
Infrastructure Services

REPORT TO MARR AREA COMMITTEE – 3 NOVEMBER 2015

ABERDEENSHIRE LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2016:
ISSUES RAISED IN RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
PLAN AND PROPOSED SUBMISSION TO SCOTTISH MINISTERS

1. Recommendation

The Committee is recommended to:

1.1 Consider the draft “Schedule 4” documents on Aberdeenshire
Council’s proposed response to issues raised to the proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan and submit comments to
Infrastructure Services Committee.

2. Background

2.1 Aberdeenshire Council is required to prepare and approve a Local
Development Plan under the terms of Section 16 (1) of part 2 of the Town and
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. The stages for preparing a Local
Development Plan are advised in the Development Plan Scheme 2015 which
was approved by Infrastructure Services Committee on 19 March 2015. A
copy of the Development Plan Scheme was circulated to all Members.

2.2 Aberdeenshire Council agreed to publish the Proposed Local Development
Plan on 12 March 2015 as the settled view of the Council. Prior to this
meeting, all Members have been engaged with the Local Development Plan
process. This included the identification of issues for the new plan through
the Main Issues Report and also the consideration of responses through Area
Committees and Infrastructure Services Committee.

2.3 The Infrastructure Services Committee, at meetings on 25 June 2014 and 27
November 2014, confirmed the general content of the Proposed Plan.
Following further consultation with Area Committees, Aberdeenshire Council
agreed on 12 March 2015 to publish the Proposed Local Development Plan.

2.4 In accordance with the decision of Full Council on 12 March 2015, the
Proposed Local Development Plan was published on 27 March 2015 with a
closing date for receipt of comments being 8 May 2015.

2.5 Having published and consulted on the Proposed Plan the planning authority
must prepare responses to any issues that have been raised and have not
been resolved. A summary of the unresolved issues has to be prepared in
accordance with the statutory requirements and these are known as
“Schedule 4 summary of unresolved issues” It should be noted that 897
responses to the Proposed Plan were received, generating 1778 issues.

2.6 The next stage of the Local Development Plan process is the Examination
and the Schedule 4s form the basis of the analysis by the Reporter (a person
appointed by the Scottish Minister and a member of staff from the DPEA) who
will carry out the Examination.
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2.7 The Schedule 4s for the policies and settlements relevant to the Area
Committee are attached as Appendices 1 and 2. In order to assist Members
a series of summaries of some of the most relevant issues raised are
contained in the first pages of the Appendices.

3. Discussion

3.1 As indicated in paragraph 2.2 of this Report, the Proposed Local Development
Plan is the settled view of Council. Members are therefore not being asked to
comment on the Plan itself, but on the Schedule 4s which are the Council’s
reply to the issues raised by those who responded to the consultation. Were
the Plan to be altered in any significant way at this stage it would result in the
amended Plan, being consulted on again together with neighbour notification.
Given the timescales involved to carry this out Aberdeenshire Council would
have a period of not having an up-to-date Local Development Plan which
would have serious consequences.

3.2 These consequences relate to the Council being vulnerable at planning
appeals on unallocated sites. This would affect the Council’s relationship with
communities who expect development to take place on the sites consulted on
and allocated in the Plan and for development to be in accordance with the
adopted policies. Development on unallocated sites could have serious
consequences for road infrastructure and traffic management as well as
school roll forecasts and the provision of education facilities all with potentially
serious financial consequences for the Council.

3.3 In assessing the submissions received to the Proposed Plan there were a
number of occasions where points were made that effectively provided
updated factual information. Following discussion with the DPEA, it was
agreed that as these points could be used to update the Plan without requiring
consultation and statutory neighbour notification to take place. They will be
put to the Reporter as “non-notifiable modifications”. Members will see a
number of such non-notifiable modifications throughout the Schedule 4s. For
example, The Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA), in particular,
provided substantial updated information regarding flood risk for individual
sites based on an improved flooding model published in early 2015.

3.4 Members will also note that on a few occasions “technical” changes are noted
in the Schedule 4s and these are situations where it is necessary to reflect
updated information that is unrelated to any submissions made on the Plan
e.g. where a start has been made on a site with planning permission.

3.5 All Area Committees are being asked for their comments on the contents of
the Schedule 4s and the comments received will be forwarded to the
Infrastructure Services Committee who will be asked to endorse the Schedule
4s as the basis for Officers to defend the Proposed Local Development Plan
as agreed by Full Council on 12 March 2015. Extracts from the minutes of
Area Committee meetings (or draft minutes as in the case of Buchan and
Garioch Area Committees) will be circulated as part of the papers with links to
other relevant documents that will be submitted to the Examination e.g. Action
Programme, a report on conformity with the Participation Statement within the
Development Plan Scheme, and a Habitats Regulation Appraisal Record.
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3.6 The Head of Finance and Monitoring Officer within Business Services have
been consulted and any comments by them incorporated within this Report.

4. Equalities, Staffing and Financial Implications

4.1 There are no equalities implications relating to this report that fall out with the
normal service delivery for the Planning Service.

4.2 There are no staffing or financial implications arising as a direct consequence
of this Report. The Policy Team of the Planning and Building Standards
Service has sufficient resource to deal with the Local Development Plan
Examination.

Stephen Archer
Director of Infrastructure Services

Report prepared by Piers Blaxter, Team Leader
15 September 2015
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ISSUES RAISED IN RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
PLAN AND PROPOSED SUBMISSION TO SCOTTISH MINISTERS
APPENDIX 1: POLICY COMMENTS

Summary of Schedule 4s: Policies

ISSUE 1 OMISSIONS FROM THE PLAN
Main objections raised in representations

 There is a deficit of discussion and evidence in the plan.
 Greater policy coverage of air quality issues should be included.
 Broadband and digital infrastructure requires a higher profile. Roll out plans for digital

infrastructure should be included. This is supported by Scottish Planning Policy
(SPP).

Response
 The evidence base for the plan is included in the Main Issues Report (MIR) position

papers and the Monitoring Report.
 Air quality issues were addressed through the site allocation process.
 SPP does not restate policy and guidance set out elsewhere. SPP is a significant

material consideration and it is inappropriate to repeat national policy in the local
development plan (LDP) when it is clearly stated.

 SPP seeks the LDP to encourage developers to explore opportunities for the
provision of digital infrastructure to new homes and business premises. This is not a
mandatory requirement.

 Infrastructure providers cannot predict their roll out plans for the next 10 years due to
the rate of technological change, and in any case BT plc is committed to deliver
access to fibre broadband to at least 96% of premises outwith the Highlands and
Islands area by the end of 2017.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required.

ISSUE 2 INFLUENCES ON THE PLAN
Main objections raised in representations

 The plan should provide greater clarity in relation to its strategic context. Greater
policy coverage of air quality issues should be included.

 Consideration should be made of the National Marine Plan.
 The plan should support the delivery of the relevant River Basin Management Plan

for the area.
Response

 The strategic context is rightly contained in the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan (the SDP). Air quality issues were addressed through the site
allocation process.

 Discussions with Marine Scotland and examination of Scotland’s National Marine
Plan show that issues likely to arise which require alignment have been addressed.

 The River Dee Catchment Management Plan articulates the need to maintain the
water quality of burns and streams in the Dee catchment, but only one of the actions
relates to land use planning matters under specific control of the ALDP.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 References to the Scottish National Marine Plan and river basin management

processes could be added to the list of bullet points on page 5.

ISSUE 3 VISION OF THE PLAN
Main objections raised in representations

 More clarity is required on how Aberdeenshire Council will balance the need to
support economic growth with protecting the environment and addressing climate
change.

Item 6
Page 4



 The aim on green networks should be modified to stress the benefits derived from
maintaining and enhancing water features and ensuring their connectivity.

 Additional aims should support community groups to buy land for the benefit of the
community and support town centres.

 Aims relating to quality of life, protection and improvement of our natural and cultural
heritage, creation of sustainable mixed communities and making the best use of our
transport system are unnecessary and should be removed as they are already dealt
with in the SDP.

 No mechanisms are provided to deliver the aims or report success against them.
Response

 Neither the Natural Heritage and Landscape nor the Climate Change policies place
unacceptably challenging or disproportionate environmental standards on
development. They are balanced.

 Green networks were associated with improvements in quality of life, connectivity
and opportunities for safe active travel by respondents to the Main Issues Report, not
ecological improvements.

 Community acquisition of land cannot be facilitated by the LDP.
 The town centre first principle is promoted by the plan, but only affects a small part of

Aberdeenshire so is inappropriate to include in the vision.
 The vision provides additional interpretation and meaning to the statements of vision

and aims of the SDP.
 Aims of the plan will be delivered through the application of its policies to

development proposals. Success will be measured with reference to a monitoring
report to be prepared to support the next LDP.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required.

ISSUE 4 THE SPATIAL STRATEGY
Main objections raised in representations

 Scottish Water asserts that insufficient capacity should not be seen as a barrier to
small development as they are fully funded to provide water and waste water to
committed developments.

 Scottish Enterprise supports the growth proposed at Peterhead.
 There is no overarching vision provided for Inverurie for the next 25 years.
 More housing land is required in Stonehaven to overcome deficits in the housing land

supply.
 References in the plan to the negative impact on Laurencekirk from businesses

locating at Fordoun and Edzell air strips are unacceptable.
 The plan should have a policy on unconventional gas extraction (“fracking”) for the

Mearns.
 Neither additional wind power or fracking developments should be allowed south of

Stonehaven.
Response

 Infrastructure required to connect to Scottish Water’s assets may render
developments unviable. The statement in the plan remains true. Water capacity
constraints are referred to in settlement statements as this may act as a barrier to
timely development.

 Appendix 8 contains settlement statements which have individual “visions” for each
settlement on which Community Councils were consulted.

 There is an appropriate and sufficient supply of deliverable housing sites within both
the Aberdeen and Rural Housing Market Areas. No more housing land is needed.

 Allocations in Laurencekirk are in accordance with national policy promoting
sustainability by creating opportunities in the long term for a settlement which mixes
both housing and employment allocations.
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 Fracking is unlikely to be a significant form of development within Aberdeenshire.
Should a proposal come forward there are policies in the plan against which any
application would be assessed.

 The Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Turbines (2014) is a
rigorous assessment for the whole of Aberdeenshire. There is no valid reason to
extend restriction on wind turbines to the areas south of Stonehaven.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required

ISSUE 5 SHAPING BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT
Policy B1 Employment and business land
Main objections raised in representations

 Requests to allocate additional employment land in Inverurie, Westhill and Edzell
Woods.

 Employment land should be allowed on land already owned by applicants to promote
economic development.

 There is a failure to include a policy on live work units.
 Where evidence is provided that they have been marketed with no developer

interest, sites should be allowed to be developed for an alternative use.
Response

 Figure 6: Employment land allocations within the Strategic Development Plan shows
the employment land requirements. Appendix 1, Table 1 of the LDP demonstrates a
land supply in excess of the SDP targets for the Huntly to Laurencekirk corridor by
16.6 hectares and the Blackdog to Peterhead corridor by 4.4 hectares. No additional
land is required.

 Allowing the use of any land for significant employment uses could lead to sporadic
development uncontrolled by planning policy, contrary to a plan-led system. Policy
P3 gives landowners the opportunity to develop land they own for employment uses
as long as it accords with the stated criteria.

 Policy B1 already refers to home-work units and provides clear guidance on where
they are appropriate.

 Employment sites which have not been developed could be proposed as bids for an
alternative use through the LDP process and considered in that context.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required.

Policy B2 Town centres and office development
Main objections raised in representations

 Amend the policy to make reference to other uses including commercial leisure.
 Amend the policy to cover all town centre development and not just business

development.
 Provide clarity and supplementary guidance on the sequential approach, show the

full range of town centre uses to which the approach applies, and clarify whether the
sequential approach is required for development on allocated employment sites.

 Include a deliverable site for a supermarket in Stonehaven.
 Address retail services in Oldmeldrum.

Response
 Policy B2 does not make specific reference to health centres, leisure uses etc. but

reference is made to ‘other uses which a lot of people will visit’, a reference in SPP.
Specific reference is not required as it would repeat policy articulated elsewhere.

 The policy does not specifically state the order of the sequential assessment but
refers to the glossary to provide further information. This summarises the approach
taken in SPP.

 The types of offices that the sequential assessment covers are those that generate a
high footfall.
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 Experience in Aberdeenshire (Town Centre Health Check 2015) shows that the most
successful town centres have major food retailing associated with the centre (such as
Inverurie and Turriff) whereas significant decline is observed in those small towns
where there is trade diversion to the periphery.

 Oldmeldrum has a defined town centre which Policy B2 would affect, making the
town centre the first choice for retail development or other development of high
footfall uses.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required.

Appendix 2 Retail Centres
Main issues raised within objections

 Add CC1 Macduff to Appendix 2.
 Blackdog and Chapelton should be added as Principal Town Centres to Appendix 2.
 Westhill should be regarded as a Principal Town Centre.
 Ensure consistency of the appendix with Policy B2.
 Add reference to health centres to Appendix 2.
 Replace the phrase ‘Retail Centres’ with ‘Network of Centres’ to reflect SPP.

Response
 The policy and appendix ensure appropriate development happens within the

designated town centres. The request to include Chapelton and Blackdog is
premature and it would be more appropriate to review this later in the delivery of the
developments. Both locations have specific retail opportunities identified in the plan.

 Within SPP reference is made to public buildings such as libraries, education and
healthcare facilities stating that they may be appropriate for town centres. As the
reference is within SPP it will still be considered when a planning application is
submitted for any of these uses.

 The term retail centres has been used to title Appendix 2 as this uses consistent
language with the LDP 2012. With this said Aberdeenshire would not object should
the reporter be so minded to update the title in line with SPP.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 Include Macduff CC1 Appendix 2 to represent the allocation for 4ha of large format

stores and a health centre.
 Add text to the “Principal Town Centres” and “Other town centres” sections of the

Appendix to refer to commercial, leisure, offices, community and cultural uses.

ISSUE 6 SHAPING DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTRYSIDE
Introduction
Main objections raised in representations

 The introduction should reflect lifestyle and work patterns and state that healthcare
facilities should be accessible by public transport. Rural development should
demonstrate the 6 qualities of successful places.

Response
 Aberdeenshire Council’s policy takes a measured approach to development in rural

areas. Even if household employment is within an urban area, rural housing
contributes to local rural communities by supporting services (such as schools) and
maintaining use of community facilities.

 The bus network across Aberdeenshire is largely linear, with regular services plying
the main and trunk roads. Restricting development to these areas would not sustain
more remote rural communities.

 By the very nature of rural development, healthcare provision is likely to require
people to travel as healthcare facilities are planned using the sequential approach.

 Proposals coming forward under the rural development policy will also have to
demonstrate compliance with Policy P1 under the Shaping Places section.

List of non-notifiable modifications
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 No change is required.

Policy R1 Special rural areas and Appendix A3 Green belt
Main objections raised in representations

 Downies should be excluded from the coastal zone.
 Review of green belt boundaries should be carried out.
 Land around Potterton should be removed from the green belt along with

Cammachmore, land to the south of the AWPR and bid sites KM056, KM070 and
KM088. The green belt surrounding Portlethen should be reviewed.

Response
 The coastal zone boundary is largely unchanged from the 2012 LDP and there has

been insufficient time to review this. The detailed extent of the coastal zone is shown
as supplementary guidance and can be updated at any time

 It is not necessary to amend the boundary of the coastal zone or green belt to
exclude those settlements/ sites requested. These designations do not prevent
appropriate land use planning.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 Provide clarity that development of minerals and waste where established need is

identified.

Policy R2 Housing and business development elsewhere in the countryside
Main objections raised in representations

 Wording of bullet points listing acceptable development should be extended to
include, “small-scale growth of settlements; and in the RHMA, small scale
employment proposals and small-scale additions to cohesive groups”

 Brownfield redevelopment should not be limited to small-scale development.
 Distance permissible for small scale development of sites included in Appendix A4

should be increased to 400m.
 Delete the paragraph stating “Because of the problems associated with restricting

use and occupancy, we will treat all forms of lodge or chalet leisure accommodation
as housing proposals under this policy”.

 Amend policy wording to introduce greater flexibility in the replacement of vernacular
buildings and replacement houses so as not to have to occupy the same site.

Response
 The inclusion of a definition of “small-scale” was in reaction to responses received to

the MIR. There is no change to the current position in the LDP 2012. Every proposal
will be considered on a case by case basis and exceptionally could be supported as
a departure from the LDP.

 It is acknowledged that some brownfield opportunities within Aberdeenshire’s
countryside are on reasonably large sites. However, reasonably large developments
on such sites would not accord with the strategy of the plan and should be
considered as a bid to the LDP so that the consequences of such an allocation on
other settlements can be assessed and accounted for.

 The decision to reduce the separation distance for organic growth of identified
settlements was borne out of discussions of Area Committees in response to the
MIR. The reduction was made in pursuit of policy to reflect the need to develop local
identity and a sense of place associated with rural settlements. Reducing the
separation distance limits sporadic growth away from the built-up area.

 Clarification on the treatment of lodge or chalet leisure accommodation as housing
proposals under this policy was added as a result of inconsistency and difficulties in
placing occupancy restrictions on development since the Chief Planner’s letter of 4
November 2011, later replaced by paragraph 81 of SPP. Without such restrictions
any “chalet” not part of a business development becomes indistinguishable from a
house in terms of its use class and should be treated as such to ensure parity in
approach between “houses” and “chalets”.
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 In those rare circumstances where need can be demonstrated, and an alternative
site makes clear sense, Committees can revert to the departure mechanism to
decide planning applications.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 The title of Policy R2 will be amended to “Housing and employment development

elsewhere in the countryside” to provide consistency with other parts of the plan. It is
expected that development will accord with the definition of small-scale as defined in
the glossary. This extends to sports uses.

 Add the following text to the end of the first bullet point: “(see Policy R1 Special rural
areas)”.

Appendix A4 Identified Settlements under Policy R2
Main objections raised in representations

 Include Barthol Chapel, Leylodge, Lyne of Skene and Kirkton of Durris within
Appendix A4.

 Delete Bridge of Alford and Montgarrie from Appendix A4 and replace with a single
co-joined settlement statement.

Response
 Each modification has been considered in turn and assessed to be inappropriate for

inclusion in Appendix A4.
 It would be inappropriate to create a combined settlement statement for Bridge of

Alford and Montgarrie. There are no allocated, protected, reserved or safeguarded
sites in either area and both are within different primary school catchments. This may
make it difficult to justify growth in a combined fashion in the future.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required.

Policy R3 Minerals and hill tracks
Main objections raised in representations

 Review the policy to ensure it meets the requirements as set out in paragraph 237 of
SPP.

 Amend LDP so that policies concerning minerals are all in the same place.
 Financial guarantees should be periodically monitored to ensure their value remains

sufficient to cover the maximum potential restoration, decommissioning, aftercare
and mitigation liabilities.

 Delete the upper restriction of 15 years from Policy R3 and replace with requirement
to maintain a minimum 10 years landbank at all times.

 Amend fourth paragraph to: “all conditions attached to mineral permissions will be
reviewed every 15 years (subject to the flexibility provided in SPP to postpone
reviews), to ensure that the development is not adversely affecting the natural or
historic environment, landscape character or local amenity.”

 Replace the existing market area with a number of smaller market areas, each
centred on the SGA in the SDP, scaled accordingly.

Response
 A policy review prior to the MIR identified that the 2012 LDP Policy 3 Development in

the Countryside communicated little about Aberdeenshire Council’s approach to
mineral developments and that an opportunity had arisen to provide more information
within the policy text. Policy R3 has been extended to provide additional information
and the policy as set out meets the requirements of SPP paragraph 237.

 Policy R3 does make a clear reference to Policy PR1, even if they are not co-located.
 Policy R3 sets out tight requirements that the full likely effects of mineral

developments is assessed and in all cases an environmental statement will be
required.

 The policy states that all conditions attached to mineral consents will be reviewed
every 15 years. Financial guarantees will be periodically monitored by the planning
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service when and where appropriate in line with SPP paragraph 248 and such
conditions reviewed at the specified times.

 Aberdeenshire is satisfied that the market area for minerals is appropriate.
List of non-notifiable modifications

 Add the following wording after “…exceeds 15 years” in the second paragraph: “A
minimum landbank of 10 years shall be maintained at all times.” This is in line with
paragraph 238 of SPP.

 Amend first sentence of fourth paragraph to: “All conditions attached to mineral
permissions will be reviewed every 15 years (subject to the flexibility provided in SPP
to postpone reviews), to ensure that the development is not adversely affecting the
natural or historic environment, landscape character or local amenity.”

ISSUE 7 and 8 HOUSING LAND SUPPLY AND HOUSING LAND SUPPLY SPATIAL
STRATEGY
Policy H1 Housing Land and Appendix 5 New Housing Land Allocations
Main objections raised in representations

 The housing allocations should be flexible – they should not be viewed as maximum
numbers for each site.

 The Proposed Plan does not allocate enough land to meet the full housing
allowances in the Strategic Development Plan (SDP).

 More housing allocations are needed because:
o there are not enough sites to address the most up to date population

projections, to ensure a generous housing land supply, and to maintain a 5
year effective land supply;

o there is too much reliance on large housing allocations which cannot deliver
housing quickly enough – a wider range of site is required;

o many of the allocations are not deliverable – more deliverable sites are
required; and

o there are shortfalls in land supply within individual Strategic Growth Areas
(SGAs), the Local Growth and Diversification Areas and individual
settlements.

Response
 The allocations account for infrastructure capacity and factors such as open space

requirements. Allowing more flexibility over the allocated number of houses for each
site would be inappropriate as it could compromise these considerations and impact
on infrastructure planning.

 The allocations are only part of the total housing supply. Outside settlements, the
Plan’s flexible rural development policies allow for additional housing development on
unallocated small sites. These additional sites will ensure that enough land is
available in accordance with the SDP allowances.

 The Proposed Plan has to accord with the SDP allowances, not other population and
household forecasts which change regularly.

 The SDP sets housing allowances that the Proposed Plan must accord with. The
Reporter at the SDP Examination concluded that the SDP allowances are
“appropriately generous”.

 The 2015 Housing Land Audit shows a supply of effective housing sites that are able
to meet the SDP’s housing requirement over a 5, 6, 7 and 8 year period (i.e. until the
end of 2022). This exceeds the expectations of SPP. There is also a significant
effective land supply beyond 2022.

 Large sites are required to deliver the significant infrastructure improvements needed
to facilitate growth. There is also a range of smaller allocations within the Plan. The
SDP does not require the large allocations to be delivered in entirety within the Plan
period.

 The allocations were almost all promoted by developers, who provided assurances
that they could be delivered. The majority of allocations are making progress towards
delivery. The Council has a dedicated Delivery Team which works with developers
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and key stakeholders to bring sites forward for development – providing a sharp
focus on delivery.

 The SDP does not identify housing requirements at the SGA, Local Growth and
Diversification Area, or settlement level. There is therefore no shortfall in land supply
at these levels.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required to the policy or housing allocations.

ISSUE 9 SHAPING HOMES AND HOUSING
Policy H2 Affordable Housing and Policy H5 Gypsies and Travellers
Main objections raised in representations

 An affordable housing contribution of higher than 25% is required.
 The policy requirement for “no less than” 25% affordable housing goes beyond what

SPP permits.
 Commuted sums (cash payments instead of on-site affordable housing provision)

should not be seen as a last resort option.
 The 4 dwelling threshold for affordable housing provision is too high – affordable

housing contributions should also be sought from sites of fewer than 4 houses.
 The 4 dwelling threshold for on-site provision is too low. On-site affordable housing

contributions should only be required from sites of 10 or more houses.
 The gypsy/traveller community has not been consulted. The proposed gypsy/traveller

policy and sites should be deleted.
Response

 Affordable housing contributions greater than 25% can no longer be justified as
revised Scottish Planning Policy now caps contributions to 25%.

 The most recent Housing Need and Demand Assessment shows a need for
affordable housing which is higher than 25% of the total housing requirement. The
requirement for “no less than” 25% affordable housing from each site is justified on
this basis.

 The proposed policy accords with national guidance, which states that commuted
sums should only be used sparingly.

 The 4 dwelling threshold was subject to detailed consideration at the Main Issues
Report stage. It strikes an appropriate balance between securing meaningful
contributions and ensuring on-site affordable housing provision in rural areas (where
the average size of developments is smaller).

 Representatives of the gypsy/traveller community have been consulted at all relevant
stages and have not objected to the Proposed Plan.

 There is an established need for gypsy/traveller sites within Aberdeenshire, and the
sites have already been established through the 2012 LDP.

 Deleting the policy and sites would leave the Proposed Plan out of conformity with
the Strategic Development Plan and national planning guidance. This would be
inappropriate.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required to Policy H2 or Policy H5.

ISSUE 10 SHAPING PLACES – LAYOUT, SITING AND THE DESIGN OF NEW
DEVELOPMENT
Policy P1 Layout, siting and design
Main objections raised in representations

 Add text regarding nesting bird deterrent measures to development briefs for sites in
coastal settlements.

 Amend the policy to allow the six qualities of successful places to be enforceable and
measurable.
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 Add wording in relation to blue/green networks, sustainable urban drainage systems
(SUDS) and surface water management plans and Controlled Activities Regulations
(CAR).

Response
 Installation of nesting bird deterrent measures is a detailed issue for the planning

application stage and inappropriate across most of Aberdeenshire.
 National policy statements, Planning Advice Notes and future planning advice will

provide detailed guidance on assessment in relation to qualities of successful places.
 Additional text on blue/green networks and SUDS, flow paths, surface water

management plans and CAR compliance would be unnecessary detail or duplication.
List of non-notifiable modifications

 No change is required.

Policy P2 Open space and access in new development
Main objections raised in representations

 Expansion requirements of healthcare facilities should be considered when
identifying and enhancing green networks.

 Amend policy to set a general target of 40% open space provision but be mindful of
individual site and settlement characteristics.

 Remove or reduce the 40% requirement for open space.
 Provide a list of items which can contribute towards open space. This should include

usable open space, roads (including paths), boundary treatments and private
gardens.

 Refer to allotments, community growing spaces and community woodlands.
 Place much more emphasis on ‘wilder’ urban sites.
 Refer to the general need to encourage new and enhanced opportunities for access

(SPP paragraph 228), i.e. not just in relation to new development.
Response

 The known expansion requirements of healthcare facilities were taken into account in
the identification of green networks and open space. Expansion of healthcare
facilities onto open space would be permitted in certain circumstances.

 The policy is consistent with SPP.
 Concerns regarding commercial viability and density are unfounded. Allocated sites

for major developments are sized to accommodate a net density of 30 dwellings per
hectare and 40% open space.

 The 40% open space requirement is the same percentage as set out in Policy 8 of
the 2012 LDP.

 Open space is defined in the Glossary. It is unnecessary to include a list of items
contributing to open space or mention community growing spaces as these are
detailed in the Aberdeenshire Parks and Open Spaces Strategy.

 Private garden space does not provide the community benefits associated with
publicly accessible open space and the planning system has limited control over it.

 The policy requires arrangements for establishment and maintenance of open space
to be agreed, and low maintenance open space is prioritised.

 The hierarchy of open space includes areas of high biodiversity value. Policy P1
“Layout siting and design” requires developments to enhance biodiversity.

 The plan already safeguards access rights and core paths and encourages new and
enhanced opportunities for access, as required by SPP.

List of technical changes
 Correct an error in the third paragraph of Policy P2 - amend the first sentence to: “At

least 120m2 of public open space per home must be provided for proposals on
allocated sites of fewer than 50 homes.”

Policy P3 Infill and householder development
Main objections raised in representations
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 Add clarification that other provisions of national policy (in relation to sports facilities)
will still apply.

 Remove reference to infill development opportunities being of only small to medium
scale.

 Acknowledge that such development can utilise spare capacity in infrastructure and
community facilities and can help sustain existing services and facilities.

 Use of Policy P3 in rural areas may have a detrimental impact on the character of
small settlements and set a precedent for back-land development.

Response
 Policy P3 only allows infill development that would not erode the amenity of the

surrounding area (which development involving loss of a sports facility is likely to do).
 A suggested modification to “Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources” would set

a general presumption against all but ancillary development on all areas of open
space (including outdoor sports facilities).

 Policy P3 does not preclude larger scale development and the plan does not define
‘medium scale’. The Council would not be concerned if the Reporter considers it
appropriate to remove “of a small to medium scale”.

 Proposals for infill development would be assessed against relevant requirements of
Policy P1 “Layout siting and design” and Policy P3 only allows development that
respects the character of the surrounding area.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required.

Policy P4 Hazardous development and contaminated land
Main objections raised in representations

 Add the wording "including possible pollution of the water environment", reference to
Annex 1 of PAN 33, and reference to radioactive and non-radioactive sources of
contamination.

 Re-word the policy to enable local authority contaminated land officers to take
account of the previous use(s) of the site and the level of potential/actual
contamination.

 Include pipeline corridors on proposals maps.
 Add reference in the settlement statements to the pipeline consultation zones and the

HSE PADHI guidelines in relation to several specific sites.
 Add wording referring to consultation zones of high pressure pipelines and other

major hazard sites and consultation with, and advice from, the Health and Safety
Executive and pipeline operators (specific wording is sought).

 Retitle policy “Policy P4 Pipelines, Hazardous Developments and contaminated land”
Response

 Reference to pollution to the water environment and to radioactive and non-
radioactive contamination is unnecessary as these are encompassed by the existing
text.

 Planning Advice Note (PAN) 33 (on contamination) is a material consideration
whether or not the policy refers to it.

 Requiring investigation and remediation to be proportionate to the scale and nature
of proposals reflects guidance in PAN33 and SPP.

 The proposals maps are not constraints maps and could not show the pipeline
consultation zones in detail. The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) provides an on-
line tool showing these zones. HSE is a statutory consultee and pipeline owners and
operators are consulted on planning applications.

 The non-notifiable modifications listed below are suggested.
List of non-notifiable modifications

 Add text to the third paragraph of the policy to refer to possible pollution of the water
environment, Planning Advice Note 33 and advice of the Council’s Infrastructure
Services (Contaminated Land) section.
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 Add text to the end of the second paragraph to refer to consulting and considering
advice from owners and operators of hazardous installations (including oil and gas
pipelines) and seeking to ensure that public safety is not increased

 Add text to several settlement statements, referring to the settlement being within the
HSE consultation distance associated with an oil and gas pipeline(s).

 Add text referring to Policy P4 and HSE Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations (PADHI) to development briefs for OP1 in Laurencekirk and
OP3 in Stonehaven, and to the “Settlement Features” entries for R2 in Peterhead,
BUS in Tipperty, R2 and BUS in Westhill and BUS3 in Stonehaven.

 Add the following paragraph after the first paragraph of Policy P4: “Prospective
applicants should check whether their proposed development is within a consultation
zone of a major hazard site or a major accident hazard pipeline, and should obtain
further advice if this is the case. This confirmation and advice can be obtained via the
HSE Planning Advice Web App at www.hse.gov.uk/landuseplanning/developers.htm
or from the relevant Aberdeenshire Council Development Management team.”

Policy P5 Community Facilities
Main objections raised in representations

 Clarify what community facilities are, specifically in relation to indoor and outdoor
infrastructure, the circumstances under which legal agreements will be required.

 Clarify the last paragraph of this policy, with regard to its application to outdoor sports
facilities.

 Amend policy to refer to educational facilities and make clear in the Settlement
Statements that land is protected under Policy P5.

 Include specific policy for higher education facilities and ancillary uses on suitable
sites.

 Add specific reference to healthcare facilities.
Response

 The plan does not make clear whether “community facilities” encompasses sports,
education and healthcare facilities. The Glossary does not define community facility.

 The title of Policy P5 should be changed to “Community infrastructure”, with all
instances of “community facility/facilities” in the policy replaced by “community
infrastructure”.

 Amend the definition of “infrastructure” in the Glossary to clarify that community
infrastructure encompasses sports, education and healthcare facilities.

 There are very limited circumstances in which it may be appropriate to ensure that a
community facility/infrastructure is available to all community members for a
reasonable amount of time on a regular basis.

 Policy P5 would only support a proposal for reuse/redevelopment of an existing
community facility if it has become surplus to requirements. In the case of an outdoor
sports facility this would be informed by Sport Scotland. It is Policies PR1 “Protecting
important resources” and PR2 “Protecting important development sites” that seek to
protect sports facilities and education facilities from inappropriate development.

 Policy P5 would provide general support for new and expanded health centres in
accessible locations in settlements. If it is demonstrated that an existing health centre
is surplus to requirements, Policy P5 would support the redevelopment of the site for
another purpose.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 Rename policy P5 “Community infrastructure” and replace all instances of

“community facility/facilities” with “community infrastructure”.
 Amend definition of “infrastructure” in Glossary to: “The facilities and other items

needed to support development. This includes roads, sewage and water facilities,
and community infrastructure including education, health and sports facilities”.

 Consequential change in Policy PR1 “Protecting important resources”: replace
“essential community facilities” with “essential community infrastructure”.
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 Consequential change in Policy H5 “Gypsies and travellers”: replace the text
“Proposals must also…allow reasonable access to employment, education,
community facilities and the main road network” in the final paragraph with
“Proposals must also…allow reasonable access to employment, education and other
community infrastructure and the main road network.”

ISSUE 11 NATURAL HERITAGE AND LANDSCAPE
Main objections raised in representations

 In Policy E1 “adverse” should be substituted for “negative” effects to be consistent
with SPP and Regulations.

 In Policy E1 refer specifically to the Scottish Government’s Removal of Woodlands
policy.

 Local nature conservation sites should be shown on the settlement statement maps.
 Annex II and Scottish biodiversity habitats and species should be added to policy E1.
 The plan should require development causing a negative impact on species, sites or

habitats to be obliged to mitigate against this damage, and enhance biodiversity.
 Special Landscape Areas are supported and a number of locations are suggested.
 Valued views should be retained and better defined.

Response
 Care has been taken to use an appropriate form of words that reflects the need to

protect integrity of the site above all else.
 The removal of woodlands element of the policy does not apply to all woodlands and

a more stringent policy position is provided by Policy C3 “Carbon sinks and stores”.
 Supplementary Guidance 5 Local Nature Conservation Sites provides detail on

LNCS sites.
 The terms “species of importance to biodiversity” is a wide catch-all that includes

species listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive and the Scottish Biodiversity
list and requires no change.

 The plan contains a policy (P1) that requires enhancement of biodiversity.
 The continued support for the proposal to include the Special Landscapes Areas

(SLAs) as supplementary guidance is welcomed.
 Identification of protected landscapes provides a more robust tool for protecting the

aesthetics of landscapes than the current SG LC2 "Valued Views" policy which lacks
the credibility of a study following national guidance.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required.

ISSUE 12 THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
Policy HE1 Protecting historic buildings, sites and monuments
Main objections raised in representations

 Amend wording in second paragraph, from "negative effect on the…” to "significant
adverse effect on the ..."

 Policies HE1, HE2 and HE3 should be amended to cover individual types of historic
environment assets separately or revert back individual policies as per the 2012 LDP.

Response
 There is no significant difference in meaning between “significant adverse effect” and

"negative effect". Both refer to an effect that is harmful. SPP and the Proposed LDP
are inconsistent when using similar terminologies.

 Consolidating the policies into designated sites (Policy HE1) and areas (Policy HE2)
is a logical and robust approach. It reduces repetition and does not conflict with SPP
and Scottish Historic Environment Policies.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No change is required.
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Policy HE2 Protecting historic and cultural areas
Main objections raised in representations

 Conservation Area policy is not being implemented equally across Aberdeenshire
and loopholes allow developers to ignore conservation principles.

 The wording "We will not generally allow development that would have a negative
effect on ..." is not strong enough to provide sufficient protection for the historic
environment.

 The policy does not cover relevant aspects of the existing policy (e.g. protecting the
setting of gardens and designed landscapes).

Response
 There is no need to 'close any loopholes', as the proposed policy does not include

any caveats that state when development would be permitted.
 The wording "We will not generally allow..." does not weaken the level of protection

for the historic environment, as it acknowledges that change is more likely to be
acceptable in protected areas (e.g. battlefields) than sites (e.g. listed buildings).

 All relevant aspects of a historic asset are considered, including its setting. However,
confusion may have emerged from different interpretations of the term “character”,
which is used to refer to both the special characteristics of that area and its setting.
To clarify this matter it would be appropriate to include the word “setting” in the
policy.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 In paragraph one add “and/or setting” after “special character”.

Policy HE3 Helping to reuse listed buildings at risk
Main objections raised in representations

 Revert back to the current policy content, titled “Enabling development”, with
additional content on battlefields.

Response
 There is very little difference between the existing and proposed policy. Refining and

removing the criteria-based approach removes unnecessary repetition.
List of non-notifiable modifications

 No change is required.

Appendix 6 Conservation Areas
Main objections raised in representations

 In Table 5, change "Kirkton of Fetteresso" to Kirktown of Fetteresso".
Response

 Having taken advice from the Environment Team (South), the name should be
corrected to “Kirktown of Fetteresso”.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 In Table 5, change "Kirkton of Fetteresso" to Kirktown of Fetteresso".

ISSUE 13 PROTECTING RESOURCES
Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
Main objections raised in representations

 Amend paragraph two, chapter heading and policy title to promote the enhancement
and improvement of water resources.

 Small-scale developments linked to a rural business on prime agricultural land should
be permitted.

 The policy omits outdoor sports facilities.
 The policy does not protect all areas of open space.
 Health centre sites should be included as an essential community facility.
 The economic value of woodland should be recognised.
 Peat and other carbon rich soils should be included in the first sentence of paragraph

one.
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 Carbon impact assessment should be required for all developments likely to have a
significant impact on carbon rich soils.

Response by Planning Authority
 No change to the chapter heading and policy title are supported as the purpose of

this section and policy is to safeguard existing resources, and "enhancement" is only
mentioned in two paragraphs.

 Referencing the River Basin Management Plan, groundwater and buffer strips in the
policy is appropriate to help promote and enhance the water environment.

 To provide clarity, ensure compliance with SPP and to implement the
recommendations in the MIR, reference to small-scale rural business development
should be added to the policy.

 Outdoor sports facilities are included in the definition of open space in the Open
Spaces Strategy, but minor amendments are proposed for clarity.

 It is agreed that all areas of open space should be protected.
 It is not appropriate to specifically refer to healthcare facilities as important resources

within the context of this policy. Where firm plans have been provided from the NHS
on the siting of new health centre facilities land has been reserved under policy PR2
“Protecting Important Development sites”.

 There is no national requirement to protect economically valued woodland, which is a
crop and would need to be valued for one of the reasons set out in paragraph 5 of
the policy as being a public benefit.

 Peat and carbon-rich soils are already considered under Policy C3 “Carbon sinks and
stores”, and it is not appropriate to replicate this here.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 To protect all areas of open space, delete “identified” from paragraph one.
 Reposition the sentence beginning "Opportunities for..." to become the third sentence

in the second paragraph.
 Add to the Glossary: “Buffer strips: Adequate buffer strips should be provided to allow

for maintenance all year round. Buffer strips should be at least 6m wide and may
require to be wider as a result of local factors such as local hydro-geomorphology,
need for pollution control, native species habitats, active travel or recreation
provision.”

 Add a new third paragraph as follows: "Groundwater dependent terrestrial
ecosystems (GWDTE), which are types of wetland, are specifically protected under
the Water Framework Directive. Phase 1 Habitat surveys should be used to identify if
wetlands are present. If present then the more detailed National Vegetation
Classification (NVC) survey should be completed to identify if GWDTE are present. If
GWDTE are present the developer should avoid them (with a buffer), or further
assessment will be required and appropriate mitigation."

 Add at the end of the current paragraph three: "In addition, small-scale development
proposals that are directly linked to a rural business may be permissible where they
are located on prime agricultural land."

 Amend the first sentence in paragraph four to: “Development will not normally be
permitted on areas of open space, including outdoor sports facilities, unless the new
use is ancillary to the use as open space. Important areas of open space are
identified as "protected land" within the settlement statements.”

 Delete “on protected land” from the second sentence of paragraph four.
 In the fourth paragraph replace “essential community facilities” with “essential

community infrastructure”.

Policy PR2 Protecting Important Development Sites
Main objections raised in representations

 Objection is raised to the reservation of sites that are unlikely to come forward (e.g.
Park and Ride at Portlethen).

 The 'Safeguarding Resources' Map on page 58 omits land required to be
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safeguarded for transport schemes (i.e. part of the Aberdeen Western Peripheral
Route which is indicated in black, the proposed Balmedie-Tipperty dualling,
Newmachar Distributor Road and Inverurie Northern Link Road).

 Dismantled railway lines emanating from Aberdeen should be safeguarded.
Response by Planning Authority

 Protecting sites “that may reasonably be needed in the future” gives a flexible
approach. That several sites have been safeguarded but not subsequently developed
is not a problem with the policy.

 The suggestions regarding the “Safeguarding Resources” map are acknowledged
and the whole of the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route and the Balmedie -
Tipperty route are important transport developments to safeguard.

 The issue of safeguarding railways in anticipation of rail projects was raised at the
MIR stage. As there are no serious or formal proposals for any commercial rail
projects between Aberdeen and Banchory or Oldmeldrum and Inverurie, there is no
reason to protect the disused tracks between these areas.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 Amend the “Safeguarding Resources” map to include the whole of the Aberdeen

Western Peripheral Route and the Balmedie - Tipperty route.

Policy PR3 Waste Facilities
Main objections raised in representations

 Financial guarantees should be periodically monitored.
 Replace the word “business” in the first sentence of the policy with “employment

(including industrial, storage and distribution uses)”
 Policy should be more specific on where waste facilities would be supported.
 Highlight the importance of waste operational capacity need, rather than solely

focusing on proximity to waste source location.
Response by Planning Authority

 National policy does not require the need to monitor financial guarantees, so no
change is required.

 Replacing the word "business" is not necessary as both this policy and Policy E1
'Business and Employment land' is clear that business uses are allocated on
employment land, which is defined in the Glossary as "...employment uses, normally
classes 4, 5 and 6..."

 Agree that the policy should be amended to include text on waste operational
capacity need.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 Delete "meet a clearly established need"
 Add the following sentence at the end of the first paragraph: "In addition,

consideration should be given to the anticipated waste operational capacity need,
including the Scottish Government waste capacity tables to deliver Zero Waste Plan
targets."

Protecting resources – Plan
Main objections raised in representations

 Requests the boundary of the Foudland site, which is safeguarded for mineral
resources, is amended to prevent loss of geomorphological features and to preserve
sufficient surrounds to facilitate future scientific study.

 Requests the site at Craigie, Ythanbank is removed from the "Areas of search for
minerals" as it has been planted with native trees to improve the environment.

 Nominates site at Cantlayhill between Stonehaven and Chapleton to be identified as
an area of search for sand and gravel.

Response by Planning Authority
 The entire Foudland site is within the Foudland Local Nature Conservation Site and it

would be appropriate to amend the boundary.
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 Craigie, Ythanbank is perhaps 10% of the area of search and its current use does not
negate the fact that as a long term strategic mineral reserve this area of sand and
gravel should be retained, even if the landowner does not propose to undertake
development themselves. No change is required.

 It would not be appropriate to identify land at Cantlayhills as an area of search for
minerals as this site has not been previously considered in the Main Issues Report,
and in preparation of the 2012 Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan a
comprehensive review of all potential mineral resources was undertaken. This
location was not identified.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 Amend the north, south and west boundaries of the site at Foudland, safeguarded

mineral resources.

ISSUE 14 CLIMATE CHANGE
Policy C1 Using resources in buildings
Main objections raised in representations

 Requiring a “Gold” sustainability standard is in excess of the building regulations.
 A “Fabric first “approach should be adopted rather than requiring micro-generation

which is impractical and problematic.
 Providing infrastructure for the provision of metered heat would be expensive and

would impact on the viability of development. Co-location with heat producers should
be encouraged.

 NHS Grampian should be exempt from this policy requirement.
Response

 There is a legal obligation on planning authorities to include greenhouse gas
emissions policies imposed by section 3F of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997 and paragraphs 155 to 160 of SPP.

 Use of the sustainability labelling system provided by the Building Standards system
provides a clear standard to ensure resource efficient buildings. Silver standard is
now mandatory and Gold is only a 15% improvement on the 2007 Standard.

 Imposition of a challenging requirement for micro-generation promotes significant
change from the currently used design models to those that take every opportunity to
contribute addressing issues of energy demand and emissions reduction

 The policy delivers SPP’s requirement that “Local Development Plans should support
the development of heat networks in as many locations as possible even where they
are initially reliant on carbon-based fuels if there is potential to convert them to run on
renewable or low carbon sources of heat in the future”. A requirement to provide
pipework overcomes a significant barrier to future implementation and provides a
market opportunity.

 All buildings, including healthcare buildings are subject to the sustainability labelling
scheme. No exception is required

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No changes required

Policy C2 renewable energy
Main objections raised in representations

 Paragraph 2 should refer to all of the criteria in paragraph 169 of SPP to comply with
that document. Protection of bird populations should be added and the policy test
should be for "unacceptable significant adverse effects" rather than "significant
adverse effects".

 Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire”
(SLCA) is a strategic document and should not be used as a policy criterion.

 Supplementary guidance should be published that includes a robust and up to date
landscape capacity study.

 Biodiversity should be promoted as a land use in association with solar panel arrays
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 Supplementary guidance should be prepared to allow for adequate consideration of
location, siting and impact of low carbon energy facilities.

Response
 Echoing the considerations set out in paragraph 169 of SPP is unnecessary

duplication, SPP is a significant material consideration for any planning application.
All policies of the plan apply.

 Council would not object to substitution of the phrase “unacceptable significant
adverse effects”.

 The SLCA provides certainty and confidence, and a set of benchmarks against which
development proposals can be judged. Without such prescriptive guidance neither
communities nor developers can have any confidence whether proposals are likely to
be deemed acceptable.

 The SLCA is an up-to-date and robust study of a subjective topic and is most
appropriate to be planning advice. Such a study cannot meet the regulatory
requirements for supplementary guidance.

 Policy P1 “Layout siting and design” addresses layout, siting and design principles
that should be applied.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 Substitute "unacceptable significant adverse effects" for "significant adverse effects"

Policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores
Main objections raised in representations

 The Plan should contain the pre-conditions that apply before disturbance to peat is
permitted, and the mitigation measures to be implemented to abate subsequent
carbon emissions.

 To comply with the Scottish Government Control of Woodland Removal Policy and
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) Policy C3 should include a reference to SPP
paragraph 205.

Response
 It would be inappropriate to apply preconditions to this policy as this provides no

certainty for the developer or the community.
 Repeating wording already found in SPP is inappropriate as national policy applies to

all developments regardless of the content of the LDP. As a precautionary approach
a reference to the Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Removal Policy could
be added.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No changes required

Policy C4 Flooding
Main objections raised in representations

 The policy does not conform to SPP as it restricts development on land at less than a
1:400 year risk of flooding.

 The policy relaxes the development management considerations of Scottish Planning
Policy (paragraph 265) and the exceptional nature of land raising proposals

 Additional costs will result from using flood resilient materials.
Response

 SPP identifies that it is not possible to plan for development solely on the basis of
calculated probability of flooding and introduces additional factors such as the effects
of climate change and including an allowance for freeboard. Consistency is
maintained with national policy by incorporating these elements within the threshold
set within the plan. The option remains that a flood risk assessment, with a 1:200
year threshold, plus allowances for freeboard and climate change can be undertaken
for development at risk.

 SPP supports the use of flood resilience in developments in areas under 1:1000 year
risk.
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 Policy C3 permits land raising only for flood alleviation measures. This is significantly
stronger than SPP para 265 which has a very weak test of exceptionality (where it is
shown to have a neutral or better impact on flood risk outside the raised area). Policy
C3 provides absolute clarity on the exceptional circumstances.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 No changes required

Climate change Plan
Main objections raised in representations

 It is not clear what the function of the plan is. It is inconsistent with SPP and a criteria
based approach should be used.

 The map should be amended to reflect types 1 and 2 of the SNH Carbon and
Peatland Map.

 The map should show locations of national developments for carbon capture and
thermal generation at Peterhead and the High Voltage Energy Transmission Network
to reflect National Planning Framework 3.

 Not all settlements are afforded the 2km community separation distance. The 2km
community separation distance is not applied to all domestic properties.

 The key for the map should be made clearer
Response

 The proposals map illustrates a number of spatial climate change policies. It does not
just show the Spatial Framework for Onshore Wind Turbines. Factual detail is
included elsewhere in planning advice.

 “Settlements” without a settlement boundary are not included in the areas identified
for “Community separation for consideration of visual impact”. The merit of providing
a 2km buffer around individual houses is not a matter for the LDP and is in any case
a challenge to SPP.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 The locations of National developments will be shown on a revised map.
 The revised map also shows Classes 1 and 2 from the SNH publication Carbon-rich

soil, deep peat and priority peatland habitats map: Consultation document, with the
understanding that the most up-to date version of this information will be used at the
point of publication.

 A small number of other minor mapping anomalies associated with reflecting existing
designations will be resolved.

 A revised key is proposed.

ISSUE 15 THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF DEVELOPERS
Main objections raised in representations

 A number of respondents objected to the principle of cumulative and retrospective
payments to infrastructure.

 Minor modifications to the policy on water and waste water were suggested by SEPA
and Scottish Water.

 The developer obligations policy does not comply with the policy tests set out in
Circular 3/2012 and too many items are requested in each Section 75 agreement.

 Objection is raised to the requirement for Strategic Transport Fund (STF)
contributions on the grounds that it does not comply with Circular 3/2012.

 Sport Scotland seeks a specific “Sports and Recreation Facilities” item listed under
Policy RD2.

 Objection is raised to the requirement for contributions to healthcare facilities,
arguing it is not a matter for the Local Authority as it is funded by national taxation
and there is no automatic relationship between new development and the provision
of healthcare facilities.

Response
 The principle of cumulative and retrospective contributions means all development
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that contributes towards a problem contributes towards the solution. In some cases
the costs of delivering necessary infrastructure may be provided by the Council up-
front and later recouped from development which necessitated the infrastructure.
This may be to prevent large up-front costs inhibiting development. The policy
principle is established in Circular 3/2012 paragraphs 22 and 23. The LDP policy
accords with this. No change is required.

 Four non-notifiable modifications are recommended to address the SEPA and
Scottish Water suggestions.

 The list of items requested under the Policy RD2 accord with the policy tests of
Circular 3/2012 as they are required to make development acceptable in planning
terms. Developer obligations are only sought to deal with the infrastructure required
as a spatial consequence of new development and only when strictly necessary to
allow development to proceed. The number of items sought is indicative of the strain
on infrastructure in Aberdeenshire to accommodate new development. It is made
completely clear in paragraph one of Policy RD2 that developer obligations will only
be expected when they are in accordance with the five tests of Circular 3/2012.
These requirements will be reviewed at the time of a planning application, allowing
for case by case review of the contributions sought. No change is required.

 The STF has undergone examination by the Scottish Government and was approved
by the Strategic Development Planning Authority on the 28th of August. Adjustments
were made to the supplementary guidance to ensure compliance with Circular
3/2012, as recommended by the Reporter. Some proposed projects covered by the
STF are within Aberdeenshire so it is reasonable for development in Aberdeenshire
to contribute to the fund.

 Sports facilities are a community facility and are included in the policy under this
item. As this can include many different types of facility, a distinction is made in the
settlement statements. For clarity, a non-notifiable modification is suggested to
amend the Community facilities item to include reference to sports facilities.

 Where new development will affect health service delivery and a spatial solution
(such as new land or money toward extensions and reconfiguration) is required to
mitigate the effects, a contribution is necessary to make the development acceptable
in land use planning terms. Such investments do not replace national taxation as
they are not used on day-to-day running costs of healthcare facilities. It is necessary
to ensure that the LDP actively helps facilitate the efficient delivery of services across
Aberdeenshire, rather than creating new issues for services to respond to. No
change is required.

List of non-notifiable modifications
 Amend and add wording to “Water and waste water section” of Policy RD1 to include

references to a pre-development enquiry or other forms of investigation; SEPA’s
policy and supporting guidance on provision of waste water drainage in settlements;
CIRIA guidance and Sewers for Scotland guidelines; and consentability under the
Controlled Activities Regulations.

 Amend third sentence of paragraph 12 of policy RD2 to: "Community facilities are
generally public assets such as halls, libraries, or sports facilities, and for larger
development providing the land for building these facilities is commonly needed as
well as a proportionate contributions to the construction costs.”

ISSUE 16 APPENDIX 8 SETTLEMENT STATEMENTS
Main objections raised in representations

 SEPA have identified preferred forms of words relating to flooding for 70 settlements.
 Clarification is requested on the means by which protected areas are given their

protection.
 Different names should be used for all the sites in the plan.
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 Scottish Water gives updated factual information for 42 settlements and seeks
reference to the preconditions required to be met before it is obliged to make its
infrastructure available to developers (the 5 criteria of Ministerial Direction 2009)

 A key for the settlement statement maps is required.
Response

 Most of SEPA’s comments are acceptable and it is proposed to modify the plan to
refer to flood risks both at the settlement and site level. There is disagreement with
SEPA on four sites where the plan already deals with flood risk appropriately.

