed here) should not prejudice the supply of
land within the area.
6.2.4 With cognisance of the above, reference must also be made to ALDP Policy
PR3 which concerns Waste Facilities. This Policy outlines requirements in
terms of waste processing, discussed in further detail below, but from a land
use perspective the policy does state that when not explicitly allocated for
Waste Facilities (as is the case here) such facilities would be best located within
employment land allocations or land designated or reserved for this use in the
LDP. In this case while the site is not an ‘allocated employment site’ (these
relate to OP allocations within the plan) the site is a ‘designated existing
business/employment site’ safeguarded for continued business/employment
uses.
6.2.5 Taking the above into account therefore, while the use of the site for nonemployment use is contrary to the business/employment land designation, the
use of the site as a waste management installation, gains support from Waste
Policy PR3 which makes provision for waste facilities on employment land or
land reserved for that purpose. Given this support, there is also therefore
considered to be an indirect justification for the second part of Policy B1
whereby care is to be taken not to prejudice the wider supply of land given the
wider LDP support for locating waste facilities on these designated sites.
6.2.6 The developers within their submission have made reference to ALDP Policy
C2 which relates to Other Renewable Energy development. While it is
acknowledged that the generation of energy through non fossil fuel sources
may be seen as being “greener” or more environmentally friendly, the
development does not represent renewable energy in terms of the definition
given within the ALDP. This defines renewable energy as “Energy flows that
occur naturally and repeatedly in the environment, for example from the wind,
water flow, tides or sun”. With regard to this definition, waste of the type to be
utilised or processed within the plant cannot be described as occurring naturally
within the environment and as such in terms of the ALDP, the proposal would
not be classed as a renewable energy proposal and so would not fall under
Policy C2.
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6.2.7 The developers have cited further guidance which seeks to classify the
proposal as being a renewable energy producer, citing wider Policy and an
adoption of a broader stance in documentation such as SPP where renewable
energy and low carbon development are included alongside one another. SPP
includes Planning for Zero Waste, which in turn covers Energy from Waste
Proposals within its “A Low Carbon Place” chapter.
6.2.8 It is also stated by the developer that from a technical standpoint, when the fuel
input is above a certain threshold in terms of mix of material, it can in that
specific context be classified as being “renewable”. Specifically, in this regard
the submission outlines that where a development utilises 90% ecosystem
biogenic material by weight, then this would allow the development to be
considered as a legitimate source of renewable heat and would then qualify for
a Renewable Heat Incentive were it operational at the present time – the
proposal is said to conform to these parameters. While the Planning Service
note this statement, the fact remains that the LDP provides a detailed and clear
definition which has been accepted and adopted in this and previous Local
Development Plans and closely matches general dictionary definitions of
renewable energy also.
6.2.9 The sourcing of a technical and specific definition as “renewable” through wider
legislation is noted, however the fact that this is related to “renewable heat”
must also be considered. The relevance of this specific definition, within the
context of renewable heat production and specifically qualifying for incentive
schemes under these parameters is considered to be limited to those exact
criterion and so largely irrelevant within the wider context offered through LDP
Policy (where there is a clear definition) and within the context of this
development which would not, in its current form, offer any onward heat
production or output, notwithstanding potential future capabilities of doing so.
Significantly, SPP does not explicitly categorise Energy from Waste as being
renewable but does offer broader policy support (paragraph 154) for such non
renewable energy schemes which assist in reducing greenhouse gas
emissions.
6.2.10 Although not highlighted by the developer, SEPA’s Thermal Treatment of
Waste Guidelines do offer a wider scope for defining renewable energy
sources, but advise that only the energy generated from the recently grown
materials in the waste (e.g. food residues rather than oil based plastic) is
considered renewable. Energy from residual waste is therefore described as
being a partially renewable energy source, sometimes referred to as a low
carbon energy source. This is noted, but the fact that the renewable definition
can only be applied to a certain proportion of the scheme, like the heat incentive
example above this is not considered to override the LDP definition which is
directly and fully applicable in this instance.
6.2.11 In conclusion, the proposal is not considered to be a renewable energy plant in
terms of ALDP Policy, albeit its credentials as a non-fossil fuel, low carbon
energy producer as outlined through wider policy are noted. The proposal has
been assessed as a waste processing facility.
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Aberdeen City and Shire SDP
6.2.12 The SDP outlines an objective to seek to derive energy from waste within the
plan as part of a wider aim to tackle the supply of energy during the plan period.
The Aberdeen City EfW Plant is highlighted as being sufficient to serve the
whole area. Further comment is made on the need to ensure localised solutions
are found to firstly derive the benefits from any such infrastructure (energy
production) locally but also to reduce the environmental costs of transport. A
defined target within the SDP is to reduce the volume of waste going to landfill
and to support the provision of waste treatment facilities, outlining that
appropriate sites and the use of any energy provision should be identified
through the Local Development Plan. These are relevant considerations when
assessing the principle of development in line with the LDP Policies listed
above.
Zero Waste Plan 2010
6.2.13 Within the Zero Waste Plan, the recovery and use of waste to produce energy
is outlined as a strategic direction and economic opportunity (page 7), albeit
with the caveats that care must be taken to separate out recyclable materials.
These high level concepts are captured through Action 8 of the Zero Waste
Plan which in turn seeks to introduce landfill bans and work to separate out
recyclable material for reuse and to recover energy value.
6.2.14 Annex B of the Zero Waste Plan concerns land use planning, this in turn sets
out the high level targets and objectives that need to be met and then goes on
to provide advice for the Scotland’s Planning System, through the National
Planning Framework, SPP and Planning Advice Note 63, alongside SEPA
guidelines. The key planning considerations with regard to delivering the Zero
Waste Plan therefore transcend through these policy documents. However, in
terms of detail within Annex B of the Zero Waste Plan itself, considerations are
outlined with regard to both the allocation of sites in development plans and
also to the development management process. While the application is at the
wrong stage to be considered as a development plan allocation, there are some
key locational considerations listed which can be considered relevant,
specifically relating to locating facilities on industrial, brownfield or redundant
sites with links to transport routes including trunk roads, but where impacts
upon the environment (as demonstrated through EIA) can be minimised and
where there are nearby users for energy and any heat produced.
6.2.15 There is a wider and defined objective from the Scottish Government to direct
waste away from landfill, which is seen as the least desirable way of handling
waste. A landfill ban commencing in 2025 means that appropriate solutions are
required for the handling of waste, with recycling and re-use the most prominent
and preferable options. Deriving energy from this waste through incineration is
an option within the Waste Hierarchy which states that this is preferable to
landfill, but less preferable than recycling or re-use. Cognisance must therefore
be paid to the wider situation with regard to waste and waste management
policy. This is set out within the Zero Waste Plan for Scotland from a waste
policy perspective, within this document attention is drawn to the SPP which
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the Zero Waste Plans states includes and covers the relevant waste policies
within a specific planning context.
SPP
6.2.16 SPP specifically outlines the key principles covered in wider policy in terms of
adhering to the waste hierarchy, promoting recycling and reuse of materials,
locating close to energy users and highlights the need to identify appropriate
sites at development plan level, with cognisance of the use of industrial land
also. Paragraph 176 of SPP outlines a policy principle which states that the
planning system should help deliver infrastructure at appropriate locations in
order to help deliver the waste hierarchy, which includes recycling and energy
recovery. In addition to these broad principles, guidelines are given stating that
any proposed sites should be in excess of 250m from sensitive receptors and
that the Planning Authority should take care to protect amenity, ensure site
restoration and decommissioning.
PAN 63 Energy From Waste (2013)
6.2.17 The broad principles of the Zero Waste Plan are captured within PAN 63 in
terms of locational requirements, waste streams and users of energy. This
advice also moves further to outline a greater level of detail in terms of
consideration. This level of detail includes again reiterating that for large scale
plants, that these should not impede the ability to recycle material. Focus on
the design and visual impacts of the plant are also highlighted as a key
consideration, with particular reference made to the chimney/flue stack. In
addition to this, considerations of air quality, amenity, pollution and transport
are listed, alongside the requirement to liaise with the Ministry of Defence.
Thermal Treatment of Waste Guidelines 2014
6.2.18 SEPA’s guidelines outline the broad principles of the Zero Wate Plan in terms
of the waste hierarchy and reiterate an over arching desire to ensure that
energy from waste plants only burn residual waste; that is waste that cannot be
re-used or recycled elsewhere. It is also stated that these plants should be
located where onward heat transmission and the connection into heat networks
can be secured. The need to ensure that the proposal does not significantly
pollute or negatively impact the surrounding environment are noted.
6.2.19 This document also offers an outline of what is expected in terms of “Best
Available Techniques” through the PPC process itself. Effectively this requires
the development to utilise the most up to date and advanced technology or
techniques, which in turn ensures that the development can operate with a
minimised impact upon the environment in terms of outputs and emissions.
6.3

Assessment of Principle and Need

6.3.1 ALDP Policy PR3 (Waste Facilities) is the most relevant Policy with regard to
assessing the principle of development. As above, this offers support to locating
waste facility schemes on land designated or reserved for
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employment/business uses, which in turn allows for a departure from Policy B1
to be justified. Policy PR3 also requires new development to accord with
Scotland’s Zero Waste Plan, minimise the transport of waste from source and
utilise best available techniques. As well as these factors, the policy also states
that proposals must work to achieve Zero Waste targets but also provide
sufficient information to enable the assessment of the full effects of the
development including control, monitoring and mitigation. The criterion listed
above are all highlighted within the EIA Report as being considerations for the
proposed development.
6.3.2 There is no specific ALDP Policy for Energy from Waste proposals and the site
is not covered by any specific allocation for such a use. The proposal is not a
Business/Employment Use, nor does it involve renewable energy and as such
Policies B1 and C2 do not offer support for the scheme. The proposal, which is
a facility for processing waste, does however fit in with Policy PR3 which seeks
to direct such uses towards employment/business sites/land such as this,
subject to other criteria being met. The re-use of a large scale brownfield site is
also welcomed in planning terms.
6.3.3 Policy PR3 looks to capture the key considerations in national waste planning
policy as listed in SPP, PAN 63 and SEPA’s Thermal Treatment guidelines. As
such, factors including the utilising of best available techniques, distance of
plant from waste source and wider monitoring are all listed.
6.3.4 Taking this into account, as well as wider considerations through National and
Strategic Policy as outlined above, there is a clear focus and interrelationship
on common themes, issues, considerations and policies present throughout
including:
 Need and Location
 Waste Hierarchy and Recycling
 Amenity Impacts
These considerations are assessed in turn below with cognisance of all Policy
levels.
Need and Location
6.3.5 The Zero Waste Plan and SPP identify that there is a wider need for waste
management options aside from landfill and also acknowledge the benefits of
being able to derive forms of energy from this waste as a potential positive. It
is stated within SPP that while there is a national shortfall in relevant options
for waste management, that the need for facilities should be given emphasis
over any “proximity principle” (paragraph 182), essentially acknowledging that
waste may require to cross local authority boundaries to be treated and that in
the short term at least that plants need not focus themselves on serving an
immediate local area but in providing a facility for a wider and decentralised
(Scotland) network. It must also be acknowledged that within SPP there is no
onus on the applicant to demonstrate a quantitative need for the development,
and paragraph 181 of SPP confirms that planning authorities should generally
facilitate growth in sustainable resource management.
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6.3.6 With regard specifically to Energy from Waste plants, it is stated in paragraph
183 that these should be located to enable links to potential users of heat and
energy and to where there is a long term demand for such. As above, no heat
exportation is proposed and indeed there is no local heat network to connect in
to here, but in locational terms the broad parameters have been met by virtue
of the proximity of potential users.
6.3.7 The SDP picks up on this latter point by outlining that any facilities should
ensure that the benefits (in terms of energy) and value from the process can be
utilised locally. A local connection to the national electricity grid would offer
limited local benefits in this regard, and while the potential future benefits from
any local heat network are noted, these cannot be considered at this stage. The
SDP also states that another reason for processing localised waste is the
associated limitation of transport impacts. As described elsewhere, the plant is
to receive waste from the local area but also from further afield including the
Highland Council region.
6.3.8 From an Aberdeenshire Council perspective, municipal or household and trade
waste from Aberdeenshire Council (bin collections, trade waste collections) is
to be treated at an Energy from Waste Facility in Aberdeen City, while garden
or organic waste is treated at the Keenan’s facility within Aberdeenshire. There
is therefore no link between the Council and this facility proposed at Inverurie.
6.3.9 The Zero Waste Plan, in Annex B, also comments on the role that Planning has
within waste management and states that there is a need to focus on site
allocation at the local level and take local responsibility for treatment and
disposal to fulfil the need for waste management provision. It states that
development plans must provide for the development of new waste
management infrastructure covering all forms of waste. Within this local
context, the availability of employment sites for waste processing uses as
outlined above (paragraphs 6.3.2) is considered to be relevant in planning
terms in ensuring that wider waste strategies can be realised. In addition,
Aberdeenshire Council’s partnership with other Authorities on a strategic level
to address some of the waste needs through a plant in Aberdeen City also
assist in delivering these requirements within a wider local context.
6.3.10 In terms of need therefore, and specifically the need for the plant in this location,
there are some tensions on a regional level owing to the fulfilling of specific
“Aberdeenshire” needs through the Aberdeen City EfW plant and an issue with
regard to the SDP and the need for waste from further afield to be transported
inwards. However, the submission does provide figures and details of proposed
waste sources within Aberdeenshire and the wider area which do outline a
wider capacity within the region itself. The Council’s Waste Team have advised
that the Aberdeen plant will only take commercial waste collected by the 3 local
authorities (Aberdeenshire, Aberdeen City and Moray) via trade waste
collection services or directly at transfer stations. If there is any spare capacity
there may be a possibility for additional commercial waste to come into the
facility, but this may be limited. There will therefore be commercial waste within
Aberdeenshire that may require or be available to utilise the facility. A localised
need can arguably therefore be fulfilled by the plant which in turn would conform
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to the requirements as laid out in the SDP and LDP with regard to minimising
distance from source and also meeting the requirements of the waste hierarchy
(eg utilising an alternative to landfill). What remains less clear and compliant
with these policies is the sourcing of waste from other areas, such as Highland.
Considering this, the use of the site by any more distant sources would in effect
be dictated by the availability of waste facilities on a wider regional or national
scale – waste from the Highland Council region is taken to Stoneyhill Landfill
near Peterhead at present for example, and so there is a wider cross boundary
locational principle already established. But if there were nearer, more suitable
facilities to the source of waste then these could be preferred. Taking this
alongside the SPP stance that the crossing of local authority boundaries to
serve a wider national need can be accommodated, the principle of
development in terms of need and location can, on balance, be justified given
the national need, cross regional provision and elements of localised provision.
Waste Hierarchy and Recycling
6.3.11 Any waste from Aberdeenshire to be used in the plant would be from
commercial sources which may currently utilise landfill sites. The provision of
the plant would offer an alternative to landfill in the short term and then an option
for disposing of waste, aside from the preferred recycling or re-use options,
once the landfill ban begins in 2025. The developers have advised that any
material capable of being recycled will not be incinerated within the plant, but
sent on to other recycling centres within the area.
6.3.12 A number of points of clarification were sought on this matter by the Planning
Service, as sections of the EIA Report indicated that many materials which
would be seen as recyclable were listed an important fuel sources for the plant,
including paper, card and wood – thus indicating that they are to be used or
incinerated. However, the developer has stated that nothing recyclable will be
input into the system. There is a difficulty in balancing where the Planning
Authority can regulate this matter in terms of ensuring that any plant can fulfil
the objectives of the Waste Hierarchy (as transcended through policy) by
confirming that no recyclable material is incinerated (which would not accord
with this) and also ensuring that the Planning Authority do not step beyond the
planning considerations and into the operational aspects and into areas of
consideration covered by different legislation, specifically that of SEPA.
6.3.13 Within the regulation and consideration of EfW facilities, it must be noted that it
is SEPA’s role through the PPC permitting scheme to closely monitor the input
materials. From a planning perspective, confirmation within the submission that
no recyclables will be incinerated and confirmation of sorting facilities on site is
sufficient to satisfy the broad principles and objectives with regard to recycling
as listed in the Zero Waste Plan, SPP and PAN 63. SEPA have at this stage
confirmed that the proposal is potentially consentable under their regulations,
which for the purposes of planning confirms that there is the potential for the
scheme as proposed to fulfil the operational and input requirements. The initial
steps that can be taken through design and the confirmation that there would
be operational regulation is considered to be sufficient at this stage to ensure
that the proposal is capable of fulfilling the requirements of the Waste Hierarchy
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and as a result planning policy, while ensuring that the planning assessment
does not stray into matters which are covered by other consenting regimes.
6.3.14 The proposal would thereafter fit within the Waste Hierarchy by virtue of fulfilling
the wider ranging goals of offering an alternative to landfill while deriving
benefits from the waste itself. This high level principle is in accordance with
policy.
Amenity Impacts
6.3.15 The potential amenity impacts, as listed in SPP and PAN 63 relate to aspects
including emissions, air quality, noise, traffic and visual impact. Some of these
issues are covered through the detail of the EIA Report, but in terms of
establishing the principle of development the key points relate to the proximity
of the plant to sensitive receptors (as outlined within SPP) which is in turn
related to the impact of emissions and the suitability of the plant in broad terms
for the location.
6.3.16 SPP states that large scale plants such as this should be at least 250m away
from sensitive receptors. Sensitive receptors include residential properties but
also important ecological sites or those sites with specific sensitivities. There
are 5 residential properties at Ardmurdo Cottages to the east at Kinkell
approximately 200m distant from the edge of the site; 230m from the buildings
on the eastern side (offices, water towers, cooling and heat recovery); then
approximately 260m from the fuel silos, boiler and furnace as well as 285m from
the flue stack. Furthermore, there are 2 further properties, a taxi business and
Ardmurdo Farm just over 300m from the edge of the site to the east also.
6.3.17 The acceptability of a site within and right on this guideline limit would ultimately
come down to the specific amenity impacts to be experienced. This is further
captured in PAN 63 which refers to ensuring details such as chimney stacks or
air emissions do not lead to adverse impacts. The Air Quality section later in
this report covers specific matters in detail, however in terms of the principle of
development cognisance must be paid to fundamental aspects including the
appropriateness of the plant for the location with this proximity to receptors.
ALDP PR3 states that the proposal must utilise “Best Available Techniques”
(BAT) in terms of the technology and plant to be used. This in turn dictates the
design, location, size of the plant and also the plant and machinery to be used
and ultimately feeds into the principle of development through SEPA’s PPC
process.
6.3.18 SEPA have advised that based on the current submission, that the proposal is
potentially consentable under PPC Regulations. It is however stated that BAT
has not been demonstrated at this stage which in turn means that aspects
including but not limited to the air emissions and stack height as proposed are
subject to change through the PPC process. The separate and lengthy PPC
process requires a significant volume of detail and is in itself a legally binding
process whereby the development would not be permitted or approved without
demonstrating BAT. As such, no plant could operate without meeting or utilising
BAT through the PPC process.
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6.3.19 At this stage the proposal has not demonstrated BAT and while there is a
potential consentability through the PPC regulations, in planning terms there is
a conflict with ALDP Policy PR3 which requires this aspect to be addressed.
Without the agreement that BAT can be delivered, there are therefore issues
with establishing the principle of development both in policy terms but also more
functionally in terms of agreeing the design, location, emissions and stack
height of the proposal. These are fundamental aspects of the proposal which
require to be confirmed at this stage to satisfy ALDP Policy, but also with regard
to SPP, PAN 63 and the EIA Regulations in terms of allowing the Planning
Authority to fully assess the proposal and ultimately reach a reasoned
conclusion on the likely environmental impacts.
6.3.20 It is appreciated that the SEPA PPC process runs separately from the planning
application process and covers a far greater level of detail on many aspects,
including BAT and that this separate process would not be agreed without this
being demonstrated in full detail. Much of this detail will fall outwith the scope
of the planning assessment, such as the design and specification of individual
components of plant or machinery. It must be noted that the Planning Service
is conscious of the distinct roles and parameters of both the planning
application and PPC permitting process and is conscious of the need not to
cross into any area where there is no scope to comment under this planning
application. The elements of the proposal causing concern in terms of BAT
therefore relate solely to aspects which are relevant for planning consideration
such as amenity impacts through air emissions or visual impact, or with regard
to the scale or design of some of the built features. This is in line with the
policies listed above.
6.3.21 There is an acknowledgement that for this (or any) EfW plant to become
operational that the demonstration of BAT would be a legal requirement of the
PPC process and so there is the argument that in the event that planning
permission is granted, that for this to be implemented BAT would be a legal
requirement and thus the Policy would be satisfied at this future stage. The
granting of Planning Permission does not influence the acceptability or
otherwise of the PPC permit.
6.3.22 As above, there is uncertainty through the wider process of the final details of
the plant – including stack height, air emissions and size or location of
components within. It is therefore the case that even through the granting of
planning permission, that the PPC process by virtue of ensuring BAT is
delivered may require significant variations to the form or design of the
installation, which in turn may require further or amended grants of planning
permission. For example, any significant changes to factors like chimney
height, nature and form of plant or scale of buildings would likely require a fresh
planning application.
6.3.23 The situation is therefore that the proposal would not be in a position to fully
satisfy ALDP Policy PR3 in terms of “utilising BAT” until a point in time after any
grant of planning permission when such matters would be fully confirmed and
while a legally binding process, the PPC permitting is outwith the control of the
Planning Authority. Even at that point, there is no guarantee that the ultimate
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size, location, stack height or emissions from the development would reflect
what has been applied for at this stage.
6.3.24 The exact wording of ALDP Policy PR3 with regard to utilising BAT is part of
the adopted LDP and this particular wording was included as part of the Scottish
Government Reporter’s recommendations through the examination of the
adopted plan. As above, the clear intention of Policy PR3 is to align with the
wider policy landscape concerning waste facilities and this in turn also includes
the need to ensure that any facilities are designed to the highest standard in
terms of minimising impacts upon surrounding receptors. It is this
interrelationship between policy levels which also means that it is considered
the clear intention of the policy to work alongside wider policy and provide a
holistic consenting platform. While there is therefore an argument that the
specifics of the policy would only be met at a point in the future and outwith the
scope of the planning assessment, there is a clear linkage and interrelationship
between policy levels for waste facilities which means that this longer term
approach can be accommodated. As such, the proposal can be considered to
be in line with the objectives of Policy PR3 in this regard.
6.3.25 With cognisance to the above, and further consideration of SPP and the stated
250m buffer, any acceptance of a plant within or around this distance is solely
reliant on the demonstration of there being no adverse impacts upon these
sensitive receptors. The guideline distances are within SPP as a proposed
buffer between plants and receptors, in the interests of amenity. With the
marginal shortfall of some of the buildings to the east of the site and marginal
exceedance for the flue stack and waste buildings to the west of the site, it is
clear that the acceptability or otherwise must come down to proposed amenity
impacts.
6.3.26 Returning to wider policy principles, it must also be acknowledged that “the
precautionary principle” in terms of seeking matters to be addressed and fully
demonstrated up front forms no part of SPP for this type of development (except
in the cases of flood risk or sound evidence of possible significant irreversible
damage to nationally or internationally significant landscape or natural heritage
resources). In this context and with the reassurance of the PPC process, there
is a comfort that amenity can be preserved throughout a wider and holistic
consenting regime and so in land use terms, the siting of the building here can
be acceptable, subject to the demonstration of no adverse amenity impacts as
covered in the paragraphs below.
Principle of Development Conclusion
6.3.27 The proposal meets the majority of the high level criterion listed through local,
strategic and national policies with regard to energy from waste plants. There
are some shortcomings such as the lack of a heat network which limit the
proposal in terms of full compatibility with overarching aims and so ensuring the
delivery and realisation of benefits in the local area. However, the wider national
need for such infrastructure, broad locational requirements, conformity with the
overarching aims of the Waste Hierarchy and confirmation of the ability to
extract recyclable material are all noted and achieved.
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6.3.28 While it is true that the proposal does not fully deliver on aspects such a heat
network, which in turn means that it cannot completely fulfil the wider aims,
objectives and aspirations outlined within planning policy, policy at all levels
(including the ALDP) stops short of explicitly requiring any such provision,
instead listing these only as desirable criterion, wider justification and only
specifically seeking to ensure locations with the potential for future connections
are proposed. As above the proposal meets these broad ranging criterions.
Similarly, when considering the matter of BAT in terms of LDP and wider policy,
again it is acknowledged that there are shortcomings at this stage of the
process in terms of the detailed aspects of the proposal remaining unfinalised
at this stage. However, as above and with cognisance of the fact that the
planning process works alongside the more detailed and stringent PPC
consenting regime, the proposal can be considered to meet the specified
baseline requirements at this stage.
6.3.29 Furthermore, the principle of development can be accepted in locational and
amenity terms, with cognisance of all policy levels. Issues and conflicts with the
transporting of waste from other areas as well as the separation distance from
residential properties being within the stated threshold can, on balance, be
accepted when considering the national policy context, serving of a localised
need and acknowledgement of existing cross boundary arrangements.
Similarly, with the assurances that amenity impacts will be protected through
the wider consenting regime in the long term and the guarantees that any
resultant, operational plant would be legally required to meet BAT and so
protect amenity, there is considered to be a sufficient level of comfort that the
plant can be located at this site. As such the principle of development can be
supported.
6.4