 A standard additional sentence is proposed to clarify that settlement features receive
their protection from a number of policies in the plan.

 All sites in the plan have unique names.
 The plan should not be modified to reflect Scottish Water’s current policy position, as

this may change over the life of the plan. Otherwise its revised wording is accepted in
all but three settlements.

 The settlement statements would benefit from a key.
List of non-notifiable modifications

 Factual changes to over 70 of the settlement statements in the plan in response to
Scottish Water’s and SEPA’s comments.

 Addition of text to clarify the policy position of “Settlement Features”.
 Addition of a key to the settlement statements.
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Issue (ref and
heading):

OMISSIONS FROM THE PLAN 1

Development plan
reference:

Topics not included in the Proposed Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2016

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Persimmon Homes East Scotland (577)
Aberdeen & Grampian Chamber of Commerce (584)
Scottish Government (636)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

Topics not included in the Plan

Summary of the representation(s):

The Plan is lacking in discussion and evidence to support the policies and
allocations in the Plan, for example, in Housing Land Supply (577).

While there are no air quality management areas within Aberdeenshire,
greater policy coverage of air quality issues should be included, in-line with
the SEPA Development Plan Guidance on Air Quality and Co-Location
(658).

Broadband should be recognised as a key driver of business success and
requires a higher profile in the final Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan,
with specific discussion of how Aberdeenshire Council will enable the
development of broadband infrastructure (584).

There is a requirement in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) for Local
Development Plans to include policies relating to digital roll-out plans, mast
siting and provision of digital infrastructure in new buildings. A consistent
policy basis should be provided for decision making on these topics within
the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (ALDP). This should include
policies that address the following requirements: new developments should
consider opportunities to install infrastructure to allow connection to the fibre
optic network, where available; providers of telecoms equipment have
demonstrated compliance with paragraph 295 of SPP; and planning
applications address the issues set out in paragraph 296 of SPP. The policy
contained within the East Ayrshire Council Proposed Local Development
Plan could be used as an example of how to take account of SPP on
supporting digital connectivity (636).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

The Plan should be expanded to consider more topics within the main body
of the text (577).

Reference should be made to air quality impacts within the policy (658).
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Broadband and how Aberdeenshire Council will enable provision should be
given a higher profile in the Plan (584).

The Proposed Plan should be amended to take account of Scottish Planning
Policy (SPP) on supporting digital connectivity. Policies should be included
to ensure the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016 reflects the
requirements of SPP for Local Development Plans to include policies relating
to digital roll out plans, mast siting and the provision of digital infrastructure
in new buildings.

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Full details of the evidence base used to inform the Plan, and the discussion
of the options available, was presented in the Main Issues Report 2013 and
its supporting Position Papers (see Main Issues Report 2013 Position
Papers 01 to 10). Repetition of that information in the Plan is unnecessary
and would increase the size of the document. No change is required.

Air quality in Aberdeenshire is very good and no air quality management
areas have been designated. There is no policy in the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2012 relating to air quality and SEPA did not raise this
omission in response to the Main Issues Report 2013 (where question 1
specifically sought comments on the existing policies of the Local
Development Plan). The 2014 Air Quality Progress report for Aberdeenshire
Council identified a number of new local developments with potential to
impact on air quality within the Local Authority area but concluded that there
was no requirement for Aberdeenshire Council to proceed to a detailed
assessment for any pollutant at present (see Executive summary)

The SEPA Development Plan Guidance on Air Quality and Co-Location
notes in paragraph 1 that “Development Plans provide an important
opportunity to address air quality through supporting sustainable transport
infrastructure, the location of new development, promoting sustainable
places and green infrastructure”, all issues which are addressed in the Plan.
The requirements of this guidance note for Local Development Plans are
met both because there are no existing air quality issues in the area and
because the site assessment process has clearly mitigated risks associated
with the allocation of sites. No change is required.

Scottish Planning Policy is clear on page 3 (paragraph v.) that it does not
restate policy and guidance set out elsewhere. Paragraphs 292 to 300 set
out Government policy on supporting digital connectivity and this does not
need to be restated. SPP is inconsistent in that sometimes detailed
considerations are included under a heading “Development Management”
(see for example paragraph 264) and sometimes, as here, under a heading
of “Development Planning”. SPP is a significant material consideration and it
is appropriate not to repeat national policy in the Local Development Plan.

Infrastructure providers cannot always predict their roll out plans for the next
10 years due to the rate of change of technology and also a contract was
signed between the Scottish Government and BT plc in July 2013 to deliver
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access to fibre broadband to at least 96% of premises outwith the Highlands
and Islands area by the end of 2017 (see
http://www.digitalscotland.org/superfast-broadband/the-programme/). Fibre
broadband is already available to the majority of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan area. There is no need to reflect digital roll-out plans in
the Local Development Plan as they do not have any material land use
planning implications and this would just be information that is available
elsewhere. No change is required.

The Planning Authority has received only 7 applications for telecom masts or
other equipment since January 2010. Other applications for telecoms
equipment have been received but relate to Conservation Area Consents.
With this level of development activity, there is no justification for a policy on
the subject. Paragraph 33 of SPP sets out the circumstances that would
apply if a Plan does not contain policies relevant to a proposal, including
taking into account adverse impacts which would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed against the wider
policies in the Plan. This provides a consistent policy basis for decision
making.

Scottish Planning Policy seeks the Local Development Plan to encourage
developers to explore opportunities for the provision of digital infrastructure
to new homes and business premises. This is not a mandatory requirement
and is arguably not necessary particularly as the quality of the broadband
connection to new buildings becomes an increasingly important selling point.

East Ayrshire’s policy on this matter is largely a simple repetition of the text
of SPP and does not add any new dimension to this issue ( see East
Ayrshire Council Proposed Local Development Plan, Digital Infrastructure,
Paragraphs 6.3.3 and following).

No change is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

INFLUENCES ON THE PLAN 2

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 2, Page 5, Introductory Text

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Scottish Government (637)
Scottish Enterprise (632)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

Introductory text on influences to the
Plan

Summary of the representation(s):

Scottish Enterprise supports the approach taken towards development in the
Proposed Plan and congratulates the Council on producing a good
document which is, for the most part, a comparatively high quality, clear and
user-friendly Plan, particularly in relation to visual presentation of information
and clear written text. However, the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
(ALDP) should provide greater clarity in relation to the strategic context in
which it has been prepared (632).

The National Marine Plan has statutory effects for Public Authorities taking
decisions which can affect the marine environment. It was adopted and
published on 27 March 2015. It may contain policies of relevance to coastal
planning in Aberdeenshire and Development Plans are required to have
regard to the National Marine Plan in their preparation. Aberdeenshire
Council should consider the Marine Planning Circular (Circular 1/2015 The
Relationship Between the Statutory Land Use Planning System and Marine
Planning and Licencing) for advice on opportunities for alignment between
the maritime and terrestrial planning systems (637).

Effective dovetailing is required between the river basin management
planning and land use planning regimes. Local Authorities must have regard
to the River Basin Management Plan relating to their area. The ALDP should
support the delivery of the relevant River Basin Management Plan for the
area. SEPA objects unless this section of the Plan is modified to also list the
Scotland River Basin Management Plan (658).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Clarity should be provided to the ALDP by providing a section that provides a
strategic context through reference to the Aberdeen Western Peripheral
Route (AWPR), Aberdeen Airport, the proposed new Aberdeen Exhibition
and Conference Centre, Energetica, major employment hubs and new
business park developments on the city periphery, and access (major road
and public transport routes) to Aberdeen City Centre.
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The third paragraph of introductory text in the section headed “Influences on
the Plan” (page 5) should be amended to include the National Marine Plan
(637).

References to the Scotland River Basin Management Plan should be made
in the "Influences on the Plan" section of the Plan (658).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

The section "Influences on the Plan" was written to reflect the scale and
nature of significant documents used to develop the ALDP. The text is clear
that we have "written the Plan to be in line with the Plans of other
organisations, including our neighbouring Planning Authorities and national
and regional strategies”. The shortlist that follows is labelled "such as" and is
by no means inclusive of all the feeds into the Plan.

Aberdeenshire Council believe that the strategic context is rightly contained
within the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2014 (SDP)
and providing a statement of Aberdeenshire’s position in relation to the
growth in the city region is arguably inappropriate. The decisions on
distribution and scale of land are set by the SDP and it adds very little to
repeat them in the Local Development Plan. No change is required.

On the 21 October 2014, the Planning Service met with Marine Scotland and
discussed the alignment of our emerging Plan with current thinking on the
Scottish Marine Plan. Following that discussion, Marine Scotland were
content that, as the Scotland’s National Marine Plan was still to be
published, it would be inappropriate to make reference to the drafts
circulating. Scotland’s National Marine Plan was ultimately published on the
same day as the Proposed LDP. Circular 1/2015 “The Relationship Between
the Statutory Land Use Planning System and Marine Planning and
Licencing”, while useful and providing information used in development of
the Plan, was still a draft document at the time of publication of the Proposed
ALDP.

From our discussions with Marine Scotland and examination of Scotland’s
National Marine Plan, we are content that issues that are likely to arise which
require alignment have been addressed. The Scottish National Marine Plan
2015 (SNMP) sets out, over pages 15 to 35, general policies that apply to
the marine area including the intertidal area. As could be expected, many of
these are common to SPP and the National Planning Framework 3. Issues
associated with landscape, (page 21), flooding (page 22) and natural
heritage (page 23) are all addressed by specific and appropriate policies
within the Plan. We have been open to the needs of ports and harbours as
required on pages 39 and 98/99 (see Peterhead Settlement Statement).
Specific provision is made for carbon capture and storage at Peterhead in
line with the National Planning Framework (see SNMP page 65 and 73, and
the Peterhead settlement statement). Policies relating to activities in the
coastal zone (Proposed LDP Policy R1, page 34) address issues associated
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with shore-side developments of renewable energy, recreation and tourism,
and other development types.

While no change is required, reference to the SNMP could be made in the
list of bullet points on page 5. As a non-notifiable modification,
Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
minor change to the ALDP.

A similar argument can be advanced for the exclusion of river basin planning
processes from this section. The North East Scotland Area Management
Plan was published in 2010 and is due to be replaced by 2016. This
document, on page 13, sets out the pressures and risks affecting
Aberdeenshire’s water environment, in line with the objectives of the
Scotland River Basin Management Plan 2009-2015. Of these, the only two
elements which are of relevance to the ALDP are the abstraction and
impoundment of water supply and the alteration to beds, banks and shores
by urban development. Assessment of the impacts of water abstraction were
considered by the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Aberdeen City
and Shire Strategic Development Plan and by the Habitats Regulations
Assessment of the Proposed Plan. Scottish Natural Heritage have sought
and received additional comfort on this assessment. Otherwise the policies
in the ALDP that protect against fluvial and coastal flood risk restrict
development to those locations away from watercourses and coasts except
in extraordinary circumstances.

The River Dee Catchment Management Plan articulates the water quality of
burns and streams in the Dee catchment but only one of these relates to
land use planning matters under specific control of the ALDP (page 6,
Tarland Burn). No other catchment plans have been produced.

While no change is required, reference to river basin management
processes could be made in the list of bullet points on page 5. Again, as a
non-notifiable modification, Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to
the Reporter making this minor change to the ALDP.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

VISION FOR THE PLAN TEXT 3

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 3, Page 6, Introductory Text
for the Plan Vision

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Inverurie Community Council (434)
Jackie Cumberbirch (435)
Nestrans (566)
Aberdeen & Grampian Chamber of Commerce (584)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

The Vision for the Plan

Summary of the representation(s):

The six key themes are commendable, particularly the commitment to
sustainable transport and improved access (434, 566). It is encouraging to
see recognition of the need to "protect" and "improve" our natural and
cultural heritage noted within the aims and the importance of "sense of
place" highlighted (658).

More clarity is required on how Aberdeenshire Council will balance the need
to support economic growth with protecting the environment and addressing
climate change issues. It is essential that situations where vital development
does not take place due to unacceptably challenging and disproportional
environmental standards are avoided (584).

Modification should be made to the aim on green networks to stress the
benefits derived from maintaining and enhancing water features and
ensuring their connectivity. The term blue/green networks should be used
(658).

Additional aims should be introduced that support community groups to buy
land for the benefit of the community (435) and to prioritise developing town
centres in line with the importance that the Scottish Government places on
town centres as key elements of the economic and social fabric of Scotland
and central components of successful local economies (584).

The further aims relating to quality of life, protection and improvement of our
natural and cultural heritage, creation of sustainable mixed communities and
making the best use of our transport system are unnecessary and should be
removed as they are already dealt with in the Aberdeen City and Shire
Strategic Development Plan (SDP) (584).

No mechanisms are provided to deliver the aims of the Plan and how
success against them will be reported is unclear. The respondent indicated
that they were not asked what they would like to see and so the Plan is not
constructed to meet their Vision (434).
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Respondent (434) wishes to see how the Vision aims are to be delivered.

An additional aim related to town centres should be added (584).

The fifth aim on page 7 should be modified to refer to blue/green networks
and text added as follows after the first sentence of that box: "Similar
benefits can be derived from maintaining and enhancing water features (for
example rivers, lochs, burns, ponds) and ensuring their connectivity is
equally important (658).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

The Vision and aims presented in the Proposed Local Development Plan are
derived from those of the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development
Plan 2014 (SDP), but augmented with an aim relating to green networks, as
promoted in the Main Issues Report 2012 (MIR). These aims provide
interpretation and further detail on how the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan (LDP) propose to implement the Vision and aims of the
SDP.

It is welcoming that the Vision for the six key themes has general support.

The balance between environmental and economic aims of the ALDP are
provided by its policies. Neither the Natural Heritage and Landscape or the
Climate Change policies place unacceptably challenging or disproportionate
environmental standards on development but promotes appropriate
safeguards to conserve and enhance the natural environment and promote
sustainable development in line with national policy.

SEPA previously commented on the MIR Addendum in 2014 (see MIR
Representation 1580, paragraph 4.1,) and emphasised the need to link to
“blue” networks through the river basin management planning process.
However, significant debate with stakeholders took place throughout the
development of the Plan as to what function green networks should fulfil and
the conclusion Aberdeenshire Council derived from the MIR consultation
was that, in an Aberdeenshire context, support for green networks derived
from the improvements in quality of life, connectivity and providing
opportunities for safe active travel of residents, not as a further natural
heritage designation(see Issues and Actions Paper 005 Main Issue 2 “Green
Networks”). Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) makes a distinction between
green networks and green infrastructure with the latter including “blue”
elements. Paragraph 222 of SPP identifies the need for a holistic, integrated
and cross sectoral approach to green infrastructure (which is found
throughout the Plan in a range of policies relating to design, climate change,
protection of resources and nature conservation). Care was taken to use the
term “green networks” and not “green infrastructure” to reinforce the
consideration of places within the Plan. Many of the objectives that may be
required to deliver an aim of maximising the benefits of “green infrastructure”
are already found in other aims of the Plan. Change of the term “green
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networks” in the aims of the Plan to “green infrastructure” would be a minor
change to the Plan which would address SEPA’s concerns, but this would
not add any value and moves away from a descriptive, place orientated term
that is appropriate for interlinked areas of social and economic value to
residents. No change is required

In relation to community acquisition of land, there is nothing that the
Development Plan would be able to do to facilitate community buy out of
redundant land promoted by the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act
2015.

Promoting town centres first is a principle that SPP (paragraph 60) translates
into specific principles. These principles and the prescriptions that follow
from them are all addressed within the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan. It would be inappropriate to elevate a matter which only
impacts on a part of Aberdeenshire to an aim or objective for the Plan.

The aims identified for the Plan are not superfluous as they provide
additional interpretation and meaning to the statements of Vision and aims of
the SDP. The aims provide guidance on how Aberdeenshire Council will
apply the aims of the SDP.

The aims of the Plan will be delivered through the application of the policies
of the Plan to development proposals and success will be measured with
reference to a monitoring report to be prepared to support the next LDP. The
Vision for the area was provided to us by the SDP, which was subjected to
extensive public consultation. The vison for local settlements was presented
in the MIR and open for comment at that time. Before the MIR was published
Community Councils were asked to comment on the draft text to be used in
the MIR.

No change is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

The Spatial Strategy 4

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Sections 4,5,6,7,8,9 and 10, Pages 8-
27

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Spatial Strategy
Scottish Enterprise (632)
Scottish Water (287)

Shaping Banff and Buchan
Scottish Water (287)

Shaping Buchan
Scottish Enterprise (632)

Shaping Formartine
Scottish Water (287)
Scottish Enterprise (632)

Shaping Garioch
Bennachie Community Council (413)
Inverurie Community Council (434)
Scottish Enterprise (632)

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns
Mr Neil Rogers (43)
Dr Hugh Morel (60)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Limited (150)
Mearns Community Council (222)
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (517)
RSPB Scotland (594)
Scottish Enterprise (632)
Stonehaven & District Community Council (662)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

The Spatial Strategy of the Plan

Summary of the representation(s):

Spatial Strategy
In general, Scottish Enterprise supports the approach taken towards
development in the Proposed Plan. They support employment and business
allocations generally. They also refer to the role of the strategic growth
corridors. The importance of the Energetica and Inverurie areas is stressed
(632).

Scottish Water fully supports the approach of promoting sustainable
development near the smaller settlements, thereby making use of existing
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infrastructure and reducing the cost to developers for off-site infrastructure
extensions (287)

Shaping Banff and Buchan
Scottish Water expresses concern regarding the misleading nature of the
sentence "Often in smaller communities the scale of house building which is
needed to overcome lack of water and waste water services is unlikely to be
achieved". They consider it implies that, where there is a deficiency in
capacity available at their strategic assets (for example Waste Water
treatment and Waste Treatment Plants), only larger developments will trigger
the provision of growth. Scottish Water is funded to provide growth, whatever
the size of the development, providing one development meets their 5
Growth Criteria. Insufficient capacity should not be seen as a barrier to
development (287)

Shaping Buchan
Scottish Enterprise make particular reference to the growth suggested for
Peterhead and its importance to the energy sector and the recognition of its
NPF3 status They also refer to the role of the strategic growth corridors and
the importance of the Energetica (632).

Shaping Formartine
Insufficient capacity should not be seen as a barrier to development and
should not "restrict what can be planned". Scottish Water is funded to
provide growth at our Water Treatment Works (WTW) and Waste Water
Treatment Works (WWTW), provided one development meets their 5 Growth
Criteria. Scottish Water acknowledge that the timescale for delivering the
growth project at Ellon WWTW means that there could be a delay to some
developments getting their connection to the public sewer system. They
advise that they are doing all that they can to keep this project on track and,
once delivered, it will provide sufficient capacity for all known domestic
development programmed out to 2027 (287).

Scottish Enterprise refer to the role of the strategic growth corridors and the
importance of Energetica (632). Scottish Enterprise request that the Plan be
amended to include areas of Energetica within Aberdeen City (632).

Shaping Garioch
Scottish Enterprise refer to the role of the strategic growth corridors and the
importance of the Inverurie areas (632).

There is support for the general policy on the Garioch area in Section 8
(413).

While mention of Inverurie is made in the section "Shaping Garioch" as an
area where demand for development will be met, no mention is made of the
community of Inverurie or its resilience and cohesion. A clear overarching
vision for the town is required for the next 25 years. The current strategy
results in significant and overwhelming strains on the town's infrastructure
(434).
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Shaping Kincardine and Mearns

Spatial Strategy for Kincardine and Mearns
Scottish Enterprise refer to the role of the strategic growth corridors (632).

The Local Development Plan strategy for the allocation of housing in the
Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Strategic Growth Area is flawed and incapable of
delivering the housing, both mainstream and affordable, required to meet
Strategic Development Plan growth targets and housing need. The problem
is not with the overall number of houses allocated in the Plan but with the
distribution of the houses. Stonehaven is the most important settlement in
the Strategic Growth Area yet the number of houses allocated is
considerably less than the allocations elsewhere in the corridor including
Edzell Woods where all the allocation is constrained. Additional development
in Stonehaven should be permitted (150).

The statement ‘There is still concern that developing Laurencekirk as a
sustainable settlement could be affected by industrial and business
developments on both the Fordoun and Edzell disused airstrips’ on page 23
is unacceptable. The heavy types of development as identified for Fordoun
and Edzell could not be accommodated at Laurencekirk (222).

A respondent supports focusing development in Chapelton. It will have a
lesser environmental impact than large-scale developments further away
from Aberdeen, such as Stonehaven (60).

Transportation
Create a new cycle route between Stonehaven and Newtonhill/Portlethen to
improve the coastal cycle link from north Aberdeen to Dundee, which is
currently via the B979 Netherley road and is not cycle friendly (43).

A respondent considers that the Council has failed to recognise the
significance of the AWPR to Stonehaven and the surrounding area. This will
extend the catchment for workers and increase housing demand. The new
junction will bring developer interest and LDP allocations should take
advantage of it. (517).

Fracking and Wind Turbines
Although potential for onshore gas extraction is limited in Aberdeenshire, a
clear and robust policy framework in relation to unconventional gas
extraction should be presented. RSPB Scotland considers that a
precautionary approach should be adopted by Aberdeenshire Council in
relation to extraction of shale gas, coal bed methane and underground coal
gasification (all forms of unconventional gas extraction) (594).

Lobbying by Stonehaven residents to the Stonehaven and District
Community Council shows there is little support and now no economic
arguments (given the structural shift in the price of oil) for further alternative
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energy source exploration by wind farm developments or alternative energy
source exploration by fracking developments south of Stonehaven (662).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Shaping Banff and Buchan
Amend fourth paragraph, "Often in smaller communities the scale of house
building which is needed to overcome lack of water and waste water
services is unlikely to be achieved". No amended text is suggested by
Scottish Water (287).

Shaping Formartine
The Shaping Formartine plan should be amended to include areas of
Energetica within Aberdeen City (632).

Shaping Garioch
A clear vision is required for Inverurie which enables stakeholders to see and
understand how all the LDP proposals fit (434).

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns
Spatial Strategy for Kincardine and Mearns
An additional area of 4.8ha of land should be allocated for a residential
development of up to 30 houses on land at Dunnottar, Stonehaven in the
Settlement Statement (150).

On page 23, third paragraph, remove the last sentence "There is still
concern that developing Laurencekirk as a sustainable settlement could be
affected by industrial and business developments on both Fordoun and
Edzell disused airstrips" (222).

Transportation
Identify a cycle route between Stonehaven and Newtonhill/Portlethen (43).

Allocate Mains of Cowie (KM043) for 400 houses, a supermarket (up to
4,000m2), land for a primary school (1.2ha) and open space (517).

Fracking and Wind Turbines
Recommendation to develop a clear and robust policy framework in relation
to unconventional gas extraction (594).

Introduction of a policy to prevent further windfarm developments and
fracking developments south of Stonehaven (662).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Shaping Banff and Buchan
Aberdeenshire Council disagrees that the sentence "Often in smaller
communities the scale of house building which is needed to overcome lack
of water and waste water services is unlikely to be achieved." implies that
only larger developments will trigger the provision of growth. As stated in
Scottish Water's representation, the infrastructure needed to connect to a
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Water Treatment Works (WTW) or Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW)
may render the development economically unfeasible. In such cases viability
will be dependent on the scale of development and the ability to provide
such infrastructure at an economic cost is likely to require larger
developments. No changes are required.

Shaping Formartine
Reference to water capacity is provided in each Settlement Statement to
allow developers to plan accordingly. It is necessary to indicate the
constraints to developers in advance so that the LDP provides certainty to
the development industry. Accordingly, it is appropriate to make reference to
the issues of water supply that may act as a barrier to timely development.
No change is required.

It would be inappropriate to show policy designations within Aberdeen City
as these would be a matter for Aberdeen City to agree and promote.
Aberdeenshire has no control or influence over Energetica Policy within
Aberdeen City. No change is required.

Shaping Garioch
The support for the general policy approach to the Garioch area is
welcomed.

The "Shaping Garioch" section of the Plan provides an overview of the
Spatial Strategy for the Garioch area. The Settlement Statements in
Appendix 8 of the Plan outline a unique vision for each identified settlement
and provide the additional level of detail requested by respondent 434. It
would not be appropriate to include further detail in the "Shaping Garioch"
section of the Plan and, therefore, no modification is required in response.

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns
Spatial Strategy for Kincardine and Meanrs
The support for the Spatial Strategy for development in Kincardine and
Mearns is welcomed.

As demonstrated in the Schedule 4 Issue 7 Housing Land Supply and issue
8 Housing Land Spatial Strategy, there is an appropriate and sufficient
supply of deliverable housing sites within both the Aberdeen and Rural
Housing Market Areas. Comparisons of the housing land supply between
different Market Areas and between settlements in the Strategic Growth
Area and those outwith the Strategic Growth Area are flawed. Apart from
Chapelton, which lies in the Portlethen to Stonehaven Strategic Growth
Corridor, Stonehaven has the highest amount of allocations in the corridor.
The merits of the additional site on land at Dunnottar is discussed in
Schedule 4 Issue 59 Stonehaven. No change is required.

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) supports economically, environmentally and
socially sustainable places (see SPP paragraph 28). Allocations in
Laurencekirk are in accordance with this policy by creating opportunities for
a settlement which mixes both housing and employment allocations. In this
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context, Fordoun Airfield is not a sustainable location and, therefore,
development there would not contribute to this principal policy. No change is
required.

Transportation
The Local Development Plan would not reserve a site for a cycle route
between settlements. When planning applications are submitted to the Local
Authority, discussions can then take place regarding open space
requirements looking at Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New
Development and promoting cycling as a means of transport. It should also
be noted that the identification of a cycle route between Stonehaven and
Newtonhill/Portlethen is something that would be considered within the Local
Transport Strategy where promoting cycling is one of the objectives (see
Local Transport Strategy 2012 page 14).

There was no quantitative information submitted by the respondent to clarify
the statements made regarding demand for housing. The Local
Development Plan is required to meet the levels of growth which are set out
within the Strategic Development Plan. The Schedule 4 Issue 7 Housing
Land Supply and Issue 8 Housing Land Spatial Strategy show that these
requirements have been met and there is sufficient growth within the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area and the Stonehaven to Portlethen Strategic
Growth Area. It is also worth highlighting that as Stonehaven is included in a
Strategic Growth Area it is already a location which accounts for a large
amount of growth as the Strategic Growth Areas are the main focus for
development.

Fracking and Wind Turbines
Aberdeenshire Council submits that a policy on unconventional gas
extraction is not required. The issue of including a policy on "fracking" was
raised in response to the Main Issues Report. At this stage in the process
there was no indication that fracking would become a significant form of
development within Aberdeenshire in the next Plan period. This position is
maintained and it is noted in the Proposed Plan (see page 23) that a large
part of the area south of Stonehaven had been released for licence for
extracting gas. This area of land has not been taken up for a Petroleum
Exploration and Development Licence which strengthens the position taken
in the Main Issues Report that this is not likely to be a significant form of
development within Aberdeenshire. There are no coal-bed methane or shale
deposits in Aberdeenshire. Should a proposal come forward there are
policies in the Plan that any application would be assessed against. No
change is required

Policy C2 Renewable Energy outlines the detailed requirements which need
to be met for wind turbine planning applications. The policy requires
information on the spatial framework associated with the areas of significant
protection identified by Table 1 of Scottish Planning Policy to be married to
the layout siting and design prescriptions set out in the Scottish Natural
Heritage (SNH) Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind
Turbines (2014). This piece of work constitutes a rigorous assessment for
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the whole of Aberdeenshire. There is no reason to extend restriction on wind
turbines to the areas south of Stonehaven without valid reason. No change
is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

SHAPING BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT POLICY 5

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 11, Page 28-31, Shaping
Business Development
Proposed Plan Appendix A2, Retail Centres

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (reference
no.):

Policy B1 Employment and Business Land
Ryden LLP on behalf of Westhill Developments (Arnhall) Ltd (282)
Colliers International on behalf of Kilbride Resources Ltd & International Paper
Landholdings (365)
Mr & Mrs Ian & Kaye Cowie (432)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of ANM Group Ltd (522)
Mr Oliver Munden of Persimmon Homes East Scotland (572)
Archial Norr on behalf of Carnegie Base Services (591)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of John Forbes (619)
Scottish Enterprise (632)

Policy B2 Town Centres and Office Development
Meldrum, Bourtie & Daviot Community Council (174)
Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of St. James Place Property Unit Trust c/o Orchard
Street Investment (493)
Aberdeen & Grampian Chamber of Commerce (584)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Scottish Enterprise (632)
Scottish Government (638)
Stonehaven Community Council ( 662)

Appendix 2 Retail Centres
Mr Keith Newton (6)
Knight Frank on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Limited (470)
Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of St. James Place Property Unit Trust c/o Orchard
Street Investment (494)
Montagu Evans LLP on behalf of St. James Place Property Unit Trust c/o Orchard
Street Investment (495)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Colin & Esther Tawse (601)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Elsick Development Company Limited (614)
Scott Hobbs Planning on behalf of Ashfield Land (629)
Scottish Government (633)

Provision of the Development Plan to
which the issue relates:

Summary of the representation(s):

Policy B1 Employment and Business Land
In general, Scottish Enterprise supports the approach taken towards development
in the Proposed Plan and the employment and business allocations generally,
particularly for Peterhead, the Energetica Area and Inverurie. Economic and
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energy-related development should be fully supported and encouraged. The Local
Development Plan (LDP) should maintain a positive and high-growth vision for all
sectors, particularly energy, food and drink and tourism. The LDP should not place
any onerous or unnecessary obstacles to development (632).

Huntly - Laurencekirk SGA
A respondent objects to the removal of a BUS site (BUS6) in Inverurie as the
respondent feels that this contradicts Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) paragraph 101
which states that LDPs should allocate a range of sites for business (365).
Allocations for Inverurie remain unaltered from the 2012 LDP which will result in an
unnecessary delay to the expansion of a key employment hub at Thainstone,
Inverurie and, therefore, additional land at Ga047 should be allocated for
employment use (522).

Local Growth and Diversification Area – AHMA
A respondent states that employment land supply is inadequate in the Garioch
Area. Demand for industrial sheds and storage is anticipated to remain strong in the
North East and the Employment Land Audit 2013 identifies a number of sites in the
Garioch area that are subject to constraints and delays (282) (see Employment
Land Audit 2013 page 29-30). Additional sites in Westhill are proposed and the
town must move carefully to strengthen its position in order to attract and maintain
the skills and labour force required to function effectively. It should also build on
existing assets and ensure ‘that there is enough of the right type of land for
business use, in the right places’, as promoted by paragraph 4.3 of the SDP (282)
(see SDP, page 25).

Local Growth and Diversification Area - RHMA
Although the Proposed Plan allocates a generous supply of employment land, there
is a shortage of immediately available land within south Kincardine and Mearns.
The Employment Land Audit 2014 records only 2.76ha of land being immediately
available and includes none of the land at Edzell Woods (591).

Unallocated sites for Employment Land
Construction of business workshops should be allowed on ground already owned
by applicants as an affordable means of promoting economic development (432).

Home Work Units
A respondent objects to the omission of provision for live work units. The Strategic
Development Plan (SDP) requires all Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs) to focus on
creating sustainable mixed communities. Paragraph 4.33 of the SDP warns against
continuing past errors where development has been neither mixed nor sustainable,
and paragraph 4.34 advises that the focus on providing sustainable communities
means not dealing with different land uses in isolation (see SDP, page 36).
Support for sustainable mixed communities is also provided in Scottish Planning
Policy (SPP) paragraph 122. It is disappointing that the LDP is not more
encouraging of live-work units (619).
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Non Employment Uses
Any site which has evidence provided that it has been marketed with no developer
interest should be allowed to be developed for an alternative use. This principle has
already been considered for existing allocations (572).

Policy B2 Town Centres and Office Development
General
The Aberdeen & Grampian Chamber of Commerce in principle support the adopted
approach in the proposed LDP and consider that it will require strong leadership
from local Councillors. The Chamber of Commerce consider that recent issues
highlighted in the local press relate to large out-of-town retail proposals which
conflict directly with the principles of the town centre policy. It would be unfortunate
if these plans were allowed to proceed against the planning guidance (584).

More Emphasis on Other Uses
The LDP hierarchy acknowledges that Westhill is a town centre and the preferred
location for convenience shops which serve the town. There is scope within
Westhill Shopping Centre for the creation of additional floor space as part of a
masterplanned approach. Indeed, there is an implemented consent which would
allow for development to the west of the centre, APP/2008/0397 (see decision
notice). Early work suggests that this space could be developed in a variety of
forms to accommodate a number of convenience or comparison retailers, or indeed
commercial leisure operators. Such uses will be developed where they complement
the function of the town centre (493).

The position taken on town centres in the Main Issues Report (MIR) was supported
by NHS Grampian. However, the only policy relating to town centres in the LDP is
Policy B2 which refers to business development. Health Centres, by nature, bring
high footfall into town centres, benefitting retailers. Health Centres in town centres
would therefore help to enhance vitality and viability of town centres. Support
should also be given to health centres in town centres and their scope for
expansion. Where Health Centres move out of town centres, the redundant site
should be identified as an opportunity site (610).

Policy B2 of the Proposed Plan uses the wording "retail and other uses which a lot
of people will visit, including office developments". If the policy cites examples of
uses "which a lot of people will visit", rather than just saying "including office
developments", it should specify the full range of other town centre uses set out in
SPP (638).

Scottish Enterprise supports attempts to ensure that town centres are the location
to be considered first for many forms of development which a lot of people may visit
and wishes to encourage the inclusion of all uses which are appropriate to town
centres (e.g. leisure uses). Scottish Enterprise also appreciates that the Proposed
Plan is seeking to implement the requirements of SPP (632).

Sequential Assessment
SPP sets out (in paragraph 68) the town centres first approach which requires that
locations are considered in the following order of preference: town centres
(including city centres and local centres); edge of town centre; other commercial
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centres identified in the LDP; and out-of-centre locations that are, or can be, made
easily accessible by a choice of transport modes. Policy B2 refers to a sequential
assessment but does not clearly set out what that sequential order of preference is,
or indicate that it will be as set out in SPP. To enshrine the town centres first
sequential approach in the LDP and give it the weight and status that brings, the
Scottish Government recommends that the Proposed Plan clearly explains the
sequential approach in Policy B2 (638).

The policy is insufficiently clear in relation to its requirements for sequential
assessment. The 'sequential assessment' is a clearly understood and defined
mechanism for assessing retail development but considers that office development
is not similar in characteristic, form or requirement to retail uses, and the sequential
assessment is not directly transferrable. If this approach is deemed necessary,
Scottish Enterprise suggests the rewording of Policy B2 and the preparation of
Supplementary Guidance to provide more information to support the policy to
ensure the assessment is robust - for example, the type and size of uses which are
expected to locate in town centres, car parking and accessibility requirements, the
type of 'tests' required, and how other sites can/cannot be differentiated as being
'appropriate' (632).

Scottish Enterprise also considers that there should be no constraint in principle to
development 'which a lot of people will visit' (i.e. office development) on allocated
Policy B1 land (employment and business land) so there should be no need to
address the sequential assessment in Policy B2. This should be clarified as it may
otherwise be difficult to implement Policy B1 to the detriment of economic
development and employment growth. As these employment allocations have been
justified in accordance with the SDP, it is unnecessary and counterproductive to
introduce an additional level of assessment due to proximity to town centres where
the B2 Policy applies (632).

Stonehaven Community Council does not support the Scottish Government’s
"Sequential Test" in its current form as it prejudices development of supermarkets
on the outskirts of towns and suggests that such a development would decimate
the vitality or viability of a town centre. There is evidence from towns within
Aberdeenshire which refute this assertion e.g., Inverurie and Ellon. Stonehaven
Community Council believe that an integrated approach between an edge of town
supermarket development and the town centre can feed off each other to mutual
benefit and create new business and civic opportunities (662).

Oldmeldrum
There is not adequate shopping available in Oldmeldrum town centre (174).

Appendix 2 Retail Centres
Additional Information to be Added to the Appendix
CC1 Macduff is not identified in the Retail Appendix as a site where retailing is
encouraged (6).

Appendix 2 of the Proposed Plan fails to recognise Blackdog as a retail centre and
this is clearly inconsistent with the adopted LDP allocation which includes retail as
part of the mix. Blackdog should be included within the Principal Town Centres
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designation within Appendix 2. The scale of retail development anticipated for
Blackdog, and as included in the approved Masterplan and adopted LDP, is
consistent with the reference to the policy approach in Appendix 2 which states
‘Town Centres with a diverse mix of uses, a high level of accessibility qualities
which identify them as “places”, wider economic and social activity and integration
with residential areas’ (470, 629). The proposed principal town centre at Blackdog
would complement the role of the city centre (629). Confirming that OP1 will have a
town centre ensures that development will be truly mixed and provides confidence
to retail operators who want to invest in the area (601).

Chapleton requires to be identified as having a principle town centre, alongside
other large settlements and, given the scale of the settlement, also requires to be
identified as having neighbourhood centres, as shown in the approved
Development Framework. The LDP sees Chapleton as having a major role in
delivering development for strategic housing and employment allowances in the
Strategic Growth Area. The description of a town centre in Appendix 2 applies to
the ethos of Chapleton (614).

Changes to Existing Sites
The hierarchy suggests that Westhill Shopping Centre, and the broader town
centre, can support local retail provision only but it is felt that the area can support
more than this. As a town centre, it should be the focus for all new retail and
commercial leisure uses in line with SPP (494).

Consistency with Policy B2 Town Centres and Office Development
The retail hierarchy in Appendix 2 appears to suggest that all forms of retail or
leisure development need not be directed towards town centres first, in accordance
with the sequential approach, potentially contradicting SPP and providing a context
for out of centre retailing without at first meeting these fundamental tests. In its
current form, the policy is open to misinterpretation potentially undermining the
town centre (495).

The position taken on town centres in the MIR was supported by NHS Grampian.
However, the only policy relating to town centres in the Plan is Policy B2 which
refers to business development. Health centres, by nature, bring high footfall into
town centres, benefitting retailers. The location of health centres in town centres
would, therefore, help to enhance vitality and viability of town centres. Specific
reference to health centres should be made in Appendix 2: Retail Centres (610).

Consistency with Scottish Planning Policy
SPP advises, in paragraph 61, that “Plans should identify a network of centres and
explain how they can complement each other.” It goes on to advise that the network
is likely to include city centres, town centres, local centres and commercial centres
and may be organised as a hierarchy. Appendix 2 of the Proposed Plan sets out
the ‘Retail Centres’. This would have been better termed the ‘Network of Centres’ in
recognition of the terminology used in SPP and the wider role and functions that
town centres have to play. The Town Centre Action Plan and SPP recognise the
importance of having a mix of uses in town centres to support their vitality, vibrancy
and viability, throughout the day and into the evening (633).
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy B1 Employment and Business Land
Huntly - Laurencekirk SGA
More land should be identified in the Huntly – Laurencekirk SGA and BUS6,
Inverurie from the 2012 LDP should be reinstated in the Proposed Plan for
business land under terms of Policy B1 (365).

More land should be identified in the Huntly – Laurencekirk SGA with additional
land allocated for future employment development at Thainstone, Inverurie for the
2016 LDP and beyond including bid Ga047 (522).

Local Growth and Diversification Area – AHMA
Additional land should be allocated in the Local Growth and Diversification Area
(AHMA) with the full extent of bid Ga034 in Westhill identified in the LDP for
immediate business and industrial development (282).

Local Growth and Diversification Area - RHMA
Additional land needs to be allocated in the Local Growth and Diversification Area
(RHMA) and the allocation boundary of site OP1 in Edzell Woods and Newesk
should be increased to match the boundary of the former Edzell Base (591).

Unallocated Sites for Employment Land
Planning needs to allow businesses to grow and develop on ground which is
already owned by the developer (432).

Home Work Units
The LDP requires alteration to provide specific support for live work proposals
under a mixed use policy which allows various permutations of uses to come
forward. Failing that, either the housing or the business policy should be amended
to permit live-work units within housing sites or on employment sites, depending on
the size of the site and location (619).

Non Employment Uses
Policy B1 should be amended as follows: 'Aberdeenshire Council will approve non-
employment uses on sites where the developer has proven there is a constraint on
the site whereby there is no reasonable prospect of it ever becoming marketable for
business development, and where a site is demonstrated to have been marketed
with no interest shown' (572).

Policy B2 Town Centres and Office Development
More Emphasis on Other Uses
Amend Policy B2 'Town Centres and Office Development' to make reference to
other uses including commercial leisure in accordance with SPP (493).

Amend the policy to cover all development in town centres, not just business
development (610).
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The text of Policy B2 should be changed from 'other uses which a lot of people will
visit, including office developments', to "other uses which a lot of people will visit,
including office and leisure developments" (632).

Sequential Assessment
Provide Supplementary Guidance to identify the sequential approach to be taken
for all town centre uses, in addition to that which has been provided for retail
development (632).

Policy B2 should define more clearly what is required by the sequential assessment
including what forms of development are likely to be acceptable and where these
might be and also clarify that there will not be a ‘no harm’ test for development
other than retail in town centres and also clarify that the sequential assessment is
not required for development on B1 or BUS allocated sites (632).

Policy B2 'Town Centres and Office Development' should be revised to reflect the
Town Centres First Policy set out in SPP. It should be amended to clearly set out:
- the full range of town centre uses the town centre first approach applies to; and
- the town centres first sequential approach (by either explicitly replicating the order
of preference set out in SPP or by confirming that the SPP’s order of preference will
apply) (638).

Include a deliverable site(s) in Stonehaven to incorporate a major supermarket
(4000sq. ft. approximately) (662).

Reword Policy B1 text to clarify that sequential assessment is not required for
development within B1 or BUS land (632).

Oldmeldrum
Address retail services and Town Centre in Oldmeldrum (174).

Appendix 2 Retail Centres
Additional Information to be Added to the Appendix

Introduce a statement encouraging retail development of CC1 Macduff (6).

Blackdog should be added to the list of Principal Town Centres in LDP Appendix 2
Retail Centres (470, 601, 629).

Chapelton should be identified in Appendix 2 as having both a Principal Town
Centre and a number of neighbourhood centres (614).

Changes to Existing Sites
Westhill Town Centre shares many of the characteristics of a Principal Town Centre
and should be regarded as such (494).

Consistency with Policy B2 Town Centres and Office Development
Amend the Council's hierarchy of retail centres as it relates to 'Town Centres'
(Appendix 2 ‐ Retail Centres) to make it consistent with Policy B2 Town Centres
and Office Development (495).
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Specific reference to health centres should be made in Appendix 2: Retail Centres
(610).

Consistency with Scottish Planning Policy
Appendix 2 ‘Retail Centres’ should be changed to ‘Network of Centres’ to reflect
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP). Any references to the Appendix in the Proposed
Plan should also be changed from 'Retail Centres' to the revised name 'Network of
Centres' (633).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Policy B1 Employment and Business Land
Figure 6: Employment Land Allocations within the SDP show the employment land
requirements. Appendix 1, Table 1 of the Proposed Plan demonstrates a land
supply in excess of the SDP targets for the Huntly to Laurencekirk Strategic Growth
Area (SGA) by 16.6ha and the Blackdog to Peterhead SGA by 4.4ha.

The Aberdeen City and Shire Employment Land Audit 2014 shows that there has
been a slight decrease in the established land supply between 2013 and 2014. A
total of 14ha were completed in the past year and a further 11ha are under
construction (see Employment Land Audit 2014, page 1). The main significant
activity and take up of employment land has been mainly in Aberdeen City and the
surrounding area. It should also be noted that there has also been no change in the
constrained land supply (this includes allocated sites either because they do not
have an agreed Masterplan or because the planned phasing means that the
employment land element is not expected to be developed within five years of the
base date of the Audit). There has also been a slight decrease of 4% of the
marketable land supply which is due to both site take up and also sites moving into
the constrained land supply (see Employment Land Audit 2014, page 2). The
supply of land in Aberdeen City and key Aberdeenshire settlements gives no cause
for concern in terms of the choice of sites currently available as both Aberdeen City
and Aberdeenshire currently have an adequate choice and supply of marketable
land.

The support for the general approach of the policy and, in particular, the support of
the growth in Peterhead is welcomed.

Huntly - Laurencekirk SGA
Inverurie is located in the Huntly –Laurencekirk SGA where there is an excess of
16.6ha of employment land available in the SGA. In the proposed LDP there are
41.5ha of employment land allocated in this SGA. This is due to the changes made
to the employment land in Inverurie where Strategic Reserve land was brought
forward for immediate use. While this leaves a shortfall in terms of the Strategic
Reserve land targets of 11.6ha, this is not an issue as it creates a significant
oversupply in the employment land allocations which are available to 2026. This
highlights that there is no further need to bring any more land forward as there is a
substantial amount of land allocated which meet the targets set out in the SDP.
This means that there is no requirement for further land at Ga047, Inverurie or the
reallocation of BUS6 Inverurie. Site specific information relating to the reasons for
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the removal of BUS6 and information relating to Ga047 are covered in Schedule 4
Issue 46: Inverurie and Port Elphinstone. No change is required.

Local Growth and Diversification Area – AHMA
Westhill is located in the Local Growth and Diversification Area which means that
land is allocated to meet local needs. It is important to note that Westhill is not in a
SGA and, therefore, does not contribute towards meeting the SDP requirements for
these growth corridors. Within the Local Growth and Diversification areas, there are
no targets set by the SDP as allocations are made by looking at each individual
settlement’s needs. Westhill is in high demand for development given its proximity
to Aberdeen and also the presence of sub-sea engineering businesses. The
respondent has suggested that there is a requirement to allocate more, including
the full extent of Ga034 for employment land but it is not felt that there is no need to
allocate more land for general employment uses at this stage. Site specific
information relating to Ga034 is covered in Schedule 4 Issue 50: Westhill. No
change is required.

Local Growth and Diversification Area – RHMA
The term ‘immediately available land supply’ is defined in the Employment Land
Audit (ELA) as “land that currently has planning permission or has a secure
planning status, is serviced and has no other major constraints to immediate
development” (Employment Land Audit 2014, page 24). It is the case that the
availability of this land has declined but only due to the fact that various sites have
been developed. The respondent states that there is a shortage of immediately
available land in south Kincardine and Mearns and states that only 2.76ha of land is
immediately available. It should be noted that this figure actually represents the full
area of Kincardine and Mearns rather than just the south of Kincardine and Mearns,
notably the RHMA which has 1.74ha of immediately available land (Employment
Land Audit 2014, page 31-32).

There is, however, a large amount of marketable land in the RHMA of Kincardine
and Mearns where there is 16.2ha. Marketable land is defined in the ELA as
“…land that, as well as meeting business requirements, has a secure planning
status, can be serviced within 5 years, is accessible by walking, cycling and public
transport as defined by SPP” (Employment Land Audit 2014, page 24). Marketable
employment land also contributes towards the SDP requirements for employment
land. The land at Edzell Woods has not been classified as immediately available or
marketable in the ELA as there are issues concerning drainage and a grade
separated access onto the A90(T) that need to be resolved. With the issues relating
to the land at Edzell Woods and there being no shortage of employment land within
the RHMA of Kincardine and Mearns, it is not considered necessary to amend the
boundary of the OP1 site. No change is required.

Unallocated Sites for Employment Land
Allowing the use of any land for significant employment uses could lead to sporadic
development which would not be able to be controlled by planning policy and would
be contrary to a Plan led system. This sporadic approach would not help meet one
of the policy principles of SPP of sustainability. Within SPP it states that ”the
planning system should support economically, environmentally and socially
sustainable places by enabling development that balances the costs and benefits of
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a proposal over the longer term. The aim is to achieve the right development in the
right place; it is not to allow development at any cost’ (see Scottish Planning Policy,
page 9). The importance of this policy principle is ensuring the right development is
in the right place, which is why it is felt that the current approach to allocating sites
for employment opportunities remains the most appropriate option. Policy P3 Infill
and Householder Development Within Settlements (including home and work
proposals) details that the Council will approve a house extension or an ancillary
development associated with an existing house providing it respects both the
character of the surrounding area and the design/scale of existing houses and does
not significantly reduce the amenity of neighbouring residents. This gives
landowners the opportunity to develop land they own for employment uses as long
as it is in line with the criteria in the policy. No change is required.

Home Work Units
There is currently reference to home work units within the LDP under this policy,
where it states that ‘We will not allow houses, even if also designed as workplaces,
on land identified in the Plan specifically for business uses. Home/work proposals
may be appropriate on land identified for mixed use development depending on the
criteria set out in Policy P3 Infill and Householder Developments Within Settlements
(including home and work proposals)’. This shows that there is already clear
guidance within the Plan as to where home work proposals are appropriate. No
change is required.

Non Employment Uses
The respondent provides text which they feel should be included in Policy B1.
However, in order to ensure that the Plan is creating mixed sustainable
communities as outlined through the SDP and SPP it is important to ensure that
there remains to be employment opportunities within settlements. This means that it
is not desirable to allow the opportunity sites to be developed as alternative uses as
this could lead to settlements turning into purely residential areas. Employment
sites which have not been developed could be proposed as bids for an alternative
use in the LDP process and considered in that context. No change is required.

Policy B2 Town Centres and Office Development
General
The support for the policy is welcomed. The policy is similar to the approach which
is currently being used to assess allocations but goes further, in that the sequential
approach now includes other high footfall uses. As the main change to the policy is
to increase the uses in which the sequential approach is used, this should help to
ensure the continued support for the policy (see Town Centres Position Paper,
page 4-8). Elected Members have already had the chance to air their views
regarding the policy, which was later agreed at Full Council, which in turn became
the settled view of the Council emphasising their support of the policy.

More Emphasis on Other Uses
Policy B2 Town Centre and Office Developments does not make a specific
reference to health centres, leisure uses etc. but reference is made to ‘other uses
which a lot of people will visit’. This relates to the reference in SPP where it states
that ‘where appropriate, other public building such as libraries, and education and
health facilities’ should follow the sequential approach (see Scottish Planning
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Policy, page 20). It is, therefore, not felt that a specific reference is required to be
made to all town centre uses including commercial leisure and office developments
as requested by the respondents. To do so would repeat policy articulated
elsewhere. No change is required.

The continued support for Westhill Town Centre is welcomed. The comments made
regarding the potential to use it for commercial leisure uses is acknowledged and
welcomed by Policy B2 as the sequential approach has been widened to include
these uses in line within SPP. No change is required.

Sequential Assessment
Policy B2 does not specifically state the order of the sequential assessment,
however, it refers the reader to the glossary to provide further information. Planning
Advice 3/2014: “The sequential approach to retail site selection” to give greater
guidance on this element of policy. It is considered that this summarises the
approach taken in SPP. If this is not seen as sufficient then Aberdeenshire Council
would not object to the approach suggested by the Scottish Government.

The comments received relating to office developments being different in form and
requirement are noted, however, SPP specifically names offices as one of the uses
which attract significant numbers of people and, therefore, should follow the
sequential approach. It should be noted that SPP notes that Planning Authorities,
developers, owners and occupiers should be flexible and realistic in applying the
sequential approach to ensure that different uses are in the most appropriate of
places.

The types of offices that the sequential assessment covers are those offices that
generate a high footfall. As stated in SPP, town centres should be the first choice
for uses which generate a significant footfall. It does, however, go on to state that
Planning Authorities, developers, owners and occupiers should be a flexible and
realistic in applying the sequential approach to ensure that different uses are
developed in the most appropriate locations. This means that it would be
inappropriate to refuse applications if there was not a suitable site within the town
centre. No change is required.

The views of Stonehaven Community Council do not reflect experience within
Aberdeenshire where the most successful town centres have major food retailing
associated with the centre (such as Inverurie and Turriff) whereas significant
decline is observed in those towns where trade diversion to the periphery occurs.
This can be seen within Aberdeenshire in the Draft 2015 Town Centre Health
Checks, where the top two towns performing well over all of the categories are
Inverurie and Turriff (see Draft Town Centre Health Check 2015, page XX). This
supports robust application of Scottish Government Policy to ensure that the vitality
and viability of town centres is maintained in these challenging economic times. No
change is required.

Oldmeldrum
Oldmeldrum has a defined town centre within the Plan which Policy B2 would
effect. The sequential assessment that has to be followed as the policy ensures
that the town centre is the first choice for any retail development or other
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development of high footfall including commercial leisure and offices. This helps to
drive development into the town centre rather than in other locations across the
town. No change is required.

Appendix 2 Retail Centres
Additional Information to be Added to the Appendix
CC1 in Macduff is allocated for 4ha of large format stores and a health centre which
shows that retailing is encouraged at this location and, as such, a non-notifiable
modification should be introduced to include Macduff CC1 in Appendix 2. This does
not change the overall strategy of the Plan.

The requests for Blackdog and Chapelton to be included within Appendix 2 are
noted. However, Policy B2 and Appendix 2 set out the guidelines for development
relating to town centres. The policy and associated Appendix are in place to ensure
appropriate development happens within the designated town centres. It is,
therefore, felt that the request is premature and it would be more appropriate to
review this later in the development of Chapelton and Blackdog. No change is
required.

Changes to Existing Sites/Consistency with Policy B2 Town Centres and Office
Development
Westhill is included under the ‘Other Town Centres’ category which, as stated, is a
location where the LDP would expect to see local retail provision. In order to align
with Policy B2 Town Centres and Office Development and SPP, a non-notifiable
modification should be introduced to the sections of the Appendix Principal Town
Centres and Other Town Centres to include reference to commercial, leisure,
offices, community and cultural uses. By including this text within the Appendix, a
clear link can be drawn between the policy and SPP and provides clarity on the
uses appropriate for town centres.

Within SPP, reference is made to public buildings such as libraries, education and
healthcare facilities stating that they may be appropriate. Therefore, it is not
appropriate to include specific reference to these facilities, including health care as
requested, as they may not be appropriate in every case. As the reference is within
SPP, it will still be considered when a planning application is submitted for any of
these uses. No change is required.

Consistency with Scottish Planning Policy
The term ‘retail centres’ has been used to title Appendix 2 as this uses consistent
language that was used within the LDP 2012. Moreover, Aberdeenshire Council
would not object should the Reporter be so minded as to update the title in line with
SPP. This change would not affect the Spatial Strategy of the Plan in any way.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

SHAPING DEVELOPMENT IN THE
COUNTRYSIDE

6

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 12, Page 33-34, Shaping
Development in the Countryside
Proposed Plan Appendix A3, Green Belt
Proposed Plan Appendix A4, Identified Settlements Under
Policy R2

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (reference
no.):

Introduction
Ms Elizabeth Thomas (404)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)

Policy R1 Special Rural Areas and Appendix A3 Green Belt
Bancon Developments Ltd on behalf of G & M Scott (378)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Fairfield Investments Limited (399)
Hatton of Fintray and Kinellar Community Council (417)
Knight Frank on behalf of The Potterton Consortium (465)
Aperimus Communications Limited (565)
Persimmon Homes East Scotland (573)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Bruce McEwan (599)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Scottish Government, Planning and Architecture Division on behalf of Scottish
Government (642)
Sport Scotland (667)
Stewart Milne Homes (681)
Stewart Milne Homes (682)

Policy R2 Housing and Business Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
Sylvan Stuart Limited (196)
Mrs Sarah Duncan (284)
William Lippe Architects Ltd on behalf of Mr Mathers (333)
Bancon Developments (387)
Barton Willmore on behalf of Mr A Laing (389)
Ms Elizabeth Thomas (404)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and Dunecht
Estates (604)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Sport Scotland (668)

Appendix A4 Identified Settlements under Policy R2
William Lippe Architects Ltd on behalf of Mr Mathers (333)
William Lippe Architects Ltd on behalf of Mr Neil Robertson (335)
Mr & Mrs Les and Annie Sturgeon (393)
Emac Planning LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (412)
R Drennan Watson (582)
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Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and Dunecht
Estates (604)

Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks
Mineral Products Association (Scotland) (53)
The Mountaineering Council of Scotland (56)
RSPB Scotland (594)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Leiths (Scotland) Limited (623)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of W M Donald Limited (626)
Scottish Government (641)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)
Sport Scotland (669)

Provision of the Development Plan to
which the issue relates:

Summary of the representation(s):

Introduction
Respondent (404) queries the assumption that development of housing in the
countryside reduces the need for travel, suggesting that people move to rural areas
and commute into Aberdeen City rather than working locally.

NHS Grampian (610) feels that this section does not go far enough in specifying
that rural development should be easily accessible by public transport and linked to
health centres. The cumulative impact of rural development must be considered to
ensure there is no adverse impact on healthcare services which may be
oversubscribed. This section should also make it clear that development in rural
areas must demonstrate the 6 qualities of successful places as outlined in Section
14, Policy P1: Layout, Siting and Design.

Policy R1 Special Rural Areas and Appendix A3 Green Belt
Coastal Zone
Sports Scotland (667) believes the policy approach to be taken towards coastal
zoning is different to that required by Scottish Planning Policy (SPP). This has an
impact for sport both in relation to sports proposals and also in protecting sports
interests. As a result, the Supplementary Guidance is considered to be unclear.
Sports Scotland requests that the coast area be identified, as required by the SPP,
either as part of this Plan process or subsequently, and that this takes into account
sports interests unless it is clarified that all of the coastal area is considered to be
“largely developed coast” (see SPP, paragraph 89).

The principle of recognising settlements within the Green Belt as set out in SPP is
equally applicable to the coastal zone. There are several existing settlements
including Findon and Portlethen Village which are excluded from the coastal zone.
There is no planning reason for treating Downies any differently and, as such, the
coastal zone boundary should be amended to exclude Downies (378).

Green Belt
It is unclear whether the “policy for safeguarding resources” stated in the seventh
bullet point specifically covers all policies in Section 17 Protecting Resources or just
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Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources. The bullet point should be amended to
refer to a specific policy (PR1) or policies (PR1, PR2 and PR3) (642). Section 17
makes reference to the development of essential community facilities which
healthcare falls under, however, Policy R1 should be amended to make this clear
(610).

Extent of the Green Belt
No evidence has been presented that consideration has been given to the spatial
form of the Green Belt in light of changes imposed by the revised SPP (see SPP,
paragraph 51). Instead, the boundaries from the 2012 LDP have been used without
regards to the revised terms of SPP (378, 399). The Green Belt boundary indicated
by the SDP has not been properly considered. In some areas, Green Belt
designation is not necessary or does not meet the requirements and tests set out in
paragraph 49 of SPP. It is suggested that commitment to a review by
Aberdeenshire and Aberdeen City Councils should be included within the Action
Programme (573).

The Green Belt boundary around Potterton should be modified to exclude land
promoted for additional development. The boundary to the north of Potterton does
not follow a clear defensible boundary and it is not clear what purpose the Green
Belt serves in this location. Encircling a settlement within a Strategic Growth Area
earmarked for considerable growth runs contrary to the Spatial Strategy of the
Strategic Development Plan (399, 465). A plan of the suggested boundary is
submitted in support of the representation (399).

Any reasonable review of the Green Belt boundary should exclude Cammachmore
from the Green Belt (378).

The Green Belt around Portlethen requires to be reviewed in light of extant planning
permissions, current planning applications and the route of the AWPR (599).

The Green Belt boundary should extend no further than land to the south of the
AWPR (465).

The Green Belt boundary should be amended to remove bid site KM056,
Portlethen. Removing this site would not prejudice the aims of the Green Belt Policy
(599).

The Green Belt boundary should be amended to remove bid site KM070, Kirkton of
Maryculter. Removing this site would not prejudice the aims of the Green Belt
Policy (681).

The Green Belt boundary should be amended to remove bid site KM088,
Portlethen. The existing boundary restricts new planned development and is
contrary to SPP (682).

Hatton of Fintray and Kinellar Community Council (417) wish to see the current
Green Belt boundaries on all sides of Blackburn and Hatton of Fintray retained to
conserve their landscape setting and amenities. Additional support for maintaining
the existing boundary around Hatton of Fintray is given (565).
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Policy R2 Housing and Business Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
Sports Scotland states that there is no definition of “business use” in the glossary
and that it is not clear if this is intended to apply to sports uses. If it does not, then
the policy position applying to sports uses would be more restrictive in these areas
than in the Green Belt which is not considered to be the purpose of this policy. The
first bullet point does not make it clear what categories of development are intended
to be considered acceptable (668).

A respondent (404) queries to what extent small-scale development is driven by
opportunism rather than housing need. No specific modification is sought.

Sports Scotland (668) suggests that the reference to small-scale development in
relation to employment proposals be removed. They consider that this could be
prejudicial to certain sport uses which may not be small-scale but nevertheless may
be acceptable and appropriately located in a countryside location. The other
policies of the LDP could provide control in relation to what an acceptable scale
may be.

The bullet points listing acceptable development should be extended to include
“small-scale growth of settlements; and in the Rural Housing Market Area (RHMA),
small scale employment proposals and small-scale additions to cohesive groups”
(387, 604, 605).

Concern is raised at the restrictive nature of the policy for small-scale development
on brownfield sites. The reuse of brownfield sites is a key part of SPP in securing
sustainable development and is supported by the Strategic Development Plan
(SDP). The capacity of a site will be dictated by many factors, not least scale, and
the LDP should not assume that all brownfield sites will be small scale. To do so
limits the potential of such sites to deliver sustainable development and regenerate
and area (387, 604, 605).

One respondent (333) suggests that the identified settlements are not logically
identified or defined. No specific modification is sought.

Respondent (404) queries how the numbers of 20% and up to 10 houses were
calculated, arguing the level of development in small settlements with no amenities
is too high. The policy creates a presumption towards unplanned development
being supported. No specific modification sought.

The catchment for organic growth should be increased to 400m (387, 389, 604,
605). 400m represents the maximum walking distance to primary education as set
out in Planning Advice Note 75: Planning for Transport, with 800-1600m being
acceptable for all other services. By arbitrarily reducing the catchment distance for
this policy Aberdeenshire Council may be inadvertently excluding sites which are
still closely related to the settlement (389).

It is not clear what restrictions are in place for development outside settlements in
Appendix A4 and rural clusters, such as Ythanbank (284).
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The policy changes proposed relating to chalet leisure accommodation were not
subject to proper scrutiny by Elected Members and appear to indicate ignorance by
Officers of the nature of residential lodge or chalet leisure accommodation. The
policy is directly in conflict with the stated policy aim of encouraging sustainable
communities and businesses in the countryside and also conflicts with
Aberdeenshire Council’s Economic Development Policy and SPP. No evidence has
been presented that there is an issue with permanent residential occupancy of this
type and the proposed policy fundamentally misunderstands the nature of recent
residential leisure development in Aberdeenshire. Adoption of this policy is likely to
stop all such developments in Aberdeenshire (196).

There should be greater flexibility in the replacement of vernacular buildings and
replacement houses. Requiring a replacement building/house to occupy the same
site is overly restrictive. There must be a degree of flexibility, for example, where
residential amenity could be improved if the building was re-sited. It may also be
beneficial for climatic, solar gain or road safety. In many cases older buildings will
be beyond economic replacement and repair and, where possible, the use of any
granite down taking or features may result in a development more sympathetic to
its setting (604).

Appendix A4 Identified Settlements Under Policy R2
Classifying Barthol Chapel as an identified settlement would facilitate minor growth
(335).

Leylodge should be identified as a defined settlement with a settlement boundary to
reduce pressure for rural housing outwith settlements. Development of an electricity
substation has already impacted on the character of the settlements and some
planned additional development is now logical (333).

Kirkton of Durris should be included within Appendix A4. It is too soon to amend
policy and potentially constrain the economic growth it is starting to deliver in rural
areas (604).

Bridge of Alford and Montgarrie should be removed from the list of identified
settlements as there has been steady, unplanned and increasingly controversial
growth in the area (392). A planned development for the settlements should be
promoted (582).

Lyne of Skene should be included within the list of identified settlements. There has
been no development in Lyne of Skene for some time. Dunecht Primary school is
projected to have a declining school roll through the Plan period (412).

Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks
SEPA (658) welcomes Policy R3 and the reference to “only allow minerals
development if sufficient information is provided to enable the full likely effects of
the development to be assessed, together with proposals for appropriate control,
mitigation and monitoring”.

Sports Scotland (669) does not consider that the policy reflects all of the
requirements of SPP, specifically in relation to impacts on local communities,
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economic sectors important to the local economy, effects on the natural heritage
and landscape and visual impacts.

The policies on minerals are located in different places within the Plan, which is
confusing to the reader. Policy PR1 seeks to identify important mineral safeguarded
sites and wider areas of search but minerals development is governed by Policy R3
(623).

RSPB Scotland (594) suggest that any new proposals for mineral extraction should
show little or no net-negative impact on natural heritage, through minimising
disturbance and maximising opportunities for mitigation and enhancement rather
than just an acceptable level of impact. New operations should not be granted
where they are on or near protected areas (including designated areas such as
Special Protection Areas, Site of Special Scientific Interest and Local Nature
Conservation Sites) or deep peat. They also suggest that it may be useful to refer
to the East Ayrshire Council Report “Decommissioning, Restoration, Aftercare and
Mitigation Financial Guarantees” (2014). It is also important to ensure that financial
guarantees are periodically monitored to ensure their value remains sufficient to
cover the maximum potential restoration, decommissioning, aftercare and
mitigation liabilities.

SPP does not seek to impose an upper limit in relation to a landbank being made.
In order to comply with SPP, the policy should be amended from having a landbank
that would not exceed 15 years to “at least 10 years at all times” (53, 623, 626).

Using a 50km market area travel distance fails to understand that haulage costs
impact significantly on the price of aggregate. Long haulage distances have a
detrimental impact on both environmental and construction costs which impede
delivery of the scale of development required to meet the strategic targets. The
definition of market area in the LDP requires to be replaced with a number of
smaller market areas, each centred on the Strategic Growth Areas (SGA) in the
Strategic Development Plan (SDP) scaled accordingly (623).

SEPA (658) also welcomes the policy wording “all conditions attached to mineral
permissions will be reviewed every 15 years to ensure development is not
adversely affecting the natural or historic environment, landscape character or local
amenity” in accordance with SPP, paragraph 248. However, the Scottish
Government (641) considers that the policy does not take account of the flexibility
provided within SPP paragraph 248 and that the Plan should be amended to take
account of this.

The Mountaineering Council of Scotland (56) and SEPA (658) welcome the
proposed policy in relation to hill tracks and seek no modification. However, RSPB
(594) recommend a change to the wording to state that applications for hill tracks
will be assessed very rigorously and will only be allowed if a clear need related to
the criteria for general permitted development is demonstrated beyond doubt as to
avoid detrimental impacts on the ecological value and landscape of moorland
areas.
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Introduction
Amend introduction to reflect the actuality of lifestyle and work patterns of people
moving to the countryside rather than assuming that rural development results in
rural workplaces (404).

Amend Section 12 to emphasise that healthcare facilities should be accessible by
public transport (610).

Amend Section 12 to make it clear that rural development should demonstrate the 6
qualities of successful places (610).

Policy R1 Special Rural Areas and Appendix A3 Green Belt
Coastal Zone
Coastal area to be identified as required by the SPP, either as part of this Plan
process or subsequently, and that this takes into account sports interests, unless it
is clarified that all of the coastal area is considered to be “largely developed coast”
(667).

Amend coastal zone boundary to exclude Downies (378).

Green Belt
Amend the seventh bullet point to specify the relevant policy/policies identified
under the policy for safeguarding of resources (642).

Amend Policy R1 to include healthcare facilities (610).

Extent of the Green Belt
Review of Green Belt boundaries should be carried out (378 399) and included
within the Action Programme (573).

Amend Green Belt boundary around Potterton to exclude parcels of land coloured
red and green identified by the respondent (399).

Amend Green Belt boundary to exclude Cammachmore (378).

Review the Green Belt surrounding Portlethen (599).

Amend Green Belt boundary to extend no further than land to the south of the
AWPR (465).

Amend Green Belt boundary to exclude bid site KM056, Portlethen (599).

Amend Green Belt boundary to exclude bid site KM070, Kirkton of Maryculter (681).

Amend Green Belt boundary to exclude bid site KM088, Portlethen (682).

Policy R2 Housing and Business Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
Clarify what is meant by “business development” in the title of Policy R2 (668).
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Clarify what is meant by “development that would be appropriate to the Green Belt”
(668).

Delete reference to small-scale development in relation to employment proposals
(668).

Amend wording of bullet points listing acceptable development to include, “small-
scale growth of settlements; and in the RHMA, small scale employment proposals
and small-scale additions to cohesive groups” (387,604, 605).

Amend wording as not to limit redevelopment of brownfield sites to small-scale
development (387, 604, 605).

Increase distance permissible for small scale development of sites included in
Appendix A4 to 400m (387, 389, 604, 605).

Clarify what restrictions are in place in rural villages which are not included in
Appendix A4, particularly Ythanbank (284).

Delete paragraph stating “Because of the problems associated with restricting use
and occupancy, we will treat all forms of lodge or chalet leisure accommodation as
housing proposals under this policy” (196).

Amend wording to introduce greater flexibility in the replacement of vernacular
buildings and replacement houses as not to have to occupy the same site (604).

Appendix A4 Identified Settlements Under Policy R2
Include Barthol Chapel within Appendix A4 (335).

Include Leylodge within Appendix A4 (333).

Include Lyne of Skene within Appendix A4 (412).

Include Kirkton of Durris within Appendix A4 (604).

Delete Bridge of Alford from Appendix A4 (393, 582).

Delete Bridge of Alford and Montgarrie from Appendix A4 and replace with a
dedicated Settlement Statement (582).

Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks
Review the policy to ensure it meets the requirements as set out in paragraph 237
of SPP (669).

Amend the Plan so that policies concerning minerals are all in the same place
(623).

Add wording to state that new proposals for mineral extraction should show little or
no net-negative impact on natural heritage, through minimising disturbance and
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maximising opportunities for mitigation and enhancement rather than just an
acceptable level of impact. New operations should not be granted where they are
on or near protected areas (including designated areas such as SPAs, SSSIs and
LNCS) or deep peat (594).

Add wording referring to the East Ayrshire Council (2014) Report
“Decommissioning, Restoration, Aftercare and Mitigation Financial Guarantees”
(594).

Add wording to state that financial guarantees will be periodically monitored to
ensure their value remains sufficient to cover the maximum potential restoration,
decommissioning, aftercare and mitigation liabilities (594).

Delete the upper restriction of 15 years from Policy R3 and replace with a
requirement to maintain a minimum 10 years landbank at all times (53, 623, 626).

Amend paragraph 4 to read as, “all conditions attached to mineral permissions will
be reviewed every 15 years (subject to the flexibility provided in SPP to postpone
reviews) to ensure that the development is not adversely affecting the natural or
historic environment, landscape character or local amenity.” (641).

Replace the existing market area with a number of smaller market areas, each
centred on the SGA in the SDP, scaled accordingly (623, 626).

Add wording to state that applications for hill tracks will be assessed very rigorously
and will only be allowed if a clear need related to the criteria for general permitted
development is demonstrated beyond doubt (594).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Introduction
Rural development is encouraged by SPP to support prosperous and sustainable
communities and business while protecting and enhancing environmental quality.
The Scottish Government require Development Plans to reflect the overarching aim
of supporting diversification and growth of the rural economy (see SPP paragraphs
76 and 79). Aberdeenshire Council’s policy takes a measured approach to
development in rural areas, promoting most development to our towns and villages
and restricting rural development to a small number of circumstances. Even if
household employment is within an urban area, rural housing contributes to local
rural communities through supporting services (such as schools) and maintaining
use of community facilities. No change is required.

The bus network across Aberdeenshire is largely linear with regular services using
the main and trunk roads. Restricting development only to these areas would not
sustain more remote rural communities. The very nature of rural development
means that healthcare provision is likely to require people to travel as healthcare
facilities are planned using the sequential approach (see SPP paragraph 68). In
comparison to development in towns, rural development does not provide any
certainty as to where such facilities may be required and, in any case, only creates
a small additional burden for the healthcare system. The scale of development
(single houses) makes it very difficult to argue that development cannot go ahead
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due to lack of health facilities and developer obligations could not be required under
the terms of Planning Circular 3/2012: Planning Obligations and Good Neighbour
Agreements. No change is required.

All policies of the Local Development Plan (LDP) apply to proposals. Proposals
coming forward under the Rural Development Policy will also have to demonstrate
compliance with Proposed Local Development Plan Policy P1: Layout, Siting and
Design under the Shaping Places section. It would be unnecessary to modify the
LDP to introduce a level of repetition between policies. No change is required.

Policy R1 Special Rural Areas and Appendix A3 Green Belt
Coastal Zone
The coastal zone boundary is largely unchanged from the 2012 LDP with the
exception of addressing an inconsistency within the current LDP by excluding a
small number of defined settlements from the coastal zone. The Main Issues
Report (MIR) 2013 identified a need to review the coastal zone boundaries (see
Table 1, pages 9-13), however, this has proven to be a significant undertaking for
which there are considerable resource constraints at this time. Review of the
coastal zone is not possible at this time and, given the considerable development
and infrastructure investment (namely the AWPR), it is more appropriate to review
the coastal zone boundary during the next Plan period. The detailed extent of the
coastal zone is shown as Supplementary Guidance (Proposed Local Development
Plan Supplementary Guidance 4: Coastal Zones). The Supplementary Guidance
can be updated at any time but does not impact on either the principle of the policy
or the Spatial Strategy of the wider Plan area. No change is required.

Downies is not a settlement within the LDP as the area has no allocated, reserved,
protected or safeguarded sites which need to be considered. Downies is deemed to
be intrinsic to the value of the coast. It would be inappropriate to amend the coastal
zone boundary to exclude Downies. No change is required.

Green Belt
The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2014 (paragraph 4.31)
identifies that the Green Belt “will need to change to meet the growth this Plan
seeks” but does not provide a specific boundary. The Green Belt was reviewed in
2010 (see Review of the Aberdeen Green Belt (Aberdeenshire) 2010) and this
review remains consistent with paragraphs 49 to 51 of SPP. It is clear that Green
Belts can be used where a Planning Authority think it appropriate to direct
development to the most appropriate locations, to protect the character, landscape
setting and identity of the settlement, and to provide access to open space. The
fundamental purpose of the Green Belt, as identified, is to protect and enhance the
setting of Aberdeen City and key dormitory suburbs, such as Potterton and
Portlethen, and as such reviewing the boundaries at this time is not considered
appropriate. No change is required.

It is accepted that reference to the policy for safeguarding resources could be made
clearer. The Green Belt contains strategic mineral reserves (at North Mains of
Findon and Parkhill) which should be available for extraction, given that full
restoration would be required). Waste facilities are also so exceptional that a Green
Belt location may be necessary to avoid potential blight on adjacent properties and
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permit close co-location with the main waste producer in the area, Aberdeen City.
As a non-notifiable modification the following wording should be added to read:
“Development of minerals under Policy R3 and waste facilities under Policy PR3
may be permitted where an established need is identified”. Aberdeenshire Council
would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation
thereof.

Healthcare facilities are planned using the sequential town centre first approach
(see SPP paragraph 68). It would be inappropriate to amend the policy to deviate
away from this approach. No change is required.

Extent of the Green Belt
The support for the Green Belt boundary around Blackburn and Hatton of Fintray is
welcomed.

Paragraph 3.4 of the Review of the Aberdeen Green Belt (Aberdeenshire) 2010
identifies particular locations at risk of coalescence and identifies a high level of
pressure for development around Portlethen. The Green Belt is identified as having
an important function in maintaining the distinct identity of such settlements to the
south of Aberdeen. The Green Belt is well established in this area and contributes
to the landscape setting of Aberdeen. It provides an important function in protecting
the separate identity of Portlethen and enables growth to be directed to the most
appropriate locations. The Green Belt around Portlethen meets the SPP objectives
as set out in paragraph 29 and, therefore, the land should remain as Green Belt.
Cammachmore is not a settlement within the LDP as the area has no allocated,
reserved, protected or safeguarded sites which need to be considered. Land
around Cammachmore is designated as Green Belt to prevent coalescence with
Newtonhill. It meets the objectives of SPP as set out in paragraph 29 and,
therefore, the land should remain as Green Belt. No change is required.

The proposed route of the AWPR was known at the time of the Green Belt Review
and was accounted for. No change is required.

Potterton lies outwith the Aberdeen to Peterhead Strategic Growth Area (SGA). It is
a small village with a limited number of services. The planning objective for the
village is to protect the amenity of the village. This is achieved, in part, through
application of the Green Belt policy (see Schedule 4 Issue 36: Potterton). It would
be inappropriate to amend the Green Belt boundary as the village is not earmarked
for development at this time. No change is required.

Representations made relating to the exclusion of sites for development from the
Green Belt are considered under the relevant Schedule 4 as follows:

Bid site KM056 - Schedule 4 Issue 58: Portlethen
Bid site KM070 - Schedule 4 Issue 61: Kirkton of Maryculter (and other settlements)
Bid site KM088 - Schedule 4 Issue 58: Portlethen

No changes are being made to the LDP to include any of the above sites.
Paragraph 49 of SPP notes that Development Plans may designate a Green Belt
around a city or town to support the Spatial Strategy by directing development to
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the most appropriate locations and supporting regeneration. In all cases it would be
inappropriate to justify development based solely on whether the countryside in a
particular location should continue to be Green Belt. If sites are identified for
development it would be a consequential change to remove them from the Green
Belt. No change is required.

Policy R2 Housing and Business Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
As a non-notifiable modification, the title of Policy R2 will be amended to “Housing
and Employment Development Elsewhere in the Countryside” to provide
consistency with other parts of the Plan. It is expected that development will accord
with the definition of small-scale as defined in the glossary. This extends to sports
uses. Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making the
above modification, or a variation thereof.

As a non-notifiable modification, the first bullet point of the policy will be amended
to add to the end “(see Policy R1 Special Rural Areas)”. Aberdeenshire Council
would not be opposed to the Reporter making the above modification, or a variation
thereof.

The inclusion of a definition of “small-scale” was in reaction to responses received
to the MIR (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 008 Main Issue 04 - Rural
Development) to state that small scale employment proposals would be “a site of
less than 5000m2 and employing 5 or less full time people”. There is no change to
the current position in the LDP 2012. The purpose of this is to avoid inappropriate
development in rural areas. Every proposal will be considered on a case by case
basis and, should there be a sports proposal falling outwith the definition, it may be
seen as an exceptional circumstance and could be supported by departure to the
LDP. Such developments are very uncommon. To extend the definition of small-
scale employment would be detrimental to the core purpose of the Shaping the
Countryside policies and could be open to exploitation. No change is required.

Policy R2 already makes reference to permissible forms of development in the
countryside including small-scale growth of identified settlements, housing
development associated with farm succession and growth of clusters in the RHMA.
Formatting with bullet points would not add anything to the interpretation of the
policy. No change is required.

It is acknowledged that some brownfield opportunities within Aberdeenshire’s
countryside are situated on reasonably large sites and may have capacity for
development of larger scale proposals. However, reasonably large developments
on such sites would not be in accord with the strategy of the Plan. Such sites
should be considered as a bid to the LDP so that the consequences of such an
allocation on other settlements can be assessed and accounted for. Every proposal
will be considered on a case by case basis and, should there be an exceptional
proposal outwith the definition, it could be considered as a departure to the Plan.
There is no change to the current position in LDP 2012. The purpose of this is to
avoid unplanned development of an inappropriate scale in rural areas. No change
is required.
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For clarity, the “identified settlements” are settlements where a particular need for a
development has been identified as set out in Policy R2. The background and
methodology used to determine which settlements should be identified settlements
is provided in the Committee Report prepared for each of the 6 Area Committees
(see Committee Paper – Settlements for Unallocated Organic Growth, prepared 27
November 2014) and the Rural Development (Organic Growth) Position Paper.

The decision to reduce the separation distance for organic growth of identified
settlements was initiated following discussions held by Area Committees in
response to the MIR (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 008: Main Issue 4 –
Rural Development). This reduction was made in pursuit of a policy to reflect the
need to develop local identity and a sense of place associated with rural
settlements. Development at 400m or more from the rural settlement promotes
neither cohesion nor connection with the core of the settlement, contrary to the
place making policy principles associated with paragraphs 40 and 41 of SPP.
Reducing the separation distance limits sporadic growth away from the built up
area. No change is required.

Policy R2 sets out, in a logical manner, the types of development that may be
appropriate in a rural setting. A relatively tight level of planning control exists in the
rural areas in order to protect and enhance the countryside areas through
appropriate development and direct the majority of development towards the
settlements discussed in Appendix 8 of the Proposed LDP. In Ythanbank the
preferred pattern of development is through planned growth by way of a formal
allocation for housing (see Proposed Local Development Plan, Appendix 8
Settlement Statements: Ythanbank). No change is required.

Issues relating to the process associated with the development of policy are not a
matter for the LDP Examination. Clarification on the treatment of lodge or chalet
leisure accommodation as housing proposals under this policy was inserted as a
result of inconsistency and difficulties in placing occupancy restrictions on
development since the letter from the Chief Planner dated 4 November 2011 which
was later replaced by paragraph 81 of the revised SPP which states that
”Plans…should generally;…set out the circumstances in which new housing outwith
settlements may be appropriate, avoiding the use of occupancy restrictions”.
Without such restrictions any “chalet” not part of a business development becomes
indistinguishable from a house in terms of its use class and should be treated as
such to ensure parity in approach between “houses” and “chalets”. No change is
required.

Whether replacement buildings should always be on the same site was raised as a
question in the MIR. Responses to the MIR 2013 suggested that this requirement
was too restrictive. Aberdeenshire Council believes that, for those rare
circumstances where need can be demonstrate and an alternative site makes clear
sense, Committees can revert to the departure mechanism to decide planning
applications (see MIR 2013, Issues and Action Paper 008: Main Issue 4 – Rural
Development, page 6). This position remains unchanged. No change is required.
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Appendix A4 Identified Settlements Under Policy R2
Formartine – Barthol Chapel
Barthol Chapel is situated at a crossroads of two unclassified roads leading from
the A947 at St. Katherines to the B170 at Earlsford. There are 25 properties in what
could be identified as the “built up” area of the settlement. There is little in the way
of community facilities and urban characteristics. Although there is a falling roll at
Barthol Chapel Primary School, the promotion of organic growth cannot be
supported given the road access constraints and lack of safe walking infrastructure
such as pavements. It is not considered to be the right place for development in the
context of place making. No change is required.

Garioch – Leylodge and Lyne of Skene
Leylodge is situated along the B977 Kintore to Dunecht road. There are
approximately 20 properties situated in Leylodge. There has been limited growth in
the area and development has occurred sporadically. There are no services in the
area such as shops or public hall. Children in the area go to Kintore Primary School
and Kemnay Academy which are both forecast to be over capacity (see School Roll
Forecast 2015, Kemnay Community Schools Network, pages 1 and 3). Although
there is a speed restriction of 40 miles per hour passing through, there are no
pavements and very limited street lighting. Leylodge fails to meet the criteria set to
identify those settlements which may be suitable for organic growth. No change is
required.

Lyne of Skene is situated at a crossroad along the B977 Kintore to Dunecht road
and the unclassified Letter Road. There are approximately 32 properties in Lyne of
Skene, with housing being situated along the main road and along Letter Road.
There has been limited growth in the area with development focused mainly on
conversions and replacement housing, particularly along Letter Road west along
the B9126 towards Kirkton of Skene. There is a public hall but no other services in
the village. There is limited street lighting and no pavement. Children in the area go
to Dunecht Primary School and Alford Academy. Although Dunecht Primary School
is forecast to have capacity, Alford Academy is forecast to be over capacity. An
allocation in Dunecht has been made in order to support the primary school roll and
to support the range of services found there. No change is required.

Kincardine and Mearns – Kirkton of Durris
Kirkton of Durris is situated along the B0977. There are approximately 25
properties. Kirkton of Durris is lacking in urban characteristics and facilities to
support it. Aberdeenshire Council has made an allocation in the nearby village of
Woodlands of Durris in order to support the primary school roll. No change is
required.

Marr – Bridge of Alford and Montgarrie
Bridge of Alford is situated on the A944 approximately a mile from Alford. There are
approximately 46 properties in the Bridge of Alford area. It is of a suitable density
and has appropriate urban characteristics. Growth in the way of formal allocations
is not supported given the proximity to several large scale allocations within the
nearby settlement of Alford, however, it is recognised, by inclusion in the appendix,
that there is potential for limited small scale growth in Bridge of Alford. No change is
required.
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Montgarrie has been removed from the list of identified settlements. Therefore, the
modification sought has already taken place through the Proposed LDP. No change
is required.

It would not be appropriate to create a combined Settlement Statement for Bridge
of Alford and Montgarrie. There are no allocated, protected, reserved or
safeguarded sites in either area and both are within different primary school
catchments. This may make it difficult to justify growth in a combined fashion in the
future. No change is required.

Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks
Policy R3 remains largely unchanged from the 2012 LDP apart from minor changes
identified in the MIR 2013. The main addition is inclusion of a specific policy in
relation to hill tracks. This has largely been in response to political focus on hill
tracks, the apparent misuse of permitted development rights and increased
development of hill tracks associated with renewable energy developments.

Support for several policy references is noted.

A policy review prior to the MIR 2013 (see Main Issues Report: Policy Review
Summary Position Paper) identified that the 2012 LDP Policy 3 Development in the
Countryside communicated little about Aberdeenshire Council’s approach to
mineral developments and that an opportunity had arisen to provide more
information within the Policy text. Given that the revised SPP paragraph concerning
mineral developments has changed very little and Policy R3 has been extended to
provide additional information, the way in which the Policy is set out meets the
requirements of SPP paragraph 237. No change is required.

It is acknowledged that there are two policies dealing with minerals (Policy R3 and
Proposed Local Development Plan Policy PR1: Protecting Important Resources).
However, each policy has a different aim and objective and it is important that the
two are distinguished. Policy R3 does make a clear reference to Policy PR1. This
change was noted in the policy review undertaken prior to the MIR 2013 and
discussed through the MIR. No change is required.

Policy R3 sets out tight requirements that the full likely effects of mineral
developments are assessed and an environmental statement will be required in all
cases. In addition, all policies of the Plan apply and proposals will also have to
meet policy requirements of Section 15 Natural Heritage and Landscape and
Section 17 Protecting Resources. It is not considered necessary to change the
Plan.

It would not be appropriate to add the reference suggested to the East Ayrshire
Council Report “Decommissioning, Restoration, Aftercare and Mitigation Financial
Guarantees” (2014), as this guidance is very specific to that Council. The Proposed
LDP already sets out details which will need to be agreed as part of any planning
application. It may be appropriate to adopt planning advice on mineral
developments post adoption of the LDP, in which case Aberdeenshire Council will
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look to build on existing good practice advice and tailor advice to suit the specific
needs of the area. No change is required.

The policy states that all conditions attached to mineral consents will be reviewed
every 15 years. Financial guarantees will be periodically monitored by the Planning
Service where and when appropriate, in line with SPP paragraph 248 and such
conditions will be reviewed at the specified times. No change is required.

As a non-notifiable modification wording should be added to the second paragraph
following “…exceeds 15 years.” to read: “A minimum landbank of 10 years shall be
maintained at all times.” This is in line with paragraph 238 of SPP. Aberdeenshire
Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a
variation thereof.

Aberdeenshire Council is satisfied that the market area for minerals is appropriate.
In order to minimise impact such as transport, it is sensible to identify a market area
from the Aberdeen City boundary and the Strategic Growth Areas. Introduction of
sub-markets is unnecessarily complex and would not bear scrutiny. Minerals
development is a key economic driver for the northern regeneration area where
substantial sand and gravel reserves are to be found. No change is required.

As a non-notifiable modification, wording should be added to paragraph 4 to read:
“all conditions attached to mineral permissions will be reviewed every 15 years
(subject to the flexibility provided in SPP to postpone reviews), to ensure that the
development is not adversely affecting the natural or historic environment,
landscape character or local amenity.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be
opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation thereof.

Support for the final paragraph of Policy R3 in relation to hill tracks is noted. It is
also recognised that one respondent wishes the policy to go further in terms of
tightening the wording. Aberdeenshire Council believes the policy on hill track
development is clear and goes far enough to deliver its intended aims. No change
is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

HOUSING LAND SUPPLY –
POLICY H1 HOUSING LAND AND
APPENDIX 5 NEW HOUSING LAND
ALLOCATIONS

7

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 13, Page 38, Shaping Homes
and Housing

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Ryden LLP on behalf of Mrs Linda Pirie (68)
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Scotia Homes (115)
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Scotia Homes Ltd (116)
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Scotia Homes Ltd (117)
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Scotia Homes Ltd (118)
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Scotia Homes Ltd (121)
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Scotia Homes Ltd (122)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Mr Gordon Duncan (132)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Limited (148)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Limited (149)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Avant Homes (154)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited &
Dunecht Estates (179)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited &
Dunecht Estates (180)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Mr & Mrs Buchan (181)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Jennifer Watt & Alan MacDonald (182)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Ian Duncan Developments (183)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Graham Homes Limited (184)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Balgrannach Properties Ltd (185)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Mr Colquhoun (256)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Mr Smith (257)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (278)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (279)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (281)
Case Consulting Limited on behalf of Irvine Christie (303)
Case Consulting Limited on behalf of Various Landowners in the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area (Local Growth) (304)
Case Consulting Limited on behalf of Charles and Myra Simmers (306)
Case Consulting (310)
Mr James Benton (323)
SIPP (Pension Trustees) Ltd (324)
Archial Norr on behalf of The Duguid Family (346)
Mr David Murray (349)
CastleGlen Properties (Aberdeen) Ltd on behalf of Mr Alexander Stuart &
others (363)
David Wardrop Consultants on behalf of Taylor Wimpey/The Mitchell
Partnership (368)
Bancon Developments (387)
Emac Planning on behalf of Barratt North Scotland (406)
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Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes (407)
Emac Planning on behalf of Polmuir Properties (Newtonhill) Limited (408)
Emac Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (411)
Emac Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (412)
Homes for Scotland (427)
Barrattt North Scotland and Drum Property Group (510)
Barratt North Scotland (512)
Barratt North Scotland and Dunecht Estates (513)
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (514)
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (515)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of ANM Group Ltd (521)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Blackburn Consortium (545)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr J Forbes (546)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr and Mrs Burnett (549)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr and Mrs Burnett (550)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Limited (552)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Limited (554)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Kincluny Development Trust and CHAP
Group (559)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr & Mrs Howie and Mr & Mrs Brownie
(560)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr J McIntosh (561)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr John McIntosh (562)
Persimmon Homes East Scotland (571)
Persimmon Homes East Scotland (574)
Aberdeen & Grampian Chamber of Commerce (584)
Archial Norr on behalf of Carnegie Base Services (591)
Archial Norr on behalf of Deveron Homes Limited (592)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates (604)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Drumrossie Land Development Company Ltd (607)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Drumrossie Land Development Company Ltd (608)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Mary Singleton (609)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Sandlaw Farming Company Ltd (611)
Savills on behalf of Caravan Club (627)
Scottish Government (639)
Keppie Design on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (654)
Bancon Developments Ltd (705)
Bancon Developments Ltd (711)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

Summary of the representation(s):

Policy Wording - Site Capacities
The proposed wording of Policy H1, which states that the site capacities
shown in Appendix 5 are maximum limits, is unreasonably restrictive, will
constrain supply, is contrary to Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) guidance on
making efficient use of land and is contrary to the presumption in favour of
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sustainable development (323, 324, 387, 406, 407, 408, 604, 605). The
capacity of any site is a matter for detailed design and may reasonably be
higher than the figures in Appendix 5, provided Plan criteria are being met
(387, 406, 407, 408, 427, 510, 512, 513, 552, 571, 604, 605, 711).

Population/Household Projections & Housing Need and Demand
Assessment
The Strategic Development Plan bases housing allowances on outdated
population projections and has significantly underestimated the housing
requirements (68, 179, 180, 185, 279, 281, 607, 608, 611). Additional
allocations are required to take account of population and household
projections in the latest National Records for Scotland (NRS) forecasts (115,
116, 117, 118, 121, 122, 132). The revised household projections, published
in July 2014, identify a higher requirement for the period 2017-2026 than set
out in Figure 10 of the Strategic Development Plan 2014 (406, 407, 408,
510, 512, 513, 604, 605, 654).

The Housing Need and Demand Assessment 2011 has decreased the
housing requirement in the Aberdeenshire part of the Aberdeen Housing
Market Area (AHMA) and increased the requirement in the Rural Housing
Market Area (RHMA) without any justification (310).

Compliance with Strategic Development Plan Allowances and Targets
Schedule 1 of the Strategic Development Plan 2014 has a housing land
requirement of 12,450 for Aberdeenshire over the 2017-2026 period, whilst
the allocations in Appendix 5 of the Proposed Plan only provide for 10,957
units. It is not clear how the shortfall will be met (303, 304, 306, 310, 574,
639, 654).

No allocations have been made for the 2027-2035 period (303, 304, 306,
310).

The Strategic Development Plan’s targets to achieve 2,500 housing
completions per annum by 2016 and 3,000 completions per annum by 2020
(see page 33 of the Strategic Development Plan) will not be met. Additional
allocations are required (549, 550, 554, 559, 560, 561, 562).

The Strategic Development Plan’s target build rates equate to a land supply
for 28,000 homes but the Local Development Plan identifies land for 23,250
houses, resulting in a shortfall of 4,750 units (654).

Generosity
The housing requirements in Figure 10 of the Strategic Development Plan
are not appropriately generous (310). The housing supply target should be
increased by 10-20% to ensure a generous supply in accordance with SPP
guidance (406, 407, 510, 512, 513).

The identified allocations in the Proposed Local Development Plan do not
fully account for a generous supply and fail to reach the 10-20% margin
identified by SPP (654, 310). Additional housing allocations are needed to
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provide the generosity and range/choice of sites required by SPP (115, 116,
117, 118, 121, 122, 148, 149, 154, 181, 182, 183, 184, 278, 346, 368, 406,
407, 408, 510, 512, 513, 591, 592, 627, 654).

Large Site Reliance and Range of Sites
The Proposed Plan places too much reliance on a small number of large
sites with significant infrastructure requirements. These are not able to
deliver at the rate needed to meet the Strategic Development Plan’s
requirements (154, 182, 310, 346, 515, 591, 592, 611, 654, 705). The
current larger allocated sites (in excess of 100 houses), with only a year to
go in the first phase of the 2012 Local Development Plan, are only delivering
4% of their associated allocation (521, 545, 546, 549, 550, 554, 559, 560,
561, 562).

There is a lack of small sites within the overall land supply (68). Additional
deliverable small sites are necessary to bolster the land supply and to
replace the units on larger sites that cannot be delivered in the Plan period
(182, 406, 407, 408, 510, 512, 513, 705).

The Proposed Local Development Plan does not provide a suitable range of
sites (705). A range of additional housing sites is required in the AHMA (521,
545, 546) and the RHMA (545, 546, 609). The Strategic Development Plan
Examination Reporter concluded that “I am in no doubt though, that a mix of
site sizes would be best placed to achieve the growth rates required in the
Proposed Plan” (see Examination of the SDP, page 71, paragraph 18). This
illustrates that a wider mix of site sizes would be preferable. The Reporter of
the recent Moray Local Development Plan has highlighted a similar concern
in Elgin and has suggested that the release of additional suitable effective
sites would enhance the “annual output in the early years of the Plan period”
(see Examination of the Moray LDP, paragraph 32) (654).

The 2012 Local Development Plan advocated a draw-down mechanism to
take sites forward from the 2017-2021 period to address any shortfall. The
Plan’s reliance on large sites means that this approach has not been
possible as the majority of potential draw-down sites are Phase 2 of these
larger sites. Additional allocations are, therefore, required (604, 605, 705).

Delivery and Effectiveness of Housing Allocations
The housing land allocations have been carried forward from the previous
Plan. Many of the allocations are not effective, are constrained, have failed
to deliver or are delivering at a slower rate than envisaged and this will lead
to a shortfall in housing (68, 132, 148, 149, 179, 180, 185, 256, 257, 281,
303, 304, 306, 346, 349, 363, 368, 406, 407, 408, 510, 512, 513, 514, 549,
550, 554, 559, 560, 561, 562, 592, 604, 605, 607, 608, 609, 627).

No robust exercise has been undertaken to test the effectiveness and
deliverability of all land which is assumed to meet the housing requirement
(303, 304, 306, 406, 407, 408, 510, 512, 513, 604, 605). To be effective,
sites must be capable of delivering within the 5 year Plan period, not at some
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point as yet not determined in the future (549, 550, 554, 559, 560, 561, 562,
609).

Additional land is required to provide the flexibility and deliverability of
allocations required by SPP guidance (115, 116, 117, 118, 121, 122). New
allocations that can deliver in the short-term are required (132, 154, 180,
256, 257, 281, 406, 407, 408, 411, 412, 510, 512, 513, 604, 605, 607, 608,
611, 654).

The 2012 Local Development Plan has failed to deliver housing in the 2012-
2016 period. It identified sites to accommodate 4,751 units in the AHMA for
the period 2012-2016, yet only 1,451 units are expected to be delivered by
the end of 2016 (604, 605).

The failure of the 2012 Local Development Plan to deliver housing in the
2012-2016 period has created a large established supply that will constrain
the delivery of land allocated in the Proposed Plan for the period 2017-2026
until much later. Many of the allocations for 2017-2026 can only be delivered
following exhaustion of the ‘effective supply 2016’ as they are the same
sites. Therefore, they cannot be considered entirely effective (705). Many
sites will not contribute their full capacity in the relevant Plan period and,
therefore, cannot be considered entirely effective (310).

Additional housing sites are required to address the past undersupply of
housing. The housing supply requirement should be recalculated to include
the historic undersupply, which should be addressed over either the first five
years of the Plan period (the Sedgefield method) or over the whole
remaining Plan period (the Liverpool method) (549, 550, 554, 559, 560, 561,
562).

Many of the sites allocated within the 2012 Local Development Plan for the
2017-2023 period have been drawn down early to supplement the 2012-
2016 supply. Additional allocations are needed to compensate for these (68,
132, 185, 607, 608).

Many of the allocations are not in locations where there is sufficient market
demand to build or where people want to live (310, 514, 584).

Five Year Land Supply
There is little in the way of demonstration that there is an effective 5-year
land supply, which we would expect to see within the main text of the Plan
(574).

Additional sites are required to ensure a 5 year effective land supply is
maintained at all times during the Plan period (181, 182, 184, 278, 281, 310,
514, 611, 654).

Substantial reliance is placed on a post 5 year effective supply of 20,283
homes which have been identified in the AHMA. However, the majority of
this supply is in the City. If the proportion of post 5 year effective land is to be
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the same between the City and Shire as the allowances detailed in the
Strategic Development Plan, this equates to a shortfall of over 2,800 homes
in the Shire part of the AHMA in the post 5 year supply (604, 605, 611).

The Land Reform Review Group, in their report ‘The Land of Scotland and
the Common Good’, and the RICS Housing Commission, in their report
‘Building a Better Scotland’, recommend increasing supply - in the latter case
to double 5 year supply targets (549, 550, 554, 559, 560, 561, 562).

Housing Land Audit
The Housing Land Audit does not provide an accurate assessment of
Housing Land Supply deficiencies in the AHMA (411) and the Garioch area
(412).

Energetica
The provision of new housing is important to supporting the Energetica
initiative (148, 149).

Private Rented Sector
The Scottish Government Strategy ‘A Place to Stay, A Place to Call Home’
requires Local Authorities to plan for private rented housing in the overall
housing supply. The Council has failed to accommodate the private rented
sector in the Proposed Local Development Plan (611).

Note
For comments on the housing land supply within specific Strategic Growth
Areas and the local growth and diversification areas please see Schedule 4
Issue 8: Housing Land Spatial Strategy.

Requests to include specific sites are considered in the Settlement
Statement Schedule 4s.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy Wording - Site Capacities
Remove the cap imposed on housing sites. The number of units in Appendix
5 and the Settlement Statements should be flexible and for
guidance/indicative purposes only (323, 324, 387, 406, 407, 408, 427, 510,
512, 513, 552, 571, 604, 605, 711).

Population and Household Projections
Allocate additional land to address the most recent population and
household projections (68, 115, 116, 117, 118, 121, 122, 132, 179, 180, 185,
279).

Compliance with Strategic Development Plan Allowances and Targets
Identify how the land requirement shortfall of 1,493 homes for the 2017-2026
period will be met (639, 574).
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Generosity
Increase the housing supply target by 10-20% to ensure a generous supply
(406, 407, 510, 512, 513).

Allocate additional land to provide a generous supply of housing land (115,
116, 117, 118, 121, 122, 184, 278).

Large Site Reliance and Range of Sites
Allocate additional land in both Housing Market Areas to address shortfalls in
delivery on large sites (546, 545). Allocate additional land in the AHMA to
address shortfalls in delivery on large sites (521).

Allocate additional smaller sites that are capable of early delivery (68, 182,
408).

Delivery and Effectiveness of Housing Allocations
Allocate additional/replacement land that is expected to be deliverable within
the Plan period (68, 132, 179, 180, 185, 406, 407, 411, 412, 510, 512, 513,
604, 605, 609).

Appraise the deliverability of proposed sites (406, 407, 510, 512, 513, 604,
605).

Delete allocations that are logged in the Housing Land Audit as constrained
(310).

Allocate additional land in the AHMA to address the delay in delivering
allocated sites (132, 179, 180).

Allocate more land in deliverable locations to ensure greater flexibility in
supply (627).

Allocate additional housing sites to address historical completion shortfalls
using either the Liverpool or Sedgefield methods (549, 550, 559, 560, 561,
562).

Allocate land in higher demand areas (584).

Five Year Land Supply
Demonstrate within the Plan text how 5 year effective land supply
requirements will be met (574).

Allocate additional land to ensure a 5 year effective land supply is
maintained at all times through the Plan period (654, 184, 181).

Energetica
Allocate additional housing sites to support the Energetica initiative (148,
149).

Item 6
Page 75



Private Rented Sector
Include a policy on homes for private rent (611).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Background and General Issues
Housing land supply was identified as a Main Issue and subject to detailed
discussion at the Main Issues Report (MIR) stage (see MIR 2013, Main
Issue 12: Land Supply & Distribution, and the subsequent MIR 2013, Issues
and Actions Paper 013: Main Issue 12 Land Supply).

Following the publication of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) in June 2014, an
MIR Addendum consultation was undertaken. This considered the MIR’s
conclusions on land supply in light of: the updated SPP; the approval of the
Strategic Development Plan 2014; updated household projections; an
update to the 2012 Local Development Plan Action Programme; and the
Housing Land Audit 2014 (see MIR Addendum 2014, Section 4 and the
subsequent MIR Addendum 2014, Issues and Actions Paper A003: Land
Supply and Distribution).

Aberdeenshire Council’s position is that a generous supply of housing
allocations has been identified within the Proposed Local Development Plan
and that there is an appropriate level of confidence that these sites can be
brought forward for development during the Plan period to maintain an
effective five year supply in both housing market areas.

The Local Development Plan 2012 released and safeguarded significant
housing allocations for the 2012-2016 and 2017-2023 periods in response to
the 2009 Structure Plan. The subsequent Strategic Development Plan 2014
has not identified the need for any additional allocations to be made during
the 2017-2026 period within Schedule 1: Housing Allowances. Accordingly,
the Proposed Plan rolls forward the allocations that were previously made in
the Local Development Plan 2012 and there is not a requirement to include
significant new development sites. The Action Programme will monitor the
delivery of the allocated sites and the Council’s dedicated Project Delivery
Team will continue to work proactively with the development industry and
key stakeholders to ensure that allocated sites are brought forward for
development as envisaged.

The most recent Housing Land Audit 2015 shows that there is a supply of
effective housing sites that are able to meet the Strategic Development
Plan’s housing requirements over a 5, 6, 7 and 8 year period within both the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area (AHMA) and the Rural Housing Market Area
(RHMA). This is sufficient to meet the Strategic Development Plan’s housing
requirements until the end of 2022. There is also a total effective land supply
of over 14,500 houses within the AHMA and RHMA for the period after 2022.
This is sufficient to meet the Strategic Development Plan’s total housing
requirement for a further 7 years (i.e. until 2029).
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It is notable that Homes for Scotland has not raised any overall objection to
the scale of the housing land supply within the Proposed Local Development
Plan.

A more detailed justification of the Proposed Plan’s housing policy and land
supply position is set out in the sections below.

Policy Wording - Site Capacities
A significant amount of consideration has been given to infrastructure
planning in determining the capacities of the proposed allocations. The
process of infrastructure planning becomes very difficult, and could
potentially be undermined, if the stated allocation capacities are exceeded.
The site capacities have also taken account of other important
considerations including open space requirements, which could be
compromised if the stated capacities are exceeded.

The Proposed Plan intends to promote confidence, certainty and efficiency in
decision making. It would be inappropriate to undermine this certainty by
modifying the policy to allow scope to exceed the stated allocation capacities
as a matter of course. Opportunity exists to make submission to future
Development Plans for additional development should the layout of sites
result in a residue of development land, allowing the views of the community
to be considered in any deliberation.

Population and Household Projections
The Proposed Local Development Plan is required to be consistent with the
housing requirement and housing allowances in the Strategic Development
Plan 2014, not any more recent household and population projections.

The housing requirement in the Strategic Development Plan 2014 (Figure
10, page 32) was derived from a Housing Need and Demand Assessment
2011 (HNDA) which utilised 2008-based population and household
projections.

Representatives of the development industry objected to the Proposed
Strategic Development Plan in early 2013 on the grounds that it failed to take
account of 2010-based household and population projections. However,
these objections were not supported by the Reporter at Examination. The
Reporter considered that it would not be appropriate to superimpose more
recent population and household projections into the Strategic Development
Plan without following the implications of these through a revised HNDA. In
any event, the Reporter concluded that the housing allowances in Schedule
1 of the Strategic Development Plan were sufficiently generous to
accommodate the revised household projections (see Strategic
Development Plan Examination Report, page 70, paragraph 11).

The latest 2012-based projections are significantly lower than the 2010-
based projections and, therefore, do not provide compelling grounds for
increasing the supply of housing allocations in the Proposed Local
Development Plan.
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In response to the comment regarding the adequacy of the HNDA, it is noted
that the HNDA 2011 was endorsed as robust and credible by the Scottish
Government’s Centre for Housing Market Analysis. Paragraph 113 of SPP is
clear that, where the Scottish Government is satisfied that the HNDA is
robust and credible, the approach used will not normally be considered
further at a Development Plan Examination. As such, this issue should not
be relevant to the Examination of the Proposed Local Development Plan.