Site Selection

6.4.1 The EIA Regulations require the developer to set out what alternatives have
been considered, assessed and then discounted in favour of the proposal as
presented – including a comparison of environmental effects.
6.4.2 The Site Selection report submitted outlined the consideration of 8 alternative
sites to Inverurie Paper Mill throughout the region and compared all using
criterion including proximity to waste source, transport links, grid connection
and deliverability within a “green-amber-red” style matrix. The focus was very
much on the economic viability or feasibility, which while having a role in this
consideration and forming part of the wider site selection, did not in itself offer
an environmental reasoning for the selection or discounting of the site or sites.
6.4.3 A further submission was thereafter presented, outlining further details on the
environmental reasoning and considerations within the site selection process.
This amended some elements of the weighting/scoring across sites and
explained that environmental factors had been considered at an early stage
alongside economic factors which ultimately led to 2 viable options being
considered – the Thainstone site and CORE at Bridge of Don, Aberdeen. The
Bridge of Don site was described as being highly visible and also in close
proximity to sand dunes which raised concern from an environmental
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perspective, which alongside wider commercial reasons including cost meant
that the site was not preferred.
6.4.4 There are some concerns with the overall site selection process, the
comparison of the 2 finalised options appears contradictory with the Bridge of
Don site marked down in categories including proximity to housing, existing
industrial land use, compliance with LDP and proximity to waste when these
appear to be equal or even preferable to the selected Thainstone site based on
the information within the report and selection matrix.
6.4.5 Notwithstanding this, the submission does conclude that there are
environmental factors as well as deliverability reasons which mean that this
option was ultimately discounted. As such, while there are concerns with the
adequacy of this element of the submission, the conclusions do on balance
demonstrate that a selection process was conducted and while there are
concerns over the weighing and contradictions of the matrix used, the adverse
environmental impacts from the Bridge of Don site as well as the commercial
issues with deliverability mean that the Planning Service accept the conclusions
in terms of the selected site being optimal in terms of site selection. The
submission therefore fulfils the broad parameters of the EIA Regulations in this
regard.
6.5

Green/Low Carbon Energy

6.5.1 The development has been promoted as being a low carbon energy generation
scheme. ALDP Policy C2 offers broad support for renewable energy projects –
however the proposal would not fall under this Policy owing to the definition of
renewable energy contained within the plan. With regard to being low carbon in
terms of energy generation, it is true that energy may be produced without direct
use of fossil fuels, which can be argued affords the scheme lower carbon
credentials. The EIA Regulations require developers to outline proposed
greenhouse gas emissions within the EIA Report. Within the original
submission, figures relating to specific Carbon Dioxide (CO2) emissions had
not been provided. Following the request for this information, as required by the
Regulations, the CO2 emissions associated with the proposal were provided.
6.5.2 The revised submission confirms that the proposals would result in a total of
401,400 Tonnes of CO2 being emitted from the plant annually. The developer
has split these emissions into 2 component CO2 parts. This figure is comprised
of 77,400 Tonnes of CO2 from burning plastics (fossil fuel carbon) and then
324,000Tonnes of CO2 from biogenic waste (ecosystem carbon), which is
waste such as paper or cardboard which has a natural level of carbon included.
6.5.3 The submission offers a carbon balance calculation which included with the
above emission figures highlights that by taking waste streams in here, a total
of 39,000 Tonnes of CO2 would be displaced from landfill and that 43,200
Tonnes of CO2 would be saved from generating electricity via a gas fired power
station. The CO2 from biogenic waste is not included within the calculation, as
it is stated that the natural source of this means that it is already contained
within the ecosystem. After subtracting the remaining displaced CO2 (gas
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power station plus landfill) from the emitted CO2 figure, a negative carbon
balance of 4,800 Tonnes results, which represents a saving annually.
6.5.4 The developer acknowledges that discounting the biogenic CO2 is not
universally accepted and can be a point of contention among experts when
considering these matters and carbon calculations. Indeed, there is a letter of
representation which does question these figures. Without discounting the
biogenic carbon, the carbon balance figure would sit at a net emission of
319,200 Tonnes of CO2 annually.
6.5.5 The argument around whether or not the biogenic carbon should be included is
not specifically a planning issue in the specific context of this application, the
principles and acceptance of the technology as being low carbon or arguments
concerned with what is included in calculations behind defining as low carbon
are set out at national policy levels. What must be considered with regard to
wider legislation and policy are the overall greenhouse gas emissions and
specifically the CO2 emissions and any comparisons to landfill as an alternative
mechanism for the treatment of waste. Elsewhere within the submission the key
points that landfill also releases methane, which is a far more harmful emission
and that methane emissions would account for the majority (60%) of emissions
from a landfill site are also outlined. The saving on methane emissions must
therefore be acknowledged. It is noted that whether taking the 401,400 Tonne
or 77,400 Tonne CO2 figure for the plant that these do represent a greater CO2
output than would be expected from landfill (39,000 Tonnes as stated), albeit
with a saving on methane emissions which is known to be more harmful to the
environment.
6.5.6 It is also noted that the CO2 utilised to produce 30MW of electricity (401,400
Tonnes or 77,400 Tonnes as above) would also be higher than the 43,200
Tonnes of CO2 which would result from a gas fired power station, with the
caveat that no fossil fuels are directly being utilised. As above, the developer
has also outlined that these figures would be displaced by the plant, which is
why they are subtracted within the carbon calculation above.
6.5.7 From a planning perspective, specifically with regard to ALDP Policy PR3,
adherence must be made to Scotland’s Zero Waste Plan which in turn earmarks
Energy from Waste installations as being preferable to landfill. Engrained within
this and wider policy is the drive towards reducing emissions and as such, it
can be accepted that despite a level of CO2 emission, that the proposal does
offer a preferable alternative to landfill, with the added benefit of energy
production a key consideration also within this wider context. This stance is set
out and accepted within SPP and wider Policy where the derivation of energy
from waste is clearly set out as being a preferred option in comparison.
6.5.8 Notwithstanding that the primary activity at the site is waste
processing/disposal, it is noted that the export of electricity is identified a main
driving force behind the developer’s submission and that separate processes
are underway to establish a connection to the grid. Given that this is an Energy
from Waste plant as submitted and that the production and export of energy is
a key facet in terms of the characteristics of the plant and also in terms of the
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Policy hierarchy as outlined, it is considered reasonable to attach a condition to
the grant of any resultant planning permission specifying that the plant should
not operate until such a point where a working electricity grid connection is
established and operational. This is considered a reasonable approach given
the character of the proposal.
6.5.9 It would not be reasonable to take a similar approach to the heat network, the
difference here being that unlike the electricity grid there is no ready-made or
established heat network for the scheme to connect in to. An entire heat
network with pipework throughout the area as well as potentially installing
boilers at individual properties would require to be established. As such
expecting this to be carried out, paid for and implemented prior to the operation
of the plant itself is therefore unlikely and unreasonable in planning terms. It is
however considered to be reasonable to expect the electricity connection to be
established given the circumstances outlined above and the developer’s
submission.
6.5.10 In planning terms, the greenhouse gas emission figures provided are sufficient
to satisfy the requirements of the EIA Regulations. It is not for the Planning
Authority to directly assess what are and what are not acceptable levels of
emission in this regard, there is no Policy requirement for such an assessment
at any level. Specifics in terms of quantity and nature of emissions are details
which would be considered further through SEPA’s PPC process. In planning
terms, what must be considered is whether the principle of this land use and
the operation of the plant would fit in with the wider Policy landscape as outlined
above and then in terms of ensuring that any subsequent impacts do not
adversely impact the surrounding environment (an assessment of which is
covered in the paragraphs below). In terms of the principle, there is a
demonstration and acceptance that the proposal can be accommodated within
the waste hierarchy in terms of providing a stated need for an alternative to
landfill while producing a form of low carbon energy.
6.6

Hydrology, Geology, Hydrogeology

6.6.1 The ALDP covers the impacts of development through Hydrology, Geology and
Hydrogeology through Policy C4, Policy PR1 and Policy P4 which seek to
ensure that any new development would not give rise to or be subject to
flooding, impacts upon public health through contaminated land or issues with
water quality in terms of habitats, ecology or impacts upon groundwater
ecosystems.
6.6.2 The Council’s Contaminated Land Service confirmed that the steps outlined to
mitigate against pollutants, specifically the use of hardstanding to mitigate any
residual risk to human health exposure and the placement capping material to
remove risk to human health from asbestos and other contaminants in the soft
landscaping areas were considered to be appropriate in the circumstances,
subject to securing through a planning condition.
6.6.3 The Council’s Flood Risk and Coastal Protection team sought further
clarification on details including drainage and flood risk details. Further to the
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subsequent submission of further clarifications in this regard, as well as the
submission of further drawings showing further sections through the site aimed
at confirming levels, land raising and flood extent, the Service was able to
confirm that the proposal would not give rise to any concerns regarding flooding
and that the drainage provision proposed was sufficient.
6.6.4 SEPA, in their role as a consultee to the planning application, originally advised
that further information was required to cover and address issues including
flooding, water supply and drainage. As with the Council’s Flood Team above,
upon reviewing additional information it was confirmed that the concerns raised
had been addressed to a satisfactory level.
6.6.5 Overall therefore, the proposal is considered to be technically competent in
terms of satisfying policy concerning hydrology, geology and hydrogeology and
can be considered to conform to ALDP Policies C4, PR1 and P4.
6.7

Ecology and Ornithology

6.7.1 Chapter 6 of the submitted EIA Report details the proposed and potential
impacts resulting from the proposal on ecological and ornithological receptors
in and around the site.
6.7.2 From an ALDP Policy context, Policy E1 seeks to preserve and protect
designated sites in terms of integrity and conservation value and 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 must not have an adverse
impact on the population of that species as a whole.
6.7.3 In this instance, it is stated within the submission that there are no ecological
designations covering the site. With regard to species on site, the desk and on
site surveys conducted highlighted a range of wildlife potential and sightings
including barn owl, otter, water vole, badger, pine marten and red squirrel
6.7.4 The field surveys ultimately identified 8 trees which provide bat root potential
within the vicinity of site, there was however some ambiguity with regard to the
status of these trees and the proposed impacts upon these from the
development, as such extra information and clarity was requested. Similarly,
there were uncertainties with regard to the otter surveys and again extra clarity
was requested. This is covered in paragraph XX below .
6.7.5 Predicted effects upon habitats and species in and around the site are
anticipated to result from both construction and operational stages of the
development. Taking habitats firstly, the submission outlines that no effects are
anticipated upon designated sites. With regard to habitats closer to the site
there would be a degree of land take and habitat loss associated with the

Item: 5A
Page: 60

scheme, with broadleaf habitat which is considered to be of value, calculated
at 2.5% of the site area, being lost. Aside from the above, the main risks to
habitats identified within the submission are identified as being through
pollution, primarily from construction operations.
6.7.6 To this end, mitigation in the form of pollution prevention measures is outlined.
These take the form of relatively standard measures to be secured through
mechanisms such as a Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP)
and comprise of elements such as silt traps, dust suppression, fuel storage and
the fencing off of habitats during construction. These steps as well as more site
specific mitigation such as native species planting along the river buffer at the
site would seek to address any potential negative impacts from the scheme
upon habitats. The EIA Report concludes that through this mitigation, that the
impacts upon the surrounding habitats, specifically those identified as important
ecological features, are not significant.
6.7.7 Turning to species, again the majority of predicted impacts are anticipated to
stem from the construction period, but with some crossing over to the
operational phase and would include collision from traffic, lighting and direct
impacts from habitat loss. Noise and vibration are also identified as potential
negative impacts arising alongside pollution from the construction phase.
6.7.8 Further to the submission of supplementary information concerning bats, otters
and water voles, it has been confirmed that no trees with bat roost potential are
to be felled and that an associated Tree Protection Plan would serve as
mitigation for bats. A water vole exclusion zone is also to be set up. With regard
to otter, the supplementary information outlines further pre commencement
surveys and their scope as initial mitigation with specific construction mitigation
including exclusion zones around any specific otter sites identified previously,
escape ramps for trenches, timings and lighting. The submission concludes that
the impacts upon species, subject to mitigation being applied, are not
significant. Upon assessment, the Planning Service is in agreement with these
conclusions.
6.7.9 Moving to the potential impacts upon habitats, including the River Don, the EIA
Report again concludes that no adverse impacts are anticipated. The
submission also highlights the works planned to maintain and enhance the river
bank and associated biodiversity potential within.
6.7.10 The works to the river bank are outlined within the submission as being an
enhancement, with the creation and protection of a riparian zone presented as
being a positive factor for the development. It is highlighted within the
Environment Team response that a buffer strip of 10m is proposed between the
river and the plant boundary. It is however outlined that this does not meet the
requirements as set out in Aberdeenshire Council Planning Advice for a
watercourse of this size (circa 20m for the River Don). Sections of the EIA
Report and other related statements on buffer strips are therefore misleading
in suggesting the 10m buffer proposed is an enhancement. It is recognised that
this is the available buffer for this site to go forward however and representative
of historical buffer strips on site through past uses. Securing this buffer is an
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essential requirement therefore given the shortfall and limited space available.
While there is a shortcoming in terms of policy in this regard, the specific
characteristics of the site and past use mean that this can be accepted here,
with cognisance of enhancements proposed elsewhere on site.
6.7.11 The proposed buffer would include a range of planting, with native species,
grasslands, hedgerows and trees earmarked with a wide species variety set
out. This is considered to be sufficient within the context of the site.
6.7.12 Naturescot were initially concerned with the lack of clarity within the submission
in terms of the extent of impact upon nearby designated sites including Wartle
Moss, Paradise Wood SSSI, Loch of Skene SSSI and Loch of Skene SPA as
a result of the emissions from the plant. Further to discussions surrounding
these matters and the submission of additional information, it was confirmed
that there were not considered to be any significant impacts that were of a
national interest.
6.7.13 The Don District Salmon Board, who cover interests in the River Don, initially
raised some concern over the potential impact upon fish through the
development, specifically water abstraction and flow rates within the lade at the
site. Ultimately through discussion, it was agreed that matters concerning flow
rate would be covered through SEPA’s CAR licensing and the concerns with
regard to abstraction could be successfully pursued through fisheries legislation
if problems did occur. As such, no adverse impacts were anticipated.
6.7.14 As part of ecological enhancements and as additional mitigation for the site,
further to a request by the Council’s Environment Team and as backed up by a
local Swift group, the developer has confirmed their intention to install swift
boxes at various locations in and around the plant. Up to 40 boxes spread over
at least 2 locations within the plant have been earmarked with final positions to
be agreed at a suitable point in the future. Provisional positions and
specifications in line with general good practice have been submitted and are
considered appropriate at this stage.
6.7.15 As a further enhancement, the Environment Team requested the inclusion of a
living roof as part of the proposals. Following discussions with the developer, it
has been confirmed that a living roof can be accommodated on buildings 1 and
2 of the plant. This is accepted as a beneficial and welcome step in terms of
on-site biodiversity enhancement. A Gabion wall with planting is also proposed
on the eastern side of the site which would again offer a degree of biodiversity
enhancement.
6.7.16 Considering all of the above, the proposed impacts upon natural heritage
receptors including protected species, biodiversity and wider ecology can all be
addressed and mitigated to an appropriate level. Subject to the securing of
mitigation through construction and operation therefore, the proposal can be
considered to conform to ALDP Policy E1.
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6.8