Compliance with Strategic Development Plan Allowances and Targets
It is acknowledged that the allocations in the Proposed Local Development
Plan do not meet the full allowances in Schedule 1 of the Strategic
Development Plan for the 2017-2026 period. There are three main areas
where allocations have not been made to meet the full allowances: the Local
Growth and Diversification part of the AHMA; the Local Growth and
Diversification part of the RHMA; and the Inverurie-Blackburn Strategic
Growth Area (SGA).

The Proposed Local Development Plan allocates sites with a total capacity
of 1,037 houses within the Local Growth part of the AHMA - 313 dwellings
less than the Strategic Development Plan’s allowance for 2017-2026. This is
because the Proposed Plan’s flexible rural development policies are
expected to provide a significant additional source of housing supply in this
area. Policy R2 identifies circumstances in which small-scale development
will be permitted on unallocated sites within the AHMA. A similar policy was
included within the 2012 Local Development Plan and this has yielded a
significant number of additional houses. The 2015 Housing Land Audit
identifies that an average of 66 dwellings per annum are completed on small
sites within the Aberdeenshire part of the AHMA (Housing Land Audit 2015,
Figure 10). If this level of completions continues during the 2017- 2026
period, as could be expected, this would provide significantly more than the
313 houses required to address the balance between the allocated sites and
the Strategic Development Plan’s allowance.

A similar situation can be expected in the Local Growth part of the RHMA.
The Proposed Local Development Plan has allocated sites in this area with a
total capacity of 3,108 houses for the 2017-2026 period - 892 less than the
Strategic Development Plan’s allowance. However, additional supply of an
average of 134 houses per annum can be anticipated from completions on
small unallocated sites within the RHMA based on previous levels of
development (see Housing Land Audit 2015, Figure 10). If these completion
rates continue through the 2017-2026 period, this would provide an
additional 1,340 houses - again significantly more than required to address
the balance between the allocated sites and the Strategic Development
Plan’s allowance.

In terms of the Inverurie - Blackburn SGA, it is acknowledged that the
Proposed Plan does not identify allocations to meet the Strategic
Development Plan’s full allowance for 2017-2026. This is primarily because
of uncertainty regarding the Scottish Government’s long term aspirations to
dual the A96 from Aberdeen to Inverness, which currently limits development
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opportunities in Inverurie. This issue was subject to specific consideration in
the MIR (see MIR 2013, Main Issue 15: What are the Implications of
Uncertainty Regarding Trunk Road Development in Inverurie?). It was also
subject to further detailed consideration following the MIR consultation (see
MIR 2013, Issues and Actions paper 117: Inverurie and Port Elphinstone).
Additional detailed discussion of the implications of the A96 dualling for
development in Inverurie is set out in Schedule 4 Issue 46: Inverurie and
Port Elphinstone (see the sections headed ‘Background’ and ‘A96 and Local
Transport Issues’). For the reasons outlined in the sources listed above, it is
not considered to be appropriate to allocate additional land in the Inverurie -
Blackburn SGA at this present time. However, this position will be subject to
review through the next Local Development Plan, by which time the
preferred option for the A96 dualling will be known and it will be possible to
identify the most appropriate long-term growth strategy for the Inverurie -
Blackburn SGA. In the meantime, windfall developments can be expected to
make up the difference between the allocated sites and the Strategic
Development Plan’s full allowance. An average of 41 houses per year were
completed on windfall sites within the Inverurie – Blackburn SGA over the 5
year period since 2010. If these trends continue, this could provide an
additional supply of around 410 houses over the period 2017-2026, which
would be more than sufficient to satisfy the full allowance.

There are also minor numerical shortfalls against the full Strategic
Development Plan allowances for 2017-2026 within the Huntly - Pitcaple and
Portlethen - Stonehaven SGAs (the shortfalls are 15 and 30 homes
respectively). However, windfall developments are expected to easily exceed
these shortfalls, with an average of 6 and 19 dwellings having been
completed per year respectively in these SGAs over the 5 year period since
2010.

No allocations have been made for the 2027-2035 period. The Proposed
Plan identifies allocations to meet the Strategic Development Plan’s
allowances for the 2017-2026 period. This accords with guidance in
paragraph 119 of SPP, which requires Local Development Plans in city
regions to allocate sites to meet the housing land requirement of the
Strategic Development Plan up to year 10 from the expected date of
adoption. Future land releases for the period after 2026 will be identified in
the next review of the Local Development Plan based on the next Strategic
Development Plan. No modification is required in respect of this issue.

It is acknowledged that the Strategic Development Plan identifies targets to
“move towards building at least 2,500 homes a year by 2016” and to “move
towards building at least 3,000 homes a year by 2020” (see page 33 of the
Strategic Development Plan 2014). Contrary to the claims of some
respondents, the Housing Land Audit 2015 shows that these targets are
likely to be met. It identifies total projected completion levels in excess of
2,500 houses from 2016 onwards and that the target of moving towards
3,000 completions per annum is expected to be achieved in 2017 (see
Appendix 3 of the Housing Land Audit 2015). In any case, it is important to
note that the target build rates are distinctly different from the housing
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requirements identified in Figure 10 of the Strategic Development Plan. The
Figure 10 housing requirements equate to the housing supply target in SPP
terminology. As such, it is these housing requirements which form the basis
for calculating both whether a generous supply of sites has been identified
and whether a 5 year effective land supply is maintained during the Plan
period. It is, therefore, not necessary to increase the supply of housing
allocations within Aberdeenshire in response to the comments regarding
target build rates.

The comments which state that the Strategic Development Plan’s target
build rates equate to a land supply for 28,000 homes, but that the Proposed
Plan only identifies land for 23,250 homes, are based on a misunderstanding
of the Strategic Development Plan. As noted above, the target build rates do
not form the basis for assessing the adequacy of the land supply. Moreover,
these comments compare target build rates for the Strategic Development
Plan area as a whole with the land allocations for the Aberdeenshire area.
This is not appropriate as it discounts development in Aberdeen City.
Accordingly, no modification of the Plan is required in response to these
comments.

Generosity
SPP provides guidance on the provision of a generous supply of housing
land in paragraphs 113-119. This guidance makes clear that, in city regions,
it is the function of the Strategic Development Plan to determine the housing
supply target and then increase this by a margin of 10-20% to establish the
housing land requirement. This is the primary mechanism by which a
generous supply of housing land is established.

The Strategic Development Plan has satisfied these requirements by
identifying Housing Requirements for the period 2011-2035 in Figure 10
(which in SPP’s terminology equates to the housing supply target) and
Housing Allowances for the same period in Schedule 1 (which in SPP’s
terminology equates to the housing land requirement). The total housing
allowances for the period 2011-2035 (67,500) are 25% higher than the total
housing requirement (53,972) for the same period. When the effective land
supply at 2011 (9,815) is added to the housing allowances, this provides a
total land supply for 2011-2035 of 77,315 houses – a figure which is 43%
higher than the housing requirement over the same period. The Strategic
Development Plan Examination considered both the housing requirements in
Figure 10 and the housing allowances in Schedule 1 and found both to be
appropriate. In particular, the Reporter concluded that the housing
allowances are “appropriately generous” (see Strategic Development Plan
Examination Report, page 72, paragraph 26).

The Proposed Local Development Plan has allocated land that the Council
considers deliverable in a range of locations in accordance with the Strategic
Development Plan’s housing allowances up to 2026 (see the additional
comments below on the range of sites and the delivery and effectiveness of
allocations). An appropriately generous supply of housing land has,
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therefore, been made available within the Proposed Plan and no
modification is required in response to the comments on this issue.

Large Site Reliance and Range of Sites
The strategy of the Local Development Plan 2012, and the Proposed Local
Development Plan 2016, is based upon the delivery of a number of large
sites. This is because the scale of housing growth over the Plan period will
result in the need for significant infrastructure investment - particularly within
the AHMA and the Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs). Large allocations are
required to achieve the economies of scale necessary to deliver this
investment. The overall infrastructure requirements would still apply if
housing growth were to be provided through a larger number of smaller sites
but there is a greater risk that smaller sites would be unable to provide the
required infrastructure and remain commercially viable.

Whilst it is noted that the Strategic Development Plan Reporter concluded
that a mix of site sizes would be best placed to achieve the required growth
rates, this statement was made immediately after acknowledging that the
scale of growth envisaged brings with it a need for significant infrastructure
investment that is more likely to be achieved through the development of
larger sites (see Strategic Development Plan Examination Report, page 71,
paragraph 18).

Notwithstanding, it is also important to note that the Proposed Local
Development Plan does contain a wide range of smaller allocations for the
2017-2026 period. For instance, there are some 15 allocations of 50 or less
houses within 12 different settlements in the local growth and diversification
part of the AHMA. There are also almost 40 allocations of 50 or less houses
within 35 different settlements in the local growth part of the RHMA. In
addition, there is nothing to prevent larger sites being sub-divided and
delivered by more than one developer. This type of consortium based
approach is currently being taken to deliver the OP1 site at Chapelton and
the OP1 site at Kintore.

Whilst the rate of delivery to date of the larger allocations has been
challenged, it should be noted that paragraph 4.24 of the Strategic
Development Plan 2014 makes explicitly clear that, as a result of the
significant generosity in the housing allowances, we cannot expect all the
new homes to be built within the relevant Plan period.

The expected rate of delivery of the sites that were allocated for the period to
2016 was also specifically considered during the Examination of the Local
Development Plan 2012. The Reporter acknowledged that the (then)
Structure Plan was advocating a strategy of significantly increasing the
housing supply and making land available as quickly as possible at the start
of the Plan period. The Reporter noted that this followed a time when the
rate of house building had fallen dramatically and concluded that: “This
situation may reduce the ability of sites to come forward for development and
reduce the likelihood of delivering all the housing allocated over the Plan
period. This is not a failing of the Proposed Plan but a situation dependant
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on a variety of factors outwith the direct control of the Council.” The Reporter
went on to conclude that: “…I find that a delay in the delivery of housing sites
allocated by the Plan would not harm the implementation of the Structure
Plan Strategy or the Vision, Aims and Spatial Strategy of the proposed Plan.”
(see Examination of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2012, page
191, paragraph 5).

The time that has been taken to deliver some of the larger allocations that
were released for development in the period to 2016 by the Local
Development Plan 2012 is neither unexpected nor has it had any prejudicial
impact on the ability to meet the Strategic Development Plan’s overall
housing requirement. Whilst some of the larger allocations may take more
than one Plan period to deliver, a 5 year effective land supply has been
maintained throughout the lifetime of the Local Development Plan 2012 and
there is an appropriate level of confidence that this position will persist
throughout the lifetime of the Proposed Local Development Plan (see further
comments on 5 year land supply below).

Delivery and Effectiveness of Housing Allocations
It is acknowledged that the majority of the allocations for the 2017-2026
period have been carried forward from the Local Development Plan 2012,
which identified allocations for the 2017-2023 period. This is because the
Strategic Development Plan 2014 identifies the same housing allowances for
the 2017-2026 period as were previously identified in the 2009 Structure
Plan for the 2017-2023 period (see the housing allowances in Schedule 1 of
the Strategic Development Plan 2014 and Schedule 1 of the Structure Plan
2009). There has, therefore, been no requirement for the Proposed Local
Development Plan to add to the overall level of land allocated for this period.

In response to the comments challenging the effectiveness and deliverability
of the proposed allocations, it should be noted that the vast majority of the
allocated sites were promoted by developers and landowners and the
allocations have been made on the basis of assurances which they provided
to advise that the sites were deliverable. Viability of the site was a specific
question within the Development Bid Submission Form (see Sample Bid
Form, Question 7).

More importantly, the Action Programme incorporates a robust and objective
assessment of the progress in delivering each of the allocated sites in the
Local Development Plan and is based primarily on information obtained from
the development industry. The Action Programme Update 2014 (which is
associated with the Local Development Plan 2012), and the Proposed Action
Programme 2015 (which has been published alongside the Proposed Local
Development Plan), show that appropriate progress is being made in
delivering the vast majority of the allocated sites for both the 2012-2016 and
2017-2026 periods.

The Housing Land Audit 2015 provides further evidence of the progress that
is being made in delivering the allocated sites. In particular, it demonstrates
an increase in the 5 year effective land supply within the Aberdeenshire part
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of the AHMA. Paragraph 5.2.2 of the Audit notes that this is primarily
explained by the progress being made in delivering the larger allocations.
Whilst some allocations are identified as constrained in the Housing Land
Audit 2015, the Audit is a snap-shot in time and SPP does not require every
allocation to be effective at the time of adoption of the Plan. Rather, it
requires allocations to be effective or expected to become effective in the
Plan period (see paragraph 119 of SPP).

It is also significant to note that, following adoption of the Local Development
Plan 2012, the Council has established a specific Project Delivery Team.
The Project Delivery Team is responsible for maintaining the Action
Programme and co-ordinating the actions necessary to bring forward the
Local Development Plan’s site allocations. The Project Delivery Team use a
project team approach and work closely with the development industry and
key stakeholders to ensure that sites are delivered as anticipated and also to
identify and overcome development constraints where possible. They are
involved at all relevant points in the development process including the pre
and post planning stages. This provides a sharp focus on delivering the
allocated sites in line with SPP guidance (see paragraph 110 of SPP). An
example of the project team approach which has been applied to deliver the
allocations for the 2012-2016 period is included in the Council’s Planning
Performance Framework 2014/2015 (see Case Study 4, pages 27 and 28).
A similar approach will be used to ensure the delivery of the proposed
allocations for the 2017-2026 period.

Contrary to the assertions of some respondents, it is not reasonable to
expect all of the housing which was allocated in the Local Development Plan
2012 for release during the period to 2016 to be completed during that
timeframe. Whilst paragraph 119 of SPP states that allocated sites should be
effective or expected to become effective in the Plan period, it does not
stipulate that sites must be completed in entirety during the relevant Plan
period. Moreover, as noted above, the Examination of the 2012 Local
Development Plan acknowledged that it was unlikely that all of the
allocations would be delivered within the Plan period and paragraph 4.24 of
the Strategic Development Plan makes explicitly clear that this cannot be
expected. There are consequently no grounds for including additional
housing allocations in response to the comments on this issue.

In response to the requests for the housing requirement to be recalculated to
include shortfalls in past completion rates, it is noted that this does not form
a requirement of current National Planning Policy. There is, therefore, no
requirement to modify the Plan in response to these comments. In any
event, actual completions since 2011 (the base date of the Strategic
Development Plan) are broadly comparable with the housing requirements
outlined in Figure 10 of the Strategic Development Plan. For instance, actual
completions during the period 2011-2014 amount to 5,424 dwellings in the
AHMA (the most pressurised part of Aberdeenshire) (see Appendix 3 of the
Housing Land Audit 2015). This compares with a housing requirement of
5,696 dwellings over the same period (see Figure 10 of the Strategic
Development Plan 2014). The shortfall in completions in the AHMA against
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the housing requirement from the start date of the Strategic Development
Plan is, therefore, limited to 272 dwellings. The anticipated future completion
rates in Appendix 3 of the Housing Land Audit (which are primarily based on
information from the development industry) indicate that this shortfall will be
addressed by the end of 2015. After this time, projected completions within
the AHMA will significantly exceed the Strategic Development Plan’s
cumulative housing requirement through to at least the end of 2022 (the last
date for which projected annual completions are provided within the Audit).
There is consequently no justification for allocating additional housing sites
on the grounds of historic completion rates.

It is not the case that a large number of the sites that were allocated in the
Local Development Plan 2012 for release during 2017-2023 have been
drawn down early. There has been no early draw-down of sites as a result of
a lack of supply during the 2012-2016 period. In the case of some larger
allocations which span both the 2012-2016 and the 2017-2023 periods under
the Local Development Plan 2012, planning permission has been granted for
the entire allocation at once. This has been to provide certainty for the
developer in relation to financing decisions. However, the vast majority of
these planning permissions have included conditions to ensure that the sites
are developed in accordance with the Plan phasing. In a very limited number
of cases, land from the 2017-2023 supply has been released for immediate
development. However, all of these cases have been justified by exceptional
site-specific circumstances and none of these sites were released to address
any shortfall in the overall land supply.

In response to the comment that many of the allocations are not in locations
where there is sufficient market demand, or where people want to live, it
should be noted that the majority of the Proposed Local Development Plan’s
allocations are located within the AHMA where market demand is highest.
Moreover, the Strategic Development Plan’s housing allowances necessitate
the provision of housing allocations within lower demand areas, including the
RHMA. It would not be possible to delete allocations from lower demand
areas and replace them with alternative sites in higher demand areas such
as the AHMA, as this would result in the Proposed Local Development Plan
failing to accord with the Strategic Development Plan. Whilst demand can be
relatively low within parts of the RHMA, the provision of appropriate
opportunities for development to take place within these areas, in response
to any uplift in market demand, remains an important objective of the
Proposed Local Development Plan. This issue was acknowledged during the
Examination of the Local Development Plan 2012, when the Reporter noted
that the Plan strategy “is about more than just providing housing; it also
looks to regenerate and reinvigorate areas” (see Examination of the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2012, page 191, paragraph 8).

Further responses to comments on the delivery of specific sites in the
Strategic Growth Areas and the Local Growth and Diversification Areas are
included in Schedule 4 Issue 8: Housing Land Spatial Strategy.
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Five Year Land Supply
There is no requirement for the Proposed Local Development Plan text to
include specific reference to the effective 5-year land supply position. The
effective land supply is a dynamic issue and it is the function of the Housing
Land Audit to monitor and document this annually. It would be inappropriate
to include specific information on the effective land supply position within the
Proposed Local Development Plan as any such information is likely to be out
of date before the Plan is adopted more than 2 years later.

There is also no need for additional sites to be allocated to ensure that an
effective land supply is maintained at all times during the Plan period. The
Housing Land Audit 2015 shows a very healthy housing land supply. It
shows that within the AHMA there is currently a 5 year effective land supply
of 12,091 houses (which equates to 7.7 years of the Strategic Development
Plan’s housing requirement). Within the RHMA there is currently a 5 year
effective supply of 3,686 houses (which equates to 5.5 years of the housing
requirement) (see Figure 13 of the Housing Land Audit 2015). This exceeds
the expectations in paragraph 119 of SPP, which states that a minimum of 5
years effective land supply should be maintained at all times.

In addition, the Housing Land Audit 2015 shows a healthy longer-term
housing land supply within both the AHMA and RHMA. Overall, the Housing
Land Audi 2015 demonstrates an effective land supply which exceeds the
relevant Strategic Development Plan requirements over a 5, 6, 7 and 8 year
period in both the AHMA and RHMA (i.e. up to the end of 2022 – the last
date for which projected annual completions are provided in the Audit). It
also demonstrates a further supply of 12,325 houses in the AHMA and 2,337
houses in the RHMA that are effective post 2022. This is equivalent to the
Strategic Development Plan’s housing requirement for a further 8 years (i.e.
until the end of 2030) in the AHMA and a further 3.6 years (i.e. until the end
of 2025) in the RHMA even without the further contributions that are likely to
arise from small sites, brownfield sites and the removal of constraints on
currently constrained sites. The effective land supply is, therefore, expected
to significantly exceed the Strategic Development Plan’s housing
requirements until well after the end of the Proposed Plan period.

The comments regarding the balance of the post 5 year effective land supply
within the AHMA are noted. However, the Strategic Development Plan does
not specify how the effective land supply should be apportioned between the
City/Shire parts of the AHMA within any given time period. Rather, the
Strategic Development Plan sets a target that, over the whole Plan period to
2035, at least 50% of all homes being built should be in Aberdeen City (see
Strategic Development Plan 2014, page 8). The post 5 year effective land
supply for the Strategic Development Plan area as a whole amounts to
22,501 houses. Of these, 10,680 houses (47%) are within Aberdeenshire
and 11,821 houses (53%) are within Aberdeen City (see Housing Land Audit
2015, Figure 8). The balance of the post 5 year effective land supply is,
therefore, considered to accord with the Strategic Development Plan’s
completions target for the period to 2035.
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The research reports undertaken by the Land Reform Review Group and the
RICS Housing Commission do not constitute National Planning Policy so the
Local Development Plan does not need to accord with their
recommendations. In any case, these reports provide no specific perspective
on the situation in the Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire area, where the
Structure Plan 2009/Strategic Development Plan 2014 and the subsequent
2012 Local Development Plans have provided a step-change in the scale of
land allocations and resulted in a significant increase in the housing land
supply. This step-change in supply is particularly well illustrated by Figure 12
of the Housing Land Audit 2015, which shows that the number of sites that
are expected to be effective over a 5 year period in the AHMA has more than
doubled since 2011.

Housing Land Audit
In response to the comments in respect of the Housing Land Audit, it should
be noted that the Audit is subject to consultation with the development
industry (see section 2.1 of the Housing Land Audit 2015). Agreement on the
effective supply was reached with the development industry on all but one
site in Aberdeenshire in 2015 (see section 7.1 of the Housing Land Audit
2015). The Housing Land Audit, therefore, presents a robust and agreed
assessment of housing land supply.

Energetica
The Council supports the delivery of Energetica objectives and specific
Supplementary Guidance is proposed to identify how this will be achieved
(see Supplementary Guidance 3: Energetica). Nevertheless, the Strategic
Development Plan does not include specific housing allowances for the
Energetica corridor and there is consequently no requirement to identify
additional sites on the basis of the Energetica concept. In any event, the
Energetica corridor is broadly consistent with the Ellon - Blackdog and
Peterhead - Hatton SGAs and allocations have been made in accordance
with the Strategic Development Plan’s allowances for these SGAs.

Private Rented Sector
The recommendations in the Scottish Government’s strategy ‘A Place to
Stay, A Place to Call Home’ are acknowledged. However, this strategy pre-
dates the current version of SPP, which provides the most up-to-date
expression of National Planning Policy insofar as the private rented sector is
concerned. Paragraph 115 of SPP indicates that the housing supply target
within the Development Plan should be separated into only two categories
(affordable and market sector). It does not outline any specific requirements
in respect of the private rented sector. Similarly, the Strategic Development
Plan does not identify any specific requirements for the private rented sector.

Moreover, there is no reason why the allocations within the Proposed Plan
could not include private rented housing. Policy P1 of the Proposed Plan
specifically encourages a mix of tenure types within new developments, so
any such proposals would benefit from this policy support in principle. No
further modification of the Plan is required.
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Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

HOUSING LAND SPATIAL STRATEGY –
POLICY H1 HOUSING LAND AND
APPENDIX 5 NEW HOUSING LAND
ALLOCATIONS

8

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 13, Page 38, Shaping Homes
and Housing

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Limited (148)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Limited (149)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Avant Homes (153)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Avant Homes (154)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Ian Duncan Developments (183)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Graham Homes Limited (184)
David Wardrop Consultants on behalf of Strategic Land (Scotland) Ltd (243)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Mr Colquhoun (256)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Mr Smith (257)
David Wardrop Consultants on behalf of Strategic Land (Scotland) Ltd (269)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (281)
Strutt & Parker on behalf of Monymusk Land Company (291)
Case Consulting Limited on behalf of Irvine Christie (303)
Case Consulting Limited on behalf of Various Landowners in the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area (Local Growth) (304)
Case Consulting Limited on behalf of Charles and Myra Simmers (306)
Case Consulting (310)
Archial Norr on behalf of The Duguid Family (346)
CastleGlen Properties (Aberdeen) Ltd on behalf of Mr Alexander Stuart &
others (363)
Emac Planning on behalf of Barratt North Scotland (406)
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes (407)
Emac Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (411)
Emac Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (412)
Barrattt North Scotland and Drum Property Group (510)
Barratt North Scotland (512)
Barratt North Scotland and Dunecht Estates (513)
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (514)
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (515)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of ANM Group Ltd (521)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland (523)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Harper & Cochrane Ltd (548)
Archial Norr on behalf of Carnegie Base Services (591)
Archial Norr on behalf of Deveron Homes Limited (592)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Alan Buchan & Ian Buchan (598)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Drumrossie Land Development Company Ltd (607)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Drumrossie Land Development Company Ltd (608)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Sandlaw Farming Company Ltd (611)
Savills on behalf of Caravan Club (627)
Keppie Design on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (654)
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Udny Community Council (693)
Bancon Developments Ltd (706)
Bancon Developments Ltd (707)
Bancon Developments Ltd (708)
Bancon Developments Ltd (709)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

Summary of the representation(s):

Peterhead - Hatton Strategic Growth Area (SGA)
Limited progress has been made with the allocated sites in Peterhead, with
both the OP1 and OP2 sites behind in delivering units for the period to 2016.
It does not seem possible to catch up and deliver the specific allocations for
2017-2026. A broader range of sites is required to address this shortfall
(346, 592).

Ellon - Blackdog SGA
Delivery of housing has been slower than expected in the Ellon-Blackdog
SGA. Additional sites are needed to ensure adequate houses are delivered
(148, 149, 363, 548).

The Strategic Development Plan requires 1,500 houses to be allocated in
the 2017 Local Development Plan for this SGA. 1,535 houses are allocated
but the Draft Housing Land Audit 2015 predicts that only 788 of these will be
delivered within the relevant Plan period (708).

The OP1 (Cromleybank) site at Ellon has been delayed. It will only deliver an
estimated 32 houses by 2017, as against the 745 identified in the Local
Development Plan 2012 for the period to 2017 (148, 149, 363, 548).

Despite a Masterplan for the OP1 site at Blackdog being agreed in February
2013, no detailed permissions have been submitted. The site is not
progressing at the speed envisaged (548).

The OP3 (Menie) site at Balmedie has been added to the Proposed Plan.
This site was previously considered a windfall. It has skewed the figures for
the SGA, in the absence of any reserved matters/detailed planning
approvals or housing development actually having begun (310, 548). The
site is constrained and is not deliverable (310, 708).

A deficit of 239 units is predicted in Ellon by 2023 based on current build out
projections. Failure to address this by allocating an additional site will result
in Ellon falling short in its role as a major service centre (281).

Huntly - Pitcaple SGA
The shortage of housing land in the Huntly - Pitcaple SGA is compounded by
the failure to deliver housing land in key locations, particularly in Huntly
(183). There will be a deficit in the SGA by 2016 and post-2016 constraints
in Huntly will cause further deficits (607, 608).
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Inverurie - Blackburn SGA
The Strategic Development Plan requires 1,500 houses to be allocated in
the 2017 Local Development Plan for this SGA, of which only 1,222 are
allocated. Of the 1,222 allocated houses, the Draft Housing Land Audit 2015
predicts only 1,135 will be delivered within the relevant Plan period (706).

There is a requirement for a further 4,000 houses in this SGA in the 2027-
2035 period. Not to plan for the 4,000 houses now would result, at best, in
delays in the delivery of key infrastructure and quite possibly a complete
failure to deliver (706).

Inverurie is effectively left with the same allocations as the Local
Development Plan 2012. The Council’s case in the Main Issues Report
(MIR) responses was based on a view that the uncertainty over the dualling
of the A96 and the line of the potential bypass meant that the future of
Inverurie cannot be decided now. Planning is about providing certainty to the
community and for developers and taking a positive stance on the future
direction of growth (523).

South of Drumlithie - Laurencekirk SGA
The vast majority of housing allocations in this SGA are on the OP1 site in
Laurencekirk. There is an inherent risk associated with reliance upon a
single housing site. Broadening the range of sites would reduce this risk
(591).

Portlethen - Stonehaven SGA
There is an under supply of deliverable housing land within the Portlethen -
Stonehaven SGA (153, 592).

The Strategic Development Plan requires 2,400 houses to be allocated in
the 2017 Local Development Plan for this SGA, of which only 2,370 are
allocated in the Proposed Plan. Of the 2,370 allocated houses, the Draft
Housing Land Audit 2015 predicts only 564 will be delivered within the Plan
period (707).

The new settlement at Chapelton is taking time to deliver. The Housing Land
Audit shows that only 200 houses are expected to be built by 2016, whereas
the Local Development Plan 2012 allocated the site for 1,845 houses for the
period to 2016. Additional housing land allocations are required as a
consequence of this under-delivery (153, 310, 406, 407, 510, 512, 513, 514,
654). A further complication to the Chapelton development is the recently
refused planning application to amend the Section 75 agreement by
removing the requirement to pay Strategic Transport Fund contributions
upon completion of the 2,000th house. The deliverability of the development
beyond 2,000 houses must, therefore, be seriously questioned (707).

Additional allocations are required at Portlethen, which has an abundance of
local amenities and is accessible via a range of transport modes. Failure to
allocate land in Portlethen makes the Proposed Plan inconsistent with the
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Strategic Development Plan in terms of creating sustainable, mixed
communities and reducing people’s dependence on private transport (153).

Additional sites should be allocated at Stonehaven to address the shortfall in
delivery while the Chapelton development becomes established (514, 592).

Local Growth and Diversification Area - AHMA
The Strategic Development Plan requires 1,350 houses to be allocated in
the 2017 Local Development Plan for the AHMA local growth area, of which
only 1,037 are allocated in the Proposed Plan. Of the 1,037 allocated
houses, the Draft Housing Land Audit 2015 predicts only 850 will be
delivered within the Plan period (709).

Many of the allocations in this area are constrained. Many of the effective
sites will be complete early in the Plan period, resulting in a lack of supply
after 2022 (303, 304, 306).

Allocations within this area have been double counted because they were in
the effective supply in 2011, giving a false impression of the land supply
(303, 304, 306, 693).

There is insufficient land that is readily deliverable to meet housing needs in
Banchory (154, 627).

Local Development Plan policy is artificially constraining the delivery of
housing supply in Westhill (411, 515). The lack of new allocations in Westhill
means that there are no new opportunities to deliver affordable housing or
developer contributions (521).

The existing housing sites in Newmachar will be exhausted within the Plan
period and further sites should be identified (243, 269). There is no strategic
limit on the amount of new allocations that can be made in Newmachar,
where additional sites would ensure an effective housing land supply and
fund delivery of a distributor road, for which there is a local need (598).

The lack of housing sites in Pitmedden is an impediment to the needs of the
village (693).

Additional land should be allocated in Monymusk, where there are no
constraints to development, in order to help provide an effective and
deliverable land supply (291).

The lack of housing allocations in Potterton is restricting the natural growth
of the village (148, 149, 363).

The OP1 site at Belhelvie is constrained due to an insurmountable ransom
issue (310).
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Local Growth and Diversification Area - RHMA
Torphins has the capacity to accommodate further development which would
help to provide a generous housing land supply and maintain a 5 year supply
of effective sites (184).

The main housing land allocation in Inverbervie has yet to commence. There
is an urgent need to supplement the housing land supply in Inverbervie with
readily deliverable sites (256).

The OP2 site in Memsie has yet to commence and the site has no developer
interest according to the 2015 Housing Land Audit. This suggests there is a
deficit of housing to meet local needs. An additional site is, therefore,
required (257).

The OP1 site is Turriff will not deliver at the required rate and the OP2 site is
constrained (310).

The OP1 site in Cuminestown is constrained and cannot be considered part
of the effective supply (310).

Note
For comments on the overall scale of housing land supply and other issues
of general principle in relation to housing land allocations, please see
Schedule 4 Issue 7: Housing Land Supply.

Requests to include specific sites are considered in the Settlement
Statement Schedule 4s.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Peterhead - Hatton Strategic Growth Area (SGA)
Allocate additional land in the Peterhead - Hatton SGA to address the lack of
delivery and shortfall (346, 592).

Ellon - Blackdog SGA
Allocate additional land in the Ellon - Blackdog SGA to address the lack of
delivery and shortfall (181, 281, 548, 705, 708).

Huntly - Pitcaple SGA
Allocate additional land in the Huntly - Pitcaple SGA to address the lack of
delivery and shortfall (607, 608, 183).

Inverurie - Blackburn SGA
Allocate additional land in the Inverurie - Blackburn SGA to address shortfall
(368, 523, 705, 706).

Identify land for development post 2026 in the Inverurie - Blackburn SGA
(706).
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South of Drumlithie - Laurencekirk SGA
Allocate additional land in the South of Drumlithie - Laurencekirk SGA to
address the lack of delivery and shortfall (591).

Portlethen - Stonehaven SGA
Allocate additional land in the Portlethen - Stonehaven SGA to address the
lack of delivery and shortfall (153, 511, 514, 592, 654, 705, 707).

Local Growth and Diversification Area - AHMA
Allocate additional land in the Local Growth and Diversification part of the
AHMA (148, 149, 154, 184, 243, 269, 279, 303, 304, 306, 411, 412, 515,
521, 554, 598, 611, 627, 693, 705, 709).

Include additional land in Banchory (154, 611, 627), Westhill (411, 515, 521,
554), Newmachar (243, 269, 598), Pitmedden (349, 693), Monymusk (291),
and Potterton (148, 149, 363).

Local Growth and Diversification Area - RHMA
Allocate additional land in the Local Growth and Diversification part of the
RHMA (609, 257, 256), including at Torphins (184), Inverbervie (256), and
Memsie (257).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Strategic Growth Areas (SGAs) and Local Growth & Diversification Areas
(General)
A number of respondents have challenged housing delivery rates within the
SGAs and local growth areas and/or suggested that there will be shortfalls in
specific SGAs and particular settlements. In response to these comments, it
should be noted that paragraph 4.24 of the Strategic Development Plan
2014 does not expect all the allocated sites to be delivered within the Plan
period and that the time taken to deliver some sites in full will not prejudice
the ability to maintain a 5 year effective land supply during the lifetime of the
Proposed Local Development Plan (see Schedule 4 Issue 7: Housing Land
Supply for a more detailed discussion of delivery rates and the five year land
supply position). Moreover, the Strategic Development Plan does not identify
completion targets or housing requirements for individual SGAs or
settlements. There is, therefore, no deficit of supply at this level - the housing
requirements apply at the Housing Market Area (HMA) level. Accordingly, no
modification is required in response to these comments.

Peterhead - Hatton Strategic Growth Area (SGA)
Both the OP1 and OP2 sites in Peterhead are making progress towards
delivery. A Development Framework was agreed for the OP1 site in October
2013 and this site is identified as effective in the Housing Land Audit 2015
(see Housing Land Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table Aberdeenshire RHMA,
pages 28-30). A Masterplan has also been approved for the OP2 site, which
shows how the delivery of this site will be co-ordinated with the adjoining
OP5 site and a Proposal of Application Notice has recently been submitted
for part of the OP2 site. The OP2 site is identified as effective in the Housing
Land Audit 2015 and is expected to commence development following
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completion of the adjoining OP5 site, which is currently under construction
(see Housing Land Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table Aberdeenshire RHMA,
pages 28-30).

It is also significant to note that the remaining settlements within the
Peterhead-Hatton SGA already have appropriate allocations. The options for
allocating additional land are, therefore, limited. Moreover, the allocation of
additional housing land within the SGA, which already has a large
established land supply, is likely to result in an over-supply. This could
undermine the delivery of the strategies of both the Strategic Development
Plan and the Proposed Local Development Plan.

Ellon - Blackdog SGA
The Cromleybank (OP1) site in Ellon is identified as effective within the
Housing Land Audit 2015 (see Housing Land Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table
Aberdeenshire part of AHMA, page 3). A Development Framework has been
agreed for the site and monthly project meetings are ongoing with a view to
a planning application and Masterplan for the site being submitted in late
2015. A Planning Processing Agreement has been signed. The site is,
therefore, considered to be deliverable.

As acknowledged by respondent 548, a Masterplan has been agreed for the
OP1 site at Blackdog. However, the site is not programmed for release until
after 2016 and it is, therefore, unreasonable to expect significant additional
progress to have been made towards delivery at this stage. Notwithstanding,
a Proposal of Application Notice has been submitted for the whole site and
discussions have been ongoing with the developer. It is currently anticipated
that a planning application for the whole site will be submitted during 2016
and that a processing agreement will be signed to enable this to be
determined timeously. The site is, therefore, deliverable and the progress to
date gives an appropriate level of confidence that it will come forward for
development during the Plan period.

The Menie (OP3) site at Balmedie was subject to specific consideration
following the MIR stage (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 013: Main
Issue 12 Land Supply, page 9). For the reasons outlined in the Issues and
Actions Paper, it is appropriate for the site to form part of the land supply. It
is acknowledged that the site was previously identified as a ‘windfall’ in the
Local Development Plan 2012. However, it was necessary to identify the site
as an ‘opportunity site’ in the Proposed Local Development Plan in response
to the guidance in paragraph 81 of Circular 6/2013: Development Planning.
This states that the Plan should include all allocated and committed sites.
This was explained in the report to Aberdeenshire Council on 22 January
2015, which noted that “All sites that are available for development, including
those that currently have planning permission, but on which a start on site
has not yet been made, have been included as “opportunity” sites” (see
Report to Aberdeenshire Council 22 January 2015, Proposed Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2016, paragraph 2.7). Moreover, identifying the
Menie site as an opportunity site in this way means that its delivery will be

Item 6
Page 94



specifically monitored through the Action Programme. This will help to
address criticisms in relation to its delivery.

As noted above, there is no deficit of housing land supply within Ellon, as the
Strategic Development Plan does not identify housing requirements at this
settlement level. In any event, the Housing Land Audit 2015 shows a supply
of 1,147 houses within Ellon, all of which are identified as being effective
(see Housing Land Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table Aberdeenshire Part of
AHMA, page 3). This will ensure an appropriate supply of housing to meet
demand within the town during the lifetime of the Proposed Plan.

Huntly - Pitcaple SGA
It is acknowledged that the large development allocations in Huntly (sites
OP1 and OP2) are currently identified as constrained on physical and
infrastructure grounds (see Housing Land Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table
Aberdeenshire RHMA, page 57). The issues relating to the delivery of these
sites were considered during the Examination of the Local Development
Plan 2012, when the Reporter noted that the timing of development on these
site will depend on overcoming waste water treatment and access
constraints. The Reporter also acknowledged that the full development of
these sites is likely to extend beyond 2023. Nevertheless, the Reporter
supported the retention of the allocations to provide the confidence and
certainty required to justify the initial expenditure required to unlock the
development of these sites (see Examination of the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2012, page 235, paragraph 12). Discussions are ongoing
with the landowner’s agent and work is continuing with a view to bringing
these sites forward for development.

The allocation of additional housing land within the Huntly - Pitcaple SGA at
this stage could undermine the certainty required to deliver the Huntly
allocations and potentially prejudice the strategies of both the Strategic
Development Plan and the Proposed Local Development Plan for this area.

Notwithstanding the above, it is significant to note that the remaining
settlements within the Huntly - Pitcaple SGA already have appropriate
allocations. There are also particular constraints on further development in
Insch, which is the only other large settlement within the SGA (see Schedule
4 Issue 45: Insch). The options for allocating additional/replacement land in
alternative locations within this SGA are, therefore, extremely limited.

Inverurie - Blackburn SGA
The justification for not allocating the Strategic Development Plan’s full 2017-
2026 allowance in the Inverurie - Blackburn SGA, along with the justification
for not allocating sites for the period after 2026, is outlined in Schedule 4
Issue 7: Housing Land Supply (see the section headed ‘Compliance with
Strategic Development Plan Allowances and Targets’). The decision not to
allocate the full allowance for this SGA at the present time will not prejudice
the ability to maintain a 5 year effective land supply at the AHMA level
throughout the Plan period (see Schedule 4 Issue 7: Housing Land Supply
for more detailed comments on the 5 year land supply position).
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South of Drumlithie - Laurencekirk SGA
It is acknowledged that the majority of the housing allocations within the
South of Drumlithie - Laurencekirk SGA are on the OP1 site in Laurencekirk.
The allocation strategy for this SGA was subject to consideration at the
Examination of the Local Development Plan 2012, when the Reporter
concluded that “Laurencekirk is the main service centre, and indeed the only
large settlement, in the South of Drumlithie - Laurencekirk SGA” and that
consequently “Laurencekirk is the logical location to accept the lion’s share
of the (then) Structure Plan allocation for the growth corridor” (see
Examination of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2012, page 388,
paragraphs 2 and 3).

The Reporter acknowledged the challenges that would need to be overcome
to deliver the OP1 site and concluded that there would inevitably be some
delay in delivering the site. However, they did not consider that this would
prejudice the delivery of the Plan Strategy or the overall provision of an
adequate supply of effective housing land throughout the Plan period (see
Examination of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2012, page 403,
paragraphs 28-30).

There has been no significant change in circumstances since these
conclusions were drawn. There is an adequate supply of effective housing
sites within the RHMA and the OP1 site in Laurencekirk remains the most
appropriate option for meeting the Strategic Development Plan’s housing
allowance for the South of Drumlithie - Laurencekirk SGA. Moreover, the
OP1 site is making progress and a planning application for the first 310
houses has been submitted (planning application ref. APP/2014/4094).

Portlethen - Stonehaven SGA
The time which is being taken to deliver the new settlement at Chapelton
reflects the scale of infrastructure investment that is required to develop the
site. The strategy of concentrating development within this SGA on the
Chapelton site, and the consequent implications for delivery rates, were
subject to detailed consideration during the Examination of the Local
Development Plan 2012. The Reporter concluded that the Chapelton site is
a “reasonable response to the need to create critical mass if the chronic
infrastructure constraints in the area are to be overcome”. He noted that a
slower rate of delivery than anticipated for the site would create a numerical
shortfall in the SGA during the period to 2016, but concluded that the
established supply of other existing committed sites would help to cater for
demand in the SGA in the short term until the new settlement comes on
stream (see Examination of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2012, pages 348-349, paragraphs 50 & 51).

The Chapelton site remains the most appropriate response to addressing the
Strategic Development Plan’s allowances within the Portlethen - Stonehaven
SGA. The site is now under construction and, based on information from the
site developer, is expected to deliver significant completions (up to 200
dwellings per year) throughout the Plan period.
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Contrary to the assertions of respondent 707, the recent application to
remove the requirement to pay Strategic Transport Fund contributions from
the Section 75 agreement for the Chapelton site was not based on the
viability of the development (see the Supporting Statement for planning
application ref. APP/2014/4424). There is, therefore, no reason to question
the ability of the site to deliver more than 2,000 houses.

The allocation of additional housing land within the SGA at this stage is likely
to undermine the certainty required to deliver the Chapelton allocation and
potentially prejudice the strategies of both the Strategic Development Plan
and the Proposed Local Development Plan for this area. This risk was
specifically recognised during the Examination of the Local Development
Plan 2012, when the Reporter concluded that “An obvious response would
be to identify other more immediately available sites in the Strategic Growth
Area to remedy the shortfall in the short term. However, that would divert the
market demand to other sites and thereby threaten the viability and further
delay the implementation of the Elsick (Chapelton) proposal” (see
Examination of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2012, page 348,
paragraph 50).

In response to the comments that there is a lack of allocations in Portlethen
and Stonehaven, it is reiterated that the Strategic Development Plan does
not identify housing requirements for specific settlements. In any case,
existing committed sites within Portlethen and Stonehaven have the capacity
to deliver significant additional housing during the Plan period and this will
help to address local demand within these settlements (see Housing Land
Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table Aberdeenshire Part of the AHMA, pages 23-
25).

Local Growth and Diversification Area - AHMA
As identified in Schedule 4 Issue 7: Housing Land Supply, the Proposed
Plan has not allocated land to meet the allowances for the local growth and
diversification part of the AHMA in full as significant additional land is
expected to be released through flexible rural development policies.

Respondents argue that there are six sites within this area which have been
double counted and should not contribute to the SDP allowances as they
formed part of the effective supply in 2011. These are: OP1 Pitmedden; OP1
Udny Green; OP1, Keithhall; OP1 Millbank; OP4 Banchory; and OP1
Monymusk. In respect of the OP1 Pitmedden and OP1 Monymusk sites, the
Proposed Plan identifies that these are previously committed sites (i.e.
allocated before the Local Development Plan 2012) which do not make any
contribution towards the Strategic Development Plan’s allowances (see the
footnotes to Tables 4 and 7 in Appendix 5 of the Proposed Local
Development Plan). The remaining sites were allocated for development in
the Local Development Plan 2012. The footnote to Schedule 1 in the
Strategic Development Plan 2014 makes clear that, to avoid double
counting, the effective and constrained supply figures for 2011 do not include
any Local Development Plan allocations. These sites have, therefore, not
been double counted.
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Contrary to the assertions of respondents 154 and 627, the Proposed Plan
has allocated an appropriate level of new housing to Banchory and the 2015
Housing Land Audit shows an effective supply in excess of 450 houses in
the town which will meet local needs over the Plan period (see Housing Land
Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table Aberdeenshire Part of AHMA, pages 25-27).

The Proposed Local Development Plan also makes provision for an
appropriate level of new housing development in Westhill. Whilst the
Housing Land Audit 2015 indicates that the allocated sites in Westhill are
likely to be built out quickly, there are currently a number of constraints on
further development in the town. In particular, there are significant issues
with traffic congestion and a long-term solution to these issues has not yet
been identified (see Schedule 4 Issue 50: Westhill for a more detailed
discussion of these issues). It would, therefore, be inappropriate to identify
further allocations in Westhill at this time.

Appropriate allocations have also been identified in Newmachar. Whilst it is
acknowledged that that there are no strategic limits on the amount of new
allocations that can be made to settlements within the local growth areas,
the current allocations in Newmachar represent an appropriate level of
growth related to local needs in the context of paragraph 3.43 of the
Strategic Development Plan 2014. Allocation of the amount of additional land
proposed would make Newmachar comparable in scale of allocations to
settlements within Strategic Growth Area settlements. This would promote a
rate of growth of the settlement that would be inappropriate.

The Proposed Local Development Plan has carried forward an existing
allocation in Pitmedden. The Housing Land Audit 2015 identifies this site as
constrained on marketability grounds at present, but it provides an
appropriate opportunity for development to meet local needs in the event of
any uplift in market demand over the Plan period.

Similarly, an existing committed and effective site has been carried forward
at Monymusk. This provides for a total of 44 houses and will meet local
needs within the settlement (38 of the houses on this site were still to be built
at 1 January 2015 - see Housing Land Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table
Aberdeenshire Part of AHMA, page 28).

The Proposed Plan does not identify any allocations for Potterton as the
settlement is currently constrained by a lack of education, roads and water
infrastructure (see MIR 2013, Appendix Formartine, pages 52-57, which
considered the constraints on development in this settlement).

The OP1 site in Belhelvie is identified as effective in the Housing Land Audit
2015, which has been agreed with the development industry (see Housing
Land Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table Aberdeenshire Part of AHMA, page 1).
This is a result of an access arrangement being identified which avoids the
ransom issue to which respondent 310 refers. This site is, therefore,
deliverable.
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Local Growth and Diversification Area - RHMA
An appropriate supply of deliverable housing land is already allocated in
Torphins, Inverbervie, Memsie and Turriff.

A Masterplan has been agreed for the OP2 site in Inverbervie and this site is
identified as effective within the 2015 Housing Land Audit, which has been
agreed with the development industry (see Housing Land Audit 2015,
Appendix 2, Table Aberdeenshire RHMA, page 44).

The OP2 site in Memsie is also identified as effective within the agreed 2015
Housing Land Audit (see Housing Land Audit 2015, Appendix 2, Table
Aberdeenshire RHMA, page 9).

A Masterplan is currently being prepared and a Proposal of Application
Notice has been submitted for the OP1 site in Turriff. This site is, therefore,
making appropriate progress towards delivery. A Masterplan has also been
agreed for the OP2 site. Although this site is identified as constrained in the
Housing Land Audit 2015, this is on the basis that a key access to the site is
likely to be via the adjoining school site (site P6 in the Proposed Plan) (see
Masterplan: Land to the North of Meadowbank Road, Turriff, Figure 32).
Aberdeenshire Council are currently in the process of acquiring the land for
the proposed school and are, therefore, unable to enter into negotiations
regarding access until the acquisition is concluded. Subject to the site
acquisition, there is no absolute constraint on the OP2 site and it is
reasonable to expect that it will become effective within the Plan period.

It is acknowledged that the OP1 site in Cuminestown is constrained.
However, the Proposed Plan identifies that this is a previously committed
site which does not make any contribution towards the Strategic
Development Plan’s allowance (see the footnote to Table 4 in Appendix 5 of
the Proposed Local Development Plan). There is consequently no reliance
on this site to meet the Strategic Development Plan’s housing requirement.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:

Item 6
Page 99



Issue (ref and
heading):

SHAPING HOMES AND HOUSING 9

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 13, Page 38, Shaping Homes
and Housing

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Policy H2 Affordable Housing
Ryden LLP on behalf of Dandara Limited (277)
SIPP (Pension Trustees) Ltd (319)
Mr James Benton (320)
Bancon Developments (387)
Ms Elizabeth Thomas (404)
Homes for Scotland (428)
Jackie Cumberbirch (435)
Barratt North Scotland (512),
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Limited (555)
Persimmon Homes East Scotland (575)
Burness Paull LLP (596)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Stonehaven & District Community Council (662)

Policy H5 Gypsies and Travellers
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council (177)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

Summary of the representation(s):

Policy H2 Affordable Housing
Support
The development of balanced communities which have a mix of house types
and tenures and the 25% affordable housing requirement are both welcomed
(610).

Percentage Requirement, Viability and Forms of Contribution
Due to the economic need to attract key workers, greater flexibility to
increase affordable housing up to 50% of developments is needed, along
with an additional commitment to build more Council housing (662).

The policy wording does not reflect Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) guidance
as the policy includes a minimum requirement of "no less than 25%"
affordable housing which can be reduced "only in exceptional
circumstances", whereas paragraph 129 of SPP states that the level of
affordable housing "should generally be no more than 25%" (277, 319, 320,
387, 428, 512, 575, 605). In negotiating the level of provision, it is imperative
that consideration is given to the economic climate (277, 319, 320, 387, 605)
and availability of Scottish Government grant funding (575), which may result
in a lower level of provision being achievable. The Local Development Plan
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2012 identifies settlements where less than 25% affordable housing is
required and it is unacceptable for the Proposed Local Development Plan to
require “no less than 25%” across the Plan area (277, 387, 605).

Clarification is needed to enable land owners/developers to understand how
the requirement will operate in practice. It should be made clear that the
requirement may be reduced from 25% as part of negotiations but cannot be
increased other than if the applicant proposes a greater provision than
required by the policy (596).

Planning Advice Note 2/2010: Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits
(PAN 2/2010) is clear in paragraph 22 that where alternative approaches to
the provision of serviced land are to be pursued, then "either land or homes
or a commuted sum of a value equivalent to the cost of providing the
percentage of serviced land required by the policy" is the approach to be
followed. In practice, these alternatives will produce different levels of
provision and there will be many circumstances where provision of less than
25% will be the practical, deliverable solution (387, 428).

The policy lacks the flexibility of SPP and PAN 2/2010 by limiting the
circumstances where affordable housing may be delivered (319, 320).
Greater flexibility should be permitted in the on-site and off-site delivery of
affordable housing. In many instances, it may not be feasible or viable to
provide affordable housing on site. Scope for payment of commuted sums
where neither on-site nor off-site provision is feasible is welcomed but should
not be seen as a last resort. This could greatly assist the Local Authority and
Registered Social Landlords (RSLs) in funding affordable housing in areas of
acute need (277).

Consideration should be given to the allocation of specific sites for affordable
housing and surplus Local Authority owned land or buildings should be
identified for affordable housing (277, 387, 605).

Threshold for Provision
There is concern that contributions to affordable housing will only be
required for developments of four or more houses. Developers could exploit
this loophole to avoid making contributions (404).

The policy is too onerous in requiring on-site affordable housing provision
from small sites. This is inconsistent with PAN 2/2010, paragraph 16, which
states that Local Authorities and developers can normally expect on-site
provision to be appropriate for developments of 20 or more units. A figure of
10 or more units is a more appropriate minimum housing number to require
an on-site contribution (555).

Other Issues
Housing in Aberdeenshire should be built with a higher specification, such as
better insulation, so it can be rented (435).
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Policy H5 Gypsies and Travellers
The policy says specific gypsy/ traveller sites have been identified in the
Settlement Statements to meet an identified need and to provide certainty to
both gypsy/travellers and the settled community. It appears that the
gypsy/traveller community have not been asked, nor considered, when
drawing up this policy. The proposed site at Chapelton is nowhere near any
of the informal/unauthorized sites where gypsy/travellers have ‘halted’ and
there is no justification to say why they would prefer somewhere different
(177).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy H2 Affordable Housing
Percentage Requirement, Viability and Forms of Contribution
Inclusion of affordable housing up to 50% of developments and creation of
more Council housing (662).

Policy H1 should be amended to advise that the Council will seek 25% of the
serviced plots for affordable housing. The term "no less than" should be
removed as the wording does not reflect Scottish Planning Policy. The word
"only" should be removed from the second sentence of the second
paragraph. It places unnecessary emphasis on the requirement to justify less
than the 25% (277, 605).

Policy H2 is to be rewritten to reflect SPP, PAN 2/2010 and advice from the
Scottish Government’s Chief Planner (319, 320).

The first sentence of the policy should be re-written as: "On housing
developments of four units or more, a target of 25% of the total number of
units should be affordable housing". Delete second sentence of the policy.
Delete the word "exceptional" from third sentence of the policy (387, 428).