Landscape and Visual

6.8.1 A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) formed part of the EIA
Report. The LVIA follows a recognised and accepted methodology, seeking to
identify and assess the magnitude of change and magnitude of impacts upon
both the landscape and visual receptors.
6.8.2 Embedded mitigation, both through the building and the site design is proposed
to assist in reducing any potential impacts. In design terms, the unavoidable
bulk of the building (70m stack, 50m tall building) which would stand taller than
other buildings within the wider site is to be designed and finished in order to
try and create an architectural feature, rather than simply representing a large
scale industrial unit. To this end, external timber cladding and the shaping of
this to mimic Bennachie is the approach taken. In addition to the building
design, the wider site would be subject to landscape planting, the retention of
buffer strips and incorporation of wider planting.
6.8.3 In terms of the landscape assessment, the EIA Report first establishes a
landscape baseline whereby designated Landscape Character Types (LCT’s)
are assessed within a 5k study zone. LCT’s essentially outline the dominant
landscape characteristics within an area, highlighting the important and defining
features which then allows for an assessment of potential impacts upon these
to be made. There are two LCT’s covered within the submission – Wooded
Estates, within which the development would sit; and the Coastal Agricultural
Plain which is around 1.5km from the proposed site.
6.8.4 The Wooded Estate LCT covers the majority of the 5km study area and includes
and surrounds the application site. The EIA Report ultimately classes the
overall landscape sensitivity of this LCT as being “low” as a result of the
industrialised setting and human/built/infrastructure features within the
immediate vicinity. The magnitude of change for this LCT as a result of the
development, by virtue of the development size, scale and change from a
vacant site is classed as being “substantial”. Ultimately therefore, based on all
of the above a “Significant adverse” effect on this LCT as a result of the
development is predicted within the submission, as a result of the extent of
change and scale of development, notwithstanding the submitted “low”
sensitivity. The Planning Service agree with this assessment and conclusion of
impacts.
6.8.5 The other LCT covered is the Coastal Agricultural Plain located around 1.5km
to the north. The separation distance between the site and this LCT means that
a “slight” magnitude of change is predicted and overall “not significant”
landscape effect predicted, as the proposal is considered unlikely to directly
affect the characteristics of the LCT. The Planning Service agree with this
assessment and conclusion of impacts.
6.8.6 Also within the 5km study area is the Keithhall Historic Garden and Designed
Landscape (HGDL) and the Bennachie Special Landscape Area (SLA). The
EIA Report outlines that the HGDL comprises listed buildings, parkland,
woodland, garden and walled garden. Within the EIA Report the HGDL is
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considered to have a “High” landscape value on account of being considered
“outstanding” for its architectural and scenic interest, and “high” for its artistic
and historic interest. The EIA Report concludes that the magnitude of change
would be “slight” due to existing woodland screening and overall a “Not
significant” landscape effect predicted. The Planning Service are not in
complete agreement with these conclusions. While it is agreed that the bulk of
the HGDL is located to the north and separated from the site by areas of
woodland, the extent of the HGDL does extend southwards through the Kinkell
Belt Woodland and at its nearest point is approximately 200m across the River
Don from the site. There is therefore the real prospect that part of the HGDL
would experience more than the predicted “slight” magnitude of change owing
to the scale of development and openness of this part of the river valley at the
southern end of the HGDL designation, however in terms of the designation as
a whole this is still agreed as being not significant.
6.8.7 Bennachie and the associated SLA is also a relevant landscape feature, with
the key landscape features such as the hill itself, rolling farmland and woodland
surrounding as well as the Don valley creating a strong landscape character.
The assessment concludes that the development would not impact upon the
special qualities to a significant extent – mainly due to the location and distance
from some of the special features and limited impact to be experienced. The
magnitude of change is outlined as being “negligible” and ultimately a “not
significant” effect is predicted. The Planning Service agree with this assessment
and conclusion of impacts.
6.8.8 The assessment of landscape impacts offered in the EIA Report concludes that
“Major” and “Significant” impacts are predicted upon the Wooded Estates LCT,
with less pronounced and less significant results on the Coastal Agricultural
LCT, Keith Hall HGDL and Bennachie SLA. The submission has outlined that
notwithstanding the significant proposed changes, notably from a vacant site to
a large (circa 50m building and 70m stack) that there is an expectation and
overriding industrial character to the site. The Planning Service agree with this
assessment. Taking cognisance of all of the above, the proposal can be
considered to conform to ALDP Policy E2 with regard to landscape impact.
6.8.9 Turning to visual impacts from the proposed development, the EIA Report
provides an assessment of impacts from viewpoints and visual receptors likely
to be affected, namely Crichie Circle (residential area in Port Elphinstone circa
700m to the north – VP1); Bruce’s Camp (heritage feature 1.14km west – VP2);
A96 (trunk road 500m south west – VP3); Kinkell Church (Heritage Feature
300m east – VP4); Lochburn Drive (Kintore, 2.5km south – VP5).
6.8.10 Of the VP’s, “significant” visual effects are anticipated from all but VP3 and VP5.
VP5 from Kintore is assessed as being sufficiently distant with intervening
landform and vegetation limiting any visual impacts. This is generally agreed,
however the VP as presented in photomontage form displays a view from
directly behind a bus stop which is considered to devalue any specific
assessment from this location, owing to the compromised position where
supporting photographs have been presented from. As such while other
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evidence would outline that views from Kintore would be limited, the VP and
photomontage is not wholly useable.
6.8.11 Taking the other, more useable, VP’s, these represent proposed views from
sites representative of impacts upon residential, recreation, cultural heritage
and sequential routes (roads/railway).
6.8.12 Reviewing the impact on residential receptors, VP1 and VP4 offer views from
the built up area of Port Elphinstone to the north and then sporadic rural
properties to the east. From the north, the photomontage illustrates that the size
and scale of the building would mean that the development would break the
skyline alongside existing industrial buildings forming part of the existing site as
well as tree/woodland growth within the area also. A significant effect is
predicted owing to the scale and prominence of the building within the resultant
view. Elsewhere within Port Elphinstone, as the viewer moves northwards
(towards Inverurie) and further from the application site, the visual effect is
reduced by virtue of added screening through buildings and vegetation meaning
that the proposed impacts elsewhere within the settlement are said to be
“minor” and “not significant”. Overall the Planning Service agrees with the
assessment of visual impacts upon residential receptors in Port Elphinstone.
6.8.13 With regard to residential receptors to the east, the photomontage from Kinkell
Church is representative of views from this direction. This shown the proposed
development sitting on the western bank for the River Don, across an open, flat
and expansive vista from the east. There is low lying vegetation on the western
bank of the River Don which does not currently offer substantial screening for
the development. The EIA Report expands on the above and outlines that
properties to the east, with west facing views would experience a “Major” and
“Significant” visual effect. It is outlined that there is some existing screening
around certain properties, such as Armundo House, which offer a degree of
screening and reduce the overall impact to “Moderate” as such. The Planning
Service broadly agree with the conclusions of the assessment, there are
properties closer and potentially with more pronounced impacts than those
specifically included within the assessment, but the wider acknowledgement of
“Major” and “Significant” visual impacts from properties without existing
screening is agreeable.
6.8.14 The submission concludes that the visual impacts from residential receptors,
particularly to the east and north would be significant, but stress that
cognisance must be taken of the existing baseline (vacant site) and the
previous use of the site as a paper mill, with associated large scale buildings is
also relevant.
6.8.15 The Planning Service is in agreement with these conclusions. A major and
significant visual impact would likely be experienced, particularly from the east
where there are open views of the site across the river. However, the site is and
was one defined by industrial characteristics, historically via the Paper Mill and
now through the LDP business/employment designation on site. It is therefore
considered reasonable to state that there is an expectation and acceptability of
locating large scale industry on the site. The proposed development in this
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instance would be very large, more so than more orthodox industrial
development and larger than the previous Paper Mill buildings which historically
stood on site (the stack/chimney of the paper mill was 50m, representing the
tallest feature – the buildings proposed are 50m tall with a 70m stack). Whether
taken from the existing baseline (vacant site) or from a previous baseline as
suggested within the submission (paper mill buildings) the proposal represents
a substantial change and substantial increase in scale of development on site.
6.8.16 Considering the projected significant impacts, steps have been taken to
mitigate the visual impact specifically in terms of the design approach for the
development. The large buildings are to be clad in timber, which itself would
mimic the shape of Bennachie. Mitigation through design is an appropriate
approach for buildings of this scale. In this instance, the timber cladding and
design approach is considered to be of suitable merit in terms of creating a
design feature.
6.8.17 Assessing the visual impact from the north at Port Elphinstone and assessing
this alongside the design approach, it can be concluded that the significant
visual impact is not likely to be of a negative nature. The development would
break the skyline looking southwards, but this is towards the industrial context
of the wider industrial site where there is existing visibility of industrial units.
Within the landform and alongside patrial screening from trees and woodland,
an adverse visual impact from this direction is not anticipated.
6.8.18 The visual impact from the east is however more pronounced. The openness
of the River valley at this point means that the site as a whole and thus any
buildings or development within are exposed and would represent extremely
prominent features from this direction. The existing buildings on the wider
industrial site (circa 2/3 storeys) sit within the context of the industrial site and
within the landform, with rising hills just beyond the site and which help to frame
and contain the site within this pocket of the landscape. The bulk and scale of
the proposed building would rise beyond, above and outwith this pocket
subsequently blocking the visibility of the hills beyond and dwarfing the limited
landscaping around the periphery of the site in other directions, when viewed
from this direction. There are therefore some concerns that the development,
particularly when viewed from the east would have a significantly adverse visual
impact. Balancing this with the context of the site and the expectation and
allocation of the site for large scale industrial uses however, alongside the
design approach which seeks to make a visual feature out of the development
and thus utilise the visibility to an extent, the proposal can be considered to be
acceptable in terms of visual impacts from the east.
6.8.19 Visual impacts from the A96 are assessed, representing those from transport
corridors and sequential receptors within the area. The submission concludes
that while there would be visibility, the temporary and passive nature of this
mean that this isn’t considered to be significant. The Planning Service agree
with the submission in this regard.
6.8.20 There are a number of other large scale developments within the wider area,
which have the potential to result in cumulative visual impacts. The large scale

Item: 5A
Page: 66

Crichie development to the west, as well as development in and around
Thainstone will introduce new large scale development into the vicinity. The
submission considers cumulative impacts from all receptors through the
submission but does not conclude that there would be any significant or
negative impacts resulting. The Planning Service is in agreement with these
conclusions.
6.8.21 With regard to recreational receptors, a number of local sites of interest
including Core Paths, Bruce’s Camp and Kinkell Church have been assessed.
The submission does not envisage any significant effects from core paths or
Bruce’s Camp owing to the characteristics of these sites and visibility of the
development from these. The Planning Service is in agreement. Kinkell Church
shares a viewpoint with the nearby residential properties on this eastern side of
the river and therefore would also experience a “major” and “significant” visual
impact. In terms of assessing this, the Planning Service would include the
impacts upon this receptor alongside those residential receptors noted above
and so while there are concerns with the significance of the impact, ultimately
when considering and balancing issues such as the overall impact and context
of the site these impacts are not considered to be significantly adverse.
6.8.22 HES Raised concerns with regard to the potential visual impact upon Kinkell
Church to the east. This is discussed in further detail with regard to specific
impacts upon the setting and context of the receptor in the cultural heritage
section below. As above however, the proposed visual impacts are
acknowledged as being significant, but with the proposed mitigation through the
design approach and planting proposed the potential impact is not considered
to be unacceptable or overly detrimental.
6.8.23 As noted above, the photomontage image submitted for Kintore is not
considered to be of an adequate standard or be particularly useable, as a result
of the location selection and inclusion of physical obstacles – effectively the
image represents the view a person may have if standing behind a bus stop.
Notwithstanding this, it is clear that visibility from Kintore would be limited due
to some of the landform and existing screening within the village. There are
existing locations within Kintore however where the existing site and stack is
clearly visible, particularly some of the higher ground around the top of Forest
Road at the point where it crosses the A96. The site is however distant and
while a new development of this scale would be visible from certain locations
within the village and would result in a certain magnitude of change and
perhaps bring into focus the sheer scale of the development, the overall visual
impact from the village is accepted as not being significantly adverse. While
there are concerns with the EIA submission in this regard, the overall
conclusion that Kintore is unlikely to experience adverse visual impacts is
agreeable.
6.8.24 In conclusion, the proposal would give rise to a level of landscape and visual
impact from a number of viewpoints within the local area. Cognisance is made
to the context of the site itself, as well as the historical and current designated
business/employment uses. The proposal is however of a far larger scale than
seen previously or indeed than other buildings on site at present and thus would
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have a more pronounced impact. The approach to mitigate this through design
and utilise the bulk and scale of the development to form an architectural
feature, through the use of timber cladding and mimicking the shape of
Bennachie is considered to be a reasonable approach and sufficient to ensure
that while there are some concerns over some of the impacts, the proposal can
on balance be considered to comply with planning policy and have an
acceptable landscape and visual impact.
6.9

Noise

6.9.1 The submission outlines that noise surveys were conducted at the nearest
residential properties to the site and proposed access. The EIA Report then
outlined potential sources of noise, including construction noises, traffic noises
and also the operational noise from the plant and machinery on site.
6.9.2 The proposed noise emissions are set out and assessed based on the likely
noise increase to be experienced by receptors within the area, with a scale of
noise increases outlined culminating in a 5dB increase representing a
significant change and impact.
6.9.3 The submission outlines a projected night time noise increase for receptors as
a result of HGV movements in and out of the site. The submission concludes
that this is not considered as being significant, however built in mitigation such
as adhering to standard operational times, reducing noise from traffic and also
building in a noise barrier on the east of the site would all serve to ensure that
adverse noise impacts result.
6.9.4 Extra information was requested by the Council’s Environmental Health Service
regarding sources of transport noise, as the original submission did not include
the entire range of anticipated traffic or offer explanations behind the omission
of some potential noise sources, as well as further information on noise outputs
from waste delivery vehicles and the methodology used within the assessment
of these. This information was submitted within the package of supplementary
EIA information which also provided confirmation of noise barrier locations
along the eastern boundary, around transformers and around cooling towers as
well as storage silos.
6.9.5 The Council’s Environmental Health Service has confirmed that upon reviewing
the supplementary information, that the proposed noise emissions from the
development are considered to be acceptable. The clarification regarding the
inclusion and scoping out of noise from traffic as well as confirmation and clarity
of the methodology used is noted as being acceptable. It is outlined that
elements of the operational noise fall within the remit of SEPA and the
associated PPC permitting process and as such are not considered at this
stage.
6.9.6 SEPA commented on noise from a PPC permit perspective, noting that
additional information and demonstration of the use of best available
technology would be required. However, SEPA did comment that subject to the
Planning Authority being satisfied with impacts from traffic and construction,
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that the proposal was potentially consentable from a planning perspective and
raised no specific concerns in this regard.
6.9.7 Assessing the overall noise impacts from the proposal, no adverse noise
impacts are predicted from a planning perspective and so it is considered that
the application meets the requirements of ALDP Policy P4.
6.10

Air Quality

6.10.1 Chapter 9 of the EIA Report covers air quality and emissions associated with
the proposed development. As a proposal which involves the incineration of
waste, the air emissions from the plant require close scrutiny alongside more
orthodox emissions including traffic and general construction outputs such as
dust or vehicle exhausts.
6.10.2 The EIA Report as originally submitted outlined the emissions from the plant
itself, offered a baseline of the existing air quality situation and then an outline
of the expected emissions, by type of gas or particulate to be emitted. The
impacts upon human receivers and ecology were set out, as well as factors
including odour and then cumulative impacts. The methodology as set out
contained a depth of detail, with specific pollutant outputs listed alongside rates
of emission and impacts upon nearby receptors. As above, the release of CO2
was not included within this but has since been addressed separately.
6.10.3 The original submission ultimately concluded that no significant impacts would
result from the development. Outputs such as operational emission from the
stack, odour emissions and dust from construction were all considered, but the
submission concluded that the context of the site in addition to mitigation
measures would result in a non significant impact.
6.10.4 The submission outlined the proposed building heights (circa 50m) with an
analysis of stack heights provided, with a conclusion that a stack of “at least”
70m being required to ensure the effective dispersion of emissions. The height
of the stack was outlined as being important with regard to achieving acceptable
levels of emissions.
6.10.5 Extra information was requested by the Council’s Environmental Health Service
concerning the inclusion of details of emissions from transport sources within
the submission.
6.10.6 The Council’s Environmental Health Service has confirmed that upon reviewing
the supplementary information, that the proposed air quality emissions from the
development are considered to be acceptable within the Council’s remit for
review in this regard.
6.10.7 SEPA have a wider remit for air quality emissions, which is tied into their own
PPC permitting scheme. On the original submission SEPA advised that the
information presented in the EIA Report suggested that the proposed emissions
are unlikely to cause any significantly adverse issues in terms of environmental
or health impacts. However, the anticipated emissions on which these
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assessments were based did not appear realistic. Furthermore, there also
appeared to be deficiencies in the information provided and inconsistencies in
the results presented. At the time of SEPA’s initial response, specific to the
planning application, the information presented in the EIA Report was not
sufficient to demonstrate that the applicant had considered air quality during
operation as part of the planning process and that the development would be
consentable. To this end, SEPA requested further information covering mass
emission rates for use in modelling, further details on abnormal emissions, the
inclusion of all release points, confirmation of stack height, further clarity on
ground level concentrations, clarity on identified receptors, details of metals and
further details on the release temperature.
6.10.8 Having reviewed the requested information, SEPA then advised that the
proposal was considered to be “potentially consentable” in PPC terms which
effectively means that while far more detailed analysis was required at a future
stage in the consenting process, that there was an agreement that the proposed
impacts and emissions from the plant could be demonstrated as being
acceptable. From a planning perspective, this is sufficient for this stage of the
process. SEPA have no objections in air quality terms at this stage and this
along with the Council’s own assessment means that the proposal can be
considered to conform to ALDP Policy P4.
6.11

Traffic and Transport

6.11.1 The site would be accessed from the A96 trunk road, specifically from the
Thainstone Roundabout just to the south east of Inverurie.
6.11.2 The EIA Report as submitted did not offer total clarity on the proposed number
of vehicle trips on an annual or daily basis. Nor was the submission
accompanied by a Transport Assessment in order to further demonstrate and
assess the likely impacts of the proposal upon the surrounding road network.
There were a number of issues relating firstly to the volume of waste to be
delivered and then to the associated traffic movements required to make these
deliveries. Additional clarity was therefore sought on these matters, as well as
further clarity on the total volume of waste to be delivered, as the original
submission ranged between 180,000 Tonnes to 340,000 Tonnes in various
sections.
6.11.3 Additional information in the form of a Transport Statement was submitted. It
was outlined that the proposed increase of 400 vehicle trips, including 160 HGV
trips to and from the site during the 30 month construction period would result
in a projected increase of traffic travelling north and south on the A96 trunk road
of 22.8% and 13.1% respectively. In terms of a magnitude of change, this is
stated as being negligible for a road of this size. Operationally, the vehicle trips
of 160 (98 HGV) are stated as representing increases of 12.3% and 7.4% north
and south respectively – this is a reduction on the figures originally presented
owing to a recalibration of the trip rates following the request to revisit the
figures and offer further clarity on the original submission as outlined above.
Again, these are stated as being negligible in terms of magnitude of change.
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6.11.4 On potential cumulative impacts, the submission reasons that due to the
negligible impact that there would be considerable headroom for other projects
to run concurrently, but advises that any perceived issues could be managed
and mitigated across parties and Roads Authorities via a Traffic Management
Plan.
6.11.5 The submitted Transport Statement seeks to offer a more detailed analysis of
the proposed traffic impacts upon the area. This approaches the assessment
from the perspective that the development would operate within a wider
industrial park and is therefore only capable of influence within its own red line
boundary – effectively the site accesses a private road which then in turn
provides access to other sites and links to the A96. The aforementioned trip
generation figures are expanded upon and clarification that no traffic
movements would take place at peak times (morning and evening rush hours)
nor would they take place on Saturday afternoons or Sundays.
6.11.6 Parking provision within the site is outlined, alongside pedestrian, cycle and
public transport linkages within the vicinity of the site. Existing linkages into the
wider industrial site are highlighted, including public foot/cycle paths to Inverurie
and Kintore and bus stop links nearby. It is noted that facilities such as bus
stops are in excess of 400m (recommended/accepted walking distance), but it
is argued that given the frequency of the buses and context of site, that this is
adequate and would still allow for public transport use.
6.11.7 The Transport Statement compares the proposal to previous approved
schemes on site, albeit these schemes related to a generic industrial shed as
opposed to an energy from waste plant as proposed. However, the headline
transport numbers are very broadly comparable and as such similar
conclusions of acceptability are ultimately presented.
6.11.8 Overall the submission outlines a projected 0.6-0.8% increase in total traffic
flows and a 7.4-12.3% increase in HGV movements as a result of the
development. This alongside reasonable links to public transport points and
pedestrian/cycle links and the restriction on traffic movements at peak times
means that the conclusion presented is one of an acceptable traffic and
transport impact.
6.11.9 An objection from a third party was submitted, raising concerns with the
proposed transport impacts as well as the methodology and extent of analysis
presented within the original submission. The latter points have been
addressed through the subsequent submission of a Transport Statement.
6.11.10The same party issued a further objection to the application reiterating
concerns that the proposal would have an adverse impact upon the road
network including the Thainstone and Port Elphinstone roundabouts on the A96
and also the potential ramifications following the proposed A96 upgrade works
which could change the character and nature of the potential impacts – the
Transport Statement was submitted shortly before the preferred A96 upgrade
route was published. Furthermore, it is highlighted that the submitted Transport
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Statement is not a Transport Assessment and it is therefore stated this this fails
to fully assess the proposed traffic impacts upon the locality.
6.11.11A further objection was raised by a separate party citing the lack of appropriate
pedestrian and cycle links from the site itself to the public routes nearby.
Essentially outlining that the private road from which the site is accessed from
(and in turn links to the A96/public paths) did not provide for safe and
convenient pedestrian access and could give rise to conflicts between various
road users. Previous loss of walking routes in and around the site as well as
potential negative traffic impacts upon the A96 and a requirement to contribute
to strategic roads upgrades (Thainstone Roundabout) are also cited. The
Community Council also highlighted the need to carefully assess traffic impacts
from the plant.
6.11.12Both the Council’s Roads Service and Transport Scotland (as the appropriate
regulatory agency for the A96) have commented on the proposal and do not
raise any objections and thus are accepting of the conclusions of the EIA and
Transport Statement with regard to proposed transport impacts, conclusions
with regard to access to public transport and pedestrian/cycle networks and
also the overall appropriateness of the access arrangements around the site.
6.11.13The issues with access throughout the wider site as raised through
representation are noted, however these hold limited relevance to this proposal.
The upgrade of footpaths within the wider area are not part of this application,
nor is it reasonable to seek such upgrades within the context of the specific
development and site. The access requirements for the development itself are
most relevant here, for example ensuring linkages into existing pedestrian
networks are available and achievable to assist in the waste management use
conforming to Policy in terms of providing safe and convenient pedestrian
access for its own operation, rather than for any wider use associated with other
existing or proposed uses. Furthermore, it is understood that the wider site and
management of public access is under control of the wider site owner, with
whom any potential obligations for upkeep (as referred to in letters of
representation) would lie – this application cannot be held accountable for
existing or wider issues identified within the area, associated with separate
developments or indeed separate developers and must instead ensure that it
itself can integrate into the wider site and fulfil its own requirements in this
regard.
6.11.14 The concerns with regard to the proposed impacts upon the A96 are noted,
however Transport Scotland have confirmed that they are satisfied that the
predicted additional traffic generated by this development at peak times is not
significant and would not require to deliver additional mitigation or be dependent
on the delivery of other agreed works that either have been (in the case of
Thainstone Roundabout) or are in the process of being delivered (Port
Elphinstone Roundabout). Transport Scotland have further addressed the
comments relating to the A96 and advised that the various upgrades would be
considered as part of an ongoing process. Specifically, in terms of an upgraded
or rerouted A96, Transport Scotland have advised that as no route has explicitly
adopted or committed, this does not form part of their consideration at this
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stage, but have confirmed that as a live planning application that the impacts of
this scheme would be fed into the wider assessment process for those works.
Effectively Transport Scotland have no objections and consider that no adverse
impacts are anticipated following a thorough review of the information in place
alongside wider ongoing transport projects involving the A96.
6.11.15 The Council’s Transportation team are accepting of the Transport Scotland
stance that no significant impacts upon the trunk road would occur, based on
the presented figures. The Service are however conscious that the
intensification of use at the site will require a Travel Plan to be developed which
in turn would set out a more sustainable means of travel to and from the site.
This Travel Plan would identify measures to be implemented, the system of
management monitoring review, reporting and duration of the incorporated
measures designed to encourage modes other than the private car to and from
the site. The Travel Plan would be required to propose specific measures to
encourage public transport accessibility which would also avoid the need for
bus passengers having to cross the A96 to access northbound services. The
securing of this Travel Plan is necessary in order to adhere to the policy
requirements listed in Policy P1 which requires the promotion of connected
places and active travel and Policy RD1 which requires that accesses are
resource-efficient, safe and convenient for cyclists, pedestrians and public
transport. This requirement is also consistent with requirements attached to
other large scale schemes on neighbouring industrial sites.
6.11.16 Taking all of the above into account with regard to ALDP Policy RD1 and P1
the proposal can be considered to be acceptable.
6.12