Delete reference to "no less than" in the policy (512).

The wording of Policy H2 should be changed to replace “contribute no less
than 25%” with “approximately 25%” (575).

It should be clear that the percentage requirement of affordable housing may
be reduced from 25% as part of discussions but cannot be increased other
than if the applicant proposes a greater provision than required by the policy
(596).

Consideration should be given to the allocation of specific sites for affordable
housing and, in particular, surplus Local Authority owned land or buildings
should be identified for affordable housing (277).

New mechanisms should be developed to take a proactive approach to
delivering affordable houses, as advocated in PAN 2/2010. In those areas
where demand for affordable houses is high, the Local Development Plan
should identify specific sites for such provision and the method by which they
will be delivered (387, 605).
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Threshold for Provision
Amend policy to ensure contributions are made regardless of the scale of the
development. Amend policy to include the principal of establishing financial
contributions needed through agreement and consultation with the
community involved (404).

The second paragraph of Policy H2 should be reworded to read: "All new
housing development of ten or more houses must include no less than 25%
of the serviced plots for affordable housing” (555).

Other Issues
Develop housing in Aberdeenshire with a higher specification, such as better
insulation, so it can be rented (435).

Policy H5 Gypsies and Travellers
The first paragraph of the policy should be deleted, along with the traveller
sites indicated on the Proposals Map (177).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Policy H2 Affordable Housing
Background and Main Issues Report
Affordable housing is a matter of significant concern within communities
across Aberdeenshire and was identified as a Main Issue within the Main
Issues Report (MIR) (see MIR 2013, Main Issue 7 and Position Paper 6:
Housing for People on Modest Incomes).

A large number of comments were received in response to this Main Issue.
These were summarised in MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 015: Main
Issue 7, which was considered by the Council’s six Area Committees. As
some of the Area Committees expressed differing views on the way in which
affordable housing should be addressed within the Plan, the final form of the
proposed Affordable Housing Policy was instructed by the Council’s
Infrastructure Services Committee (ISC) before being agreed by Full
Council.

Support
The support for policy H2 and the 25% affordable housing requirement is
welcomed.

Percentage Requirement, Viability and Forms of Contribution
The Housing Need and Demand Assessment Update 2011 (HNDA)
estimated a need for around 38% of the overall housing requirement for
Aberdeen City and Shire to be affordable. The estimate of need ranged from
33% in the Rural Housing Market Area (RHMA) to 40% in the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area (AHMA). The assessment also concluded that the
scale of affordable housing shortfall would increase sharply if affordability
pressures continue to worsen (see HNDA, Table 7.2 and paragraph 7.12).
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The HNDA further identified that the severity of the situation is such that the
annual emerging affordable housing need exceeds annual supply within both
the AHMA and the RHMA. As such, it concluded that, unless this is
addressed, it is probable that the backlog of affordable housing need will
continue to increase in the years ahead (see HNDA, paragraph 6.112). This
reinforces the chronic and compelling need to increase the supply of
affordable housing across Aberdeenshire.

Paragraph 129 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) states that the level of
affordable housing required as a contribution within a market site “should
generally be no more than 25% of the total number of houses”. Policy H2 is
consistent with this guidance as it does not require a level in excess of 25%.
This is a specific change from the 2012 Local Development Plan, which
included affordable housing requirements in excess of 25% for some
settlements – including proportions of up to 50% in some cases in an
attempt to deliver “affordable housing” sites. The 25% requirement is clearly
based on evidence from the HNDA which, as outlined above, estimates a
level of need significantly in excess of this figure within both the AHMA and
RHMA. Although the evidence would support seeking a higher figure, as
suggested by respondent 662, such an approach would be inconsistent with
the SPP guidance.

Although it is accepted that the Local Development Plan 2012 also identified
settlements with an affordable housing requirement of less than 25%, this
Plan was based on an earlier HNDA. The most recent 2011 HNDA shows a
significant worsening of affordability pressures and an increased requirement
for affordable housing within both the AHMA and RHMA. The proposed 25%
requirement across the Plan area is considered appropriate in light of this
evidence.

It is acknowledged that the policy wording states a requirement for “no less
than 25%” affordable housing. However, it also recognises that there may be
exceptional cases where a lower contribution may be appropriate. It goes on
to state that these circumstances are set out in the Affordable Housing
Supplementary Guidance. The Supplementary Guidance, although not
specifically a matter for the Examination, identifies the need to achieve a
viable development and states that development should not be rendered
unviable by the request for too onerous a level of affordable housing. It goes
on to identify that extraordinary on or off-site costs incurred by the developer
will be taken into account and that any affordable housing requirement could
be reduced in the event that the development would be considered to be
unviable. The Supplementary Guidance provides a mechanism whereby
viability can be examined and tested through the developer’s provision of
financial evidence, in confidence, to the Council. The Affordable Housing
Policy, therefore, takes appropriate account of development viability and
economic factors and makes provision for contributions that are lower than
25% in exceptional cases. In this respect, the policy is consistent with
paragraph 129 of SPP, which states that Planning Authorities should
consider the level of affordable housing contribution which is likely to be
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deliverable in the current economic climate as part of a viable housing
development.

Whilst Policy H2 and the associated Supplementary Guidance both include
wording to state that a lower contribution than 25% may be appropriate in
exceptional circumstances, neither indicates that a requirement in excess of
25% might be sought unless the developer specifically proposes a greater
level of provision. It is, therefore, not considered necessary to specifically
state that the requirement may be negotiated downwards but not upwards as
proposed by respondent 596.

Paragraph 129 of SPP states that, where an affordable housing contribution
is required, “this should generally be for a specified proportion of the
serviced land within a development site to be made available for affordable
housing”. The requirement set by Policy H2 is expressed as a proportion of
the serviced plots on new housing developments and is, therefore, entirely
consistent with this guidance. The policy goes on to make clear that the
forms of affordable housing should be consistent with the definitions in the
HNDA and that more detail on the forms that the affordable housing could
take is provided in the Affordable Housing Supplementary Guidance.
Appendix 1 of the Supplementary Guidance outlines a variety of forms of
affordable housing that may be delivered depending on site circumstances
and these are entirely consistent with the forms set out in paragraph 5 of
PAN 2/2010. Page 1 of the Supplementary Guidance also specifically
recognises that different forms of affordable housing provision will incur
different costs and that the percentage of affordable housing delivered may
differ depending on form, but states that in each case the developer will be
expected to make the same effective level of contribution. The arguments
that the Affordable Housing Policy lacks the level of flexibility required by
SPP and PAN 2/2010 are, therefore, not accepted and no change is required
to the Plan in response.

The support for the scope for payment of commuted sums where neither on-
site nor off-site provision is feasible/desirable is welcomed. However, the
comment that commuted sum payments should not be seen as a last resort
is not consistent with the guidance in PAN 2/2010. Paragraph 21 of PAN
2/2010 states that “exceptionally, a site may be unsuitable for affordable
housing…” and that commuted sums “should only be used sparingly”
(emphasis added). The proposed policy approach of accepting commuted
sums only in exceptional circumstances is considered appropriate and
consistent with this guidance and no modification is considered necessary.

In response to the comments that consideration should be given to the
allocation of sites specifically for affordable housing and the use of surplus
Local Authority land for affordable housing, it should be noted that much is
already being achieved in this respect. For example, affordable housing has
recently been developed on Council owned sites including the former Banff
Primary School and the Craigewan regeneration site at Peterhead, along
with a range of other locations across Aberdeenshire. Other avenues for
identifying land for affordable housing development are also being
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proactively explored where appropriate. These include considering the
Council’s corporate approach to land disposal and, in particular, the transfer
of land between the General Fund and the Housing Revenue Account.
Nevertheless, the Council’s Housing Service and its RSL partners do not
have a large bank of land for development and the majority of future new
affordable housing development will, therefore, come via contributions
secured through the Local Development Plan’s Affordable Housing Policy.
Any potential additional sources of supply from Council owned land should,
therefore, not be seen as a substitute for the proposed policy approach.
There are also concerns that if sites outside of Council/RSL ownership were
allocated specifically for affordable housing these may not be deliverable as
a result of ‘hope value’ issues. No modifications are required in response to
these comments.

Threshold for Provision
The threshold for provision of affordable housing was specifically considered
at the MIR stage (see MIR 2013, page 10, Table 1 – SG AH 1 Affordable
Housing).

The 2012 Local Development Plan seeks contributions towards affordable
housing from all scales of development. However, the MIR proposed that a
threshold be introduced into the emerging Local Development Plan so that
affordable housing contributions would only be required on sites of over 3
houses in the future. Whilst the MIR’s preferred approach was generally
supported, a small number of respondents raised concerns about the
proposed threshold. These concerns were discussed in full within MIR 2013,
Issues and Actions Paper 015: Main Issue 7.

The Issues and Actions Paper recognised that small sites account for a
relatively large proportion of all housing completions within Aberdeenshire,
and that introducing a 4 dwelling policy threshold would remove the ability to
secure affordable housing contributions from a relatively large number of
sites. However, the paper also noted that the affordable housing
contributions currently being sought from sites of less than 4 houses under
the terms of the 2012 Local Development Plan are in the form of a
commuted sum, calculated on a discounted rate. The contributions being
secured were consequently very low (approximately £1,250 for a single
house plot in the AHMA and £750 for a single house plot in the RHMA). A
large number of commuted sum payments are, therefore, required in order to
deliver an affordable dwelling. The level of contributions being secured was
weighed against the significant overheads incurred in negotiating the
associated Section 75 Agreements and, on balance, it was concluded that
introducing a 4 dwelling threshold within the Proposed Plan would be an
appropriate and pragmatic policy response. It is maintained that this is an
appropriate course of action and no further evidence has been presented to
justify continuing to seek affordable housing contributions from sites of less
than 4 dwellings.

Measures have been taken to guard against the possible exploitation of the
4 dwelling threshold by including text in the Affordable Housing
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Supplementary Guidance. This states that the sub-division of larger sites into
multiple developments of less than 4 dwellings will not be supported (see
second paragraph on page 4 of the Supplementary Guidance). No further
modification of the Plan is required in response to the concerns about this
potential ‘loophole’.

In respect of concerns regarding the threshold for on-site provision, it is
acknowledged that paragraph 16 of PAN 2/2010 indicates that, as a general
guide, Local Authorities and developers can normally expect on-site
provision to be appropriate for developments of 20 or more units. However, it
goes on to state that on-site provision will also often be possible for smaller
developments. Significantly, it highlights that in rural areas, where the
general scale of development is smaller, a lower threshold for on-site
provision may be appropriate in order to make affordable housing available
in a range of locations.

As outlined above, a large proportion of all housing completions within
Aberdeenshire comes from small sites – particularly within the RHMA. An
analysis of data from the Housing Land Audit 2014 (HLA) shows that 22% of
all housing completions within Aberdeenshire during the 5 year period from
2009 to 2013 were on sites of less than 10 dwellings. Within the RHMA, the
HLA shows that just over 30% of all completions over the same time period
were on sites of less than 10 houses. Applying a 10 dwelling minimum
threshold for on-site provision within the policy, as proposed by respondent
555, would, therefore, remove the ability to secure affordable housing
provision on a large proportion of the overall housing sites in Aberdeenshire
– particularly within the RHMA. This would be contrary to the objectives in
paragraph 16 of PAN 2/2010 seeking to make affordable housing available
in a range of locations. It would also be contrary to the objectives of
Proposed Local Development Plan Policy P1 in relation to the provision of a
mix of housing types and tenures on all new development sites, particularly
within smaller rural communities where the general scale of development is
smaller.

Other Issues
In response to the comment that housing should be built with a higher
specification, such as better insulation, it should be noted that Policy C1 of
the Proposed Local Development Plan outlines CO2 reduction standards that
will apply to all new housing developments. It also includes standards for the
incorporation of low and zero carbon generating technology and water
efficiency measures within new housing developments. All of these factors
will help to reduce energy demands and thereby improve the affordability of
new housing in terms of lifetime running costs. No modification of the Plan is
required in response to this comment.

Policy H5 Gypsies and Travellers
Gypsy/traveller policies were not identified as a Main Issue in the 2013 Main
Issues Report (MIR) (see MIR 2013, page 11). The proposed policy
approach remains largely unchanged from the Local Development Plan 2012
and its associated Supplementary Guidance. Only one representation was
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submitted in relation to gypsy/traveller policies at the MIR stage. This was
from the Grampian Regional Equality Council (GREC) and did not suggest
any significant change to the proposed policy approach (see MIR 2013,
Issues and Actions Paper 016: Policy 7 - Other Housing Needs).

Paragraph 133 of SPP requires Development Plans to address any identified
need for sites for gypsy/travellers. It goes on to state that, where there is a
need, Local Development Plans should identify suitable sites for these
communities.

Research undertaken by Craigforth in 2009 identified a requirement for 12
additional pitches for gypsy/travellers within Aberdeenshire (see
Accommodation Needs Assessment of Gypsies/Travellers in Grampian,
outcome 2, page 109). The Local Development Plan 2012, along with the
Settlement Statements that were published as Supplementary Guidance in
support of the Plan, identified four gypsy/traveller sites in order to address
this pitch requirement. These were located at Blackdog, Ellon,
Thainstone/Crichie, and Chapelton (Elsick) (see Local Development Plan
2012, Supplementary Guidance Volumes F: Blackdog & Ellon, G: Inverurie
and Port Elphinstone, and H: Elsick). As noted above, the gypsy/traveller
halting sites in the Proposed Local Development Plan have been carried
forward from the Local Development Plan 2012 without significant
modification.

The provision of halting sites within the Proposed Plan is, therefore,
necessary to meet an established need and the proposed locations have
been established in principle through the Local Development Plan 2012.
Progress is also already being made in delivering the gypsy/traveller sites.

There is no requirement for the proposed sites to be located in areas that
have been used on an unauthorised basis by the gypsy/traveller community.
Indeed, previous unauthorised sites may be in fundamentally inappropriate
locations. The areas that are identified within the Proposed Plan for
gypsy/traveller use are well related to existing or proposed settlements and
will provide occupants with appropriate access to facilities and services in
accordance with SPP guidance.

Representatives of the gypsy/traveller community have been consulted
during the production of the Plan. In particular, GREC have been consulted
at relevant stages. GREC employ a specific Gypsy/Traveller Liaison Officer
whose responsibility is to engage with the gypsy/traveller community and
ensure that their views are adequately represented in decision making
processes. GREC were the only body to submit comments on the proposed
approach to gypsy/traveller provision at the MIR stage and did not request
any significant change to the policy.

No alternative gypsy/traveller sites have been proposed and there have
been no objections to the proposed sites from other members of the
travelling community. Deleting the proposed sites without providing
alternatives would leave the Proposed Local Development Plan out of
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conformity with national planning guidance. Accordingly, it would not be
appropriate to amend the policy or to delete the identified sites in response
to this comment.

For consistency in the Plan, as discussed in Schedule 4 Issue 10: Shaping
Places, a consequential change to Policy H5 is suggested. The text
“Proposals must also…allow reasonable access to employment, education,
community facilities and the main road network” in the final paragraph should
be changed to “Proposals must also…allow reasonable access to
employment, education and other community infrastructure and the main
road network.”

(It should be noted that other comments in relation to specific identified
gypsy/traveller sites are included in the relevant settlement based Schedule
4 documents).

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

SHAPING PLACES 7310

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 14, Page 42, Shaping Places

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (reference
no.):

Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design
Environmental Health Service - Aberdeenshire Council (48)
Ms Elizabeth Thomas (404)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New Development
Ryden LLP on behalf of Dandara Limited (277)
Aberdeenshire Environmental Forum (351)
Bancon Developments Ltd (387)
Inverurie Community Council (434)
Jackie Cumberbirch (435)
Persimmon Homes East Scotland (580),
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and Dunecht
Estates (604)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Scottish Government (640)
Sport Scotland (670)

Policy P3 Infill and Householder Development
Ryden LLP on behalf of Dandara Limited (277)
Bancon Developments (387)
Ms Elizabeth Thomas (404)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Sport Scotland (671)

Policy P4 Hazardous Development and Contaminated Land
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Shell UK Limited (45)
Archial Norr on behalf of BP Midstream Pipelines (372)
Archial Norr on behalf of BP Midstream Pipelines (373)
Archial Norr on behalf of BP Midstream Pipelines (374)
Archial Norr on behalf of BP Midstream Pipelines (375)
Archial Norr on behalf of BP Midstream Pipelines (376)
Archial Norr on behalf of BP Midstream Pipelines (377)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

Policy P5 Community Facilities
Ryden LLP on behalf of Robert Gordon University (280)
Homes for Scotland (429)
Barratt North Scotland (512)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
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Burness Paull LLP on behalf of North East Scotland College (624)
Sport Scotland (672)

Provision of the Development Plan to
which the issue relates:

Policies on Layout, Siting and Design

Summary of the representation(s):

Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design
Roosting and Nesting Gulls
Roosting gulls in coastal towns are a nuisance and costly to remove. This could be
avoided by using preventative measures in the design of buildings and/or installing
deterrents. These would improve the appearance of the towns and the safety of
citizens and have community, environmental and economic benefits (48).

Design and Qualities of Successful Places
More attention should be paid to the size and style of buildings. Many new houses
have been of a much larger scale and proportion than the original vernacular style
(404).

The requirement in Policy P1 in relation to the six qualities of successful places is
welcomed by a number of respondents (610, 658 and 404). One respondent (404)
considers that these qualities should be more measurable and questions how they
will be enforceable and measured.

Blue/green Networks and Surface Water Management
The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) would expect the Plan to
ensure that new developments protect and, where possible, deliver improvements
to water bodies. Improvements can include the re-naturalisation of channels and
removal of culverts and barriers to fish passage, all of which must include
consideration of potential flood risk aspects. No mention is made of obligations
relating to sustainable surface water management and pollution mitigation
measures at the construction stage, nor the requirement to comply with the
Controlled Activities Regulations General Binding Rules. SEPA, therefore, suggests
additional wording within Policy P1 to address these issues (658).

Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New Development
Green Networks and Expansion of Healthcare Facilities
NHS Grampian is supportive of green networks due to associated health and
lifestyle benefits but the expansion requirements of healthcare facilities should be
considered when identifying and enhancing green networks (610).

40% and 120 Square Metres Open Space Requirements
As currently worded, the requirement to devote at least 40% of each major
development site to good quality open space is unacceptable. It takes no
cognisance of the quality or quantity of open space or other areas of recreation in
the vicinity or wider settlement. Each site and settlement is different, yet the policy
requirement fails to distinguish between sites in urban areas and those in rural
areas which may already have access to significant areas of recreational land.
Aberdeenshire is primarily rural where residents have relatively easy access to
beach, countryside and woodlands, and so a 'one size fits all' approach is

Item 6
Page 111



inappropriate. The policy should be more targeted to communities with an identified
shortfall or that are lacking access to areas of countryside. For those reasons, the
previous Examination Reporter considered that the policy should provide flexibility
to accommodate site and settlement characteristics (277, 604, 605).

The requirement for at least 40% open space on larger sites and at least 120
square metres on sites of fewer than 50 homes demonstrates a lack of
understanding of the commercial basis of land and property development. The
burden on landowners is compounded when affordable housing and developer
obligation requirements are factored in. The requirements conflict with other policy
aims such as the efficient use of land and the creation of sustainable mixed
communities, and could prejudice the Strategic Development Plan (SDP) target for
a density of 30 dwellings per hectare in Strategic Growth Areas. The Council
previously acknowledged that the open space expectation would result in a
development density of 22 houses per hectare. The Reporter concluded that "In
providing a suitable density for development and a range of house types, there may
not be the opportunity to provide the open space envisaged and provide
sustainable developments." The Reporter advised that such provision may lead to
unsustainable development patterns contrary to Government objectives and the
requirements of the then Structure Plan. The Structure Plan requirements have
been carried forward into the SDP and the reintroduction of more onerous
requirements for public open space is unjustified (277, 604, 605).

Respondent 387 states that they support the stance taken by Homes for Scotland
and the Stewart Milne Group in respect of this policy (but no representation on this
issue has been received from Homes for Scotland).

There is a need to deliver open space within a development, but a lower
percentage should replace the 40% in the policy wording – an acceptable level
would be 20%. The 40% requirement appears excessive particularly when
compared to other Local Authorities. The examples of East Lothian, Dundee, Perth
and Kinross and the City of Edinburgh Councils are discussed. The majority of
Local Authorities deal with open space on a case by case basis rather than having
a rigid structure. Within other LDPs, Councils will not always require significant
amounts of open space if there is existing open space close by which could be
improved through Section 75 contributions (580).

Elements and Maintenance of Open Space
A list of items that can contribute towards open space should be provided. This
should include, but not be limited to, usable open space (green spaces or play
areas within a development), roads (including paths) and boundary treatments
(580).

Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 227) states that Local Development Plans
should safeguard existing and potential allotment sites, so that Local Authorities
meet their duty to provide allotments where there is proven demand. Plans should
also encourage opportunities for a range of community growing spaces. Policy P2
does not encourage allotments and a full range of community growing spaces and
wording should be added to do so (640).
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Simply providing space does not create an attractive environment. The Council’s
policy to refuse to adopt new open space forces developers to charge residents.
Keeping costs low results in poor landscaping standards and maintenance, which
are of limited benefit to the community or the environment. A review of house prices
in Inverurie suggests that areas with limited public open space score highest for
desirable housing. As new residents have to pay for the maintenance of poor public
spaces, why not consider having some of it in enlarged gardens where they can
control their environment for the benefit of the local environs? (434).

The Council’s current Open Space Policy is a dereliction of duty for those in new
developments whose areas will receive no public maintenance of public areas
required through the Plan. This apparent unfairness is expensive for residents and
results in a low standard of maintenance. At least an element of this space should
be within private gardens to improve residents’ opportunity to develop their own
environment (351).

Playing Fields and More Biodiverse Areas
Too much value is placed on the contribution of playing fields to green
infrastructure. Their environmental value is questioned in comparison to ‘wilder’
areas which are often a rarity in urban settings. There should be much more
emphasis on such urban sites to help offset the loss of habitat due to
unprecedented development (351).

Biodiversity networks are important and should be included in the open space
requirement, with money set aside for sustaining these areas and creating better
wildlife habitats. Who monitors and enforces developer obligations on the
environment? (435)

Access Opportunities
The Plan refers to encouraging new and enhanced opportunities for access (as
outlined in Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 228) in relation to new development,
but it should also encourage these access opportunities generally. This policy may
not be the most logical place to do this but the matter should be covered, perhaps
by subsequent Supplementary Planning Guidance (670).

Policy P3 Infill and Householder Development
The approach taken in Policy P3 will mean that unless sports facilities have a
specific land use designation, the protection afforded to them by National Policy
will not apply. The respondent has attempted to identify these facilities but there
may be more that are not identified in the Proposals Maps. In addition, Policy P3
does not address the policy approach to new sports facilities built between this
and subsequent Plans (671).

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and the Strategic Development Plan (SDP)
promote reuse or redevelopment of brownfield land before new development on
greenfield land. SPP also advocates the efficient use of existing capacities of
land, buildings and infrastructure. The SDP has targets to increase the range
and quality of housing in regeneration priority areas and for all housing of over
one hectare in Strategic Growth Areas to have no less than 30 dwellings per
hectare. Policy P3 should, therefore, be amended to provide greater
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encouragement to infill development. There should be no presumption in terms
of the size of the site that constitutes infill development. Specific allowance
should be made for higher density development on infill sites where it does not
erode the character or amenity of the surrounding area (605, 277, 387).

Use of Policy P3 in rural areas may have a detrimental impact on the individual
character and sense of place of small settlements in Aberdeenshire. Precedent for
future back-land development could be set by allowing single houses tucked in
behind one another (404).

Policy P4 Hazardous Development and Contaminated Land
Water environment
The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) note that Policy SG LSD10 in
the current Local Development Plan (LDP) 2012 is not present in the Proposed
Plan and that reference to contaminated land is now covered by Policy P4 only.
The wording of the current LDP policy includes reference to the water environment:
"the necessary site investigations and assessments are undertaken to identify any
actual or possible significant risk to public health or safety or to the environment,
including possible pollution of the water environment". For clarity, it is
recommended that the previous wording "including possible pollution of the water
environment", be added to Policy P4 (658) (see Local Development Plan 2012,
Supplementary Guidance SG LSD10).

Contamination, Investigation and Remediation
Whilst Policy P4 requires appropriate investigation and remediation of sites known
or suspected to be contaminated, the policy does not reference Annex 1 of
Planning Advice Note (PAN) 33 Development of Contaminated Land. As such,
there is no guidance to indicate what will be considered "appropriate site
investigations" or "effective remedial actions". Annex 1 of PAN 33 should be
referenced in the policy to provide a suitable benchmark for these works (658).

The policy does not refer to different types of contamination so text should be
added to refer to both radioactive and non-radioactive sources of contamination
(658).

SEPA expresses concerns with the statement "Both the site investigations and any
remedial actions should be proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposed
development". This may allow issues relating to protection of the water environment
to be argued as being disproportionately expensive to investigate given the scale of
a proposed development, leading to risks to people and the environment. The
policy should be re-worded to enable Local Authority Contaminated Land Officers
to take account of the previous use(s) of the site and the level of contamination
which may or may not be present, as these factors may affect the level of
investigation and remediation which may be required (658).

Oil and Gas Pipelines
Paragraph 99 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) requires Development Plans to
identify and safeguard nationally important clusters of industries that handle
hazardous substances. SPP is clear that development proposals should take
cognisance of the presence of pipelines in their vicinity. HSE's Land Use Planning
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Methodology (PADHI) provides information on proposals that would be acceptable
near potentially hazardous installations including pipelines. Proposed Policy P4:
Hazardous Developments and Contaminated Land is broadly supported but is
lacking in that it contains no reference to consultation with the owners and
operators of the potentially hazardous facilities. Additional text should be introduced
in relation to consultation with the owners and operators of facilities where
proposed developments are within consultation zones for hazardous installations
(372). The policy should be retitled 'Policy P4 Pipelines, Hazardous Developments
and Contaminated Land' and two additional paragraphs are sought (45).

There is a need to provide more specific reference to pipeline consultation zones, in
part through including them on the Proposals Map(s). This would provide clarity and
be helpful to potential developers (45, 377). Previous versions of the Plan have
included this information and most of the other plans along the pipeline route
illustrate the pipeline corridors (377).

For consistency and clarity, specific reference to the pipeline consultation zones
and the HSE PADHI guidelines should be made in relation to the following sites:

 R2 in Peterhead (45)
 BUS3 in Peterhead (45)
 OP6 in Peterhead (45)
 BUS3 in Stonehaven (45, 373)
 OP3 in Stonehaven (45, 374)
 OP1 in Laurencekirk (45, 375)
 BUS in Tipperty (45, 376)
 R2 in Westhill (45)
 BUS in Westhill (45)

Policy P5 Community Facilities
Sports Facilities
Sport Scotland welcomes the support given to the provision of new community
facilities. It is assumed that these would include sports facilities but a definition
would be helpful (672).

If the policy is intended to apply to outdoor sports facilities, it does not provide the
protection required by Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 226) in relation to these
facilities, particularly with regard to new 'updated' facilities mentioned in the Local
Development Plan policy (672).

Access to Community Facilities
The intention to ensure that facilities are available to all members of the community
is welcomed but would be onerous in the case of some sports facilities. If a sports
club is open for anyone to join, this would ensure that anyone could access it. The
wording 'reasonable' amount of time on a 'regular basis' is open to interpretation
and could result in an added burden on sports facility providers. Context on the
circumstances in which this would apply would be helpful (672).
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The second sentence of the first paragraph of the policy is unclear and the
necessity for a legal agreement governing access is questioned. It is assumed that
this would only apply to a privately owned and operated facility, or a community-run
facility, not a Council facility. However, it should be made clear what the intention of
this sentence is and in what circumstances it would apply (429). A legal agreement
covering access may be contrary to Circular 1/2010 Planning Agreements in that it
would be unreasonable (512).

Education Facilities
North East Scotland College has a number of facilities across Aberdeen City and
Aberdeenshire. The two Planning Authorities are apparently treating education
facilities differently. The College's land within the City is safeguarded under a policy
covering health, education and other community facilities. That policy supports new
or extended educational uses on zoned sites but recognises that surplus
buildings/land can be redeveloped for appropriate alternative uses. Policy P5
adopts a similar approach to community facilities but it is unclear that this policy
includes educational uses. Policy P5 should include education facilities and should
support new or extended educational uses on zoned sites as well as allowing for
redevelopment for alternative uses where land or buildings become redundant. It
should also be made clear in the Settlement Statements that land is protected
under Policy P5 (624).

Specific policies in respect of higher education facilities and ancillary uses should
be included to provide greater flexibility to enable the delivery of such uses on
suitable sites. Policy P5 should be modified to include provision for further
education facilities and associated uses (280).

New and Expanded Health Centres
Support should be given to health centres in town centres and their scope for
expansion. Where health centres require to move outwith the town centre (in cases
where it is not possible to expand in the town centre) the redundant site should be
identified as an opportunity site. The text of Policy P5 should be amended to
include specific reference to healthcare facilities. Where health centres require to
locate outwith the town centre, they should be in locations accessible by a variety of
transport modes, preferably on a main transport corridor (610).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design
Roosting and Nesting Gulls
Add the text "Consideration should be given to the incorporation of design features
that are unattractive to roosting or nesting birds, such as flat roofs, or otherwise
incorporate other measures to deter nesting" to the Site Development Briefs for
sites in coastal settlements, namely sites OP1 (M1) in Banff, BUS (E1) in Macduff,
BUS 1-5, OP1-3 and CC1 in Fraserburgh, BUS1-3, OP1-3 and CC1 in Peterhead,
and BUS 1-3, OP2, OP3 and OP5 in Stonehaven (48).

Design and Qualities of Successful Places
Amend policy to allow the six qualities of successful places to be enforceable and
measurable (this modification is inferred from representation 404).
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Blue/Green Networks and Surface Water Management
Add the following wording to the final paragraph of Policy P1: "…during the
construction and operational phases of new development. Developers will be
required to consider the context of development with surrounding blue/green
networks - how connectivity of these networks can be maintained and enhanced.
Site design must take account of the natural flow paths of any associated water
features. Surface water should be controlled at source and Sustainable Urban
Drainage (SUD) systems employed across the site in accordance with the Water
Environment Controlled Activities (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (as amended)
(CAR). Retrofit SUD systems will require to be considered in respect of
regeneration projects. A Surface Water Management Plan will need to be submitted
to demonstrate that developers have adequately mitigated against the potential for
pollution of water receptors and fulfil their obligations under the CAR general
binding rules. These obligations may be controlled by conditions." (658)

Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New Development
Green Networks and Expansion of Healthcare Facilities
The expansion requirements of healthcare facilities should be considered when
identifying and enhancing green networks (610).

40% and 120 Square Metres Open Space Requirements
Amend Policy P2 to set a general target of 40% open space provision but be
mindful of individual site and settlement characteristics. The policy should make it
clear that, in each case, the actual proportion will take account of the location,
function and characteristics of the development proposal and site; the function of
the open space proposed; and, where appropriate, the function and characteristics
of existing open space in the area. This should also be applied to the requirements
for open space provision on allocated sites of fewer than 50 homes (277, 604, 605)
Remove the 40% requirement for open space and replace it with comments which
mirror other Scottish Local Authorities. Replace the 40% with a lower percentage –
20% would be acceptable (580).

Elements of Open Space
Provide a list of items which can contribute towards open space to be considered
within the Plan. This should include but not be limited to usable open space (green
spaces or play areas within a development), roads (including paths) and any
required boundary treatments (580).

Change the last sentence in the first paragraph of Policy P2 to read: “Allotments,
community growing spaces and community woodlands are encouraged and will be
protected” (640).

Include private gardens in open space requirement (modification inferred from 351,
434).

Have much more emphasis on ‘wilder’ urban sites (351).

In the last paragraph of Policy P2, make specific reference to the general need to
encourage new and enhanced opportunities for access (as outlined in SPP
paragraph 228) i.e. not just in relation to new development (670).
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Policy P3 Infill and Householder Development
Include wording within Policy P3 that clarifies that the other provisions of
national policy will still apply (671).

Remove the reference from Policy P3 to infill development opportunities being of
only small to medium scale. The scale of development will be dictated by the site
size (277, 387, 605).

Amend Policy P3 to acknowledge that such development has the ability to utilise
spare capacity in infrastructure and community facilities and, in many cases, can
help sustain existing services and facilities such as primary schools (277, 387,
605).

Policy P4 Hazardous Development and Contaminated Land
Water Environment
Add the wording "including possible pollution of the water environment" to the policy
(658).

Contamination, Investigation and Remediation
Add reference to Annex 1 of PAN 33 within the third paragraph referring to
"appropriate site investigations" (658).

Add the following text to the policy (658): "Where site conditions are appropriate,
consideration should be given to both radioactive and non-radioactive sources of
contamination."

Re-word the policy to enable Local Authority Contaminated Land Officers to take
account of the previous use(s) of the site and the level of contamination which may
or may not be present, as these factors may affect the level of investigation and
remediation which may be required (658).

Oil and Gas Pipelines
Include pipeline corridors on Proposals Maps for Proposed Plan (45, 377).

Add specific reference in the Settlement Statements to the pipeline consultation
zones and the HSE PADHI guidelines in relation to the following sites:

 R2 in Peterhead (45)
 BUS3 in Peterhead (45)
 OP6 in Peterhead (45)
 BUS3 in Stonehaven (45, 373)
 OP3 in Stonehaven (45, 374)
 OP1 in Laurencekirk (45, 375)
 BUS in Tipperty (45, 376)
 R2 in Westhill (45)
 BUS in Westhill (45)
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Add the following sentence to the policy: "In determining planning applications for
development within consultation zones for hazardous installations, the Council will
consult with, and take full account of advice from, the facility's owners and
operators and will seek to ensure that any risk to people's safety is not increased"
(372).

Retitle 'Policy P4 Pipelines, Hazardous Developments and Contaminated Land' and
add the following wording to the policy (45): "Within Aberdeenshire, there are a
number of high pressure pipelines and sites where hazardous substances or
explosives are stored. For each of these sites, a consultation zone has been
established by the Health and Safety Executive to ensure that only appropriate new
or replacement development takes place and that there is no increased risk to
public safety.” and;

“Where certain types of new development are proposed within the consultation
zones of pipelines, major hazards and explosive storage sites, the Council will be
required to consult the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) to determine the
potential risk to public safety. The Council will take full account of the advice from
the HSE in determining planning applications. In addition to consultation with the
HSE, the Council will consult the operators of pipelines where development
proposals fall within these zones. Pipeline consultation zones are shown on the
LDP Proposals Maps".

Policy P5 Community Facilities
Clarify what community facilities are, specifically in relation to indoor and outdoor
infrastructure (672).

Clarify the circumstances under which legal agreements will be required (672).

Clarify/expand second sentence of first paragraph, to make clear what the intention
of this sentence is and in what circumstances it would apply (429).

Clarify the last paragraph of this policy with regard to how it will be applied in
relation to outdoor sports facilities (672).

Amend policy to make reference to educational facilities and make clear in the
Settlement Statements that land is protected under Policy P5 (624).

Modify policy to contain specific policy for higher education facilities and ancillary
uses on suitable sites (reflecting Aberdeen City Council extant LDP policies CF1
and CF2) (280).

Amend policy to make specific reference to healthcare facilities (610).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design
Policy P1 is a restatement of the current design policies within the Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2012. It promotes a design-led approach to development
and requires major developments to accord with previously agreed statements on
the proposed design. These statements include Development Frameworks or

Item 6
Page 119



Masterplans as necessary, as set out within the Settlement Statements. It requires
development designs to demonstrate six qualities of successful places. It also
requires developments to enhance biodiversity or geodiversity and requires the
submission of Site Waste Management Plans to accord with the Zero Waste Plan.

Layout, siting and design policies (except those relating to flooding, erosion and
climate change) were not identified as a Main Issue in the Main Issues Report
(MIR) 2013. The MIR instead identified a need to clarify the policies to reinforce the
requirement for compliance with approved Masterplans or Frameworks and require
Masterplans/Frameworks for major developments on unallocated sites. It also
identified a need to add a requirement for biodiversity enhancement. At the MIR
engagement stage there was general support for the existing policy and
Supplementary Guidance, and a number of respondents supported the addition of a
requirement for biodiversity enhancement. However, there was general criticism of
the policy’s ability to deliver well-designed development in keeping with the
vernacular style of the area. At that stage, SEPA did not raise the issues of
connectivity with blue/green networks, flow paths of natural features, or the need for
Surface Water Management Plans (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 019:
Policy 8 Layout, Siting and Design).

Roosting and Nesting Gulls
The request to add text on preventative measures against roosting and nesting
gulls is noted but introducing new anti-gull measures where most of the buildings in
Aberdeenshire have none is unlikely to achieve the desired objective. As this is a
local and detailed design issue, it should be discussed and considered at the
planning application stage. No change is required.

Design and Qualities of Successful Places
The support for the Policy P1 requirement in relation to the ‘six qualities of
successful places’ is welcomed. The six qualities described in Policy P1 broadly
align with those set out in Scottish Planning Policy (see paragraph 55).

The preamble to Policy P1 explains that the Council’s approach to design will
involve the use of Design Statements, methods of design assessment and public
involvement. The policy requires major development proposals to accord with
previously agreed statement(s) on the proposed design for the site and specific
requirements for Development Frameworks or Masterplans are identified in the
Settlement Statements. Policy P1 makes clear that all development would be
assessed using a process that includes appropriate public consultation and all
designs must demonstrate the six qualities of successful places. Detailed guidance
on all of these requirements would be published in separate planning advice, which
may refer to the Scottish Government Place Standard (see SPP, paragraph 47).

The national policy statements Creating Places: A Policy Statement on Architecture
and Place for Scotland (2013) and Designing Streets: A Policy Statement for
Scotland (2010) and Planning Advice Notes relating to design are material
considerations when determining planning applications. These, along with future
planning advice, will provide detailed guidance on these six qualities and how to
assess developments in relation to them. It is, therefore, not necessary to add
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further clarification or detail in relation to the six qualities in the policy text. No
change is required.

Blue/Green Networks and Surface Water Management
The additional text sought by SEPA in relation to blue/green networks and
sustainable urban drainage would unnecessarily duplicate requirements in other
policies of the Proposed Plan as explained below. These additions would,
therefore, run counter to the expectation of Scottish Ministers for Development
Plans to be succinct, as explained in Circular 6/2013: Development Planning (see
paragraph 8). Policy P2 “Open Space and Access in New Development” sets out
open space requirements and emphasises that open space may make a significant
contribution to green networks. These are defined in the glossary as “linked open
space within and between settlements used for recreation, nature conservation and
landscape protection” so encompass blue/green networks. It is, therefore,
considered unnecessary to add a reference to “blue/green networks” in Policy P1.
Policy PR1 “Protecting Important Resources” already seeks to protect water quality
and flow rates and requires developments to embrace opportunities for creation,
enhancement and management of habitats to contribute to improvement in the
ecological status of water bodies. Policy RD1 already requires developments to
deal with surface water drainage in a sustainable manner through the use of an
integrated sustainable drainage system. No change is, therefore, required.

The additional text sought by SEPA in relation to requirements for site design to
take account of natural flow paths of water features, and for Surface Water
Management Plans, is unnecessary detail which would be better placed in
subsequent planning advice prepared by the Council. In addition, these
requirements are not relevant to all types and scales of development. No change is,
therefore, necessary. However, in the event that the Reporter considers that these
requirements should be included in the Plan, it is considered that they would be
better placed in Policy RD1 “Providing Suitable Services” rather than Policy P1.

CAR General Binding Rules
The Council considers that it is unnecessary to add text in relation to the CAR
general binding rules as these are regulatory requirements independent of the
planning system. No change is required.

Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New Development
Open space was not identified as a Main Issue in the MIR 2013. Instead, the MIR
recommended the reduction in public open space requirements for flatted and
small-scale developments and the removal of the requirement for open space for
minor windfall sites. At the MIR engagement stage, a number of respondents
supported the existing policy approach and the proposed amendments. One
queried the reduction of open space for flatted developments. A wider review of the
policy was requested, to clarify what counts as open space and to consider the
relative merits of public and private open space within and adjacent to
developments. One respondent objected to the 40% open space requirement,
arguing that it presents a large burden to major developments. It was subsequently
concluded that it was appropriate to reduce the open space requirement for flatted
and small-scale developments and that no wider review of the open space policy
was required as the policy provides a clear framework for open space provision.
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The reintroduction of garden space standards would unreasonably constrain design
and be unpopular with the development industry (see MIR 2013, Issues and
Actions Paper 019: Policy 8 Layout, Siting and Design).

Policy P2 requires new developments to be accompanied by adequate public open
space appropriate to the standards shown in the Aberdeenshire Parks and Open
Spaces Strategy (APOSS) and which is safe, welcoming, distinctive, well
connected and accessible. The policy sets out an expectation that at least 40% of
each major development site should be devoted to open space and sets out public
open space requirements for smaller sites. It requires arrangements for the
establishment and maintenance of open space to be agreed. It also protects
existing and potential public access routes and requires developments to include
opportunities for informal recreation and promote walking or cycling. In accordance
with the APOSS, and unlike other authorities, such land covers a wide range of
open space types including community food growing areas, land for wildlife and
woodlands around town.

Green Networks and Expansion of Healthcare Facilities
Where specific details were known, the expansion requirements of healthcare
facilities were taken into account during the identification of the green networks and
areas of open space in the Proposals Maps. In any case, in the “Policy P5
Community Facilities” section of this Schedule 4, a consequential change to Policy
PR1 “Protecting Important Resources” is suggested so that it is clear that the Policy
would allow the expansion of community infrastructure (including healthcare
facilities) onto open space in certain circumstances. The detail of that policy is
discussed in the Schedule 4 Issue 13: Protecting Resources. No change is
required.

40% and 120 Square Metres Open Space Requirements
Paragraph 219 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) confirms that green infrastructure
and improved access to open space can help to build stronger, healthier
communities. It is an essential part of our long-term environmental performance
and climate resilience. Improving the quality of our places and spaces through
integrated green infrastructure networks can also encourage investment and
development. These and many other benefits of public open space are discussed in
more detail in the reports “Benefits of Green Infrastructure” (Forest Research,
2010) and “The Value of Public Space” (CABE, 2003). SPP requires the planning
system to protect, enhance and promote green infrastructure, including open space
and green networks, as an integral component of successful place making
(paragraph 220).

The provision of adequate public open space is an essential part of achieving many
of the principles set out in SPP (paragraph 29) which contribute to sustainable
development. These include supporting good design and the six qualities of
successful places; supporting climate change mitigation and adaptation; and
protecting, enhancing and promoting access to natural heritage. This is evidenced
in the Scottish Government document “Green Infrastructure: Design and
Placemaking” (2011) which explains the multiple benefits and functions of green
infrastructure and how green infrastructure can help to achieve the six qualities of
successful places. The 40% and 120 square metres open space requirements are
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intended to achieve the provision of a ‘working landscape’ of open space providing
all of these benefits and functions. This is illustrated by Figure 1 of the APOSS.
Countryside around settlements cannot alone provide all of the required functions
shown in Figure 1, so it is important that there is sufficient open space within new
development sites in all locations.

The APOSS was informed by an audit of open space carried out in late 2008 and
feedback from communities gathered in 2009. This work found that the average
public open space provision in towns considered to be good examples in
Aberdeenshire was roughly 40% (Aboyne 40%, Banchory 52%, Blackburn 44%,
Drumlithie 34% and Echt 40%).

The ‘efficient use of land’ as required by SPP (paragraph 2) should not be
interpreted as only relating to built structures and the density of built development.
The concept should instead be understood in terms of efficient use of land to
deliver ecosystem services and achieve the six qualities of successful places,
which are all essential components of sustainable development.

The concerns relating to commercial viability and density are unfounded. A study of
the value of greenspace in Aberdeen based on over 50,000 property sales found
that local parks resulted in a premium of 9% on nearby house values and amenity
greenspace in the vicinity gave a 2.6% premium. This study was cited in a Forestry
Commission Research Report: Economic Benefits of Greenspace (Saraev, 2012).
Another study, of house sales in the Netherlands (Luttik, 2000), found that houses
with a view of a park in a residential area attracted a 7-8% premium.

The allocated sites for major developments are sized to accommodate both a net
density of 30 dwellings per hectare (resulting in a gross density of 22 dwellings per
hectare) and 40% open space.

The policy is, therefore, entirely consistent with the objectives of SPP and the
Strategic Development Plan. No change is required.

The 40% open space requirement is the same percentage as set out in Policy 8 of
the current Local Development Plan 2012. In addition, in inviting development bids
for the Proposed Plan, the Council requested that respondents undertake an initial
assessment of the viability of the proposal, taking into account the need to put
aside approximately 40% of the allocated site for open space (please see copy of
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016 Development Bids Form). The 40%
open space requirement should, therefore, not be a surprise to developers and no
change in this respect is required.

Policy P2 allows developments of fewer than 50 homes on allocated sites (and
those on windfall sites) to improve existing open space as an alternative to on-site
provision.

A minor technical change will be made to correct an error in the third paragraph of
Policy P2 - the first sentence will be amended to read "At least 120 m2 of public
open space per home must be provided for proposals on allocated sites of fewer
than 50 homes".
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Elements and Maintenance of Open Space
There is already a definition of open space in the glossary of the Proposed Plan
and this definition is consistent with that in the glossary of Scottish Planning Policy.
The policy refers to the APOSS and this lists a wide range of types of open space
in Appendix 1, including neighbourhood green space, on-street open space and
community food growing areas. It is, therefore, unnecessary for the policy to include
a list of items that can contribute towards open space. For the same reason, it is
unnecessary for the policy to specifically mention community growing spaces. No
change is required.

As explained in the glossary of the Proposed Plan, private garden space does not
provide the community benefits associated with open space that is accessible by
the public. Additionally, the planning system has very limited control over the quality
and maintenance of private garden space. Such space is frequently lost as a result
of householder permitted developments. No change is required.

The policy of the Council with regard to what open space it will itself adopt is not a
matter for the Local Development Plan. Instead, it is considered sufficient that
Policy P2 states that open space contributions will only be acceptable when
arrangements for the establishment and maintenance of the open space have
already been agreed. This is consistent with Paragraph 232 of SPP, which requires
long term management and maintenance arrangements for green infrastructure to
be incorporated into planning permissions. The APOSS assists this by giving
priority to low maintenance open space in preference to “premier parks”. No change
is required.

Playing Fields and More Biodiverse Areas
Playing fields are just one component of a hierarchy of open space set out in
Appendices 1 and 2 of the APOSS. One of the strategic aims of the APOSS is to
conserve, manage and enhance opportunities for biodiversity/wildlife. The required
hierarchy of open space includes areas which are of high biodiversity value
including blue-green corridors, neighbourhood green space and community
woodlands. Policy P1 “Layout Siting and Design” requires developments to
enhance biodiversity. Developer obligations, including those in relation to
environmental improvements, are secured, monitored and enforced through the
Development Management process. No change is required.

Access Opportunities
SPP (paragraph 228) requires Local Development Plans to safeguard access rights
and core paths and encourage new and enhanced opportunities for access linked
to wider networks. The Proposed Plan already does both of these things through
Policies P2 and P1 “Layout Siting and Design” and no change is required. The
promotion of access opportunities more generally (not in connection with new
development) is a matter for other plans and strategies such as the Core Paths
Plan and the Countryside Access Strategy.

Policy P3 Infill and Householder Development
Policy P3 largely restates the content of SG LSD4 “Infill Development” in the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2012. Infill development policy was not
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identified as a Main Issue in the MIR 2013. The MIR instead identified a need for
minor modifications to the policy to clarify that it also applies to applications for
change of use. No comments were raised in relation to this policy at the MIR
engagement stage.

Policy P3 only allows infill development that would not erode the amenity of the
surrounding area. Development involving the loss of a sports facility is likely to have
such an effect and so could be refused as being contrary to Policy P3 on this basis.
The “Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources” section of the Schedule 4 Issue
13: Protecting Resources promotes a non-notifiable modification to that policy to set
a general presumption against development on areas of open space including
outdoor sports facilities (whether or not they are shown in the Proposals Maps)
unless the development is ancillary to the use as open space. Policies P3 and PR1
(as modified) would, therefore, provide appropriate protection to sports facilities and
no change to Policy P3 is required.

The emphasis placed by SPP (paragraph 29) and the Aberdeen City and Shire
Strategic Development Plan (SDP) 2014 on the efficient reuse and redevelopment
of brownfield land in settlements is reflected by Policy P3. The wording of the policy
reflects the fact that development opportunities on infill sites are usually of a small
to medium scale. However, the policy does not preclude larger scale development if
it can be suitably accommodated on a site. In any case, the Proposed Plan does
not define ‘medium scale’ (whereas ‘small scale’ is defined in the glossary). No
change to the policy is, therefore, required. Nonetheless Aberdeenshire Council
would not be concerned if the Reporter considers it appropriate to remove the text
“of a small to medium scale” from the policy.

Proposals for development on infill sites would be assessed on their own merits
and against the relevant requirements of Policy P1 “Layout Siting and Design”,
which requires development to demonstrate the six qualities of successful places.
Policy P3 only allows infill development if it respects and does not erode the
character of the surrounding area. The concerns of respondent 404 are, therefore,
unfounded and no change to the policy is required.

Policy P4 Hazardous Development and Contaminated Land
Policy P4 aims to ensure that the public and the environment are protected from
new and existing development which could cause a nuisance, pollution or hazard. It
also aims to ensure that appropriate site investigations and remedial actions are
carried out so that land known or suspected to be contaminated is made suitable
for its new use. Policies on hazardous development and contaminated land were
not identified as a Main Issue in the MIR 2013.

Water Environment
It is not considered necessary to add “including possible pollution of the water
environment” to the policy, as this is encompassed by the existing phrase “actual or
possible risk to public health or the environment”. No change is required.

Contamination, Investigation and Remediation
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‘Contamination’ is a broad term which encompasses radioactive and non-
radioactive sources of contamination so it is considered unnecessary to add text
referring to these sources. No change is required.

Planning Advice Note 33: Development of Contaminated Land (PAN 33) provides
advice on the determination of planning applications when the site is or may be
contaminated. It is a material consideration for such planning applications whether
or not it is referenced in the policy. It is not normal practice for the Local
Development Plan to contain reference to the procedures for assessing planning
applications in the Development Management process. No change is required.

It is considered appropriate to require investigation and remediation to be
proportionate to the scale and nature of proposals. This reflects the ‘suitable for
use’ approach set out in PAN 33 and the requirement for planning application
supporting information to be proportionate to the scale of the application (paragraph
35 of SPP). Proposal-specific advice on the appropriate level and nature of site
investigation and remediation would be provided where relevant at the planning
application stage by the Council’s Contaminated Land Officers. It is, therefore,
considered unnecessary to re-word the policy or add specific reference to PAN 33.
No change is required.

However, the Council would not be opposed to the Reporter replacing the third
paragraph of the policy with the following text as a non-notifiable modification: “We
will not allow development on land that is known or suspected to be contaminated
unless appropriate site investigations have been undertaken to identify any actual
or possible risk to public health or the environment (including possible pollution of
the water environment) and effective remedial actions are proposed to ensure the
site is made suitable for its new use. Where site conditions are appropriate,
consideration should be given to both radioactive and non-radioactive sources of
contamination. Both the site investigations and any remedial actions should be
proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposed development and be in
accordance with Planning Advice Note 33 and the advice of the Council’s
Infrastructure Services (Contaminated Land) section.”

Oil and Gas Pipelines
Aberdeenshire Council recognises the strategic importance of oil and gas pipelines
and other oil and gas infrastructure in Aberdeenshire, as set out in National
Planning Framework 3 (pages 18, 30, 32, 57 and 66) and SPP. Policy P4 includes
pipelines as a specific example of development which could create a nuisance,
pollution or hazard. The policy makes clear that planning permission may be
refused for other forms of development in close proximity to existing hazardous
developments in the event that insufficient information has been submitted to
demonstrate the impacts or where the impacts are unclear or unknown.

The issue of pipeline consultation zones was raised at the MIR 2013 stage, when a
comment was received requesting that pipeline consultation zones be shown on
maps within the Local Development Plan (LDP). The MIR 2013, Issues and Actions
Paper 197: Other Issues considered this to be an appropriate course of action and
this was agreed by the relevant Committees. However, it was subsequently decided
that the Proposals Maps within the LDP were not the most appropriate way to show

Item 6
Page 126



the pipeline consultation zones. The Proposals Maps are not intended to be
constraints maps and, in any case, do not enable the entire pipeline consultation
zones to be shown in the level of detail required. Contrary to the suggestion of
respondent 377, previous Plans for Aberdeenshire have not included specific
details of pipeline consultation zones.

The Health and Safety Executive (HSE) provides an on-line tool that allows
prospective applicants to ascertain whether a proposed development is within the
HSE consultation zone of a major hazard site or a major accident hazard pipeline,
and obtain an indication of HSE’s advice on the proposed development (see
www.hse.gov.uk/landuseplanning/developers.htm - web page print). This is a more
robust and up-to date resource than could be provided in a Local Development
Plan.