Socioeconomics

6.12.1 The submissions seek to outline the proposed socioeconomic effects which are
predicted to result from the proposal. The relevant chapter within the EIA Report
sets out a methodology for illustrating this, effectively taking baseline scenarios
for the business park itself and wider area and comparing these with scenarios
where the plant is built and also where no development takes place.
6.12.2 With regard to the business park and the wider site, the submission outlines
that the development would bring investment, employment and economic
benefits to the area as well as assisting in delivering and building out an
allocated employment site, which in turn would assist in cleaning up a
brownfield site. The converse, “do nothing” scenario would mean that the site
remains undeveloped and in need of clearing up and the economic and
employment benefits proposed would not be realised.
6.13.4 With regard to the impacts upon Inverurie and the surrounding area, the
reintroduction of an employment use on this site is highlighted, with associated
benefits for the area through both operation and construction. Solutions for
waste management and the ability to provide energy to the electricity grid are
also highlighted. The “do nothing” scenario highlights the lack of employment
opportunities and lack of additional electricity production alongside the
continued need to find solutions for waste management.
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6.12.4 The submission also outlines a number of potential benefits and advantages
that could be derived from heat production and the ability to heat houses and
other buildings throughout the area. However, as stated previously, the
application does not include any heat production for onward connection to a
heat network.
6.12.5 Notwithstanding the above issue with regard to heat networks and the limited
relevance of these matters in the specific context of this application, the
Planning Service are broadly in agreement with the conclusions of the EIA
Report with regard to socioeconomics. The uplift in employment (40
operational, 300 construction) is agreed as being a positive, as is the delivery
and use of a designated employment/business site.
6.13

Cultural Heritage

6.13.1 Chapter 12 of the EIA Report covers Cultural Heritage. The approach taken
within has been to identify specific cultural heritage features or assets which
may be vulnerable to the impacts from the proposed development, primarily
through visual impacts or impacts upon their setting.
6.13.2 ALDP Policy HE1 states that negative effects on the character, integrity or
setting of listed buildings, scheduled monuments, or other archaeological sites
must be avoided by proposed development.
6.13.3 Within the wider area, a total of 8 Scheduled Monuments within 2km, 17 Listed
Buildings with 2km, 21 Listed Buildings within Keith Hall as well as the
aforementioned HGDL. Baseline assessments identified likely key receptors
which included 5 such assets – Scheduled Monuments including Standing
Stones at Broomend, Kinkell Church, Cairn Circle and Ring Ditches at Fullerton,
Bruce’s Camp and Keithhall HGDL also.
6.13.4 The EIA Report concludes that the impacts upon Bruce’s Camp and Fullerton
would be minor and not significant. This is essentially as a result of existing
screening and landform meaning that the appreciation to or from these sites is
not considered to be interrupted or adversely affected to any significant extent.
6.13.5 A similar conclusion is drawn with regard to Keith Hall HGDL as a result of
existing screening as well as a historic visual impact from the site – as above
however there are parts of the HGDL within close proximity to the site and the
development proposed is substantially larger in scale than the previous Paper
Mill and as such, the Planning Service are not entirely in agreement with the
conclusions of the EIA Report which list the impact as being low, with a
negligible magnitude of change. The proximity of the southern end of the
designation to the proposed site as well as the openness of the view from this
mean that there is a disagreement over the categorisation of a “slight” impact
as listed in the submission. A greater magnitude of change and overall impact
is anticipated, however upon analysis this is not considered to be significantly
adverse. As such there is considered to be a compliance with Policy HE2 in
terms of the impact upon the HGDL.
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6.13.6 Significant impacts are anticipated from Broomend and Kinkell within the EIA
Report. The significance of the impacts is derived from the high levels of
visibility and open views of the development from these sites.
6.13.7 HES raised concerns with the potential Impact upon Kinkell Church, an asset
of National Interest. While HES did not object, it was suggested that further
mitigation be secured with regard to the proposed significant impacts,
specifically with reducing impacts and as a result of the open views westwards
to the development site. This additional mitigation was suggested as being the
planting of a line of trees to the eastern side of the development which would
assist in providing additional screening at a low level. The proposals do include
an area of woodland planting within the proposed riparian/buffer zone between
the site and the River Don, specifically a total of 4566m² of woodland planting
would be added throughout this eastern side of the development. In order to
ensure that this planting is optimised in terms of providing a line of screening,
the finalised details of planting can be agreed through a planning condition –
this is considered to be an appropriate and proportionate mechanism to secure
this. Given the proposed buildings range from 18-50m in total height, there will
be a degree of visibility, however with the design of the buildings as a “feature”
as well as the lower level tree planting (circa 10-30m) there is considered to be
sufficient mitigation to ensure that the impacts upon Kinkell Church can be
reduced to an extent whereby they can be considered acceptable. A similar
conclusion can be drawn with regard to the impact from other sites including
Broomend and Keith Hall in that while there will be impacts, there is mitigation
of varying forms proposed which would assist in limiting the over impacts.
6.13.8The Council’s Archaeology Service originally sought clarification and
amendments to some points in the EIA submission, however the service
confirmed that the measures set out were considered to be acceptable.
Specifically, with regard to the visual impact of the scheme on heritage assets,
the Service agrees with the conclusions within the submission, this includes the
impacts upon Kinkell Church, albeit with the caveat that HES would be better
placed to comment.
6.13.9Taking all of the above into account, the proposals are likely to have a degree
of impact upon cultural heritage features and assets. However, the adoption of
appropriate mitigation means that these impacts can be accepted and the
proposal is therefore considered to comply with ALDP Policy HE1.
6.14

Letters of Representation

6.14.1 A number of the issues raised in letters of objection, both comments in support
and objection, are addressed through the discussion and assessment above.
There were however some very detailed letters of representation submitted
which raise both wider ranging and also some very specific issues which would
benefit from being further and specifically addressed.
6.14.2 Questions and concerns were raised regarding matters including the lack of a
strategic overview for the proposal in terms of integrating into the wider waste
management landscape alongside the approved Aberdeen EfW site, as well as
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related concerns regarding the impact that this may have upon recycling rates
– effectively given a potential large demand for waste from these incinerators,
in terms of providing fuel and then income, that material which should otherwise
be recycled would end up being incinerated, this would not conform to the wider
waste hierarchy approach as outlined above. The concerns raised are
supported by a range of figures and data which has been sourced from various
outlets which in turn back up and justify the concerns through an informed
submission.
6.14.3 In considering this issue, there are 2 main points – firstly, the input and content
of material to be incinerated is a matter closely monitored by SEPA and is
something outwith the control of the Planning Authority. As above, at this stage
and for the purposes of planning, the confirmation that no recyclable material
would be input into the process is sufficient and represents the limit of what can
be considered under this application. While there are legitimate concerns
therefore, we must assess the proposal on face value and accept that the input
into the plant would be strictly regulated under a separate regime.
6.14.4 The second point regarding the wider strategic overview and cumulative impact
with the Aberdeen plant is also noted, however as outlined in the overview of
planning policy above, specifically SPP, the overall need for facilities such as
this is considered to override any locational characteristics at this point in time.
Effectively once a national network has been provided then issues of proximity
may come into greater focus. At this stage therefore, any overlap in demand or
the market for waste of the Aberdeen and Inverurie plants would not conflict
with the main policy considerations in this regard. Again, the extent and detail
of data and information provided to back up the concerns is noted, however in
planning terms this does not alter the overriding policy support and stated
“need” for such a facility. So, while there may be valid and informed concerns
over this aspect, planning policy does provide a very clear stance on the matter
and is the basis of how this application must be assessed. The general
acceptability of forms of incineration as a means of disposing of waste is a
matter for wider Government waste policy rather than
this individual application. For the purposes of this planning application, the
assessment must be guided foremost by the policies of the development plan,
but also by national planning policy which is clear in its acknowledgement that
energy from waste has an important role to play in meeting low carbon energy
targets.
6.14.5 Further concerns regarding the emissions, continued CO2/greenhouse gas
outputs as well as the overall efficiency of the plant in this regard and also in
terms of the energy output compared to other technologies was all raised. As
above, these concerns were supported by various referenced sources and
extensive data. The concerns that the proposal would output a limited level of
energy (electricity) compared to the negative emissions (CO2, greenhouse
gases, pollutants) is noted and the data presented acknowledged. However,
from a planning perspective the relevant policies only require an assessment
of emissions in terms of demonstrated adverse impacts upon the environment.
It is not the role of the planning process to assess or determine whether the mix
or extent of emission in comparison to the energy output is appropriate.
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Ultimately through the PPC process SEPA would monitor and regulate
emissions, as they would for inputs and thus ensure that the extent of emissions
is within acceptable parameters and as good as they realistically can be through
the assessment of Best Available Techniques. The principle of developing an
EfW plant is covered within various levels of policy as outlined above, the
interrelationship between the various outputs and consideration of benefits and
drawbacks when compared to other energy sources is therefore considered to
be fully enshrined within this policy stance and would have been considered at
that level. From a planning perspective, there are no grounds based on the
information presented to justify a deviation from this policy stance.
6.14.6 The lack of a formal connection to a heat network and indeed the lack of any
connections or shared infrastructure with regard to Carbon Capture and
Storage technology are also listed in letters of representation. These factors
are noted and it is acknowledged that in terms of wider carbon reduction goals
and embracing new or innovative technology that these options could have
been input. Indeed, there is mention within various levels of policy of the
desirability of plants such as these to have onward connections and such
connections are often listed as significant positive benefits and outputs behind
the plants themselves. However, policy at all levels stops short of explicitly
listing these connections as requirements of any new development, instead
they are simply desirable or advantageous offshoots from the development.
There is no Policy requirement to connect and as such, there is no basis for
any such connection to be insisted upon through this application – the most that
can be sought is the locating of any plant within the vicinity of a potential
market/users. As outlined in paragraphs above, there are also issues with the
reasonableness of any such requirement to allow for a heat network connection
owing to the lack of any existing infrastructure and this is one reason why policy
also stops short at this point in time. While there is no doubt therefore that the
development could be improved or provide more local benefit by providing such
links as outlined in letters of representation, at this stage there are no justifiable
grounds to insist on this. The electricity grid connection as proposed and to be
secured serves as a sufficient and reasonable energy connection under this
application.
6.15

Planning Conclusion

6.15.1 The main land use planning considerations are closely aligned with
considerations of waste policy through an interlinked and interrelated policy
landscape from national level down to the LDP. As covered above, the proposal
is considered to fulfil the wider strategic and national policy requirements set
out for energy from waste plants. There are some shortcomings in terms of a
lack of full connection into a heat network, the distance from source of waste
material and the distance from sensitive receptors. However, these can all be
justified, both through an appreciation of the exact requirements and wording
of policy at all levels as well as an understanding of the wider consenting
regimes that are applicable and would serve to regulate the development to a
high and legally binding standard through operation.
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6.16

EIA Report Summary and Reasoned Conclusion

6.16.1 As outlined throughout the sections above, the proposal is not considered to
have any significant environmental impacts after mitigation, both embedded
and mitigation specific to individual receptors, is applied. This mitigation would
be secured via an appropriate schedule of planning conditions.
6.16.2 The main impacts identified are from the construction, emissions and the visual
impact of the plant. Mitigation is outlined and described above to dilute and
manage the temporary and short term construction impacts and various levels
of management are in place to provide satisfactory comfort that no adverse
impacts will occur through this process. Longer term, the proposed visual
impact can be mitigated through the proposed design, selection of appropriate
materials and securing of appropriate landscaping all as described above.
Emissions and amenity impacts are key considerations, at this stage there is
sufficient baseline information to conclude in planning terms that no adverse
impacts will occur, and further reassurance through the interrelationship with
other consenting regimes that the ultimate and finalised development will be
legally required to operate within acceptable parameters which in turn will
satisfy the wider aims of planning policy with regard to protecting and
preserving amenity.
6.16.3 In assessing the conclusions of the EIAR with due cognisance of planning
policy as well as the mitigation measures outlined, the Planning Authority is a
position to reasonably conclude that the development will not have a significant
adverse effect upon the environment.
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.
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9.