The HSE is a statutory consultee under the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013 for proposed
developments within the consultation distance of pipelines and other hazardous
installations. The Council routinely consults HSE on such planning applications, via
the HSE PADHI (Planning Advice for Developments near Hazardous Installations)
methodology (see HSE PADHI information – web page print). Pipeline owners and
operators are also consulted to ensure that risk to people’s safety is not increased
and the pipelines are protected, and will continue to operate this best practice. It is
not considered necessary to refer to this consultation in the policy. No change is
required.

However, given the critical importance of protecting oil and gas pipelines and public
safety, the Council would be not be opposed to the Reporter adding the following
text, or a variation thereof, to the end of the second paragraph: "In determining
planning applications for development within consultation zones for hazardous
installations (including oil and gas pipelines), the Council will consult with, and take
full account of advice from, the facility's owners and operators and will seek to
ensure that any risk to people's safety is not increased."

As non-notifiable modifications, the following text could be added to Settlement
Statements for the settlements listed below, all of which have a part within the HSE
consultation distance of a pipeline: “Part of the settlement is within the Health and
Safety Executive (HSE) consultation distance associated with one or more oil or
gas pipelines in the vicinity. Development within this distance must accord with
Policy P4 “Hazardous Developments and Contaminated Land” and the HSE
Planning Advice for Developments near Hazardous Installations.”

Settlements:
Cruden Bay
Peterhead
Rora
St Fergus
St Fergus Gas Terminal
Pitmedden & Milldale
Tipperty
Ythanbank
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Blackburn
Dunecht
Inverurie & Port Elphinstone
Kingseat
Kinmuck
Kintore & Business Park
Kirkton of Skene
Westhill
Auchenblae
Drumlithie
Drumoak
Edzell Woods & Newesk
Fordoun
Laurencekirk
Luthermuir
Marykirk
Park
Stonehaven

As non-notifiable modifications, the following text could be added to the
development briefs for OP1 in Laurencekirk and OP3 in Stonehaven, and to the
“Settlement Features” entries for R2 in Peterhead, BUS in Tipperty, R2 and BUS in
Westhill and BUS3 in Stonehaven, in the Settlement Statements: “Development on
the site must accord with Policy P4 “Hazardous Developments and Contaminated
Land” and the Health and Safety Executive Planning Advice for Developments near
Hazardous Installations (PADHI) owing to the presence of one or more oil or gas
pipeline(s) in the vicinity.”

Respondent 45 has now confirmed that, contrary to their earlier representation,
OP6 and BUS3 in Peterhead do not lie within any pipeline consultation zone.
Consequently, no changes to the Development Briefs for these sites are required.

The Council also suggests the addition of the following paragraph after the first
paragraph of Policy P4, as a non-notifiable modification: “Prospective applicants
should check whether their proposed development is within a consultation zone of a
major hazard site or a major accident hazard pipeline and should obtain further
advice if this is the case. This confirmation and advice can be obtained via the HSE
Planning Advice Web App at www.hse.gov.uk/landuseplanning/developers.htm or
from the relevant Aberdeenshire Council Development Management Team.”

Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making the above
modifications, or variations thereof.

Policy P5 Community Facilities
Policy on community facilities was not identified as a Main Issue in the MIR 2013.
Policy P5 seeks to encourage, where appropriate, the provision of new community
facilities comprising indoor and outdoor infrastructure in accessible locations within
settlements and available to all community residents. Provision of new or updated
community facilities may result in existing community facilities becoming surplus to
requirements. In these circumstances, where the facilities are within settlements,
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the policy allows their re-use or redevelopment subject to compliance with other
policies in the Plan.

Definition of Community Facilities
The Council acknowledges that the Proposed Plan does not make clear whether
the term “community facilities” encompasses sports, education and healthcare
facilities. Indeed, Policy RD2 “Developers’ Obligations” implies that the term does
not encompass such facilities as it lists the headings “Primary Education”,
“Secondary Education” and “Health Facilities” separately from the heading of
“Community Facilities”. There is no definition of community facility in the glossary of
the Proposed Plan.

Recognising the importance of education, healthcare and sports facilities, it is
suggested that the title of Policy P5 be changed to “Community Infrastructure”, with
all instances of the term “community facility/facilities” in the policy being replaced by
“community infrastructure”. The policy would then read as follows: “We will support
the provision of new community infrastructure which is in accessible locations within
settlements and are available to all community residents. A legal agreement may
be needed to ensure that the new infrastructure is available to all members of the
community for a reasonable amount of time on a regular basis. Where existing
community infrastructure within settlements has become surplus to requirements,
due to new or updated infrastructure being provided elsewhere, we will approve
proposals for their re-use or redevelopment subject to compliance with other
policies in the Plan.”

As a non-notifiable modification, to clarify that community infrastructure
encompasses sports, education and healthcare facilities, it is suggested that the
definition of “infrastructure” in the glossary be amended to: “The facilities and other
items needed to support development. This includes roads, sewage and water
facilities, and community infrastructure including education, health and sports
facilities”.

The Council would not be opposed to the Reporter recommending the above
modifications, or variations thereof.

For consistency in the Plan, a consequential change to Policy PR1 “Protecting
Important Resources” should be made in terms of replacing “essential community
facilities” with “essential community infrastructure”.

A similar consequential change to Policy H5 “Gypsies and Travellers” is suggested
for consistency. The text “Proposals must also…allow reasonable access to
employment, education, community facilities and the main road network” in the final
paragraph should be changed to “Proposals must also…allow reasonable access to
employment, education and other community infrastructure and the main road
network.”

Access to Community Facilities
Aberdeenshire Council expects that there would only be very limited circumstances
in which it may be appropriate to ensure (by way of a legal agreement or other
mechanism) that a community facility/community infrastructure is available to all
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members of the community for a reasonable amount of time on a regular basis. An
instance of this could be when the development of a community
facility/infrastructure would result in the loss of protected land (under Policy PR1
“Protecting Important Resources”). In such a case, it may be appropriate to ensure
that the community facility is widely available so that the public benefits outweigh
the costs associated with the loss of protected land. Such an agreement may not
be concluded under Section 75 of the Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended)
and thus may not be required to meet the policy tests of Circular 3/2012: Planning
Obligations and Good Neighbour Agreements (paragraphs 14-25) which replaced
Circular 1/2010. No change is, therefore, required.

Protection and Redevelopment of Community Facility Sites
Policy P5 would only support a proposal for the reuse or redevelopment of an
existing community facility/infrastructure if that facility/infrastructure has become
surplus to requirements. Determining whether this prerequisite is met in the case of
development likely to result in the loss of (or prejudice the use of) an outdoor sports
facility would be informed by the advice of Sport Scotland, a statutory consultee in
such instances. Policy P5 confirms that other policies are also applicable to
proposals for the re-use or redevelopment of existing community facilities. A
proposal to redevelop or re-use a site containing an existing outdoor sports facility
or an educational use would also need to comply with the terms of Policy PR1
“Protecting Important Resources” or Policy PR2 “Protecting Important Development
Sites”. It is those policies, rather than Policy P5, that seek to protect outdoor sports
facilities, other open space and education facilities (amongst other community
infrastructure) from inappropriate development. No change to Policy P5 is required.

New and Expanded Health Centres
Policy P5 would provide general support to proposals for new and expanded health
centres in settlements and would require them to be located in accessible locations.
Policy B2 “Town Centres and Office Development” would also be relevant to such
proposals, requiring a sequential ‘town centre first’ approach and requiring sites to
be conveniently accessible by modes other than private car. No change is required.

If it is demonstrated that an existing health centre site is surplus to requirements,
Policy P5 would support the redevelopment of the site for another purpose, subject
to compliance with other relevant policies. No change is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

NATURAL HERITAGE AND LANDSCAPE 11

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 15, Page 47, Natural
Heritage and Landscape

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Introductory Text
Sport Scotland (673).

Policy E1 Natural Heritage
Mr David Gibson of The Mountaineering Council of Scotland (56),
Local Nature Conservation Site Panel (66),
Mr Ian Cowe of Forestry Commission Scotland (418),
Inverurie Community Council (434),
Jackie Cumberbirch (435),
RES UK Ltd (587),
RSPB Scotland (594),
Scottish Natural Heritage (656),
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (658).

Policy E2 Landscape
The Mountaineering Council of Scotland (56),
Mrs Fenneke Wolters-Sinke (201),
Banchory Community Council (359),
Cecilia Rogers (392),
Bennachie Community Council (413),
Jackie Cumberbirch (435),
Mrs Julia Davies (455),
Michael Adams (488),
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Iain Adams (620),
Sport Scotland (675).

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

Protection of Natural Heritage and
Landscape

Summary of the representation(s):

Introductory Text
Clarity should be provided around the approach to be taken to the
application of the precautionary principle by reference to the approach
required by Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 204).

Policy E1 Natural Heritage
A number of respondents welcomed and supported the policies within this
section (56, 594, 658).

A number of changes were suggested for Policy E1 Natural Heritage.
Specifically Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) and others have requested a
number of changes to bring the policy into line with the Habitats Regulations,
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), the Environmental Impact Assessment
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(Scotland) Regulations (2011) and Planning Circular 3/2011: The Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland)
Regulations 2011 by using the phrase "adverse" rather than "negative" in the
third paragraph of the policy (587, 656) and introducing text relating to the
objectives of the designation and the overall integrity of the site (656).

SNH believe that it should be clarified in paragraph 5 of the policy that the
Scottish Government’s Policy on Control of Woodland Removal applies to all
woodland (656).

It has been suggested that the Local Nature Conservation sites should be
included in the Settlement Statement maps of Appendix A to ensure that
they are fully considered by developers and local communities and that the
text is amended to clarify that there should be no net loss of biodiversity from
any impacts (594). Concern is expressed that this designation gives no legal
protection to sites (435) or confers specific benefits to the local environment
(434). Fraserburgh Bay (Site 43 in the Main Issues Report) should be added
to the list of Local Nature Conservation Sites on the basis of its ecological
and geomorphological value. This site meets the appropriate criteria and
supports a variety of coastal habitats most of which are UK and local priority
habitats(66)

For completeness SNH suggest that Annex II Species and Scottish
Biodiversity Habitats and Species need to be added in the 8th Paragraph of
the section (656). Further, it is suggested that references to "public benefits
at a local level" needs to be expanded to better accord with the statutory
guidance (587) and references to ecological value should refer to economic,
social and environmental value to reflect the wording used in the Scottish
Government’s policy on the Control of Woodland Removal (418).
In paragraph 9, SNH (656) consider that the policy should seek first to avoid
the need for species licenses by requiring species protection plans to be
submitted with planning applications.

SNH have also suggested that the order of the policies should be changed.
They feel it would be more logical if 'Wider Biodiversity and Geodiversity'
followed after the policy section on 'Protected Species', which have statutory
protection (656).

The Plan should require development causing a negative impact on species,
sites or habitats to be obliged to mitigate against this damage, and enhance
biodiversity (594).

A commitment should be made to protect and enhance areas used by
protected species and other wildlife for roosting, nesting and feeding, by the
Council and developers. The Council has a duty to conserve biodiversity
under the Nature of Conservation (Scotland) Act (2004) (594).

Policy E2 Landscape
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A number of respondents expressed support for the development of Special
Landscape Areas and / or suggested areas where this designation should be
applied (56, 201, 359, 392, 435, 455, 488, 620) or the criteria to be used to
identify them (675).

The current policy on natural heritage and landscape, Policy E2 Landscape,
needs to be more concrete. Boundaries and qualifying criteria for special
landscape have to be clear for everyone (201).

The "Valued Views" policy should be retained [currently Supplementary
Guidance Landscape 2] as stated in the response made to the Main Issues
Report (Main Issues Report 2013, Submission 1819 Bennachie Community
Council). The current policy is consistent with national policy and its review
would neither be completed by the time of publication of the Local
Development Plan nor affordable. Failures in the SG Landscape 2 policy are
as a result of the views being poorly described. Perceptions of the aesthetics
of views to most people determine their value, as supported by SNH in their
position statement no. 05/01”SNH’s Landscape Policy Framework”.
Landscape features that might be protected by the new policy are already
protected, but places between the viewpoint and the landscape would be
diminished. Aberdeenshire Council should work with Community Councils to
re-assess and define valued views to make the existing policy more robust
(413).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Introductory text
A reference to Scottish Planning Policy, or the approach required by the SPP
(para 204), should be made in the precautionary principle text in the 4th
paragraph of page 47.

Policy E1 Natural Heritage
A more positive tone should be adopted about the significant benefits in
meeting biodiversity and health and well-being targets (434).

Development causing a negative impact on species, sites or habitats should
be obliged to mitigate against this damage and enhance biodiversity (594).
The third paragraph of Policy E1 (under 'Nature Conservation Sites') should
be amended to "We will not allow development which may have an adverse
effect on the integrity of an internationally designated nature conservation
site, except where there are imperative reasons of overriding public interest
and if there is no alternative solution (656).”

Amend the third paragraph to replace "significant adverse effect on the
integrity of an internationally designated conservation site" with "negative
effect on the integrity of an internationally designated conservation site"
(587).

Policy E1, in the fourth paragraph (under Nature Conservation Sites), should
be amended to "For nationally designated sites a thorough assessment must
demonstrate that the objectives of designation and the overall integrity of the
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site will not be compromised, or that any significant adverse effects on the
qualities for which the area has been designated are clearly outweighed by
social, economic or environmental benefits of national importance"(656).
Policy E1, 5th paragraph add, "For any proposals involving the removal of
woodland, the Scottish Government’s Control of Woodland Removal Policy
will apply"(656).

Policy E1, 8th Paragraph (under Wider Biodiversity and Geodiversity) should
be amended to "If development may affect undesignated habitats listed in
Annex I of the Habitats Directive, species listed in Annex II of the Habitats
Directive, habitats/species on the Scottish Biodiversity List, Local
Biodiversity Action Plan priority habitats/species, species of importance to
biodiversity, areas of importance to geodiversity, or semi-natural habitats, we
will only approve it when a baseline ecological survey has been carried out,
development has been designed to avoid impacts where possible (for
example through incorporating areas of importance to biodiversity into open
space provision, so that they are conserved and enhanced where possible),
or where impacts cannot be reasonably be avoided, an ecological or
geological management plan demonstrate public benefits " (656).

Amend the 8th paragraph by adding "economic, social and environmental" in
place of "ecological" so that this paragraph reads: "If development may affect
undesignated habitats listed in Annex I of the Habitats regulations, semi-
natural habitats, LBAP priority habitats / species, species of importance to
biodiversity or areas of importance to geodiversity, we will only approve it
when a baseline ecological survey and ecological or geological management
plan demonstrate public benefits at a local level that outweigh the economic,
social and environmental value of the site. Development will not be allowed if
it fragments habitats or is not designed to minimise any adverse impact on
the site's environmental quality, ecological status or viability"(656).

Amend the 8th paragraph by adding "If development has an unacceptable
adverse impact upon undesignated habitats" to replace "If development may
affect undesignated habitats", and "public benefits at a local level" is
expanded to the "public/environmental benefits at local and wider level"
(587).
Swop round order of 'Wider biodiversity and geodiversity' and 'Protected
species'(656).

The opening paragraph of Policy E1 Natural Heritage: Protected Species
should be amended to "Development should seek to avoid any detrimental
impact on protected species through the carrying out of surveys and
submission of protection plans describing appropriate mitigation where
necessary. Development likely to have a detrimental impact on protected
species will not be approved unless; for European protected species, a
thorough assessment of the site has demonstrated that the development is
required for imperative reasons of overriding public interest and the
population is maintained at a favourable conservation status in its natural
range; or, for non-bird species protected under the Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981 (as amended) or the Protection of Badgers Act 1992, there will be
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significant social, economic or environmental benefits. In either case there
must also be no other satisfactory solution"(656).
Main Issues Report Local Nature Conservation site 43 Fraserburgh Bay
should be reinstated to the Plan.

Policy E2 Landscape
Scolty Hill and Land to the South of the River Dee should be included as
Special Landscape Areas (201, 359, 392, 455, ,488, 620)
Consideration should be given to whether there should be landscape
designations relative to important local settings for outdoor recreation in the
development of this policy area (675).

The Valued Views policy should be retained and added to Policy P2 (413).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Introductory Text
The introductory text provides a context for the two policies E1 Natural
Heritage, and Policy E2 Landscape.

The precautionary principle is a well-established benchmark for development
and has been adopted from the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2012. Definitions of the precautionary principle were not raised as an issue
in the Main Issues Report. Text of the Plan and that contained in SPP differs
in that SPP uses the term "sound evidence" whereas the Local Development
Plan uses "good scientific grounds". Otherwise, the only difference is that
SPP identifies that research, surveys and assessments can remove or
reduce uncertainty.

It is not appropriate for the Local Development Plan to restate national policy
just for its own sake, as SPP is a significant material consideration in the
determination of any planning application. The definition provided in the Plan
is appropriate and sufficient and very similar to that in SPP. It provides
additional guidance as to the nature of the "sound evidence" that is required
and no change is required to the Plan.

Policy E1 Natural Heritage
Policy E1 provides a robust context for the consideration of issues related to
the conservation of natural heritage in the course of considering proposals
for planning permission. Policy is provided for designated sites,
undesignated “wider” biodiversity, and protected species in line with national
legislation. The support for the policies is welcome.

Natural heritage policies were not identified as a main issue in the Main
Issues Report (MIR) 2013. These policies remain largely unchanged from
the Supplementary Guidance published to support the Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2012 (albeit their format has changed) with the notable
exception of the introduction of new “Local Nature Conservation sites” added
after a three year research programme in partnership with Aberdeen
University, Scottish Natural Heritage and other conservation bodies. No
changes were proposed by respondents to the text of the existing
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Supplementary Guidance in response to the Main Issues Report except for
the request by SNH to take account of amendments to the Wildlife and
Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011 and provide protection for badgers
under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992. No suggestion was made, at this
time, regarding species action plans or a change to the wording of the policy
to require consideration of social and economic factors in assessing potential
impacts.

In relation to the issue of whether the term “adverse” should be used,
Aberdeenshire agree there is some merit in using a consistent form of
wording between different documents. The definition of adverse (Oxford
Dictionary “preventing success or development; harmful; unfavourable”) and
that of negative (“consisting in or characterized by the absence rather than
the presence of distinguishing features”) are not so different, particularly
when the term is used in the context of the policy wording itself. Care has
been taken to use an appropriate form of words that reflects the need to
protect integrity of the site above all else. Use of “adverse” is synonymous
with “negative”. Change to "We will not allow development which may have
an adverse effect on the integrity of an internationally designated nature
conservation site” could be supported as a non-material modification as it will
not have a significant impact on the Plan. Aberdeenshire Council would not
be opposed to the Reporter making this modification or a variation thereof.
The Environmental Impact Assessment (Scotland) Regulations 2011make
no reference to “adverse” effects

The removal of the woodlands element of the policy does not apply to all
woodlands and a more stringent policy position is provided by Policy C3
“Carbon Sinks and Stores”. While we would agree that all woodlands are
important, some woodlands have particular value for conservation of natural
heritage and, it is these that are referred to in this policy.

Consideration was given to including development constraints on the
settlement statement maps, including Local Nature Conservation Sites, but
as we have no control over the boundaries of many of these it was decided
that this was inappropriate and could lead to confusion. Supplementary
Guidance 5 Local Nature Conservation Sites (LNCS) provides the detail in
respect of this policy topic (as provided for by Town and Country Planning
(Development Planning) (Scotland) Regulations 2008 section 27(2)) and
their general locations are shown on the proposals map Natural Heritage
and Landscape. The LNCS designation confers a level of protection from
development as an identified nature conservation site and this is an
appropriate level of legal protection. The allocation is passive in the
Development Plan, providing protection, rather than one that seeks to
enhance and improve their ecological status as there is no mechanism
available to the Planning Authority to secure this without reference to
development. Obligations for all sites to improve biodiversity is contained in
Policy P1 of the Plan. Recognition as LNCS sites is likely to influence other
decision makers within the agri-environment industry. The level of absolute
protection sought for these sites by the RSPB would be inappropriate.
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Site 43 Fraserburgh Bay was supported for removal from the Plan by Banff
and Buchan Area Committee at their meeting on 27 January 2015 on the
basis that natural heritage interests were already protected by the Cairnbulg
Site of Special Scientific Interest. It is acknowledged that the wider area
meets the criteria for inclusion as a Local Nature Conservation Site.

Aberdeenshire Council remain unconvinced that changes are required to
paragraph 8 of this policy relating to wider biodiversity and geodiversity. The
terms “species of importance to biodiversity “ is a wide catch-all that
includes species listed in Annex II of the Habitats Directive and the Scottish
Biodiversity list and requires no change. Consideration of Annex 2 of the
Habitats directive is explicitly referred to in its appropriate place as part of
the section on protected species. Furthermore, it is asserted that the
changes to this section proposed by the Forestry Commission and RES
(418, 587) to include consideration of the economic social and environmental
value of sites or public / environmental benefits at a local and wider level are
misguided. Perceived public benefits have to reflect the relative economic or
social value of the site and allow for ecological matters to be balanced in that
context. Introduction of economic and social values as part of the equation is
likely to devalue the ecological contribution. In any case, social and
economic considerations form part of the “public benefits” which is tested.
Widening the scope of impacts beyond local considerations would end in
dispute as to the weight to be given to global environmental issues against
the need to protect local biodiversity. Loss of a local biodiversity resource
can only be justified by local public benefits such as employment
opportunities or community benefits provided independently of the planning
system promoted in the Scottish Government Good Practice Principles for
Community Benefits from Onshore Renewable Energy Developments. No
change is required.

The Plan contains a policy at P1 that requires enhancement of biodiversity.
By inference, if ecological damage is being caused then this policy would
require additional works to result in a net improvement in biodiversity. It is
always in the interests of the developer to avoid negative impacts on
species, sites or habitats as this would result in the need for additional
compensatory measures elsewhere. No changes are required to this
element of the policy.

In relation to the section of protected species it would be inappropriate for
the Local Development Plan to be employed to require submission of
species action plans. Until debate and analysis is conducted as to the
possible impacts from the development on species then such plans would be
of very limited value and would reflect a biased perspective of the
development. Such plans are more appropriately required as a condition on
development, should impacts be identified which require to be addressed.
No change is required.

In considering the order of the policies, this is immaterial to their content and
no change is necessary.

Item 6
Page 137



It is not appropriate to make a commitment in the Plan for the Council to
protect and enhance areas used by protected species and other wildlife for
roosting, nesting and feeding. The Development Plan is not a statement of
Aberdeenshire Council’s position on matters, but a wider statement of how
sustainable economic development is to be achieved. The Vision of the Plan
applies to all development and has a strong statement (See Proposed Local
Development Plan page Section 3: Vision for the Plan, page 7, box 3)
regarding the need to protect and improve the natural and built environment.
Statements of Aberdeenshire’s commitment to conserving biodiversity are
found in the Aberdeenshire Environmental Policy 2013.

Policy E2 Landscape
A robust policy on the maintenance of Landscape Character and a policy on
“valued views” were introduced into the Local Development Plan in 2012. A
previous local landscape designation (Areas of landscape and ecological
significance) dating from the 1980’s was abandoned at this time due to the
lack of any robust information base which justified the areas identified. While
issues relating to landscape character were not identified as a main issue
the Main Issues Report 2013 identified failings of the valued views policy and
proposed its replacement with a new designation of “Special Landscape
Areas” (SLA) identified in accordance with the SNH guidance on this matter
(see Issues and Action Paper 24 Main Issue 11 Valued views and Locally
valued landscapes).

One representation was received in response to the Main Issues Report
relating to the General Landscape Character policy. 66 responses were
made to the principle of replacing “valued views” with special landscape
areas. There was considerable support for the proposal to proceed with a
new policy approach. Bennachie Community Council’s views were
considered as part of our deliberations on the MIR and all the matters raised
by them were considered at this time.

The continued support for the proposal to include the Special Landscapes
Areas (SLA’s) as Supplementary Guidance is welcomed. Specific areas to
be included in the designation will be identified through public engagement
as part of a fully funded study commissioned to deliver candidate SLA's by
April 2016 for subsequent adoption as Supplementary Guidance in the new
Plan. As was noted at the MIR stage of the Local Development Plan no
"gap" in landscape policy is anticipated.

Identification of protected landscapes provides a more robust tool for
protecting the aesthetics of landscapes than the current Supplementary
Guidance Landscaper 2 "Valued Views" policy which lacks the credibility of a
study undertaken using national guidance. While we retain significant
sympathy for the issues raised by Bennachie Community Council regarding
the failure of Landscape Character derived policies to protect the settings of
landscapes we remain confident that the definition of SLA's will take this
matter into account.

No changes are required to the policy.
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Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

Issue number 12: The Historic Environment – Policy
HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings Sites and
Monuments, Policy HE2 Protecting Historical and
Cultural Areas, Policy HE3 Helping to Reuse Listed
Buildings at Risk, Appendix 6 Conservation Areas

Development Plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section
16, Pages 51-52, The
Historic Environment,
Proposed Plan Appendix
A6, Existing Conservation
Areas

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(including reference number):

Policy HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments
RES UK Ltd (587)
Scottish Government(649)

Policy HE2 Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas
Elizabeth Thomas (404)
Scottish Government (649)

Policy HE3 Helping to Reuse Listed Buildings at Risk
Scottish Government (649)

Appendix 6 Conservation Areas
Dr Keith Stewart (385)

Provision of the Development Plan to which the issue relates:

Planning Authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Policy HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments
RES UK Ltd disagrees with the word choice in the policy. Environmental
Impact Assessment (Scotland) Regulations (2011) and associated Planning
Circular 3/2011 continually uses the phrase 'adverse effect' throughout and
RES would like the policy to accord with these statutory documents (587).

The Scottish Government does not consider it appropriate or effective to
group heritage assets from separate policies (as was proposed in the Main
Issues Report) into two (Policies HE1 and HE2), due to the different policy
balances that apply to different types of heritage assets. This approach no
longer provides a robust and clear framework for assessing developments
that could have an impact on the historic environment. They miss the nuance
approach to the treatment of various heritage assets, which the current 2012
policy framework allows. (649).

Policy HE2 Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas
Conservation Area policy is not being implemented equally across
Aberdeenshire and consequently each new development allows an
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opportunity to reinterpret the policy. Loopholes that allow developers to
circumvent the policy and ignore conservation principals should be closed
(404).

The wording "We will not generally allow development that would have a
negative effect on ..." is not strong enough to provide a sufficient level of
protection for the historic environment. This wording differs from the Natural
Heritage and Landscape policy "We will not allow new development where it
may have an adverse effect on ..." (649).

Relevant aspects of the policy are missing (i.e. the setting of gardens and
designed landscapes is not covered at all), which has resulted in a more
ambiguous historic environment policy that does not cover relevant aspects
of the existing policy (649).

Policy HE3 Helping to Reuse Listed Buildings at Risk
The Scottish Government note that the 'Enabling Development' policy has
been renamed 'Helping to Reuse Listed Buildings at Risk' (Policy HE3), but
consider the title of 'Enabling Development' and its content is clearer (649).

Appendix 6 Conservation Areas
In Table 5, Kirkton of Fetteresso has been incorrectly spelt (385).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments
In the second paragraph, change the wording "negative effect on the…” to
"significant adverse effect on the ..." (587).

The Proposed Local Development Plan should either: Revert back to the
current policy content, with some appropriate changes to reflect up-to-date
national guidance and an additional content on battlefield; or Policy HE1,
HE2 and HE3 should be amended to cover individual types of historic
environment assets separately without missing relevant aspects of the
existing LDP policy (649).

Policy HE2 Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas
Loopholes that allow the reinterpretation of this policy need to be closed,
such as citing the need for modern living standards (404).

Strengthen the policy from "We will not generally allow development that
would have a negative effect on ..." to "We will not allow new development
where it may have an adverse effect on ..." (649).

The Proposed Plan should either:

 Revert back to the current policy content, with some appropriate
changes to reflect up-to-date national guidance and an additional
content on battlefield;

or
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 Policy HE1, HE2 and HE3 are amended to cover individual types of
historic environment assets separately and no relevant aspects of the
existing LDP policy (e.g. setting) are missed (649).

Policy HE3 Helping to Reuse Listed Buildings at Risk
The Proposed Plan should either:

 Revert back to the current policy content, with some appropriate
changes to reflect up-to-date national guidance and an additional
content on battlefields;

or
 Policy HE1, HE2 and HE3 are amended to cover individual types of

historic environment assets separately. It should be ensured that no
relevant aspects of the existing LDP policy are missed (649).

Appendix 6 Conservation Areas
In Table 5, change "Kirkton of Fetteresso" to Kirktown of Fetteresso" (385).

Summary of response (including reasons) by Planning Authority:

Policy HE1 Protecting Historic Buildings, Sites and Monuments
The use of "adverse effect" in national legislation referred to by RES UK Ltd
is acknowledged, but Aberdeenshire Council does not consider there to be a
significant difference in meaning between this and "negative effect" to merit
a modification to the Plan. Both terminologies refer to an effect that is
harmful, bad, destructive etc. Furthermore, other national policies, such as
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) are also inconsistent when using this or
similar terminology (see SPP paragraphs 33, 73, 137, 145, second row of
Table 1, 202, 207, 215, 216, 278). The Proposed Local Development Plan is
also not consistent when it uses similar terminologies, but it is not
considered necessary to support a change to the Plan on this issue. No
change is required.

In relation to the Scottish Government’s comments, the decision was taken
to amalgamate the 5 Proposed Supplementary Guidance (SG) into two
policies as a result of a letter from the Chief Planner, Scottish Government
“Development Plans – Supplementary Guidance” issued on 15 January,
2015, confirming they did not support continuing the approach adopted in the
2012 Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (ALDP), which places detailed
policy content in SG. To keep the Proposed Plan concise the proposed five
SG were amalgamated into two policies: one that focuses on sites (i.e. listed
buildings and archaeological sites), and another on designations that cover a
wider area (i.e. designed landscapes, conservation areas and battlefields). A
third policy allows new development to help reuse listed buildings at risk (i.e.
enabling development). Further information on the background and context
is provided in Position Paper 12 Historic Environment Policies, sections 1-6.

The wording of the proposed policies and their amalgamation are considered
robust and not contrary to Scottish Planning Policy and Scottish Historic
Environment Policies (SHEP). Paragraph 139 in SPP on providing a
framework for protecting and enhancing the historic environment allows
individual local Planning Authorities to determine how many policies (and
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Supplementary Guidance and Planning Advice) they feel is necessary to
achieve this with input from stakeholders. Additionally, Local Development
Plans should be succinct, mapped based documents (para 8, Circular
6/2013, Development Planning). In SPP paragraphs 141 to 151 there are
differences in the policy for historic assets, but there is also repetition,
notably with designed landscapes and gardens, and battlefields having
similar wording. However, separate paragraphs are provided in policies HE1
and HE2 where there are differences between the designations.
Furthermore, most of the text in the previous Plan’s Supplementary
Guidance has been carried over into the proposed policies (see Main Issues
Report 2013, Position Paper 12 Historic Environment Policies for further
information).

For the above reasons, consolidating the policies into designated sites and
areas with a map of scheduled monuments, conservation areas, designed
landscapes and battlefields is a logical and robust approach and does not
conflict with national policies. No change is required.

Policy HE2 Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas
It is not agreed that there is a need to 'close any loopholes', as the proposed
policy does not include any caveats that state when development would be
permitted. Neither Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) nor Scottish Historic
Environment Policy (SHEP) state when development should or should not be
allowed. Instead they highlight what should be considered when a proposal
could affect a designation (see for example SPP, paragraphs 143 and 149).
Development proposals considered by Committee consider these issues. No
change is required.

The wording of Policy HE2, "We will not generally allow..." does not weaken
the level of protection for the historic environment, as it acknowledges that
change is more likely to be acceptable in protected areas than sites (e.g.
Listed Buildings). The suggested wording by Historic Environment Scotland
includes the word "may", which Aberdeenshire Council believes would
provide uncertainty: either a development will or will not have an adverse
impact. In addition, SPP is also inconsistent when using the term "adverse
effect" or similar (see SPP paragraphs 33, 73, 137, 142, 145, second row of
Table 1, 202, 207, 215, 216, 278). The Proposed Plan is also inconsistent
when it uses similar terminologies, but it is not considered necessary to
support a change to the plan on this issue. No change is required.

In relation to the missing aspects of the policy, Aberdeenshire Council does
not believe that this is the case, but that confusion may emerge from the
different interpretations of the term “character”. Aberdeenshire Council is
clear that impacts on the special character of an area includes development
which may impact on its setting (amongst other things), while we believe that
the Scottish Government takes a view that considers the impact on the
special characteristics of historic and cultural areas, and their setting as two
separate issues. Aberdeenshire Council has used the term “character” to
refer to both elements that define the special area (characteristics of that
area) and its setting. To clarify this matter and as a non-notifiable
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modification, the following wording should be added “and/or setting” after
“special character” in paragraph one. Aberdeenshire Council would not be
opposed to the Reporter making this modification, proposed by the Council,
or a variation thereof. The remainder of Policy HE2 is considered consistent
with national policy.

Policy HE3 Helping to reuse listed buildings at risk
Policy HE3 carries forward the built heritage element (Part A) of the current
Supplementary Guidance, SG Enabling Development1: Enabling
Development. The Supplementary Guidance was considered in full at the
Main Issues Report (MIR) stage (see MIR Table 1, page 4 and the
subsequent Issues and Actions Paper 021 - Enabling Development). It
concluded that the two parts of the Supplementary Guidance (Parts A and B)
should be separated.

It is not agreed that the content of Policy HE3 is any less clear than in Part A
of SG Enabling Development 1, as there is very little difference between
them. Refining and removing the criteria-based approach removes
unnecessary repetition. “Enabling” development has a use in other policy
areas other than conservation of the historic environment. No change is
required.

It is not agreed that the title of the proposed policy should revert back to that
used for the current Supplementary Guidance. It was amended in light of
feedback received from The Plain English Campaign who recommended
changing the proposed title from “Enabling Reuse of Listed Buildings at Risk”
to “Helping to Reuse Listed Buildings at Risk”. Aberdeenshire Council
supported this change as not everyone will understand what enabling
development means in this context. No change is required.

Appendix 6 Conservation Areas
It is acknowledged there are two spellings of this settlement name used by
Aberdeenshire Council. Having taken advice the Council is content that a
non-notifiable modification should be made to correct the name to “Kirktown
of Fetteresso”. Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, proposed by the Council, or a variation thereof.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

Issue number 13: Protecting Resources

Development Plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section
17, Pages 55-56,
Protecting Resources

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(including reference number):

Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
Scottish Water (287)
Suller & Clark Planning Consultants on behalf of Mr and Mrs A Murison
(292)
Suller & Clark Planning Consultants on behalf of Mr A Cheyne (293)
Suller & Clark Planning Consultants on behalf of Mr D Jamieson (294)
Suller & Clark Planning Consultants on behalf of Mr F Booth (295)
Suller & Clark Planning Consultants on behalf of Mr I Gilbert (296)
Suller & Clark Planning Consultants on behalf of Mr L Cooper (297)
Suller of Suller and Clark Planning Consultants on behalf of Mr R Young
(298)
Bennachie Community Council (413)
Forestry Commission Scotland (418)
RES UK Ltd (587)
The Royal Society for Protection of Birds Scotland (594)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Scottish Government, Planning and Architecture Division on behalf of
Forestry Commission (643)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)
Sport Scotland (674)

Policy PR2 Protecting Important Development Sites
Mr Edwin McMillan (54)
Bancon Developments (387)
Nestrans (566)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

Policy PR3 Waste Facilities
The Royal Society for Protection of Birds Scotland (594)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

Safeguarding Resources Plan
Local Nature Conservation Site (LNCS) Panel (65)
James McWilliam (436)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of W M Donald Limited (626).
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Provision of the Development Plan to which the issue relates:

Planning Authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
SEPA welcomes the policy, but suggests amending the chapter heading and
policy title to promote the enhancement and improvement of resources
(658).

RES UK Ltd disagrees with the word choice in the policy. The Environmental
Impact Assessment (Scotland) Regulations (2011) and associated Circular
3/2011 continually use the phrase 'adverse effect' throughout and RES
wishes to see the policy accord with these statutory documents. They also
submit that the policy should recognise that there are a range of
developments where consideration of the balance between the conservation
and the benefits of a specific proposal will be required and that due
consideration should be weighted to wider environmental benefits of such
developments (587).

Scottish Water supports Aberdeenshire Council's commitment to protecting
the water environment through implementation of this policy (287).

Policy should promote enhancement and improvement of the water
environment (658).

SEPA would welcome a reference to the opportunities to obtain Water
Environment funding from SEPA where improvements are proposed. They
would also welcome a reference to the control and prevention of spread of
non-native species. However, they object to the Plan unless there is
reference in the policy to groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems
(658).

Small-scale developments linked to a rural business on prime agricultural
land should be permitted (292-298, 413).

Mineral extraction on prime agricultural land should be limited to areas
safeguarded or identified as areas of search in the Proposed Local
Development Plan (413).

Health Centre sites should be included as an essential community facility
within settlements and the policy relaxed to allow them to expand (610).

The second sentence should clarify that it does not apply to outdoor sports
facilities. The policy should apply the level of protection to outdoor sports
facilities required by the SPP. The Open Space Audit is not considered an
appropriate basis for deciding whether an outdoor sports facility could be
lost. Clarity is required in the inconsistent approach to golf courses, either by
including all of them in a specific designation or insert the requirements of
paragraph 226 of SPP (674).
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The economic value of woodland should be recognised, citing their
contribution to tourism, and forestry and timber processing jobs (418, 643),
and to bring the policy in line with Scottish Government's Policy on the
Control of Woodland Removal (418). RSPB Scotland look forward to the
Aberdeenshire Forest and Woodland Strategy Supplementary Guidance and
hope it includes strategic guidance on planting in open countryside areas
that are occupied by other declining species such as farmland waders (594).

Peat and other carbon rich soils should be included in the first sentence of
paragraph one of the policy to reflect SPP paragraph 205 (656).

In line with SPP paragraph 205, a Carbon Impact Assessment should be
required for all developments likely to have a significant impact on deep
peat, priority peatland habitat or carbon rich soils (594).

Scottish Natural Heritage suggests the policy should provide a clearer
means of implementing the mitigation suggested in the Strategic
Environmental Assessment.

Policy PR2 Protecting Important Development Sites
Support is given for the measures taken in the Policy to protect sites for
future transport developments, including protecting disused railway lines and
core paths (566), and to safeguard waste management facilities within the
Council area (658).

Objection is raised to the reservation of sites that are unlikely to come
forward (387, 605). There are examples throughout the Plan where land has
been reserved for infrastructure or community facility projects and few of the
sites have been developed. In many instances, no approach has been made
by the acquiring Authority to the landowner to establish if there is a
willingness to sell, or take any form of action in terms of compulsory
acquisition. Many of these sites would otherwise have development
potential for the landowner or developer, but they have been denied the
opportunity of realising that due to restrictions imposed by the Plan. For
example, land has been reserved for a Park and Ride at Portlethen since
2012, however no steps have been taken by the Council to acquire this land.
Unless there is a funding commitment to the specific development and a
clear timescale for its implementation it should be omitted from the Plan
(387, 605).

The 'Safeguarding Resources' Map on page 58 contains some omissions in
terms of land required to be safeguarded for Transport schemes. To the
north of Aberdeen, a section of the proposed Aberdeen Western Peripheral
Route is indicated in black and labelled A90 rather than red as AWPR; and
the proposed Balmedie-Tipperty dualling on the A90 is not shown. It is
unclear why some Transport proposals are safeguarded (e.g. Banff Western
By-Pass and Stuartfield Link Road), but others are not such as Newmachar
Distributor Road and Inverurie Northern Link Road (566).
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Opening railway lines from Aberdeen to Ellon and Banchory and Inverurie to
Oldmeldrum, with Park and Ride facilities installed at each of these stations
would reduce traffic and be financially viable. Dismantled railway lines
emanating from Aberdeen should be safeguarded from any development for
future use (54).

Policy PR3 Waste Facilities
The East Ayrshire Council Report on ‘Decommissioning, Restoration,
Aftercare and Mitigation Financial Guarantees’ should be referenced.
Financial guarantees should be periodically monitored (594).

The policy wording identifying proposed locations for and safeguarding
waste management facilities is welcomed (658).

Recommends amending the policy wording, in accordance with paragraph
185 of SPP, to delete the reference to business land and support waste
facilities on land also designated for industrial, storage and distribution uses
(658).

Recommends highlighting the importance of waste operational capacity
need, rather than solely focusing on proximity to waste source location (658).

Safeguarding Resources Plan
Requests the boundary of the Foudland site, which is safeguarded for
mineral resources, is amended to prevent loss of geomorphological features
and to preserve sufficient surrounds to facilitate future scientific study. A map
of the revised boundary provided (65).

Requests the site at Craigie, Ythanbank is removed from the "Areas of
search for minerals" as it has been planted with native trees to improve the
environment and make it more beneficial for wildlife (436).

Nominates a site at Cantlayhill between Stonehaven and Chapleton. There
is demand for materials and the site is not constrained by any landscape or
national and location designations (626).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
Change chapter heading to "Protecting and Enhancing Resources" (658).

Change the policy title to "Policy PR1 Protecting and Enhancing Important
Resources" (658).

In the first paragraph, change the wording of the first sentence to: "We will
not approve developments that have an unacceptable adverse impact
important environmental resources" (587).

The wording of the last sentence should be modified to: "…. will only be
permitted when public economic, social benefits or wider environmental
benefits outweigh the value of the site to the local community" (587).
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Amend the first paragraph to "We will not approve developments that have a
negative effect on important environmental resources associated with the
water environment, important mineral deposits, prime agricultural land, peat
and other carbon rich soils, identified open space, and important trees and
woodlands" (656).

Modify the second paragraph to read as follows:

Details of the current state of individual water bodies and proposed actions
to improve them can be found here on Scotland’s environment web. All
unnecessary engineering works affecting the water environment will be
refused. New development, including aquatic engineering works which will
generate discharges or other impacts on existing water bodies, or which
could affect the water quality, quantity, flow rate, ecological status, riparian
habitat, protected species or flood plains of water bodies (including their
catchment area) must not prejudice water quality or flow rates, or their ability
to achieve or maintain good ecological status. Any such developments must
contribute to the objectives set against the relevant water bodies through the
river basin planning process as well as the relevant freshwater objectives
and targets within the North East Local Biodiversity Action Plan.
Opportunities for the creation, enhancement and management of habitats
should be embraced. Any aquatic engineering works must be capable of
being consented under controlled activities regulations. Adequate buffer
strips should be provided to allow for maintenance all year round. Buffer
strips will be at least 6m wide and may require to be wider as a result of local
factors such as local hydro-geomorphology, need for pollution control, native
species habitats, active travel or recreation provision." (658)

Include text within this policy chapter on the opportunities to obtain Water
Environment funding from SEPA where improvements are proposed with the
sole purpose of improving the state of the water environment, and on the
control and prevention of spread of invasive non-native species (658).

Include an additional third paragraph within the policy: "Groundwater
dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GWDTE), which are types of wetland, are
specifically protected under the Water Framework Directive. Phase 1 Habitat
Surveys should be used to identify if wetlands are present. If present, then
the more detailed National Vegetation Classification (NVC) survey should be
completed to identify if GWDTE are present. If GWDTE are present the
developer should avoid them (with a buffer), or further assessment will be
required and appropriate mitigation" (658).

Amend and add to the third para of Policy PR1 "Prime agricultural
land...should not be developed unless a) it is allocated in the Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2012, or b) for small-scale development directly
linked to a rural business" (292-298, 413).
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Add to the last sentence in paragraph three "... [mineral extraction on]
safeguarded or identified as areas of search for minerals development..."
(413).

Amend the fourth paragraph of the policy to specifically include health care
sites and allow for their expansion (610).

The fourth paragraph of the policy, second sentence should clarify that the
definition of open space does not apply to outdoor sports facilities (674).

Apply either of the following two approaches by inserting:
"Outdoor sports facilities (see SPP glossary for definition) will be
safeguarded from development unless the criteria set out in Scottish
Planning Policy (paragraph 226) are met."; or
"Outdoor sports facilities will be safeguarded from development except
where:

- the proposed development is ancillary to the principal use of the site
as an outdoor sports facility;

- the proposed development involves only a minor part of the outdoor
sports facility and would not affect its use and potential for sport and
training;

- the outdoor sports facility which would be lost would be replaced
either by a new facility of comparable or greater benefit for sport in a
location that is convenient for users, or by the upgrading of an existing
outdoor sports facility to provide a facility of better quality on the same
site or at another location that is convenient for users and maintains
or improves the overall playing capacity in the area; or

- the relevant strategy (see SPP paragraph 224) and consultation with
sportscotland show that there is a clear excess of provision to meet
current and anticipated demand in the area, and that the site would be
developed without detriment to the overall quality of provision" (674).

Add a further paragraph that protects outdoor sports facilities regardless of
the site being specifically allocated in the proposals map as follows :

"Other important resources are specifically protected in this policy. Outdoor
sports facilities are likewise important and contribute to community life. We
welcome that these are largely identified in the proposals maps. Some are
not and we have highlighted to the best for our ability where this is the case.
We consider that they should be protected regardless of whether identified in
the proposals map. The national policy which is required to be applied to
these is different to general greenspace and this should be recognised in the
LDP" (674).

Either include all golf courses in a specific designation, which protects them,
with appropriate reference in the policy, by removing reference to "within
Settlement Statements" in para 4 of the policy, or ideally by inserting the
requirements of the SPP (674).
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Amend paragraph 5 by the inclusion of “economic” before “ecological,
recreational, historical, landscape or shelter value” and “and economic” after
“biodiversity and, amenity” (643).

Amend paragraph 5 by the inclusion of “economic” before "ecological,
recreational, historical, landscape or shelter value” and “economic, social
and environmental” before “value of the woodland and habitat” (418).

Add a new paragraph requiring the assessment and minimisation of carbon
dioxide (CO2) emissions where development affects peat and other carbon
rich soils, “A Carbon Impact Assessment will be required for all
developments likely to have a significant impact on deep peat, priority
peatland habitat or carbon rich soils, and that this may apply to landfill sites”
(594).

The second paragraph should include "Development proposals must take
account of the mitigation measures highlighted in the SEA" (656).

Policy PR2 Protecting Important Development Sites
The Plan should only protect those sites that are required for the various
infrastructure and facilities within the 5 year Plan period and where there is a
commitment to funding such facilities (387, 605).

Edit the “Safeguarding Resources” map to indicate the Aberdeen Western
Peripheral Route fully, the proposed Balmedie-Tipperty route, the
Newmachar Distributor Road and the Inverurie Northern Link Road (566).

Dismantled railway lines emanating from Aberdeen should be safeguarded
from any development for future use (particularly from Aberdeen to Ellon and
Banchory, and Oldmeldrum to Inverurie) (54).

Policy PR3 Waste Facilities
Add a reference to East Ayrshire Council's Report on ‘Decommissioning,
Restoration, Aftercare and Mitigation Financial Guarantees’ (594).

Insert within the policy that financial guarantees will be periodically
monitored (594).

Replace the word “business” in the first sentence of the policy with
“employment (including industrial, storage and distribution uses)” (658).

Amend first paragraph to require consideration of anticipated waste
operational capacity need, including the Scottish Government’s Waste
Capacity tables to deliver Zero Waste Plan targets (658).

Safeguarding Resources Plan
Amend the north, south and west boundaries of the site at Foudland,
safeguarded mineral resources (65).

Delete Craigie, Ythanbank from the "Areas of search for minerals" (436).
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Identify land at Cantlayhills as an area of search for sand and gravel (626).

Summary of response (including reasons) by Planning Authority:

Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
Aberdeenshire Council does not support amending the section heading or
policy title to include 'enhancement' as the purpose of this section and policy
is to safeguard existing resources - natural or man-made, and
"enhancement" is only mentioned in two paragraphs (water habitats and
woodland). Furthermore, the enhancement of biodiversity and geodiversity is
also mentioned in Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design. For these reasons,
Aberdeenshire Council believes adding 'enhancement' would be misleading
and no change is supported.

Aberdeenshire Council acknowledges the use of "adverse effect" in national
legislation referred to by RES UK Ltd, but does not consider there to be a
significant difference in meaning between this and "negative effect" to merit
a modification to the Plan. Both terminologies refer to an effect that is
harmful, bad, destructive etc. Furthermore, other national policies, such as
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) are also inconsistent when using this or
similar terminology (see SPP paragraphs 33, 73, 137, 145, second row of
Table 1, 202, 207, 215, 216, 278). The Proposed Plan is also not consistent
when it uses similar terminologies, but the Council does not consider it
necessary to support a change to the Plan on this issue.

In relation to acknowledging the wider public environmental benefits of a
proposal, it is unclear what this could mean (e.g. new habitats or air, soil and
water quality). Experience in developing the Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA) has shown that even positive proposals can have
negative effects on the environment (e.g. a new path could have significant
positive effects, but could also have an adverse impact on water quality,
landscape or sensitive habitats). In some cases, improving the environment
will have an economic or social benefit. Given the ambiguity of this
suggestion, Aberdeenshire Council does not support the proposed change.

In relation to water resource, the support from Scottish Water on this policy
is welcomed. Aberdeenshire Council acknowledges the merits of SEPA's
suggested text and comment on each individually.

It is not considered beneficial to include the suggested first two lines of text,
especially as Aberdeenshire Council would have to define what
"unnecessary engineering works" is, which could be open to interpretation.
No change is required.

It is considered appropriate to include a new sentence on River Basin
Management Planning as it would provide clarity and River Basin
Management Plans are referenced as a key document in Scottish Planning
Policy. As a non-notifiable modification amend the second sentence in
paragraph 2 to read “Any such developments must contribute to the
objectives set against the relevant water bodies through the river basin
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planning process as well as the relevant freshwater objectives and targets
within the North East Local Biodiversity Action Plan.” Aberdeenshire Council
would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation
thereof.

It is accepted that the last sentence in paragraph 2 should be repositioned
as it is a natural continuation from the sentence referring to the North East
Local Biodiversity Action Plan. As a non-notifiable modification, the sentence
"Opportunities for..." should become the third sentence in the second
paragraph. Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.

It is accepted that the suggested text on buffer strips should be included in
the Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) as it would provide greater
clarity. However, to keep the policy concise, it would be more appropriate to
define “buffer strips” in the glossary of the LDP. As a non-notifiable
modification, add the following text in the glossary to read “Buffer strips:
Adequate buffer strips should be provided to allow for maintenance all year
round. Buffer strips should be at least 6m wide and may require to be wider
as a result of local factors such as local hydro-geomorphology, need for
pollution control, native species habitats, active travel or recreation
provision.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.

It is not considered appropriate to reference the Water Environment funding
from SEPA as this is not a material consideration in the determination of a
planning application. No change is required.

Aberdeenshire Council disagrees on the need to include a reference on the
control and prevention of spread of invasive non-native species, as
developers should already take into account the provisions of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 where non-native species are present on site, or
where planting is planned as part of a development (SPP, paragraph 206).
Furthermore, Planning Advice 5/2015: Opportunities for Biodiversity
Enhancement sets out the parameters for planting native species, which
depends on the scale of the development. No change is required.

Aberdeenshire Council accepts there should be an additional paragraph on
groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems within the policy as they are
protected by law. The suggested text clarifies when Surveys would be
required, and any possible impacts would affect the design of a
development. As a non-notifiable modification insert a new third paragraph to
read "Groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems (GWDTE), which are
types of wetland, are specifically protected under the Water Framework
Directive. Phase 1 Habitat surveys should be used to identify if wetlands are
present. If present, then the more detailed National Vegetation Classification
(NVC) Survey should be completed to identify if GWDTE are present. If
GWDTE are present the developer should avoid them (with a buffer), or
further assessment will be required and appropriate mitigation."
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Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
modification, or a variation thereof.

Policy PR1 carries forward Local Development Plan 2012, Supplementary
Guidance SG Safeguarding 2: Protection and Conservation of Agricultural
Land and the issue of permitting small-scale developments linked to a rural
business on prime agricultural land was discussed at the Main Issues Report
(MIR) stage (see MIR 2013, paragraph 2.14.3 and the subsequent MIR
2013, Issues and Actions Paper 027: Policy 14 Safeguarding Resources and
Areas of Search, page 4). It recommended adding text to Supplementary
Guidance Safeguarding 2 to reference the broad development types
identified in SPP, paragraph 80, including small-scale development directly
linked to a rural business.

To keep the Proposed LDP policies concise some elements of the revised
SG Safeguarding 2 were not carried forward into Policy R1, including
reference to small-scale rural business development. However, to provide
clarity, ensure compliance with SPP and to carry forward the
recommendations in the MIR 2013 it is accepted that reference to small-
scale rural business development should introduced to the policy. As a non-
notifiable modification, add at the end of paragraph three, "In addition, small-
scale development proposals that are directly linked to a rural business may
be permissible where they are located on prime agricultural land."
Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
modification, or a variation thereof.

Aberdeenshire Council disagrees with limiting where mineral extraction to
sites safeguarded or indented as areas of search, as this is contrary to SPP
(see paragraph 80) and the purpose of these areas is to safeguard the most
important mineral assets from development that may sterilise the extraction
of mineral deposits. No change is required.

Paragraph 4 of Policy PR1 carries forward part of Local Development Plan
2012 Supplementary Guidance SG LSD 5: Public Open Space that protects
open space from further development and was discussed at the Main Issues
Report (MIR) stage (see MIR 2013 paragraph 2.8.6 and the subsequent MIR
2013, Issues and Actions Paper 019: Policy 8 Layout, siting and design,
page 4). It recommended moving the safeguarding element into a new
Supplementary Guidance under Policy 14 'Safeguarding Resources and
Areas of Search'.

Aberdeenshire Council does not support replicating paragraph 226 in SPP in
full, or stating that the second sentence in the fourth paragraph of the policy
does not apply to outdoor sports facilities. Paragraph 4 summarises SG
LSD5 and condenses the requirements set out in paragraph 226 in SPP.
Aberdeenshire Council recognises that paragraph four is more stringent than
SPP in terms of uses permitted on areas of open space. However, the
definition of open space is provided in the glossary of the LDP, which does
not preclude outdoor sports facilities. The Aberdeenshire Parks and Open
Spaces Strategy 2011 (APOSS) also includes ‘outdoor sports facilities’ as
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open space in Appendices 1 and 2, and Planning Advice Note 65: Planning
and Open Space includes outdoor sports facilities in its definition (known as
'sports areas'). Nonetheless, for clarity, it would be appropriate to add as a
non-notifiable modification “including outdoor sports facilities” after “open
space” in the first sentence of paragraph four. Aberdeenshire Council would
not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation
thereof.

In relation to unprotected areas of open space within or outside a settlement,
Aberdeenshire Council would support amending the policy as it would
provide clarity, ensure compliance with SPP and carry forward the
recommendations in the MIR 2013. As non-notifiable modifications
"identified" should be deleted in paragraph one and, the first sentence in
paragraph four amended to, “Development will not normally be permitted on
areas of open space, including outdoor sports facilities, unless the new use
is ancillary to the use as open space. Important areas of open space are
identified as "protected land" within the settlement statements.” As a further
non-notifiable modification, in the second sentence of paragraph four delete
“on protected land”. Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the
Reporter making these modifications, or a variation thereof. Rural
development policies provide adequate protection for sites outwith
settlement boundaries.

In relation to comments made on the Open Space Audit, this document is
not considered irrelevant or unfit for purpose given the slow net change in
most of our settlements. The audit is supported by a comparative
assessment of needs within the Open Space Strategy settlement
summaries, on which consultation was conducted and from which specific
issues of over provision or under provision can be identified. No other audits
have been conducted by the Council's Landscape Services, making this the
most up-to-date account of open space in Aberdeenshire. Furthermore,
Local Development Plan 2012 Supplementary Guidance SG LSD5 criterion
2.ii) states "evidence from the open space audit, or other audit, shows..."
Aberdeenshire Council intends to review the Open Space Audit in 2016.

In relation to golf courses, all or part of a course may be ‘protected’ and
referred to in a Settlement Statement if they provide an additional function,
such as forming part of the landscape setting for the Town. As discussed
above, outdoor sports facilities should be considered as open space under
this policy, and this would include golf courses as per the definition of
outdoor sports facilities in SPP. No change is required.

In relation to community facilities, Aberdeenshire Council disagrees that
there is a need to specifically refer to health care facilities in the policy as
important resources within the context of this policy. Where firm plans have
been provided from the NHS on the siting of new Health Centre facilities this
has been reserved under Proposed Local Development Plan Policy PR2:
Protecting Important Development Sites. No change is required.

Item 6
Page 155



However, for consistency in the Plan and, as discussed in the Schedule 4
Issue 10: Shaping Places (see section on Policy P5 “Community Facilities”),
a consequential change to Policy PR1 is suggested as a non-notifiable
modification. The words “essential community facilities” in the fourth
paragraph of the policy should be replaced with “essential community
infrastructure”. Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.

Protection and conservation of trees and woodlands was discussed at the
Main Issues Report (MIR) stage (see MIR 2013, paragraph 2.14.4 and the
subsequent MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 027: Policy 14
Safeguarding Resources and Areas of Search, page 4). It recommended a
number of minor amendments to the justification text in the Supplementary
Guidance, and aligning it more closely with the principles of the Scottish
Government’s Policy on Control of Woodland Removal (PCWR).

Aberdeenshire Council acknowledges the suggestion to protect economically
valued woodland, but this is not a requirement in the PCWR or SPP. Trees
are a crop and it would be inappropriate to protect them unless valued for
one of the reasons set out in paragraph 5 of the policy as being a public
benefit. The scale of the economic woodland protection proposed by the
respondents would be more appropriate at the strategic level (i.e. Strategic
Development Plan or the Forestry and Woodland Strategy). Policy allows for
the future benefit of woodland to be considered in any assessment of the
amenity value of commercial woodlands proposed for development, and
subject to the requirement for compensatory planting. No change is required.

In relation to inserting “public economic benefits” into the policy, this is not
defined in the PCWR. Page 6 in the PCWR (and in SPP paragraph 218)
states "Removal should only be permitted where it would achieve significant
and clearly defined additional public benefits." Public benefits are defined as
economic, social and environmental. Therefore, the applicant must justify
that there is an economic (or other) benefit to the woodland's removal. No
change is required.

Comments on the proposed Aberdeenshire Forest and Woodland Strategy
Supplementary Guidance are welcomed and noted.

Peat and carbon-rich soils are already considered under Proposed Local
Development Plan Policy C3: Carbon Sinks and Stores, and to keep the
Plan succinct, it is not considered appropriate to replicate this in Policy PR1.
Important peat land habitats are also considered under Policy E1 Natural
heritage. Policy C3 is also considered in Schedule 4 Issue 14: Climate
Change (see section on Policy C3: Carbon sinks and stores) and no
modifications on carbon rich soils are proposed. No change is required.

It is acknowledged that development proposals must take account of the
mitigation measures highlighted in the SEA, but it is not agreed that this
should be stated in the policy. The mitigation measures have already been
taken into account in the LDP's policies and not just Policy PR1, and
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development proposals will be appraised against the relevant LDP policies
(see example: Table 3 in the Local Development Plan 2012 Post Adoption
Statement). No change is required.

Policy PR2 Protecting Important Development Sites
Scope of Site Protection
Protecting sites “that may reasonably be needed in the future”, rather than
only protecting sites on which development is expected to be in operation in
the following 5 years, gives a flexible approach, and allows inclusion of
developments which have extremely long time scales. The Aberdeen
Western Peripheral Route is an example of this. No change is required.

Despite the respondents’ insistence that there are several sites that have
been safeguarded and not been subsequently developed, this is not
considered to be a problem with the policy. The policy merely ensures it is
“reasonable” to safeguard sites instead of setting out ways of ensuring
physical development is made. It is anticipated that the fundamental
planning reasons for the safeguarding of the site are clear and that
safeguarded sites are likely to be realised in due course. For sites such as
the Portlethen Park and Ride site there is a clear logic to their location next
to a grade separated junction. It remains good planning to identify these
sites for these uses. No change is required.

“Safeguarding Resources” Map Omissions
The suggestions regarding the “Safeguarding Resources” map are
acknowledged. It is considered that the whole of the Aberdeen Western
Peripheral Route and the Balmedie - Tipperty route are important transport
developments to safeguard. As a non-notifiable modification the map will be
amended to indicate the whole of both routes. Aberdeenshire Council would
not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification or a variation
thereof.

However the Inverurie North Link Road is already built and needs no
protection. The Newmachar Distributor Road is a long term aspiration with
no detailed design work to determine the exact route. In both cases it would
be inappropriate to show them as “protected”. No change is required.

Protecting Disused Railway Lines
Views on the viability on the use of railways to support traffic congestion are
welcomed. The issue of safeguarding railways in anticipation of rail projects
was raised at the Main Issues Report stage (see MIR 2013, Issues and
Actions Paper 027: Safeguarding Resources and Areas of Search). It was
concluded that areas affecting known rail projects, which are not already
specified in the Regional Transport Strategy, may be considered for
safeguarding.

Given that there are no serious or formal proposals for any commercial rail
projects between Aberdeen and Banchory or Oldmeldrum and Inverurie,
there is no reason to protect the disused tracks between these areas. The
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Aberdeen to Ellon route is protected as a Core Path, safeguarding it from
development. No change is required.

Policy PR3 Waste Facilities
It would not be appropriate to add the reference suggested to the East
Ayrshire Council Report “Decommissioning, Restoration, Aftercare and
Mitigation Financial Guarantees”, as this guidance is very specific to that
Council. Likewise, Aberdeenshire Council disagrees on the need to add text
stating financial guarantees will be periodically monitored as this is not
supported in national policy. The Proposed Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan already sets out details that will need to be agreed as part
of any planning application. No change is required.

Aberdeenshire Council disagrees there is a need to replace "business" with
SEPA's suggestion as both this policy and Proposed Local Development
Plan Policy B1: Business and Employment Land are clear that business
uses are allocated on employment land, which is defined in the Glossary as
"...employment uses, normally classes 4, 5 and 6...". For this reason, no
change is required.

It would be appropriate to include text on waste operational capacity need as
this would provide clarity and ensure compliance with Scottish Planning
Policy paragraph 181. As a non-notifiable notification the following wording
should be deleted "meet a clearly established need" and a new sentence
added at the end of the first paragraph, "In addition, consideration should be
given to the anticipated waste operational capacity need, including the
Scottish Government waste capacity tables to deliver Zero Waste Plan
targets." Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, proposed by the Council, or a variation thereof.

Safeguarding Resources Plan
The entire Foudland site, which is safeguarded for minerals (slate) is within
the Foudland Local Nature Conservation Site (No.45), protected for
geodiversity. As a non-notifiable modification, it would be appropriate to
amend the boundary as suggested by the LNCS Panel. Aberdeenshire
Council would not be opposed to the reporter making this modification,
proposed by the Council, or a variation thereof.

Craigie, Ythanbank is perhaps 10% of the area of search and its current use
does not negate the fact that as a long term strategic mineral reserve this
area of sand and gravel should be retained, even if the landowner does not
propose to undertake development themselves. Part of the adjacent site is
an existing sandpit. No change is required.

It would not be appropriate to identify land at Cantlayhills as an area of
search for minerals for two reasons. Firstly, this site has not been previously
considered in the Main Issues Report or in the Proposed Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan (LDP), and as such it has not been subject to public
consultation.
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Secondly in preparation of the 2012 Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
a comprehensive review of all potential mineral resources was undertaken to
indicate areas where sand and gravel deposits are located that are least
constrained in terms of a range of planning policies (e.g. protected sites and
proximity to houses). Based on the geological data collected, this area was
not considered as containing sufficient sand and gravel deposits, and
Scottish Natural Heritage Soils Carbon Data map identifies that part of the
site contains carbon rich humic gleys with peat (see Scottish Natural
Heritage Carbon Data Map Extract). The respondent has not provided
evidence on the extent of the sand and gravel deposits, and the site's close
proximity to Bridge of Muchalls (approx. 1km), Newtonhills and Chapelton
(just over 2km) is also a concern.

Nonetheless, not identifying Cantlayhills as an area of search does not
prohibit the extraction of minerals on this site, and there is no presumption
that applications will be treated favourably in these areas. An area of search
only seeks to prevent the sterilisation of mineral reserve from inappropriate
development. The extraction of minerals from this site could be supported
providing the planning application conforms to the LDP policies, which
includes demonstrating there is a shortfall of sand and gravel reserves in
Aberdeen and the surrounding area.

For the above reasons, no change is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

CLIMATE CHANGE – POLICY C1 USING
RESOURCES IN BUILDINGS

12

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 18, Page 60, Climate
Change

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

POLICY C1 USING RESOURCES IN BUILDINGS
Mr Ian Adams (249)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Dandara Limited (277)
Scottish Water (287)
Bancon Developments (387)
Jackie Cumberbirch (435)
Homes for Scotland (447)
Knight Frank on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Limited (468)
Barratt North Scotland (512)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Limited (557)
Persimmon Homes East Scotland (578)
Aberdeen & Grampian Chamber of Commerce (584)
RSPB Scotland on behalf of RSPB Scotland (594)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

CLIMATE CHANGE POLICY C2 RENEWABLE ENERGY
Mrs Hilary Ridge (32)
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Shell UK Limited (45)
The Mountaineering Council of Scotland (56)
Mr Phil Duffield (78)
Alvah & Forglen Community Council (240)
Mr B Hill (265)
Caroline Hobbs (402)
Bennachie Community Council (413)
Jackie Cumberbirch (435)
Jason Hunt (440)
Marnoch and Deveron Valley Protection Group (485)
RES UK Ltd (587)
RSPB Scotland (594)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)
The Greenspan Agency (686)
The Greenspan Agency (687)
Greenspan Agency (688)
Turley on behalf of Coriolis Energy (692)

POLICY C3 CARBON SINKS AND STORES
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)
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POLICY C4 FLOODING
Ryden LLP on behalf of Dandara Limited (277)
Sylvan Stuart Limited (299)
Bancon Developments (387)
Homes for Scotland (430)
Barratt North Scotland (512)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates (604)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Scottish Government (651)
Scottish Government (652)
Scottish Government (653)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)

CLIMATE CHANGE PLAN
Mr John Paul Smith (16)
The Mountaineering Council of Scotland (56)
Mr Phil Duffield (78)
Mrs Annie Nicholson (355)
Jackie Cumberbirch (435)
Jason Hunt (440)
Ms Julia Hunt (457)
RES UK Ltd (587)
Scottish Government (634)
Scottish Government (635)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)
Turley on behalf of Coriolis Energy (692)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

Using resources in buildings

Summary of the representation(s):

POLICY C1 USING RESOURCES IN BUILDINGS
Policy C1 “Using Resources in Buildings” is supported and welcomed by
some respondents, particularly the policy wording that encourages the
provision of heat networks and renewable heat (658, 594) and standards for
water efficiency (287), although these should be set in a context to reinforce
and improve the understanding of the need for water efficiency standards
(656). Houses in Aberdeenshire should be built with a higher specification to
reduce impacts on the environment (435). Provision of heat pumps should
be supported (594).

The Energy Standard that should be Achieved
However, other respondents are less content with the policy and would wish
significant change. Homes for Scotland suggests that the policy is misguided
insofar as it is seeking standards that are in excess of the Building
Regulations which are inappropriate, unnecessary, confusing and potentially
costly. Through reference to the Fifth Annual Report on the Operation of
Section 72 of the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 and the route map
towards low / zero carbon emissions contained within the Sullivan Report: A
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Low Carbon Building Standards Strategy for Scotland, it is argued that the
policy should require conformity with the current Building Standards.
Requiring a "gold" standard is well in excess of the Building Standards
despite the Fifth Annual Report being clear at paragraph 5.6 that anything
above Bronze is currently optional (447). This view is supported by other
development interests (207, 387, 468, 512, 557, 578, 605) with claims that
the Plan confuses planning and building control matters (468). Questions are
raised as to who would review and consider the information provided, as
Planning Officers have neither the experience nor qualifications required
(557).

Low and Zero-carbon Technologies
Homes for Scotland accepts that the Plan is justified in seeking a rising
proportion of reductions from low and zero carbon technologies but suggests
that most builders can achieve the 2010 Building Standards in a more cost
effective manner than by using micro-generation technologies (447). The
requirement to install low and zero carbon generating technologies does not
flow directly from Scottish Planning Policy and a "fabric first" approach
should be adopted (277, 605). The policy advocates a complex multi-layered
approach with the onus on developers to deliver savings through the
installation of low and zero carbon generating technologies which could
significantly reduce its ability to deliver the scale of new homes required
(605). The technology is not wanted by customers, causes problems for
funding, insurance and maintenance and does not contribute to significant
energy and carbon savings (277). The Government recognises the
impractical and problematic nature of low and zero carbon technologies and
that power generation and distribution should be a matter for power and
infrastructure companies and not property owners (468).

A 10%, rising to 15% of the carbon reduction to be achieved through low and
zero carbon generating technology should be promoted (468).

Heat
The requirement to provide appropriate infrastructure for the provision of
metered heat would be expensive and would impact on the viability of
development. Further justification of this policy is required (557). It is a
burden on the development industry, especially where there is little prospect
of a District Heating Scheme being installed (605). The policy should be
amended to encourage the co-location of heat sources and high demand
"heat users", and to safeguard land for future heat infrastructure in
accordance with paragraph 158 and 159 of Scottish Planning Policy. Co-
location opportunities should be identified and options investigated to
provide heat connections between potential heat users and existing /
proposed heat sources. Policy wording should be introduced to confirm the
production of a localised Aberdeenshire Heat Map and consideration of this
map given when determining the location of new heat networks within the
area (658).
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Plans should not require the use of certain technologies such as biomass
and hot rock geothermal (468). Hot rock geothermal or biomass sources are
expensive and could render development unviable (584).

Other Issues
NHS Grampian struggles to deliver buildings which would meet the
requirements of policy due to the level and type of care provided. An
exception should be added to the policy for specialist buildings (610).

Use of energy efficient and light pollution reducing lighting should be
standard in all new development (249).

Climate Change policy C2 Renewable Energy
A number of respondents support the approach taken in principle or, in detail
(78, 240, 265, 413,485, 692).

The policy should not limit biomass opportunities to business land as this is
inflexible (687). A case by case assessment should be undertaken (686) and
it should be recommended that the biomass used should be from a certified
sustainable source so as to ensure robust environmental protection (594).

Paragraph 2 is worded negatively and in such a way that does not
demonstrate Aberdeenshire Council's support for the development of wind
energy generation in the right place and, of the right design (688).

Paragraph 2 of the policy is incomplete and should contain reference to all of
the criteria contained at paragraph 169 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) so
as to comply with that document (692). Pipeline consultation zones should
be explicitly referred to (45). Protection of bird populations should be
specified as a key element of Aberdeenshire’s natural assets and added to
the criteria (656). In addition the policy test should be for "unacceptable
significant adverse effects" rather than "significant adverse effects" as this
allows the degree to which such effects have been mitigated to be weighted
in decision making (587). To provide clarity, definitions should be given for
the height range of turbines (56).

A number of respondents express concern regarding the requirement to
comply with the layout, siting and design prescriptions set out in the
Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire (SLCA) 2014. The document itself identifies that it is a
strategic study from which site specific conclusions should not be drawn
(SLCA paragraph 1.4) and the siting advice that it gives does not consider
other elements, such as natural habitats or disturbance to communities,
contrary to paragraph 155 of SPP. It is based on a snapshot in time and
cannot be expected to apply to all future applications (687). The SLCA
relates to all turbines over 15m in height but a larger scale / height might be
more appropriate and considers applications valid at the time of the Study
but not yet consented. This is contrary to paragraph 169 of SPP which is
specific that cumulative impacts should only be considered within the context
of existing and consented energy developments (587).
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In addition, because the Study identifies very limited capacity for large
turbines it will result in a plethora of small turbines and hamper progress
towards the target for renewable energy (587).

Reference should be made to Supplementary Guidance that includes a
robust and up to date Landscape Capacity Study, and indicates areas with
strategic capacity for large wind turbines and areas with the greatest
potential for different scales of development (587).

Consideration of Solar panel arrays (paragraph 4 of the policy) should
encourage the use of the land for the promotion of biodiversity as the land is
secure with little human disturbance (594). More advice should be provided
on their siting and development to provide details on what might constitute
an unacceptable cumulative impact (32).

Paragraph 6 of the policy "other renewable energy developments" is very
general and does not specifically address the issues that may emerge from
renewable energy technologies. Supplementary Guidance should be
prepared to allow for adequate consideration of location, siting and impact of
low carbon energy facilities (658).

Consideration of air quality impacts should be incorporated into the policy in
line with the advice in SEPA's Development Plan Guidance on Air Quality
and Co-location (658).

Policy C3 Carbon Sinks And Stores
Modification is sought to the policy to specify the pre-conditions that may be
appropriate before disturbance to peat is permitted and, the mitigation
measures to be implemented to abate subsequent carbon emissions (658).
To comply with the Scottish Government’s Policy on Control of Woodland
Removal and Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) in relation to carbon rich soils
etc., Policy C3 should include a reference to SPP paragraph 205 (656).

Policy C4 Flooding
One respondent advises that the policy changes proposed were not subject
to proper scrutiny by Elected Members and that the assurances given by
Officers to defend the policy were unfounded and have no evidential basis.
No assessment was made on the impact of the revisions on existing
settlements (299).

Concern is voiced from a number of respondents that the policy does not
conform to the framework provided by paragraph 265 of Scottish Planning
Policy (SPP) insofar that it restricts development on land at less than a 1:400
year risk of flooding (277, 299, 387, 430, 512, 604, 605, 651).This is thought
to be overly restrictive (651) and a serious constraint on the amount of
developable land available (604, 605). Homes for Scotland support the view
that setting a 1:400 threshold is arbitrary and that SPP is clear at paragraph
263 that land at low to medium risk (annual probability of watercourse
flooding is between 1:1000 and 1:200 years) is suitable for most
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development and that a Flood Risk Assessment may be required for
development on a site close to a 1:200 year risk (430). Respondents accept
that SPP advises that "water resistant materials and construction may be
required. (387, 430, 512).

The Scottish Government have highlighted issues they perceive with the
policy in respect to wording which they believe relaxes paragraph 264 of
Scottish Planning Policy (652) and the exceptional nature of land raising
proposals (653). SEPA also comment on the need to ensure that the
exceptional circumstances when land raising may be permissible should be
clarified. In relation to the wording of Policy C4, the Scottish Government
believes that development in areas of high risk development should only be
permitted under the terms of SPP and the use of the term "inappropriate to
locate it elsewhere” should not be reason in itself to allow for a departure to
the policy.

Concern is voiced on the additional cost that may result from requiring Flood
Risk Assessments and building in flood resilience and that there is no basis
for such a requirement on land of little or no flood risk (1:1000 year risk)
(277, 604, 605). Such a requirement will blight whole areas of existing
settlements (299).

SEPA welcome the precautionary approach adopted and highlight issues
associated with its implementation and the lack of a mapped 1:400 year
flood risk contour. They identify that a local approach will require to be
developed and suggest that the use of the 1:1000 flood risk contour might be
an appropriate level at which to seek a flood risk assessment to inform
decisions. They commend the 5m and 10m contours as being practical and
the information easy to identify (658).

CLIMATE CHANGE PLAN
The Climate Change Proposals Map
The map is confusing and difficult to understand (435). It is not clear as to
what purpose it serves (56). It should be replaced with one at a more user
friendly scale. A criteria based approach should be adopted to provide a
robust policy framework against which to assess proposals (692). Scottish
Planning Policy (SPP) para 161 sets out an approach to be used for the
identification of a spatial framework. The climate change proposals map is in
error as it shows additional constraints (587).

The map should be modified to distinguish between the three areas of
"significant protection" identified in SPP table 1 and specifically the
Cairngorms Massif Special Protection Area. The status of areas adjacent to
the Local Development Plan Area should be shown (656).

The Climate Change proposals map should be amended to reflect types 1
and 2 of the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map (656, 658). Bennachie also has
unaltered peat (435).
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Not all settlements are afforded the 2km community separation distance.
Appendix 4 lists "identified settlements under Policy R2" and these should be
included (e.g. Bogton and Forglen) (78, 440). Wind turbine development
around Rhynie and Kildrummy should not be allowed due to cultural heritage
issues (355), or around Westhill in order to retain the countryside as it is for
natural carbon sinks and agriculture (16).

The Climate Change Proposals map should show the locations of National
developments for Carbon Capture and thermal generation at Peterhead and
the High Voltage Energy Transmission Network to reflect the National
Planning Framework 3 (NPF) paragraph 3.41 (634).

There is a potential legal breach of the Council’s obligations under the
Lisbon Treaty and the European Union Directive on Environmental Noise
(2002 /49/ EC) insofar that the 2km community separation distance is not
applied to all domestic properties (457).

The Key
The key of the Climate Change Proposals Map is unclear and should be
amended to clearly identify those areas covered by the spatial framework for
wind turbines" (635), and particularly those areas afforded "significant
protection" (56, 78). It should be modified to clearly distinguish between the
3 tiers of Table 1 SPP that it reflects (656). It should be made clear that the
spatial framework relates to onshore wind turbines (635) The transparent
green areas should be defined in the key (78).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

POLICY C1 USING RESOURCES IN BUILDINGS
Energy efficient and light pollution reducing lighting (both street and home)
should be standard in all new developments (249).

Policy C1 should be deleted (557, 578).

Policy C1 should be substantially re-written to focus only on those matters
which can be directly influenced or delivered by the planning system.
Specifically, the targets set for CO2 reduction achieved by installing low and
zero carbon generating technologies in new developments should be
removed. Reference to district heating schemes for all major development
proposals should be removed and the requirement to provide "appropriate
infrastructure" from the edge of the development site to a location adjacent
to the rising main of each property should be applied only to areas not
served by mains gas (277, 605).

Policy C1 should be amended to exclude health care facilities from the
carbon neutrality policy (610).

Policy C1 paragraph 1 should read: "All developments must be designed to
reduce carbon-dioxide emissions in line with the current building regulations"
(387, 447, 578).
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Policy C1 paragraph 4 should read "New developments should also meet the
current sustainability level for water efficiency, Alterations extensions…"
(387,447).

Policy C1 needs to be clearer in what it is trying to achieve and to ensure
that there is no confusion between planning issues and building control
issues (468).

Further clarity should be introduced to Policy C1 on how the need to support
economic growth will be balanced with the need to protect the environment
(584).

Additional text should be introduced within Policy C1 to encourage co-
location of heat sources to high demand ‘heat users’ (658).

A further paragraph should be added to provide context: “The Strategic
Development Plan has identified the level of water use in the region as
unsustainable. With the significant economic growth which the North East is
experiencing, and the projected population growth, pressure for this resource
will only increase. At present Aberdeen’s water is extracted from the River
Dee, which is a Special Area of Conservation (a European Protected Site).
The Strategic Development Plan notes that this combination of population
and economic growth, along with the effects of climate change, may have a
long term impact on extraction rates from the River Dee. To alleviate this
pressure it will be necessary to manage the use of this resource through
increased water efficiency. Supplementary Guidance Resources for New
Developments set outs the measures necessary to achieve this" (656).

Further text should be introduced to confirm the production of a localised
Aberdeenshire Heat Map and subsequent consideration of this map when
determining the location for new heat networks within the Local Authority
area (656).

Climate Change Policy C2 Renewable Energy
Paragraph 1 of the policy should include reference to biomass sustainability,
as heat energy from biomass is only ‘renewable’ where the biomass comes
from a certified sustainable source (594). It should also include a reference
to air quality impacts (658). Add the sentence "In some cases it may be
demonstrated that biomass schemes are more suitable on other land types."
after the sentence "We treat biomass schemes as industrial processes
suitable for business land."(686), or delete the statement: "We treat biomass
as industrial processes suitable for business land." (686).

The policy should include a requirement that all wind turbine applications
that fall outside the guidance but are recommended for approval by the Local
Area Committee, be referred to the Infrastructure Services Committee for
approval (240).

In paragraph 2, define the height range of medium and large wind turbines
(56).
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In paragraph 2, "effects on the natural heritage, including birds" should be
added as one of the criteria by which renewables energy proposals will be
considered.

In paragraph 2, the policy should be reworded with "unacceptable significant
adverse effects" to replace "significant effects" (587).

In paragraph 2, of the policy add specific reference to pipeline consultation
zones, and advise that any wind turbine development within these zones
must accord with the Health and Safety Executive's PADHI Guidelines, and
include a reference to the guidance prepared by the UK Offshore Pipeline
Operator's Association regarding the siting of wind turbines close to high
pressure pipelines (45).

In paragraph 2, change the wording from "valid applications which have not
been consented" to "existing wind turbines/farms", in reference to
assessment of cumulative impact (587).

In paragraph 2, replace the existing text with: ‘‘Turbines greater than 15m
hub height will be allowed in an area of 'significant protection' as shown on
the proposals map if it can be demonstrated that any significant effects on
the qualities for which the area is identified can be substantially overcome by
siting, design or mitigation." (688).

Replace paragraph 2 with: "There will be a presumption in favour of onshore
wind energy developments, which are outwith areas for significant
protection, where there is no unacceptable, significant impact upon the
following:

- net economic impact, including local and community socio-economic
benefits such as employment, associated business and supply chain
opportunities;

- the scale of contribution to renewable energy generation targets;
- effect on greenhouse gas emissions;
- cumulative impacts;
- impacts on communities and individual dwellings, including visual

impact, residential amenity, noise and shadow flicker;
- landscape and visual impacts, including effects on wild land;
- effects on natural heritage, including birds;
- impacts on carbon rich soils, using the carbon calculator;
- impacts upon public access, tourism or recreation;
- impacts on the historic environment, including scheduled monuments,

listed buildings and their settings;
- impacts on aviation and defence interests, telecommunications and

broadcasting installations, particularly ensuring that transmission links
are not compromised;

- impacts on road traffic;
- impacts on adjacent trunk roads; and
- effects on hydrology, the water environment and flood risk.
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This policy underpins the presumption in favour of sustainable development
contained within Scottish Planning Policy. Once a site has been
decommissioned, restoration should be achieved via planning condition."
(692).

Areas of Landscape Significance should be reintroduced [and referenced in
this policy] (485).

In paragraph 3, The Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment / Ironside
Farrar Report [SLCA] should be made a mandatory requirement when
assessing where there is capacity for a wind turbine in Aberdeenshire (402).

The text: "or it can be demonstrated they are located, sited and designed
appropriately" should be added to the first sentence of paragraph 3 (687).

Further detail, including a detailed Landscape Capacity Study, should be
provided separately within the policy, or preferably in more detailed SG,
referenced in policy (587).

In paragraph 4, clearer guidelines should be provided for the required
distance between large solar panel arrays (32).

In paragraph 4, policy should include a commitment to increasing
biodiversity at solar farms. As panels are raised above the ground on posts,
greater than 95% of a field utilised for solar farm development is potentially
still accessible for wildlife enhancements (594).

Policy C3 Carbon Sinks And Stores
Policy C3 should include the following text: "Where peat and other carbon
rich soils are present, applicants should assess the likely effects of
development on carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. Where peatland is drained
or otherwise disturbed, there is liable to be a release of CO2 to the
atmosphere. Developments should aim to minimise this release”(656).
The last sentence of paragraph 1 should be amended to: "For any proposals
involving the removal of woodland, the Scottish Government Control of
Woodland Removal Policy will apply."(656).
Add text to as the second sentence of the policy: "Where this is not possible
development should:

- be informed by an appropriate peat survey and management plan;
- demonstrate how any disturbance or excavation is minimised; and,
- provide suitable mitigation measures to be implemented to abate carbon

emissions (658).

Policy C4 Flooding
Policy C4 should be amended to properly reflect the flood risk framework set
out in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) at Section 263. The first sentence of
Policy C4 should be amended to read as follows: "We will not approve
development on land that can be shown to be at medium to high (1 in 200
year) risk of flooding ... (277, 604, 605).
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Policy C4 should be deleted in its entirety and replaced with a flooding policy
fully in accordance with SPP (299, 387, 430, 512).

A table should be introduced to outline Aberdeenshire Council’s definitions of
medium risk and high risk (658).

Policy C4 should be amended to accord with SPP on managing flood risk
and drainage. This is required to ensure the exceptions of Policy C4 reflect
para 263 of SPP. It is recommended that the wording "it would be
inappropriate to locate it elsewhere" is: removed or replaced with "the
location is essential for operational reasons e.g. for navigation and water-
based recreation, agriculture, transport or utilities infrastructure and an
alternative lower risk location is not available" (652).
Paragraph 3 of policy C4 should be amended to reflect paragraph 265 of
SPP on land raising. It should be amended to read: "Land raising will only be
permitted in exceptional circumstances, where it is linked to the provision
and maintenance of direct and indirect compensatory flood water storage to
replace the lost capacity of the functional flood plain, and it will not create
any inaccessible islands of development during flood events or result in the
need for flood prevention measures elsewhere" (653).

Policy in relation to land raising should be modified to make it clear what the
exceptional circumstances are that would make land raising permissible
(658).

Climate Change Plan
Rather than indicating details on proposals map a separate spatial
framework should be prepared to include only those criteria listed in Table 1
on page 39 of SPP, including the finalised carbon mapping to be issues by
Scottish Natural Heritage in June 2015. No other criteria, including
landscape capacity studies should be used to prepare this. Further
information, including Landscape Capacity Study detail, should be provided
separately within the policy, or preferably in more detailed Supplementary
Guidance (SG), referenced in the policy (587).

The purpose of the climate change map should be clarified (56). The map
should be amended to be clearer in reflecting the approach to onshore wind
farms as set out in Paragraph 161 of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and its
Spatial Frameworks for onshore wind (Table 1, page 39 of SPP) (635).

The proposals map should show clearly the areas of significant protection
(78).The 3 groups set out in Table 1 of Scottish Planning Policy should be
clearly distinguished in and adjacent to the LDP area (656). The transparent
green areas should be defined (78).The section of the Cairngorms Massif
SPA outwith the National Park should be shown as part of the ‘areas of
significant protection’ ‘Group 2’ area.
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The proposals map should show a 2km protection zone from wind energy
developments to settlements also listed in Appendix 4. (78, 440). The 2km
protection zone should be extended to all households (457).

Amend Spatial mapping for carbon-rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland
habitat to correspond to the SNH Carbon and Peatland Map (types 1 and 2),
once approved by Scottish Ministers (634, 658).

The Spatial framework for wind energy development should recognise the
areas surrounding Tap o Noth near Rhynie and surrounding area (up to and
including Kildrummy to the south) as an important heritage centre with
further potential as such (355).

Amend spatial framework to omit area around Westhill as being potentially
suitable for wind energy development (16).

The Climate Change Diagram of the Proposed Plan should be amended to
reflect page 29 of National Planning Framework 3 to indicatively show the
National Developments for: Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and thermal
generation at Peterhead and the high voltage energy transmission network
in Aberdeenshire (656).

The wording in the key of the Climate Change Diagram should be amended
from "Spatial Framework" to read: "Spatial Framework Onshore Wind Farms
- Group 2 Areas of Significant Protection" (635).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Policy C1 Using Resources In Buildings
This policy stems from the obligation on Planning Authorities to include
greenhouse gas emissions policies required by section 3F of the Town and
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 and paragraphs 155 to 160 of Scottish
Planning Policy (SPP). This requirement is acknowledged, in part, by Homes
for Scotland in its representation.

”Carbon neutrality” was considered as a Main Issue in the Main Issues
Report (MIR) when the proposal for a “gold” standard and the proposed
proportion of the energy reduction target to be met from low and zero carbon
generating technologies was presented. 46 representations were received
on this issue with opinion divided on the merits of the approach promoted
(see Main Issues Report 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 018: Carbon
Neutrality in New Developments and SG LSD11). Several of the
respondents to the Proposed Plan made comments on the main issue and
repeat these in response to the Proposed Local Development Plan.

The approach proposed to Heat Networks was raised as a main issue in the
Addendum to the Main Issues Report 2014. 9 Responses were received
(see Main Issues Report Addendum 2014 A2: Heat Networks) where the
support and lack of substantial adverse comment from the construction
industry for the proposals was welcomed. Homes for Scotland did not
comment on this Main Issue at the time.
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The context suggested to improve the understanding of the need for water
efficiency standards could be added without impacting on the policy, but
would run counter to the approach taken in the plan to achieve brevity, clarity
and precision. Such context would be more appropriate to a planning advice
note. The Council does not propose and would not wish to publish
Supplementary Guidance on Resources for New Development as it would
not comply with the preconditions for such guidance as set out in the letter
from the Chief Planner dated 15 January 2015: “Development Plans –
Supplementary Guidance”.

It is not necessary to specify heat pumps as one of the suite of technologies
that could be employed to comply with the CO2 reduction target.

No change is required.

The Energy Standard that should be Set
The Fifth Annual Report on the Operation of Section 72 of the Climate
Change (Scotland) Act 2009 (FARCC) was published on 30 March 2015,
after the date of publication of the Proposed Plan. This Report and the
Sullivan Report: A Low Carbon Building Standards Strategy for Scotland, do
not constitute a change to section 3F, or a change to Government policy on
this matter (on which FARCC gives a complete and useful summary). These
should be seen for what they are - documents which may guide future policy
and legislative development by Scottish Ministers. Indeed a specific
recommendation of that Report is that: “The assessment does not clearly
indicate that Section 3F is no longer required at this time, nor does it
demonstrate that there are clear or significant benefits for meeting our
climate change targets. On that basis the Scottish Government has
concluded that the legislation should remain in force” (Extract from Executive
Summary).

The emphasis on the policy principle of sustainability within SPP, and in
particular paragraph 45, clearly articulates the complex and multi-layered
nature of ensuring a resource efficient development. Use of the sustainability
labelling system provided by the Building Standards system provides a clear
standard to ensure resource efficient buildings. Fulfilling the elements
prescribed in SPP paragraph 45 will contribute to the ease with which a
development can achieve a gold sustainability label, but is not prescriptive
and allows trade-offs that will still ensure that the highest standards are
maintained. There is a clear link between planning measures that can be
implemented and the effort required to comply with the standard.

It is inappropriate for a Plan anticipated to be in place from 2016 to 2021 to
make reference to a standard that will be obsolete. The “silver” standard will
be mandatory from 2015. The statement in FARCC that “anything above
Bronze is currently optional”, is true today, but will not be true in 2016.
FARCC identifies at paragraph 5.10 that “Further review of energy standards
within building regulations is proposed, with any additional reduction in
emissions programmed for 2019/21 to meet EU obligations for ‘nearly zero
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energy’ new buildings as well as in support of our climate change
objectives”. The difference in carbon dioxide emissions (Dwelling Emission
Rate) from silver standard to gold standard is from a 45% to a 60%
improvement on the 2007 standards. Full descriptions of the statements of
sustainability are to be found in Section 7.1 of the “Technical Handbook
2015: Domestic” and Section 7.1 of “Technical Handbook 2015: Non-
Domestic”. A 25% reduction in the maximum annual demand for useful
energy for space heating (from 40 kWh/m2 to 30kWh/m2 will inevitably make
a significant contribution to this additional 15% improvement target.

Adoption of the “gold” standard within Aberdeenshire reflects both the
principle of presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development and taking a design-led approach in SPP and
Aberdeenshire Council’s own environmental policy to provide a planning
system that ensures all development is sustainable.

At the end of the day, it is for the developer to commit to and deliver the gold
sustainability label, through a combination of land use planning measures
which development management officers are very well qualified to assess, a
“fabric first” approach through improvements in building standard and quality,
and active energy generation. Also the active generation element will be
shown on submitted drawings and can easily be noted to ensure compliance
with this element of the policy. If necessary, training could be provided to
Officers: this is not a reason to dismiss the policy.

No change is required.

Low and Zero Carbon Generation Technologies
Homes for Scotland may take the view that the improvements in the
standard can be achieved by a fabric first approach, but this is a matter of
legislation and the changes that the respondent seeks could only be
achieved through modification of section 3F of the Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. There is no evidence that measures such as
air source heat pumps or photovoltaic panels are unwanted or provide any
other issues with regards to insurance or maintenance than any other
element of technology within properties. The energy savings, at a maximum
30% of the 60% CO2 reduction from the 2007 Building Regulations equates
to only 18% (30% of 60%) of the total energy saving through renewable
energy technologies. Imposition of a challenging requirement will promote
the significant change from the currently used design models to those that
take every opportunity to contribute to the principles at paragraph 154 of
SPP to address issues of energy demand and reduce emissions. There is
no justification for a lower target that may not encourage this shift and no
change is required.

Heat
At paragraph 159 SPP identifies that “Local Development Plans should
support the development of heat networks in as many locations as possible
even where they are initially reliant on carbon-based fuels if there is potential
to convert them to run on renewable or low carbon sources of heat in the
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future”. The approach of the policy is to concentrate on providing market
opportunity for commercial production of heat, not solely on the use of waste
heat. Aberdeenshire Council does not consider there are circumstances
where a major development could not be served by a centralised heat
generating facility. While a fully operational heat network may not be
feasible, failing to provide, during construction, the infrastructure necessary
to enable such a development allows no future market for a heat provider
and will continue the status quo of district heating schemes being unfeasible
due to the need to disturb the occupied development to retrofit such
infrastructure. Conversely, a market opportunity is provided if that
infrastructure, like water pipes and electricity cables, is already in place to
the site boundary. This is particularly relevant in the context of developing
new point source heat facilities such as biomass or geothermal plants. If it is
a burden on the development industry then it is one that has been imposed
by SPP by requiring such infrastructure “in as many locations as possible”
The Aberdeenshire Heat Map currently reflects existing heat sources and it
would be improper to suggest that the Scottish Government’s objectives for
heat should only be met where these exists. It is also insufficiently developed
to be useable in the context of a policy criteria. It runs counter to the
principles of “in as many locations as possible”.
New Scottish Planning Policy on heat networks and the Aberdeenshire Heat
Map emerged relatively late in the process of allocating land for new
development but despite this, opportunities for co-locating high heat
demand uses was a factor considered in the review of allocations. The
relatively few major heat generating uses in Aberdeenshire did not have a
significant effect on the allocations strategy. No change is required

Viability of development to be served by a new heat production facility is a
significant issue that would be required to be considered in the feasibility
assessment noted by the policy.

Other Issues
NHS Grampian made the request for its properties to be exempt from these
policies at the time of the Main Issues Report 2013. This request was
considered and dismissed, as all buildings are subject to the Sustainability
Labelling Scheme.

Energy efficient lighting is one obvious way in which the emissions savings
could be achieved but, it would be improper to make this a condition of this
policy.

No changes are required to the policy.

Climate Change Policy C2 Renewable Energy
This policy reflects the current policies regarding renewable energy
generation in the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. Renewable
energy developments, and in particular wind energy, is a matter of
widespread concern within communities and this was reflected in two main
issues within the Main Issues Report (MIR) on wind energy and other
renewable energy developments. Publication of SPP required re-evaluation
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of the spatial framework for wind energy development which formed a part of
the MIR and this was republished in the MIR Addendum in 2014.

A large number of comments were received on these issues in response to
the MIR and Addendum and some respondents have chosen to expand on
the submissions made at this time. Questions relating to whether
Aberdeenshire Council should “prefer” large turbines, the general role of
rural areas in a modern Aberdeenshire, the appropriateness of the spatial
framework and the use of the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment
(SLCA) 2014 were all discussed at length within the analysis of submissions
to the MIR.

The support for the policy is welcomed.

Biomass
The phraseology used in paragraph 1 is not negative. The second sentence
needs to be seen in the context of the first, and merely provides clarification
that biomass power plants are appropriate on business land. There is
nothing in the phrasing that restricts their development only to these sites if
the proposal is on an appropriate site and, of the right design. In the Rural
Housing Market Area, paragraph 4 of Proposed Local Development Plan
Policy R2: Housing and Business Development in the Countryside allows
significant flexibility for the location of business proposals, whereas in the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area the desire to co-locate heat users with
generators suggests that business land locations are the most suitable
location. It would be inappropriate to restrict energy generation from only
certified sustainable sources as this would preclude use of re-purposed
waste wood. No change is required.

Wind Energy Developments
Echoing the considerations set out in paragraph 169 of SPP is unnecessary
duplication. SPP is a significant material consideration in any planning
application, and comprehensive guidance is contained in the Scottish
Government’s online renewable planning advice. The text of the policy
identifies and provides additional context for those elements which
Aberdeenshire Council see as being of particular relevance to such
applications. SPP identifies a wide range of considerations, most of which
have their own policy within the Plan (such as landscape protection, natural
and cultural heritage protection, protection of water bodies, consideration of
flood risk, and impacts on carbon stores). All policies of the Plan apply. In a
similar manner, pipelines are addressed in Proposed LDP Policy P4:
Hazardous Developments and Contaminated Land, and Bird Populations by
Proposed LDP Policy E1: Natural heritage. No change is required.

We note the reasoning why the phrase “unacceptable significant adverse
effects” should be promoted and are inclined to agree with the respondent
although, we have some concerns that this will lead to dispute over what is
“acceptable” or “unacceptable” and feel that if an impact is “significant” then
this assumes a level of unacceptability (if it is an acceptable adverse effect,
would it then have any significance as a test for the development?). We
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would not object if as modification were to be introduced to substitute the
phrase “unacceptable significant adverse effects” should the Reporter
consider this appropriate.

Compliance with findings of the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment
for Wind Energy in Aberdeenshire (SLCA) 2014
The SLCA was jointly commissioned by Aberdeenshire Council, Angus
Council and Scottish Natural Heritage. A similar volume has been produced
for Angus Council. A draft of the Study was published to support the MIR
and the final document has subsequently been published as planning
advice. While we note that landscape considerations are not considered by
SPP as part of the spatial framework we are of the view that the SLCA
represents a consistent and comprehensive evaluation of potential
cumulative landscape impacts, married with clear professional guidance on
what might be acceptable in each part of the Local Development Plan area.
It meets the objectives of providing certainty and confidence to the
development industry, and provides development management staff with a
set of benchmarks against which development proposals can be judged.
Without such prescriptive guidance neither communities nor developers can
have any confidence on whether proposals are likely to be deemed
acceptable.

In section 6 and Tables 6.1a - 6.1k assessment is made of the general
capacity of the landscape to accommodate turbines of 5 different sizes,
defined as from 15-30m to greater than 125m in height. As theses size
categories are only used in this document there is no merit in defining
turbine sizes beyond “greater than 15m” within the Local Development Plan.
The explanation of Table 6.1 on page 35 is very useful in explaining the form
of these tables. In each landscape character area type the impact of
consented development is discussed and statements made on the proposed
limits to future development. This commentary also recognises the
applications for wind turbines current at the time of writing and, passes
comment on the suitability of the proposals. This is an appropriate response
to “future proofing” the guidance as far as possible. However, we accept that
it is a document of its time and will require to be reviewed as part of the Main
Issues Report stage in future Local Development Plans. The “landscape
analysis” section provides general guidance on the height, size of groups
and separation distance for wind turbine proposals for those areas where
there is still landscape capacity for wind turbines. True to the Report’s own
statements, at section 1.4, it does not comment on site specific issues but
adopts a strategic overview of capacity and landscape sensitivity within each
landscape character area. Aberdeenshire Council believes that landscape
impact issues require to be addressed along with potential impacts on other
considerations. All policies of the Plan apply and issues such as natural
heritage or disturbance to communities have to be addressed in addition to
demonstrating that proposals do not compromise landscape capacity. In this
way the policy is fully compliant with paragraph 155 of SPP. No change is
required.
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It was confirmed, through research by the James Hutton Institute, that
“Farmers with wind turbines identify their motivations as primarily about
securing a reliable income source for the farm, as opposed to more
environmental motivations. Electricity produced is primarily sold into the grid
for public use, rather than being used on-farm” (see On-Farm Wind Energy
Production in Aberdeenshire (2013)). Wind energy policy in Aberdeenshire
must acknowledge this and cannot operate a policy that discriminates
against those who would wish to supplement farm income by the erection of
a wind turbine only on the basis that a larger development could be provided
on the site. Land ownership, exposure to risk and availability of capital may
all constrain what a landowner wishes to implement. Development of a
plethora of small turbines delivers legitimate economic objectives.

There is no need to publish Supplementary Guidance on this topic. The
SLCA provides a benchmark range for the development of wind turbines in
any particular area. The SLCA is an up-to-date and robust Study sanctioned
by Landscape Architects working in the private sector as well as
Aberdeenshire Council and Scottish Natural Heritage. Any new Study is
likely to raise further objection due to the subjective nature of landscape
science. It is appropriate to use this planning advice as the benchmark
against which siting and design decisions are made.

Paragraph 141 of Circular 6/2013: Development Planning notes that the
Authority must consider representations and (paragraph 144) can then adopt
the Supplementary Guidance. There is no reason for Aberdeenshire Council
to disagree with the professional views of independent advisors, overseen by
a team of landscape architects, and come to a different conclusion on what
is a largely subjective science to produce more “up to date” guidance. No
change is required.

The Town and Country Planning (Development Planning) (Scotland)
Regulations 2008 at section 27 (2) set out preconditions for supplementary
guidance, given further interpretation by the Letter from the Chief Planner
dated 15 January 2015. This letter emphasises that guidance can only deal
with the provision of further information or detail in respect of policies or
proposals, and then only provided that those matters are expressly identified
in a statement in the plan as matters to be dealt with by supplementary
guidance. This letter also provides advice on the status of other guidance
(which we would term “planning advice”). We submit that the tests clarified
by the Chief Planner’s letter cannot be met for a whole Aberdeenshire LDP
area study of this nature in so far as the plan could not expressly provide
information on all the matters considered in the SLCA and consequently it
could never meet the tests of the Regulations. We would be extremely
concerned that any proposal to adopt supplementary guidance on this topic
would be blocked by objection by the Scottish Ministers on this basis or
challenged in the Courts on the same argument.

A “scheme of delegation” determines the circumstances by which planning
applications are referred to the Infrastructure Services Committee, which is
at the discretion of the Head of Planning and Building Standards based
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around agreed criteria. The Local Development Plan is not the place for
processes associated with the determination of planning applications. No
change is required

Solar Panel Arrays
Cumulative impact from solar panel arrays would likely be in terms of
landscape impact, as arrays are largely benign in other matters. Any
application would require to be assessed under policy E2 Landscape. It
would not be appropriate to encourage the use of the land under solar panel
arrays for biodiversity as economic land uses may also be appropriate (with
sheep grazing being the most common). In any case Policy P1 requires
biodiversity / geodiversity enhancements from any development.

Other Renewable Energy Developments
Land-use impacts from other renewable energy developments will be
addressed through the application of all other relevant policies of the Plan;
we are unaware of future issues which may be unknown at this time. All
developments will be subject to Policy P1 Layout Siting and Design which
addresses layout, siting and design principles that should be applied.

Air quality issues have been addressed in the Strategic Environmental
Assessment of the Plan. However, it is not seen as a major issue for
Aberdeenshire because no Air Quality Management Areas have been
identified. We are aware of issues relating to particulates (particularly the
PM10 Standard) but screening assessments have been completed for
biomass plants that have gone through the planning system and air quality
objectives were not predicted to be exceeded (see 2013 Air Quality Progress
Report for Aberdeenshire Council). No change is required.

POLICY C3 CARBON SINKS AND STORES
A policy on Carbon Sinks and Stores was introduced to rationalise the
previous Policy SG Safeguarding 3 “Protection and Conservation of Trees
and Woodlands” and to embrace the emerging view from Scottish Natural
Heritage that certain areas in Scotland are nationally important carbon-rich
soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitats and are likely, or could be of
high conservation value, and the requirement in SPP that developments
should aim to minimise the release of CO2. This issue was raised by
respondents to the Main Issues Report (MIR) 2013 (see MIR 2013, Issues
and Actions Paper 004: Sustainable Development and Climate Change) and
the need for this policy was identified. The Policy C2 goes significantly
further than SPP by providing an absolute protection for peat from minor
developments and requiring the application of the “carbon calculator”
principle to major developments where disturbance may occur.

It would be inappropriate to apply preconditions to this policy, as the test
should be whether or not the site sits on an identified carbon rich soil (for
minor developments) and what that impact might be (for major
developments). The use of the carbon calculator encourages minimisation of
disturbance to peat in order to reduce the compensatory measures that may
be required. Providing pre-conditions that suggest that development of minor
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proposals on carbon rich soils or peat may be acceptable, under certain
circumstances, provides no certainty for the developer or the community. No
change is necessary.

SNH would seek to repeat wording already found in SPP. This would be
inappropriate as national policy applies to all developments regardless of the
content of the Local Development Plan. Likewise, there is no need for the
inclusion of reference to the Scottish Government’s Policy on Control of
Woodland Removal. There is no requirement from this document for a
reference to be provided in the Local Development Plan. The Scottish
Government’s policy is applied by Aberdeenshire Council before land use
allocations are made to minimise woodland removal and, in line with its
“Guiding Principles” (page 6), development on woodland is only promoted
where there are clearly defined public benefits and with a requirement for
compensatory planting. Only two allocations within the Local Development
Plan promote woodland removal, sites OP1 in Turriff and OP2 in Banchory,
both of which deliver public benefit to the Towns.

However, if the Examination takes a precautionary approach in anticipation
of development being approved as departures to the Plan, then the inclusion
of a reference to the Scottish Government’s Policy on Control of Woodland
Removal would not affect the strategy being promoted. Aberdeenshire
Council would not object to such a change should the Reporter consider it
necessary

Policy C4 Flooding
Issues relating to the process associated with the development of policy are
not a matter for the Local Development Plan Examination. In the course of
discussions, the difference in extent of the medium to high flood risk area
(1:200 year risk) to the low to medium (1:1000) was clearly demonstrated.
Across all settlements in Aberdeenshire only 52 ha of land is in an area
identified as only low to medium risk. This equates to only 0.003% of all land
within settlements.