Sustainability Implications

9.1

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

10.

Departures, Notifications and Referrals

10.1

Strategic Development Plan Departures
None

10.2

Local Development Plan Departures
Policy B1: Employment and Business Land

10.3

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

10.4

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

10.5

The application would not have to be referred to the Infrastructure Services
Committee as this is a Development of Regional Significance 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 Full Planning Permission subject to the
following conditions:1.

Any areas of hardstanding, clean cover or other such barriers within the
application site boundary that are included within the planning boundary
and are required to break one or more pollutant linkages shall be
permanently retained as such and shall not be disturbed without the prior
written approval of the planning authority.
Reason: In order to ensure any potential contamination of the site is dealt
with appropriately in the interests of public and environmental safety.

2.

No development shall take place unless, a full site specific Construction
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) has been submitted to, and
agreed in writing, by the Planning Authority in consultation with SEPA
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and identified consultees. The CEMP should address and include the
following details:
 Traffic Management Plan;
 Incident Response and Reporting Procedure;
 Schedule of Mitigation;
 Site Waste Management Plan;
 Dust Management Plan;
 Drainage Management Plan or CAR Pollution Prevention Plan as
appropriate;
 Construction Communications Plan;
 Species Specific Mitigation and Protected Species Management
Plans;
 Schedule of biodiversity enhancement measures;
 Details of silt traps, dust suppression and fuel storage on site;
 Spill Response Plan;
 Noise and Vibration Management Plan;















Pollution Prevention Plan;
Copies of Consents and Licenses;
Path/walkway re-routing;
Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities;
Identification of biodiversity protection zones and details of the
fencing off of habitats;
Details of the securing of and an outline of the role and
responsibilities on site of an independent ecological clerk of works
(ECoW);
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;
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;
Ecological Management Plan;
Construction SUDs Plan.

Thereafter the proposed development shall be carried out in full
accordance with the approved details.
Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the area and protecting the
natural habitat.
3.

No development shall take place unless, full details and samples of the
finish and specification of materials to be used on the Energy from Waste
Plant and associated plant/machinery or ancillary buildings have been
submitted to and approved, in writing, by the Planning Authority. The
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buildings, plant and machinery shall thereafter be 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.
4.

The Energy from Waste Plant hereby approved shall not be brought into
use until a working connection to the electricity distribution network and
working supply of generated electricity has been secured.
Reason: In order to secure a working supply of electrical energy in order
to ensure the development can fulfil the stated purpose and function of
an Energy from Waste Plant in the interests of the amenity of the area.

5.

Heavy Goods Vehicles, including Waste Refuse Vehicles, delivering any
waste material, other materials or process consumables; or removing
material or residues associated with the operational phase of the
development shall not enter or exit the site between 07:00 hours and
09:00 hours or 16:00 hours and 18:00 hours Monday to Friday and not
at all on Saturday afternoons or at any time on Sundays all as outlined
in the submitted Transport Statement [Natural Power Transport
Statement dated 18 November 2020].
Reason: In order to ensure that the development can be accommodated
within the local and trunk road network in the interests of road safety.

6.

That within a period not less than 2 years prior to the ultimate cessation
of operation, or an alternative timeframe as agreed in writing by the
Planning Authority, a Decommissioning and Restoration Plan is to be
prepared in line with best practice at the time of preparation and
submitted for the written approval of the Planning Authority in
consultation with SEPA.
Reason: To ensure that the site is appropriately restored and that
provision is in place to facilitate a move towards a “Circular Economy”,
in the interests of the protection of the natural and water environment.

7.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless a detailed site-specific construction method
statement and related site plan has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the planning authority. The construction method statement
shall include details of:
 Site specific Site Waste Management Plan, included as a separate
Appendix, which should include details of how the development will
contribute to the Zero Waste Plan in the construction phase of the
development, setting out how demolition and construction waste
associated with the application site shall be minimised, recovered,
stored, reused and disposed of.
 Site Health and Safety Plan
 Construction Schedule
 Temporary Construction Compound
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Crane Pads
Cable Trenches
Emergency Procedures
Materials to be used and resource requirements
Pollution prevention
Safety signage

All construction works on the site shall be carried out in strict accordance
with the approved construction method statement.
Reason: In the interests of protecting the biodiversity of the environment
8.

That the development shall not commence operation until a
comprehensive Travel Plan that sets out proposals for reducing
dependency on the private car has been submitted and approved in
writing by the Planning Authority in consultation with Infrastructure
Services (Transportation). In particular the Travel Plan shall identify
measures to be implemented, the system of management, monitoring,
review, reporting and the duration of the plan, address the road safety
risks of bus passengers crossing the A96 and outline how the developer
will provide a safe means of crossing the A96 for bus passengers using
the westbound bus stops.
Reason: In the interests of encouraging a more sustainable means of
travel to and from the proposed development.

9.

No works in connection with the development hereby approved shall
commence unless a scheme of hard and soft landscaping works,
generally in accordance with Environmental Impact Assessment Report
Appendix 7.1, Landscaping Details dated 10.7.20 has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the planning authority. Details of the scheme
shall include:
a)
b)
c)
d)

e)
f)

Existing and proposed finished levels.
The location of new trees, shrubs, hedges and grassed areas;
A schedule of planting to comprise species, plant sizes and
proposed numbers and density.
The location, design and materials of all hard landscaping works
including walls, gabion wall planting, swift boxes, fences and
gates.
A programme for the implementation, completion and subsequent
management of the proposed landscaping.
Finalised details of the proposed living roof including planting,
species and maintenance (generally in accordance with drawing
NOCH-01-2.5-FED-LOLY-002-I08 Site Plan dated 17.2.21).

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
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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.
10.

That the proposed foul and surface water drainage systems shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved plans and the building shall
not come into operation unless the approved drainage system has been
implemented in full, unless otherwise agreed, in writing, with the
Planning Authority. Following provision of the drainage system it shall
thereafter be maintained by the developers or their successors in
accordance with an approved maintenance scheme to be agreed, in
writing, with the Planning Authority prior to the operation of the
development.
Reason: In order to ensure that adequate drainage facilities are
provided, and maintained, in the interests of the amenity of the area.

11.2

That the Committee agree the reason for departing from the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017.
That the use of a site designated in the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
(ALDP) for employment/business uses for non employment/business uses is
stated as being contrary to Policy B1 Employment and Business Land, however
this can be justified through ALDP Policy PR3 Waste Facilities, Scottish
Planning Policy and Planning Advice Note 63 Energy from Waste, which offer
support for waste facilities to be located on such sites. The proposal is
considered to comply with all other relevant National, Strategic and Local
Planning Policy.

Alan Wood
Director of Infrastructure Services
Author: Stuart Murison
Date: 26 April 2021

APPENDIX 1
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Application Number: APP/2020/1324
Address: Kirkwood Commercial Park Ltd Kirkwood Commercial Park Inverurie Aberdeenshire
AB51 5NR
Proposal: Erection of Energy from Waste Facility
Case Officer: Stuart Murison

Name: Mrs cally smith
Address: Wester Mosshead House Drumblade HUNTLY AB54 4RD

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I wish to put forward a comment in support of this application as i hope it will be a
positive move towards a much needed sustainable waste management system.
However, having read the application, i feel that for a 'state of the art, sustainable, low carbon
energy hub' it is lacking in environmental enhancements, and much more could be done to
improve and protect the biodiversity in the vicinity. Two areas that I would like to see considered
are protection of the riverbank and species identified in the survey plus provision for Common
Swift:
This is an ideal opportunity to include a variety of enhancements and in particular i feel much
should be done to support the Otter, Water Vole and Bats that have been surveyed as present in
the boundaries of this development. These are all protected species and must be provided for in
order to boost their current numbers.
I believe that there is a very balanced riverbank ecosystem in place here as apart from the Otter,
Water Vole and Bat populations surveyed I read in the EIA report there are two rather important
vertical sandbanks nearby which it is thought are used or have been used by Sand Martins and
possibly Kingfishers. The survey was carried out outside of the breeding season so has no way of
knowing if there is activity so I would hope you ere on the side of caution and ensure these
sandbanks are protected and left in tact for the return of Sand Martins in early March. These
sandbanks are of utmost importance, vital to a healthy ecosystem and will ensure the birds have a
safe place to return to. Hedges and shrubs favoured by pollinators will also boost the dietry
requirements of many of the mentioned species.
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In addition to the above, i would like to highlight another species in need of assistance, the
Common Swift. Swift numbers have halved in the last 20 years and due to a loss of nesting sites
are in big trouble. As founder of the Huntly & District Swift Group i am aware that the population of
Swift in Inverurie is worryingly low and only a few swift colonies now remain. It is vital that these
remaining colonies are boosted by more nesting options nearby.
This ERF Facility has the potential to offer a great many swift nesting opportunities in the form of
nesting boxes. The building has the required height and it's proximity to the town and the river
make it an ideal situation. Providing for swifts is inexpensive and simple to do and there are many
options available to the developer including mixed provision for bats too. I would be delighted to
offer advice on this at any time and have already considered some suggestions that can be put
forward. Kindest regards
Cally Smith
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Application Number: APP/2020/1324
Address: Kirkwood Commercial Park Ltd Kirkwood Commercial Park Inverurie Aberdeenshire
AB51 5NR
Proposal: Erection of Energy from Waste Facility
Case Officer: Stuart Murison

Name: Dr ronald parr
Address: 3 Mill Lane, Port Elphinstone, Inverurie, Aberdeenshire AB51 5UA

Commenter Type: Neighbour
Stance: Customer objects to the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:The following is a summary of a report currently in preparation, which looks in detail at
many aspects of the application. The full report is currently being reviewed and should be
available by submission closing date.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------Inverurie Energy from Waste (E.f.W.) Incineration Project:
Dr Ronald Parr Aug 2020
1. Summary
Superficially from a waste management standpoint , Agile's E.f.W. Kirkwood/Thainstone proposal
seems like the ideal solution to the issue of residual non-recyclable waste. I was initially intrigued
by Agile's concept of "free heating" & green buzzwords. After digging a little deeper, I can see both
its green credentials are highly suspect and its social and economic case is extremely poor,
without significant long term incentives. The application has put little effort into consider the
national context and integration with existing regional projects. Thus, it appears to lack due
diligence and much imagination in looking at alternatives. The lacklustre consultation means that I
am left with many questions, some serious objections and a few suggestions.
1.1 Strategic Considerations/Objections
- Is emitting by-products from burning terrestrial waste into our atmosphere really green?
o Public perception is now a widespread acceptance of human induced climate change.
o Does this help or hinder to achieve GHG net zero by 2045 ?
o When will burning be recognised as dumping our waste into the atmosphere?
o Incinerators "creating GHG emissions without paying the relevant price" Defra 2011
- The climate change is a greater emergency than an arbitrary deadline for local landfill
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o Europe views EfW as incompatible with climate mitigation
o & halts waste incineration subsidies to comply with circular economy targets
- Why is incineration exempt from UK climate change levy?
o Legal challenge to government position on basis of Paris climate accord ?
o When will there be a statutory ban of biodegradable material incineration?
- EfW plant fails both Scottish Government (SDC) Recommendations
o No easily recyclable material is burnt
Paper, card & organics all could be recycled, but will be burnt
o No new plants should be constructed with an efficiency of less than 60%.
Combined heat and power needed to achieve this target
- To call E.f.W as "renewable", or "low carbon", is by definition wrong, as incineration requires the
irrevocable release of 2 greenhouse gases (GHG): Carbon Dioxide (CO2) and water vapour.
o Burning (32-40%) organic material is, quite literally, a waste.
Alternative greener technologies already widely used across Scotland
o Incinerators emit 70-75% mass to atmosphere (Defra 2013)
o Invisible gases are "Out of sight, out of the Agile mind P13
- GHG calculation methodology appears flawed/ inherent EfW bias
o Calculations by EfW paid consultants require impartial scrutiny.
o Net emissions are little better than gas power stations
o Who carries the environmental & financial liability for any GHG reassessment?
- Coordinated approach required in the EfW "Race to burn"?
o Landfill ban spawned flurry of individual planning applications
o Coordination of UK waste distribution network required at national level
Oversupply of EfW plants further detrimental effects on recycling?
o Why have several EfW projects have had construction issues/ been cancelled ?
- No discussion on impact of changing technology landscape in next few years
o Impact of the anticipated rapid reduction in use of fossil fuels ?
BP's huge switch to alternative energy (50Gw) that does not include EfW
o Oil industry decarbonisation, CO2 sequestration, Packaging design, Plastic digestion, .
1.2 Regional Implications/ Objections
- Where does the learning & impact (promise vs plan) of the Torry E.f.W. / Tullos CHP fit?
o Council investment in these schemes must now deliver the social benefits.
o How will resident waste recycling patterns change?
Detrimental impact on the public efforts on existing recycling efforts
o Where are the synergies with the Torry Energy Transition zone (ETZ)?
- Torry EfW built with "future proof capacity" for Aberdeen/shire and Moray
o Taxpayers will wonder why the plant is not being fully utilised / competing waste
o Often facilities exceed nameplate capacity, then scramble to fill them
- Interlocking electricity management electrical supply & demand in NE?
o Onshore and increasingly offshore wind, anaerobic digestion, electrical storage (battery farms)
o Future of Peterhead. gas power station. St Fergus terminal?
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o Tullos and Inverurie EfW plants in close proximity?
o Relative merits of previous EfW applications? (Stoneyhill, Peterhead, Elgin & Cromarty)
- Inverurie E.f.W effectively substituting some of Peterhead gas generated power?
o Relative merits?
- Local competition for waste
o Tullos EfW plant, Aberdeen, and Stoneyhill (Peterhead) & Keenan Recycling (New Deer)
o Highland council waste management view of proposal?
o Other NE/Highland AD/EfW proposals / Weakens waste proximity principle argument
o Alternative small non-recyclable EFW plant with purely NE business focus?
1.3 Agile's EfW Proposal Implications/Objections
- Combined Heat and Power (CHP) is very heavily promoted "most important thing for Kintore"
"free hot water for heating"/ "potential for district heating", but not included in the application
o Wasted hours before spotting this buried comment
o The proposal is very confusing and potentially misleading
Supplied heat and power "plan" is out-of-date
- The social case for domestic Torry CHP (Tullos EfW) is very weak
The socio-economic case: dismal for the Garioch.
- "Energy park" appears tenuous
o Needs Anchor load company for waste heat / limited available land
o Heat Battery concept is unfeasible at this scale
- What exactly are Agile planning to deliver?
o Is the CHP being quietly dropped?
o Resubmission of unambiguous description of the electricity only case.
- "Low carbon hub": Why is GHG/ carbon capture not included in the plan?
o UK government's "new EfW plants must be fitted with carbon capture carbon technologies".
o Agile does not appear to have a robust GHG capture plan
Proposal for simple alternative offsetting scheme
- "Circular economy": if this were genuinely closed/ circular system, there would be no need for
70m smoke/GHG chimney and 3 condenser towers!
- "high efficiency" technology: Yes: from the narrow viewpoint of burning waste.
o Not for energy generation. P16
Large volumes of mixed wet waste EfW Electricity is highly inefficient (31%)
local Peterhead gas competition (57%).
- Tenuous Claim to "recycling"
o Only 2-3% (Defra 2013) of the original material is definitely recycled metal.
o 4-20% of this is bottom ash is potentially recyclable
Many new plants: Ash market close to saturation? Remainder is dumped
o ~3% is "fly ash" Air Pollution Control Residues for hazard waste disposal
- Why is raw waste being brought on site?
o Supplier Responsibility for initial waste segregation & better recycling
- Planning for a major development on this flood plain seems foolish
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o Recent demonstrations of increasing frequency and severity of river & flash floods
o Impact on neighbouring community and environment?
- "World class": plans appear little better than any other current EfW's
- "Job creation"
o Yes, Short term construction.
o No: Long term/ Operationally more likely "job substitution" scheme: a reduction in demand,
investment, and jobs for Peterhead/ offshore gas?
- Visual impact of large plant on Broomend stone circle and Henge
Agile's proposal focuses considerable detail on the "this incinerator on this site" rather looking at
the fundamentals "why incinerate?", "why now?" and "why here?" and "why on a flood plain?". A
symptom of a weak project is when insufficient effort appraising the full range of options at the
outset.
The original limits on waste sent to landfill were highly effective in improving reuse/recycling rates.
In the current climate, a total landfill ban should not just an excuse for EfW providers to sell a
dream of the problem disappearing: it just transforms to a different problem. The proposal tries to
sort a local landfill problem with an old style burn-it technology and the vague promise that 'Build it
and they will come'.
Since, significant council subsidies (>£10m) are supporting Tullos and it is very likely government
incentives / climate change levy exemptions will be required to support this plant ( e.g.
Aberdeenshire council set aside funding for EfW projects ), Agile should be prepared to articulate
a fully integrated plan to environmentalists, council, taxpayers and their own investors before
proceeding.
1.4 Conclusions and Recommendations
Burning should be the absolute last process for a tiny proportion of residual waste. Agile's plan for
consuming vast waste (240,000 tonnes /year) in little more than incinerator with a small electricity
output (21Mw net). It is one application within the ongoing EfW race to the burn, spurred on by an
arbitrary landfill deadline. It will generate its substantial net GHG emissions and they must be
mitigated or taxed as such. The plan achieves very limited recycling itself and is likely to lead to a
net detrimental effect on the publics own valiant efforts. Site selection seems fixated on one
outcome at one location without full assessment of alternatives scenarios. The plant is squeezed
onto a site with a clearly increasing flood operational risk and limits "energy park" extension. CHP
is essential to meet Scottish governments targets for renewable. The domestic CHP concept is
unworkable and Agile offer no firm anchor company plan for the use of the waste heat, which
would otherwise be dumped into our atmosphere.
The recommendation is to reject this proposal for at least 5 years, pending
1) UK wide review of the demand & geographical distribution of new AD & EfW plants
2) Full implementation and optimisation of the taxpayer supported Aberdeen Tullos plant / Torry
CHP and understanding its impact on recycling patterns and waste availability.
3) Detailed technical and economic proof of the viability of the CHP
Any future applications must incorporate
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1) Upfront inclusion of the District heating network (CHP)
2) Independent assessment and open discussion of the GHG emission from EfW
3) Include full GHG removal or reforestation/ mass replacement plans from the outset.
4) Organics removed from waste stream at supplier source
5) Description for full recycling of hard plastic and utilisation of Bottom ash
6) Agile's project Risk Register for the facility
7) Facility is raised higher above the flood plain with mitigations in place
8) Plant owners assumes liability for any future flooding impacting on the Don/Urie basin in the
Port Elphinstone/Inverurie receptor areas immediately upslope of the plant.
9) A current executive company director takes up permanent "good neighbour" residence, within
500m of the plant, from construction to abandonment.
10) Agile contribute to community fund in line with those for windfarms.
I am particularly disappointed that Agile have taken backward steps from both the sites original
2012 "Kirkenergy" application, and even their recent public descriptions for the E.f.W. plant. The
environmental and governmental landscape has changed and the Tullos E.f.W. / Torry CHP is
underway.
Put more bluntly "Agile energy by name, outmoded thinking by nature".
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Application Number: APP/2020/1324
Address: Kirkwood Commercial Park Ltd Kirkwood Commercial Park Inverurie Aberdeenshire
AB51 5NR
Proposal: Erection of Energy from Waste Facility
Case Officer: Stuart Murison

Name: Mr Kenneth McEwen
Address: Savik Hill Of Balbithan, U68c B977 Near Waterside To C68c At Beechfield Cottage,
Kintore, Aberdeenshire AB51 0UQ

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer made comments neither objecting to or supporting the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:I am commenting as a householder on the other side of the River Don from the
proposed site. It is clear that we need to find alternative disposal routes for waste material that
would otherwise go to landfill.
That this plant would capture the energy and heat from the incineration process is also an
attractive concept, although our location means we would be unlikely to benefit from the proposed
heat network.
Inevitably odour and pollution are our greatest concerns, given our proximity to the site. A north
west wind would bring any unwanted output from the plant directly to our location, just as a northeast wind would take it across Kintore and the prevailing south westerly winds would do likewise
for Port Elphinstone and Inverurie.
Agile Energy has sought to reassure our community council and residents that the proposed plant
will not produce an odour or pollution problem. But, of course, a developer would say that.
Without experiencing what it is like to actually live with a plant like this on "our doorstep", we have
no way of knowing, for certain, if it will cause pollution or odour issues. We also do not have the
scientific expertise in this area to know if the assertions that this will not cause issues are correct.
We would certainly hope that, before approving these plans, Aberdeenshire Council will bring
forward the necessary expertise to examine the proposals in detail and to provide assurance that
the plant will not produce unwelcome pollution or odour issues for the communities living in its
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vicinity.
It would also be most helpful to experience a plant of this type first-hand before and to hear the
experience of local residents in the vicinity of a plant of this type, before any approval is given.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:
Importance:

Michael Westwater
Planning Online
11707 - Objection to planning application - APP/2020/1324
11 September 2020 10:02:44
322aca5e-f403-4129-b08a-819bef12ce63.png
ANM Objection APP_2020_1324.pdf
High

FAO Stuart Murison – Senior Planner
Dear Stuart,
We write on behalf of ANM Group Ltd who are based at Thainstone in Inverurie. Pease find
attached a representation to planning application ref: APP/2020/1324 for the proposed Energy
from Waste Facility at Kirkwood Commercial Park in Inverurie.
We request that this be treated as an objection and trust that the concerns and issues outlined
in this representation will be taken into full account in your assessment of the application. We
would welcome the opportunity to review any new information in the event that this is
submitted by the applicants to provide further comment in due course and we reserve the right
to do so on behalf of ANM Group Ltd.
I would be grateful if you could please confirm receipt of this objection for our records.
Kind regards,
Michael
Michael Westwater | Senior Planning Consultant
M: +44 7379097280

E: Michael.Westwater@hfm.co.uk

W: www.hfm.co.uk

This message is private and confidential. If you have received this message in error, please notify us and
remove it from your system. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying,
distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited. Registered
office: 8 Victoria Street, Aberdeen, AB10 1XB
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Application Number: APP/2020/1324
Address: Kirkwood Commercial Park Ltd Kirkwood Commercial Park Inverurie Aberdeenshire
AB51 5NR
Proposal: Erection of Energy from Waste Facility
Case Officer: Stuart Murison

Name: Mr John Lamb
Address: 19 Maitland Walk Inverurie AB51 4ZY

Commenter Type: Member of Public
Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application
Comment Reasons:
Comment:Having just recently being made aware of this project I was initially filled with optimism
that there was the possibility that Inverurie was to lead the way with some impressive innovations
that would help address some critical issues, waste disposal and green energy generation. With
an ever shrinking oil and gas industry this would also provide real alternative employment to the
town whilst naturally provide opportunities for local business.
However, I then read through the planning site to see the status of the process and my optimism
has been shattered and has reminded me why this country is lagging behind all the other
prosperous nations of the world.
I appreciate there are concerns, these need to be addressed, the checks and balances need to be
completed and all the assessments need to done... absolutely. However this could be a major
opportunity for the area and needs to be given priority to fast track whatever needs to be done to
allow a final decision to be made.
I support this application for various reasons but mainly it's for our future generations. The
papermill was there for 157 years, I worked there myself for a few very enjoyable years, the mill
provided employment for generations and to have an opportunity to have this again would be
fantastic.
Unfortunately our future generations will not be able to appreciate how beautiful some of our
scenery is in our region as it has been spoilt by hideous windmills. This proposal could generate
enough power to save the requirement for 20 monster's being installed on our beautiful
countryside - It seems amazing we see this countryside vandalism as acceptable!
We certainly need to stop our waste being dumped into landfill sites, these are major contributors
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to greenhouse gases. For this waste to be turned into something very positive, green energy,
seems a great win - win.
Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire has lived in a very sheltered environment due to the oil and gas
industry but that era is over. This area will have to reinvent itself, it certainly can't afford to miss out
in what could be a very good opportunity.
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