Flood risk was a “main issue” within the Main Issues Report 2013. Supported
by a position paper (Position Paper 7: Flooding and Erosion). The proposal
to increase the threshold from 1:200 years to 1:400 years was promoted as
a preferred option to reflect a more long term precautionary approach. The
response to this issue is detailed in Main Issues Report 2013, Issues and
Actions Paper 017: Flooding and Erosion. Substantial responses were
received, where the majority of respondents supported the preferred
approach. Issues relating to the need to comply with national policy and not
set arbitrary standards was raised by Bancon Developments, Stewart Milne
Homes and Homes for Scotland. SEPA supported the preferred policy
approach. This paper concluded that “Given the significant support for a
more precautionary approach to flood risk, the preferred approach is
recommended. In the context of Aberdeenshire, flood risk of less than 1:400
is considered to be medium to high flood risk recognising that this will be a
contentious step which is likely to be robustly challenged at the LDP
Examination”.
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Scottish Planning Policy
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) sets out a framework at paragraph 263 that
Local Development Plans should use. In this framework it sets out three
classes of risk, phrasing each as a range (e.g. Low to medium risk (1:1000
to 1:200 years)). At Paragraph 264 SPP identifies that it is not possible to
plan for development solely on the basis of calculated probability of flooding
and introduces additional factors such as the effects of climate change,
including an allowance for freeboard. Consistency is maintained with
national policy by incorporating these elements within the threshold set
within the Plan. The text of SPP is misleading as the 1:200 year threshold is
one that is considered before these factors are applied. The thresholds in
SPP are a base on which climate change and freeboard allowances are
added. If this were not the case, there would have been no need to highlight
climate change and freeboard in SPP paragraph 264.

It is already practice in Aberdeenshire that allowances for freeboard and
climate change are required to be applied to flood risk predictions which,
when added, move the ceiling standard significantly above the SPP 1:200
years threshold. Policy C4 provides clarity and certainty for developers and
communities that if proposals are within the 1:200 to 1:400 years risk band
then planning permission is unlikely to be granted, but a general exception is
provided where a detailed flood risk assessment, taking account of climate
change and freeboard can be used to demonstrate that risk remains “low”
and development can proceed. This is a clear demonstration where the
challenges of climate change outlined in the Vision of the Plan are presented
and the implications of sustainable behaviour is made clear. It is not in
conflict with SPP, but is clear as to the implications of flood risk on
development opportunity. Aberdeenshire Council Flood Protection Unit have
advised that a standard of 1:400 years risk may actually underestimate the
impacts of climate change and freeboard on a base 1:200 year risk. No
change is required to the 1:400 years threshold.

SPP is not clear at paragraph 263 that development in areas of low to
medium risk are suitable for most development as suggested by Homes for
Scotland, as that statement is immediately followed by a statement that a
flood risk assessment may be required at the upper end of the probability
range. Such an assessment may preclude development. No change is
required.

SPP gives support for the use of flood resilience in developments in areas
under 1:1000 years risk (Paragraph 263 bullet 2.2 “Water resistant materials
and construction may be required”). No qualification of the word “may” is
provided in SPP The approach adopted in the Proposed Plan is supported
by SEPA. Flood resilience is a matter of small design changes which do not
necessarily add significantly to costs (such as horizontal erection of
plasterboard and installing a ground floor ring main at roof rather than floor
height). No change is required.
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Aberdeenshire Council considers that the text on the general exception
provided to the LDP policy C3 appropriately seeks a flood risk assessment
where there may be dispute whether the site does or does not lie within the
1:400 years flood risk contour. As noted above, the additional area which is
covered by areas of high to medium flood risk (i.e. up to 1:1000 years) is
relatively small. Graphic demonstration of this is provided by the submission
“Flood Risk in Inverurie”. Land allocations have been made to avoid any risk
of flooding, or on larger sites where open space requirements can be
planned and designed to avoid such areas. We agree with SEPA that it may
be practical to use the 1:1000 years contour as the standard below which a
Flood Risk Assessment is required. SEPA are already asking for Flood Risk
Assessments for allocated sites crossed by watercourses and which are not
predicted to flood. No change is required.

Aberdeenshire Council does not agree that the policy will blight previously
developed areas, but that it will make them more resilient to predicted
impacts of climate change. If blight was to be introduced this would be
achieved by the translation of SPP to the Plan as suggested by the Scottish
Government. Their proposed modification to remove the phrase
“inappropriate to locate it elsewhere” would preclude change of use,
conversions and extensions of properties already in 1:200 years flood risk
areas (such as seen at Port Elphinstone on the submission “Flood risk in
Inverurie”) . Such uses are inappropriate to locate elsewhere other than on
the development site. Undeveloped and sparsely developed coastal areas
are protected by a separate policy which significantly restricts development
in these areas and Policy C4 complements these. No change is required.

Policy C4 permits land raising only for flood alleviation measures. This is
significantly stronger than SPP paragraph 265 which has a very weak test of
exceptionality (where it is shown to have a neutral or better impact on flood
risk outside the raised area). By this definition land re-profiling could be
undertaken in areas of high flood risk to allow development to take place
(creating additional storage capacity by digging material out to provide a
platform for the development). This would be inconsistent with other parts of
Policy C4 which emphasises the flood storage function of a floodplain. Land
raising cannot contribute to the Outcome 3: A natural, resilient place
(paragraph 20) or the policy principle associated with valuing the natural
environment at paragraph 194 of SPP. Unlike the modification proposed by
the Scottish Government and, in support of SEPA’s proposed modification,
Policy C4 provides absolute clarity as to the exceptional circumstances when
land raising proposal would be permitted. No change is required.

Climate Change Plan
The Climate Change Proposals map was produced as a reflection of the
Scottish Minister’s expectation that the Local Development Plan (LDP)
should employ a range of graphical techniques to convey the strategy and
individual policies and proposals in an accessible way (Circular 6/2013:
Development Planning, paragraph 79). The proposals maps illustrates a
number of spatial climate change policies, including existing sources of low
carbon heat energy, hot rocks that may be suitable for geothermal heat
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production, the “Areas of significant protection for wind farms” defined by
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and those areas where landscape and
cumulative capacity does not limit wind turbine development. It relates
directly to the text of the “Climate change” section and its constituent
policies, particularly Policy C1 “Using resources in buildings” and Policy C2
“Renewable energy”. It is based on information published in more detail in
other locations, with the exception of the areas identified under the category
“Community separation for consideration of visual impact” and as this
information is available as planning advice at high resolution there is no
need to provide a higher resolution map in the Plan.

Display of the Spatial Framework for onshore wind turbines and the results
on the Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for wind energy in
Aberdeenshire
The map does not show additional elements contributing to the Spatial
Framework for on-shore wind farms, but instead shows additional
information of relevance to other aspects of the policies. The element of the
proposals map relating to the Spatial Framework for wind farms was
prepared in line with Table 1 of SPP.

The “Strategic Landscape Capacity Assessment for Wind Energy in
Aberdeenshire” (SLCA) was published in 2014 as planning advice and, as
argued in the commentary on representations received to Climate change
policy C2, publishing this as Supplementary Guidance would result in
objection due to the subjective nature of landscape science. It is appropriate
to use this planning advice as the benchmark against which siting and
design decisions are made and for its general conclusions to be illustrated
on the Climate Change Proposals Map. It should be noted that no specific
representation has been lodged challenging the areas identified as having
strategic capacity for small, medium and large wind turbines. No change is
required.

“Settlements” without a settlement boundary are not included in the areas
identified for “Community Separation for Consideration of Visual Impact”.
This includes Bogton and Forglen and many of the other smallest
settlements included in Appendix 4 “Identified Settlements” under Policy R2
(Berefold, Fisherford, Street of Monteach, Kirkton of Rayne, Glendaveny,
Bridge of Alford) as they do not have settlement boundaries. The area
around Westhill already has suitable protection. No change is required.

While cultural heritage impacts are specifically listed in SPP as one of the
criteria against which energy infrastructure developments should be
assessed, and specific policies under the section of the Plan “ the Historic
Environment” apply, each case would have to be considered on its merits as
cultural impacts, other than those on sites identified in the Inventory of
Gardens and Designed Landscapes or on the Inventory of Historic
Battlefields, do not form part of the “Areas of significant protection” identified
in Table 1 of SPP.
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Questions regarding the legality of providing a 2km buffer around individual
houses is not a matter for the Local Development Plan and is, in any case, a
challenge to SPP rather than the LDP.

Non-notifiable modifications
It is accepted that the key is not particularly clear and a revised key will be
proposed as a non-notifiable modification including reference to the Spatial
Framework relating to onshore wind farm (see 7750 Revised Climate
Change proposals map). Non-notifiable modifications to the proposals map
also address issues raised to us in relation to not showing the National
Developments for carbon capture and storage and thermal generation at
Peterhead, and the high voltage energy transmission network in
Aberdeenshire to reflect the National Planning Framework 3 (paragraph
3.41). Routes of transmission lines are still at an options evaluation stage
and so have not been included. The omission of the Cairngorms Massif
Special Protection Area has also been added, as it was omitted in error.
Mapping anomalies at Haddo House designed landscape, Lambhill (east of
New Pitsligo) and Lochlundie Moss (Southwest of Cruden Bay) have also
been resolved. The revised map also shows Classes 1 and 2 from the
Scottish Natural Heritage Consultation document: Carbon-rich soil, deep
peat and priority peatland habitats map (2014), with the understanding that
the most up-to date version of this information will be used at the point of
publication. This is in accord with the statement in that document at
paragraph 2.17 that “Carbon and Peatland classes 1 and 2 correspond to
the 'carbon-rich soils, deep peat and priority peatland habitat' identified in
Table 1 of Scottish Planning Policy“. It is noted that this includes areas of
Class 1 peatland on Bennachie.

The difference between “National and international designations” and “Other
nationally important mapped environmental interests” are not distinguished
as there is no difference in the approach promoted by SPP for these sites in
consideration of wind farms. By merging these two categories we are placing
no greater weight being placed on one or other, or is emphasising where
they may overlap. It remains important to distinguish areas identified under
the category “Community separation for consideration of visual impact”.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

RESPONSIBILITIES OF DEVELOPERS –
INTRODUCTION, RD1 AND RD2

15

Development plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Section 19, Page 65-68,
Responsibilities of Developers

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(reference no.):

Mrs Hilary Ridge (33)
Meldrum Bourtie & Daviot Community Council (174)
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council (177)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Dandara Limited (277)
Scottish Water (287)
Bancon Developments (387)
Homes for Scotland (448)
Homes for Scotland (449)
Homes for Scotland (452)
Homes for Scotland (453)
Meldrum, Bourtie and Daviot Community Council (487)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CALA Homes (North) Limited (556)
Nestrans (566)
Persimmon Homes East Scotland (576)
Persimmon Homes East Scotland (579)
Aberdeen & Grampian Chamber of Commerce (584)
RSPB Scotland (594)
Burness Paull LLP (597)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates (604)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes (605)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Scottish Government (644)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)
Sport Scotland (676)

Provision of the Development Plan
to which the issue relates:

Developer Obligations

Summary of the representation(s):

Introduction
One respondent stated that the second paragraph of this section is unclear
and seeks further clarification provided in the Proposed Local Development
Plan (LDP) 2015 (448). Another respondent wishes this paragraph deleted
entirely (556) whereas another provided additional wording to provide clarity
(644).

Homes for Scotland note that Planning Circular 3/2012 Planning Obligations
and Good Neighbour Agreements sets out 5 clear tests of when a planning
obligation is justified. They believe, that it is clearly understood in practice
that a Planning Authority cannot seek developer contributions when there is
no deficiency in infrastructure or facilities created by development. Nor can it
seek contributions to addressing deficiencies which pre-date the impact of
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development. If infrastructure is already in place when a development comes
forward, and if that infrastructure has the capacity to absorb the impacts of
development, then there is no justification for seeking a contribution. The
one possible interpretation of the sentence from paragraph 2 is that it relates
to the Strategic Transport Fund (STF) approach which is being developed by
the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Planning Authority. It is
conceivable under this approach that a piece of transport infrastructure could
be built in advance of all the development which has been assessed as
cumulatively creating the need for it. If this is the intended meaning, then a
fuller explanation should be given. If the Council is trying to introduce a more
general provision allowing them to seek contributions to any infrastructure at
any time, then this would clearly be contrary to Planning Circular 3/2012, as
there is nothing in the Development Plan or Supplementary Guidance to
explain how such a blanket provision would be justified or applied (448).

Similar arguments were provided to support the deletion of the expectation
of developer obligations to infrastructure that has already been delivered. It
is questioned how this would be monitored and a fair and appropriate level of
contribution could be calculated on historical infrastructure works. It would be
difficult to calculate what impact a new development would have on
infrastructure already delivered and this would cause uncertainty for
developers. Such a policy would fail all five of the tests set out in Planning
Circular 3/2012 (556).

Another respondent seeks to modify the wording of the first paragraph to
include reference that the tests of Planning Circular 3/2012 will apply when a
planning obligation (Section 75) is used. The sentence, in its current form,
does not elaborate how such contributions will be secured (644).

One respondent felt that the approach to providing clarity and certainty on
expected contributions is inadequate and, excessively complicated. To
establish what might be expected, the developer has to consider:

• This section of the Proposed LDP 2015 containing the policy;
• Appendix 7 Supplementary Guidance;
• Appendix 4 Settlement Statements – the listed requirements in the

statements are largely generic with little site-specific detail;
• Appendix 4 then refers on to possible further detail in a Community

Plan and/or a relevant Community Action Plan;
• The Proposed Action Plan 2015;
• There is also reference in the Supplementary Guidance to

calculations in “Appendix 1” and to a “Schedule 3” – it is not clear
what either of these is; and

• There are no indications of possible cost burdens on development in
any of the above.

This is a wholly-unacceptable approach to providing clarity. Developers are
entitled to expect a reasonable degree of clarity in the Local Development
Plan about what may be expected of them. While detailed design/cost
information is impractical at Local Development Plan level, developers
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should be able to identify site or location-specific requirements from the
Plan, not a generic list of possible contributions (449).

RD1
Access to New Development
A respondent wishes the Proposed LDP 2015 to provide more detail on the
percentage of houses in a development required to include provision for
wheelchair users. It is argued that there is already a requirement through
building regulations to provide homes which can be easily modified for
different users. The respondent objects to a specific requirement for these
additional needs in the Proposed LDP 2015 as they are already fully
addressed elsewhere in planning policy and building regulations (576).

Water and Waste Water
Water and waste water are the responsibility of Scottish Water and this
policy places the burden for these onto the developer, it goes beyond what
can be expected of a developer (277, 387, 605).

The opening paragraph to Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services places the
requirement for infrastructure provision firmly on the developer when
responsibility for the provision of water and waste water services also rests
with Scottish Water. Under current funding rules, the cost and programming
of any work associated with upgrading part 4 infrastructure is the
responsibility of Scottish Water (277, 387, 605).

While Scottish Water and the Scottish Environment Protection Agency
(SEPA) are key consultees regarding water and waste water infrastructure, it
is also incumbent upon the Planning Authorities to consult these bodies
during the preparation of their Local Development Plans. As such, if a site is
allocated in the Plan, there should be a presumption that adequate water
and drainage infrastructure will be available, or can be made available, to
service that development (277, 387, 605).

The requirement for a Development Impact Assessment or other form of
investigation or modelling work to identify the impacts of development on
current infrastructure should not be included in the Proposed LDP 2015 as
this is an issue to be addressed between the developer and Scottish Water.
Scottish Water has a monopoly on undertaking such assessments and the
development industry has serious concerns in that regard. The Proposed
LDP 2015 should not add credibility to that monopoly (277, 387, 605).

Scottish Water is largely supportive of the policy which, they believe sets out
very clear guidelines for developers in relation to water and waste water
provision, particularly in relation to the need for early engagement with SEPA
and Scottish Water. Development Impact Assessments have now been
superseded by Pre-Development Enquiry (PDE) forms. Scottish Water
recommend that all planned development relating to more than a single
house connection submits a PDE to Scottish Water as early as possible to
enable Scottish Water to provide an assessment of available capacity at the
Water Treatment Works and Waste Water Treatment Works in question, as
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well as indicating whether further investigations will be required to provide a
full assessment on whether local infrastructure upgrades may be necessary
(287).

SEPA is also supportive of the Water and Waste Water section of this policy
as it ensures that development will comply with SEPA’s policy and
supporting guidance on the provision of Waste Water Drainage in
Settlements. However, they would welcome reference to SEPA’s policy and
supporting guidance on the provision of Waste Water Drainage in
Settlements within the policy wording. In addition, and in order to promote
the development of the public waste water network, they seek a sequential
approach to waste water treatment whereby additional public capacity
provision is sought before seeking permission for private drainage. They also
seek reference to contemporary Construction Industry Research and
Information Association (CIRIA) Guidance and Sewers for Scotland
Guidelines as a test of the adoptability of public systems and the Controlled
Activities Regulations in relation to groundwater abstraction (658).

Waste Management Requirements
Support for waste minimisation of all waste is encouraged in line with
objectives of the Zero Waste Plan. It is, however, recommended that the
waste hierarchy is specifically advocated within this policy (658).

Television Reception
A few years ago television signals were switched from analogue to line-of-
sight digital transmission. There is now potential for new development to
block the signal from reaching existing receivers; resulting in a loss of
amenity to local residents. In Chapter 19 of the Proposed LDP 2015, The
Responsibilities of Developers, there should be a policy that places a
condition on developers to make good any loss of television reception with
all costs being borne by the developer (177).

Car Parking Standards
Nestrans advise that the Proposed LDP 2015 should also make reference to
Car Parking standards as maximums in line with national guidance and the
agreed Regional Car Parking Strategy developed jointly by Nestrans and
both Local Authorities (566).

RD2
General Policy Comments
A Community Council has suggested that developer obligations money
should be spread over all age groups to accommodate incomers and not to
be used for Aberdeenshire Council maintenance on their properties (174).

Clarity is required in the policy when obligations will, and will not, be used
regarding infrastructure provision to ensure that they would be in accordance
with Planning Circular 3/2012 paragraph 21. Simply referring to the policy
tests contained in Planning Circular 3/2012 does not sufficiently cover this
point. Contributions must relate fairly and reasonably in scale, and kind, to
the proposed development as well as being necessary to make the proposed
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development acceptable in planning terms. This modification was made at
the Examination of the Aberdeenshire LDP 2012. Clarity is required in the
policy when obligations will and will not be used regarding infrastructure
provision. The policy must not be used to resolve existing deficiencies in
infrastructure provision or to secure contributions to the achievement of
wider planning objectives which are not strictly necessary to allow
permission to be granted for a particular development. Simply referring to the
policy tests contained in Planning Circular 3/2012 does not sufficiently cover
this point and the policy must be clearer on this issue (597).

It is necessary to clarify that contributions will not be required from all
developments towards all the items listed in Policy RD2 Developers’
Obligations. The respondent is concerned that when read in conjunction with
Policy RD2, this will provide statutory support for requests towards all items.
This was a concern that the Reporter highlighted at the Examination of the
Aberdeenshire LDP 2012 (597).

Other respondents support this position suggesting that planning obligations
are being sought on nearly every development and, often even where there
is pre-existing capacity, particularly in relation to education and health care.
The respondent contends that if capacity exists in any facility or
infrastructure, the development should be allowed to utilise that spare
capacity without having to make contributions. The formulaic approach
currently used by Aberdeenshire Council and set out in the Supplementary
Guidance to calculate the scale of contributions should be reviewed. It takes
no account of individual sites and local circumstances. If the Council are to
persist in such an approach, there should be scope for the return of any
unspent funds. Supplementary Guidance relative to the items required
should be reviewed and a more robust justification provided in accordance
with Planning Circular 3/2012. The Settlement Statements should also be
amended to make it clear whether certain infrastructure contributions will be
required and provide an indication of the magnitude of those contributions
(277, 604, 605).

Non-compliance with Circular 3/2012
Two respondents raised concerns that the developer obligations being
imposed by Aberdeenshire Council are simply becoming a "roof tax" on
development. Objection is taken to the ever expanding list of services and
infrastructure which developers are expected to contribute to, particularly
where those services are the statutory responsibility of other bodies who
receive central government funding through taxation for their functions (277,
604, 605).

They argue that the policy and Supplementary Guidance fail to have proper
regard to Planning Circular 3/2012. Planning Circular 3/2012, paragraph 2
advises that it sets out the circumstances in which planning obligations can
be used and how they can be concluded efficiently. It emphasises that
Planning Authorities should promote obligations in strict compliance with the
tests set out in the Planning Circular 3/2012. Those tests are reiterated in the
Supplementary Guidance but the preamble fails to note that planning
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obligations should only be sought where they meet all of the tests. Planning
Circular 3/2012 further advises that planning obligations have a limited, but
useful, role to play in the development management process where they can
be used to overcome obstacles to the grant of planning permission.
Increasingly however, developers are being left with no alternative but to
enter into a planning obligation. The formulaic approach adopted by this
policy and conveyed through the Supplementary Guidance presents
developers with a "fait accompli" leaving little scope for flexibility or
negotiation (277, 604, 605).

The opening sentence to the policy advises that the Council will support
development if the developer makes a reasonable contribution in cash or in
kind. It reiterates this in the following sentence that contributions must fairly
and reasonably relate in scale to the proposed development. However, "fairly
and reasonably" are not terms used in Planning Circular 3/2012. Planning
Circular 3/2012 requires that contributions "...must always be related and
proportionate in scale and kind to the development in question". This needs
to be accurately reflected in the policy wording (277, 604, 605). Another
respondent supported the amendment of this sentence (597).

The policy advises that further guidance on developer obligations is provided
in the Settlement Statements. However, many of the Settlement Statements
contained ambiguous references as to the requirements for certain types of
obligations. It would appear to be a case of "if in doubt ask for it". This
approach hardly provides the development industry with the certainty
required or expected by Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and makes
negotiation with land owners extremely difficult. Planning Circular 3/2012 is
perfectly clear that the Local Development Plan should be the point at which
consideration of the potential need for, and use of, planning obligations
begins. Paragraph 32 advises that in drafting Local Development Plans,
Planning Authorities should work with infrastructure providers, other Local
Authority departments and consultees to undertake a robust assessment of
infrastructure requirements, the funding implications and the timescales
involved. On this basis, it is perfectly reasonable to expect that the Proposed
LDP 2015, and Settlement Statements in particular, should provide clarity on
the range and scale of contributions expected. Accordingly, the introductory
paragraph to Policy RD2 should be amended to properly reflect the
requirements of Circular 3/2012 (277, 604, 605).

A respondent states that the methodologies and practices adopted by
Aberdeenshire Council are not suitable as they do not conform to Planning
Circular 3/2012. The wording explaining each of the listed items requires
amendments to comply with Planning Circular 3/2012. For example, under
“Local transportation infrastructure” the Proposed LDP 2015 indicates that
“All new development within a settlement will contribute to any identified
need”. A similar approach is adopted in relation to primary education. The
requirements also need to be justified on a case by case basis against the
tests in Planning Circular 3/2012 and the need for, and extent of,
contributions should relate to the impact that specific development would
have on a particular item of infrastructure (597).
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Transport
Five respondents objected to the STF contributions (277, 452, 597, 604,
605).

There are no grounds for contributions to the STF, which primarily relates to
Aberdeen. The Supplementary Guidance seeks a defined contribution from
every house falling within a Strategic Growth Area and exceptionally within
the Local Growth and Diversification Areas, regardless of the impact in scale
and kind. The Reporter at the Examination of the Aberdeen City and Shire
Strategic Development Plan (SDP) 2014 concluded contributions could only
be sought where there was a direct impact arising from the development.
The respondent argues this was effectively to comply with Planning Circular
3/2012, but the proposed Policy RD2 Developer Obligations and
Supplementary Guidance fails to recognise this (277, 452, 604, 605). If the
Council are minded to retain the requirement for contributions to the STF,
where there is significant other infrastructure costs including local road
improvements, the STF contribution should be reduced or removed
completely (277).

It is argued there has been no opportunity to examine the revised Strategic
Development Planning Authority's Supplementary Guidance on STF
contributions, which is currently adopted as non-statutory Supplementary
Guidance. The respondent considers it concerning that the Proposed LDP
2015 appears to be trying to give non-statutory guidance on the STF, a
statutory status through a cross reference in the Proposed LDP 2015 without
putting forward the guidance for Examination as part of the Local
Development Plan process. This lacks the transparency which the Chief
Planner requires of the Development Planning process and reference to the
STF Supplementary Guidance should be removed, or it should be provided
for Examination along with the Proposed LDP 2015. The Reporter noted at
the Examination for the Aberdeenshire LDP 2012 that contributions towards
regional items require to be justified on a case by case basis against the
tests in Planning Circular 3/2012 (597). Homes for Scotland share similar
concerns about adopting Supplementary Guidance that has not been
approved by the Scottish Ministers and also believes that contributions
should not be sought retrospectively for projects that have already begun
(452).

Another respondent does not object but considers the Proposed LDP 2015
lacks specific guidance on the STF and needs to include further detail (566).

Aberdeen & Grampian Chamber of Commerce would like to see provision
made in the Proposed LDP 2015 for the recommended solution for
improving transport connections between Aberdeen and Buchan. A Study is
currently being conducted to assess the options for improving strategic
transport connections between Fraserburgh, Peterhead and Aberdeen,
incorporating the Energetica corridor. It is essential that the recommended
solutions for this corridor are taken forward if the northern parts of
Aberdeenshire are to be opened up to new opportunities (584).
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Sports and Recreation Facilities
Sportscotland highlight that it appears, from the relevant Supplementary
Guidance for the Proposed LDP 2015 (SG7 Developer Obligations), that
sports facilities are considered separate from community facilities, but no
reference is made to sports facilities in Policy RD2. Sportscotland would
highlight, that new development is likely to result in the requirement for new
facilities or an upgrade to existing facilities in order to enable them to
accommodate additional users, The Proposed LDP 2015 should make
provision for this (676).

Waste and Recycling
SEPA seeks the modification of Policy RD2 Waste and Recycling item
wording as follows: "We will need contributions for facilities in line with
waste-management thresholds for types and sizes of development, as
shown in Appendix 7, the Settlement Statements and the Zero Waste Plan
objectives. In some cases this will involve the developer fully
accommodating waste facilities on their site" (658).

Health Facilities
Health care is funded through national taxation, and is not delivered by
Councils. It is inappropriate for developers to be replacing/supplementing
national taxation. There is no immediate relationship between new
development and the provision of new facilities. Decisions for new services
are made by the National Health Service (NHS) or by individual Practices
and it is unclear what evidence the Council has of service deficiencies
created by new development. Without that evidence, it is impossible to
demonstrate that healthcare contributions meet Planning Circular 3/2012.
Contributions are normally paid to the Council and held in clearly-
differentiated accounts with provision for repayment if unused within a set
timescale. No such arrangements are in place with the NHS and
accountability and control of funds will be an issue (453, 579).

A planning appeal decision in England addressed the issue of health care
contributions, and the principles in that case are relevant here too (Planning
Inspectorate reference number 2157515: Moat House Farm, Elmdon Road).
The Inspector noted that the planning system is only responsible for
providing sufficient quantities of housing. In turn, the NHS has a statutory
duty to provide access to health care. The planning system cannot be held
responsible for the expansion of health care infrastructure; that is a matter
for the NHS. The Inspector also concluded that a contribution would be
inappropriate if the use of the money is unknown. In Aberdeenshire, the
Proposed LDP 2015 gives no indication of where and when Health Service
infrastructure might be needed. The proposed Supplementary Guidance
would have to contain clear and firm proposals from the NHS as to what it
will provide. The Inspector identified that it is only necessary to ensure land
is available for new facilities to make a proposal acceptable in land-use
planning terms (453).
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The developer/landowner should not be required to provide land free of
charge to a Medical Practice that owns existing premises within the
settlement. The majority of Medical Practices are owned by individuals, or as
part of their Pension Plan, and the NHS pays them rent. These Practices are
being gifted land within developments to enable them to move to new
facilities, also funded by development contributions, leaving them free to
either sell their existing premises or rent them to other businesses. This
contravenes the underlying principles of Planning Circular 3/2012 (597).

Aberdeenshire Council’s use of a formula based on floor space does not
reflect a proper assessment of whether a development creates a need for
additional facilities. This conflicts with Planning Circular 3/2012 (597).

It is not accepted that contributions to health facilities are legitimate,
particularly medical centres, dental facilities and community pharmacies
which primarily operate as commercial ventures. Health care is funded by
central government through taxation. It is inappropriate for the development
industry to be expected to provide subsidy to the NHS (604, 605). The only
legitimate obligation to health care is to issue land (277).

Through the Main Issues Report (MIR) 2013, representation from NHS
Grampian, it was advised that the cumulative impact of rural development
must be considered to ensure there is no adverse impact on health care
services which may be oversubscribed. Contributions should be sought to
mitigate the impacts directly arising as a consequence of that development
in accordance with Planning Circular 3/2012. It is welcomed that the
settlement statements make specific reference to contributions to health care
facilities where required (610).

The levels of development proposed in the Proposed LDP 2015 will require
considerable investment in health care facilities to maintain high levels of
service for an increasing, and ageing, population. Although it is welcomed
that the health care requirements of each location is listed within the
Settlement Statements, suitable sites should also be identified on the
proposals map where appropriate. It is acknowledged that some existing
facilities will be expanded, however, the location of these should also be
identified on the map (610).

Renewables Contributions to Community Funds
With regard to contributions of wind farm developers to community funds,
one respondent suggests that Aberdeenshire Council adopts the approach
taken by Highland Council and set a standardised, proportionate and
regulated payment to community funds. This would mean setting a standard
£5,000 payment per installed Megawatt per year into the local community
fund. This should be the installed capacity and not the actual amount of
electricity generated. This would help to compensate local communities for
the disruption they suffer from wind farms and discourage developer
exaggeration of the potential of their wind farms, as happens at present. The
same system of community contributions used for wind farms should apply
to solar panel arrays also (33).
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Introduction
Clarification of the meaning of paragraph 2 and the scope of its application
(448).

More detailed guidance in Appendices 4 and 7 on specific requirements for
settlements/sites (449).

Paragraph 2 should be amended to include the following sentence: "In the
circumstances where Planning Obligation (Section 75) is used, the tests of
Circular 3/2012 will apply" (644).

RD1
Access to New Development
Delete the reference to access for special needs groups and replace with
commentary relative to meeting building regulations for special needs groups
(576).

Water and Waste Water
To recognise the responsibilities of Scottish Water and specifically highlight
their criteria for connection to services, the opening paragraph to Policy RD1
should be amended to read "We will only allow development where
adequate road, waste management, water or waste water treatment
facilities, connections and treatment are available or can be provided" (277,
387, 605).

Amend references to Development Impact Assessments, which have been
superseded by a Pre-Development Enquiry (PDE) process. Scottish Water
recommend all planned development, relating to more than a single house
connection, submits a PDE to Scottish Water, as early as possible (287).

SEPA would welcome reference to SEPA’s policy and supporting guidance
on the provision of Waste Water Drainage in Settlements within the policy
wording (658).

In addition, to promote the development of the public waste water network,
SEPA welcome the following amendment to the wording: "Development
must connect to existing public drainage infrastructure or plan to connect to
a committed future public drainage infrastructure, where there is sufficient
capacity to allow that development to happen. Where there is not currently
sufficient capacity, developers should first explore the option of triggering
additional capacity provision before seeking permission for private drainage"
(658).

SEPA suggests the following amendment: "Surface water drainage must be
dealt with in a sustainable manner and in ways that avoid pollution and
flooding, through the use of an integrated Sustainable Drainage System and
conform to contemporary CIRIA guidance and Sewers for Scotland
guidelines in order to be adoptable” (658).
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SEPA would also welcome the following amendment: "Groundwater
abstractions must comply with Scottish Environment Protection Agency
policies and guidelines, and be consentable under the Controlled Activities
Regulations where required" (658).

Waste management requirements
To ensure a full reference is made to the objectives of the Zero Waste Plan,
the following amendment should be made: "We will support new
development if the application has agreed a Site Waste Management Plan
with Aberdeenshire Council which contributes to the Zero Waste Plan
through the waste hierarchy and waste minimisation, re-use, recycling and
composting of all wastes during construction and operational phases of the
development" (658).

Television Reception
Add television signal reception to developer obligations (177).

Car Parking Standards
The Plan should also make reference to Car Parking standards as
maximums in line with national guidance and the agreed Regional Car
Parking Strategy (566).

RD2
General Policy Comments
Developer obligations money should be spread over all age groups to
accommodate newcomers, and not be used for Aberdeenshire Council
maintenance on their properties (174).

Policy RD2 should more clearly reflect that contributions will not be used to
resolve existing deficiencies in infrastructure provision or to secure
contributions to the achievement of wider planning objectives which are not
necessary to allow permission to be granted for a particular development
(597).

Policy RD2 must be qualified by clarification that contributions will not be
required for all development towards all of the items listed and will be
considered on a site by site basis, having regards to the tests in Circular
3/2012 (597).

It must be made clear that the contributions sought under each heading will
relate directly to the impact which the particular development has, in scale or
kind, and not just to a general need (597).

Evidence should be brought forward to demonstrate how the impact of
developer contributions on the viability of a development will be assessed
and what this means both to a developer and to a landowner (597).

There should be scope for the return of any unspent funds (277, 604, 605).
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The Settlement Statements should also be amended to make it clear
whether certain infrastructure contributions will be required and provide an
indication of the magnitude of those contributions (277, 604, 605).

Non-compliance with Circular 3/2012
The introductory paragraph to Policy RD2 should be amended to properly
reflect the requirements of Planning Circular 3/2012. In particular, the terms
"fairly and reasonably relate" are not recognised in Planning Circular 3/2012
(277, 604, 605).

The wording of Policy RD2 requires to be amended to make it clear that the
contributions must relate fairly, and reasonably, in scale and kind to the
proposed development as well as being necessary to make the proposed
development acceptable in planning terms (597).

The wording explaining each of the listed items requires amendments to
comply with Planning Circular 3/2012. The requirements also need to be
justified on a case by case basis against the tests in Planning Circular
3/2012 and the need for, and extent of, contributions should relate to the
impact of that specific development would have on a particular item of
infrastructure (597).

Transport
The Proposed LDP 2015 must remove reference to contributions being
required under unratified STF Supplementary Guidance, or the Guidance
should be made available for Examination by Scottish Ministers as part of
the Local Development Plan process (597).

The requirement for contributions to the Strategic Transport Fund should be
removed from the Plan (277, 604, 605).

The Proposed LDP 2015 should provide specific guidance on the STF (566).

The Proposed LDP 2015 should make provision to include the results of a
Transport Study that is currently being conducted, assessing the transport
options between Fraserburgh, Peterhead and Aberdeen (584).

Sports and Recreation Facilities
Make reference to sports facilities in Policy RD2 (676).

Waste and Recycling
Modify the policy wording as follows: "We will need contributions for facilities
in line with waste-management thresholds for types and sizes of
development, as shown in Appendix 7, the Settlement Statements and the
Zero Waste Plan objectives. In some cases this will involve the developer
fully accommodating waste facilities on their site" (658).
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Health Facilities
Remove all references in the Proposed LDP 2015, Appendices and
Supplementary Guidance to developers making financial contributions to
health care facilities (453).

The entire policy wording set out under health care facilities should be
removed in its entirety from the Proposed LDP 2015 and, any additional
references made elsewhere within the Proposed LDP 2015 also removed
(579).

The Proposed LDP 2015 should only seek contributions towards the
expansion of existing health care facilities for which the development
generates a need or provision of land where there is no Medical Centre
serving the development (597).

The use of a formula based on floor space to establish the requirements for
health care and community facilities should be deleted and the need
assessed in accordance with the test in Planning Circular 3/2012 (597).

Delete the requirement for contributions to health care facilities (277, 604,
605).

Sites for expansion and new of health care facilities should also be shown on
the proposals maps (610).

Renewables Contributions to Community Funds
New rules should be applied to wind farm and solar array developments that
link community contributions to the installed capacity of their turbines or solar
panels (33).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Introduction
The principle of cumulative and retrospective contributions to infrastructure is
established in Planning Circular 3/2012 Developer Obligations and Good
Neighbour Agreements, paragraphs 17, 20, and 22-23. This principle has
been translated into paragraphs 1 and 2 on page 65 of the Proposed LDP
2015. This policy, therefore, meets the policy tests of Planning Circular
3/2012, and ensures that all developments that contribute towards creating a
problem in terms of infrastructure capacity also contribute towards creating
the solution. This is fair as otherwise the burden could fall entirely on the first
site to develop beyond the capability of existing infrastructure which, would
be a significant disincentive to deliver development. It is fair and reasonable
to proportionately spread the cost of necessary infrastructure delivery across
developments when it serves a planning purpose and is related to the
proposed development.

In some cases infrastructure improvement may have to be delivered at an
early stage to allow development to occur. It may also be the case that the
costs of delivering necessary infrastructure may be borne by the Council up-
front to prevent large up-front costs inhibiting development. In such cases, it
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is entirely reasonable for the Council to seek to recoup these costs from the
development(s) which necessitated the infrastructure provision. This
circumstance is recognised in Planning Circular 3/2012, paragraphs 22 and
23. It is considered that the principles in paragraph 2 of Policy RD2 are in
line with national guidance and meet the policy tests of Planning Circular
3/2012. It is, therefore, not appropriate to delete the paragraph. No change is
required.

The respondent’s comments (respondent 449) about the clarity of paragraph
2 are also noted. The paragraph is in line with the approach to Local
Development Plan content as outlined in paragraph 138 and 139 of Planning
Circular 6/2013 Development Planning. The paragraph does not provide
information on specific items for which contributions will be sought but rather
establishes the policy principle of cumulative and retrospective contributions
to infrastructure. The principle is also supported by paragraph 1 of Policy
RD2. The paragraph, therefore, provides an appropriate policy “hook” which
is explained further in Supplementary Guidance in line with Planning Circular
6/2013.

Supplementary Guidance 7 Developer Obligations sets out the
methodologies for developer obligations and this includes information
regarding when it may be appropriate to seek contributions towards
infrastructure that has been delivered. Page 2 of the Supplementary
Guidance 7 Developers Obligations states that:

“Council expenditure to support development requires to be recouped at a
later date. This is in line with [Circular] 3/2012, which sets out the
requirement for the Council to request proportional payments from
subsequent developments which benefit from that investment until the costs
have been recovered in line with the agreed planning obligation/ legal
agreement.”

This could apply to a range of different local and regional infrastructure and
so to give examples of specific examples in the Proposed LDP 2015 may be
misleading. It is not agreed that there is a need to expand on this further, as
the information provided in the Supplementary Guidance gives a full
explanation. It is also not agreed that it is necessary to elaborate the use of
the tests in Planning Circular 3/2012 in this paragraph. The tests are
referenced in both the Supplementary Guidance 7 Developer Obligations
and in Policy RD2. Another reference in the introduction would be
unnecessary repetition.

Regarding clarity and certainty of the policy, there seems to be confusion in
what is stated in the Supplementary Guidance and what is stated in the
Proposed LDP 2015. Comments regarding Supplementary Guidance are not
a matter for this Examination. The respondent’s comments regarding clarity
are not wholly accurate. Policy RD2 lists the infrastructure that may need to
be considered in each settlement, the Settlement Statements in Appendix 8
lists the specific individual items for each location, and the Supplementary
Guidance provides information on the methodologies for calculating costs,
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which the developer can easily apply to their own development to estimate
the costs, based on the items listed in the Settlement Statements. To provide
the certainty that Homes for Scotland seek, then allocations in the Local
Development Plan would have to be certain and inflexible, and provide no
opportunities for the development industry to modify their proposals to meet
market conditions at the time of the application.

The Proposed Action Programme 2015 provides additional information
based on a retrospective assessment of the needs of the development.
Community facilities will require further consultation of another document,
where the community planning aspirations are expressed. If there is a
specific infrastructure need identified in these documents that is necessitated
by the new development, a contribution will be expected. Contributions
towards the STF are explained in separate Supplementary Guidance
produced by the Strategic Development Planning Authority, and referenced
in the Proposed LDP 2015. Specific guidance on where information is
provided is clearly written at the top of page 67 to aid clarity of
understanding. If this is still not adequate, the Proposed LDP 2015 also
urges early discussion with the relevant Authorities.

The approach taken in the Proposed LDP 2015 meets national guidance.
Planning Circular 6/2013 states that the items for which financial or other
contributions will be sought should be listed in the Local Development Plan.
In this case, Policy RD2 and the Settlement Statements fulfil that function.
Planning Circular 6/2013 also states that exact levels of developer
contributions or methodologies for their calculation should be included in
Supplementary Guidance, provided that there is an appropriate context
provided in the Local Development Plan. In the Proposed LDP 2015, this
context is provided by Policy RD2 and Settlement Statements. The
Guidance suggests that specific costs are not required to be provided for
each development if a methodology is provided. Therefore, the Plan
provides clear and legible information in line with national guidance. No
change is required.

RD1
Access to New Development
This part of the policy refers to the need for the layout of new developments
and settlements more generally to be accessible for wheelchair users etc.,
as opposed to just individual houses. It is not agreed that the policy should
be deleted or amended to make specific reference to building regulations.
Building regulations and standards are set elsewhere and are administered
separately to the planning process and so, therefore, should not be included
in the Proposed LDP 2015. The policy meets with requirements set in
Scottish Planning Policy, paragraph 40-46, regarding supporting
development in line with the six qualities of a successful place. This includes
enhancing accessibility as part of the “easy to move around and beyond”
quality. As such, the policy is supported by national policy and is an
appropriate topic for the LDP. No change is required.
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Water and Waste Water
The comments in support of the policy position are welcome. Minor changes
to the documents requiring submission of PDE Forms to Scottish Water are
relevant, and a non-notifiable modification should be made to change the
reference to Development Impact Assessments to Pre-Development Enquiry
Forms. As a non-notifiable modification the wording in the first sentence of
paragraph 7 on page 66 should be amended to read: “A Pre-Development
Enquiry or other forms of investigation may be necessary to identify the
impacts of development on current infrastructure.” Aberdeenshire Council
would not be opposed to the Reporter making the above modification, or a
variation thereof. It is not appropriate for the Local Development Plan to
make any comment on the development industry’s concerns about Scottish
Water and so the Proposed LDP 2015 will reflect the current legislative
context.

It is not agreed that the Water and Waste Water policy imposes a burden of
responsibility onto the developer. As explained clearly in the policy, the role
of the developer is to ensure that the proposed development is served
satisfactorily by a mains water supply or a private supply if that can be
demonstrated as adequate. It is not possible in all sites to immediately
connect to Scottish Water infrastructure and this policy will allow provision to
do so temporarily or permanently, as is considered appropriate. Similarly,
development should connect to existing public drainage infrastructure when
possible. However, in some cases it is not possible to connect to this
infrastructure immediately, or at all, and again the policy gives flexibility to
use private infrastructure where it meets certain requirements. This can
prevent unnecessary delays in delivery of sites. Instead of burdening
developers, this policy allows flexibility and choice to the developer and,
therefore, it is not required to change the policy. The respondents may also
be assured that Scottish Water and SEPA have been consulted throughout
the Local Development Plan preparation process and this is reflected in the
information provided in the Settlement Statements. No change is required.

The changes suggested by SEPA regarding policy and supporting guidance
on the provision of Waste Water Drainage in Settlements are reasonable
and a non-notifiable amendment can be made to the paragraph detailing
waste water drainage. As a non-notifiable modification the following wording
should be added to paragraph 5 of page 66: “Development should comply
with SEPA’s policy and supporting guidance on the provision of Waste Water
Drainage in Settlements.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to
the Reporter making the above modification, or a variation thereof.

It is not agreed that it is necessary to amend the policy to include reference
to the adoption of a sequential approach for private drainage systems. This
is a matter for discussion between SEPA and the applicant when negotiating
a new discharge licence. No change is required.

The suggested modification to include reference to CIRIA guidance and
Sewers for Scotland Guidelines in order to be adoptable is reasonable. As a
non-notifiable modification the following wording should be added to the end
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of the last sentence of paragraph 6 of page 66: “and conform to
contemporary CIRIA guidance and Sewers for Scotland guidelines in order
to be adoptable.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the
Reporter making the above modification, or a variation thereof.

Similarly the request to modify the groundwater abstraction paragraph to
include reference to the Controlled Activities Regulations is reasonable. As a
non-notifiable modification the following wording should be added to the end
of the last sentence in paragraph 2 of page 66: “and be consentable under
the Controlled Activities Regulations where required.” Aberdeenshire Council
would not be opposed to the reporter making the above modification, or a
variation thereof.

Waste Management Requirements
The need to follow the waste hierarchy is implied by the need to follow the
Zero Waste Plan, which heavily promotes it throughout. Further reference in
the LDP is unnecessary. No change is required.

Television Reception
The impact of energy infrastructure on telecommunications and broadcasting
transmission links is noted in SPP paragraph 169. In the development
management stages of new energy projects (such as wind farms), an
objection regarding television signal could have materiality if it can be
demonstrated that there are, or will be, negative effects as a consequence of
the development. In such instances this could be adequately considered in
existing development management processes, and amendments could be
made to the layout, siting and design of a development to prevent loss of
signal.

Other types of development would rarely cause a loss of signal at the
source. However, the loss of signal at the destination is not a material
consideration. With different methods of accessing television, such as
satellite, cable and internet streaming, the partial or complete loss of one
type of signal would not, therefore, preclude access to television. It is not
considered justified to add a new policy regarding television reception. No
change is required.

Car Parking Standards
Car parking standards are a national policy and covered in Annex B –
Parking Policies and Standards of SPP. It is not necessary to repeat these in
Policy RD1 as developers may easily refer to SPP for the same information.
No change is required.

RD2
General Policy Comments
Developer obligations are paid by developers and contribute towards specific
infrastructure projects that are necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms for all users. There is no discretion to target
specific age groups or other communities of interest when making these
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decisions. Developer obligations cannot and are not used to cover
maintenance on Council properties. No change is required.

Obligations will be used when development meets the circumstances as
listed for each infrastructure item and meets the policy tests set out in
Circular 3/2012, as detailed in the Proposed Plan and Supplementary
Guidance. Elements where development is anticipated to exceed the
existing capacity of infrastructure have been identified in the Settlement
Statements in Appendix 8 and in the Action Programme. The Supplementary
Guidance gives further information regarding the process which is followed
to identify the exact contribution required. Therefore, the Proposed LDP
2015 gives clear instruction as to the circumstances when developer
obligations will be sought, the items for which it may be sought and the
methodology for their calculation.

It is not the case that all items listed in Policy RD2 will be required from all
developments. Paragraph 5 of Policy RD2 is clear that the "need for"
contributions will depend on an assessment of the circumstances at the time
of the application. Only if there is a need will obligations be sought. Where
there is existing capacity to accommodate all development in an area, that
capacity will be used up before any developer obligations are required. It is
reasonable to require all development contributing to the problem to provide
contributions following the tests in Planning Circular 3/2012. There is not a
need to provide further indication of the magnitude of these contributions in
the Settlement Statement as this will depend on the circumstances and
timing of the planning application. The information provided in the Developer
Obligations Supplementary Guidance provides information that allows a
developer to estimate the costs. This approach is in line with the approach to
Local Development Plan content as outlined in paragraph 138 and 139 of
Planning Circular 6/2013. Further information is not necessary and will not
give greater clarity to the developers. Flexibility is required to accommodate
the case by case assessment of proposals and requests for absolute
certainty in the developer obligations to be paid are flawed in this context. No
change is required.

Non-compliance with Circular 3/2012
The list of items requested under the Policy RD2 adhere to the policy tests of
Planning Circular 3/2012 in that they are required to make development
acceptable in planning terms. Many of the services on the list of items gain
the majority of their funding, particularly revenue funding, from local taxation
in addition to developer obligations. The developer obligations are not being
sought to cover running costs or as an alternative revenue stream to
Government taxation. In all cases, developer obligations are only sought to
deal with the infrastructure required as a spatial consequence of new
development and, only when strictly necessary to allow development to
proceed.

It is made completely clear in paragraph 1 of Policy RD2 that developer
obligations will only be expected when they are in accordance with the five
tests of Planning Circular 3/2012. The phrase "fairly and reasonably" as
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used in the policy is also used in paragraph 14, bullet point 4 of Planning
Circular 3/2012, which is the basis for this sentence. However, it is important
to note that due to the strain on infrastructure within Aberdeenshire, without
developer obligations many developments would not be acceptable in
planning terms. This would be tantamount to blocking development from
occurring. As the policy wording does accurately reflect Planning Circular
3/2012, no change is required.

It is agreed that Planning Circular 3/2012 (paragraph 30) is perfectly clear
that the Local Development Plan should be the point at which consideration
of the potential need for, and use of, planning obligations begins. The
Proposed LDP 2015 does exactly that. Policy RD2 sets out the list of items
and the circumstances in which they will be sought and the Settlement
Statements indicate what will be required in each settlement. Policy RD2
also provides a "hook" to the Supplementary Guidance where the
methodologies are provided. As stated above, this approach is supported in
Planning Circular 6/2013 in paragraph 138 and 139. Therefore, the
Proposed LDP 2015 adheres to the principles set out in Planning Circular
3/2012 and Planning Circular 6/2013. No change is required.

With regard to the listed items, as part of Policy RD2, it is considered that
they also comply with Planning Circular 3/2012. The listed items indicate
what may be asked for and the Settlement Statements show what is
currently forecast to be required from development. These estimates have
been generated in partnership with other agencies and Council Services,
and reflect the best information at the time of publication. Therefore, on a
case by case basis, the Settlement Statements provide detail for specific
developments. Policy RD2 also states that these requirements will be
reviewed at the time a planning application is submitted which will allow for
further case by case review of the contributions sought. As stated in Circular
3/2012 and in paragraph 7 of Policy RD2, early discussions between parties
is strongly encouraged and should provide greater certainty to developers
about what developer obligations may be sought. Again, flexibility is required
to accommodate the case by case assessment of proposals and requests for
absolute certainty in the developer obligations to be paid are flawed in this
context. No change is required.

Transport
The STF statutory Supplementary Guidance has undergone Examination by
the Scottish Government and was approved by the Strategic Development
Planning Authority on the 28 August 2015. The STF does not only apply to
Aberdeen City, as the commuting patterns in the city-region impacts on all
parts of strategic transport infrastructure in the North-east, part of which is
also found in the Aberdeenshire Council area. Some proposed projects that
the STF will cover are within Aberdeenshire Council area. It is, therefore,
reasonable for development in Aberdeenshire to contribute to the fund.
Adjustments were made to the Supplementary Guidance to ensure
compliance with Planning Circular 3/2012. This includes seeking
contributions only when the development is shown to have a direct impact on
the strategic transport infrastructure. This process has been transparent and
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public. It is, therefore, appropriate to retain reference to the adopted,
Statutory Guidance in the Proposed LDP 2015.

As an adequate reference has been made in the Proposed LDP 2015 and
proposed Supplementary Guidance 7 Developer Obligations, it is also not
necessary to republish information in the Proposed LDP 2015 that supported
the Strategic Development Planning Authority’s information base for the
development of their policy. Exact levels of contributions expected will be
calculated on a case by case basis. It is, therefore, not appropriate for the
Proposed LDP 2015 to outline when contributions will be unnecessary or
reduced, as the level of detail of a proposed development is not available as
part of the development planning process to enable such a consideration. No
change is required.

The Fraserburgh and Peterhead to Aberdeen Strategic Transport Study is
still in preparation and the results are yet to be published. It would be
inappropriate for the LDP to second-guess the outcomes of the Study, or to
agree to make changes to the Plan without knowing what the outcomes of
the study are. The SDP 2014 already has proposals to ensure "better links
between Aberdeen and the communities on the north coast of
Aberdeenshire". Due to the strategic nature of the Study, it may be more
appropriate to retain the proposal as part of the SDP 2014 until specific
infrastructure projects are identified. No change is required.

Sports and Recreation Facilities
Sports facilities are a community facility and are included in the policy under
this item. As many different types of facility can be considered as a
“community facility”, a distinction is made in the Settlement Statements
between sports facilities and community facilities such as halls and libraries.
For clarity, as a non-notifiable modification sentence 3 of paragraph 14 of
Policy RD2 should be amended to read: "Community facilities are generally
public assets such as halls, libraries, or sports facilities, and for larger
development providing the land for building these facilities is commonly
needed as well as a proportionate contributions to the construction costs."
Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making the
above modification, or variation thereof.

Waste and Recycling
The need to follow the Zero Waste Plan concerning waste management
requirements is set out in Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services. Policy
RD2 builds on this to suggest that land may be required on a development
site for the infrastructure set out in Appendix 7. As Policy RD1 clearly makes
reference to the Zero Waste Plan, further repetition in Policy RD2 is not
considered necessary. No change is required.

Health Facilities
Evidence for the needs of new health care facilities is provided directly from
NHS Grampian. Where a new development will affect service delivery and a
spatial solution is required to mitigate the effects, then a contribution is
necessary to make the development acceptable in land use planning terms.
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Such investments are unlikely to be necessary often and it is, therefore, not
a replacement of national taxation as it is not used on day to day running
costs of health care facilities. It is necessary to ensure that the Proposed
LDP 2015 actively helps facilitate the efficient delivery of services across
Aberdeenshire, rather than creating new issues for services to respond to.
The contributions sought will be used to mitigate the adverse effects of the
new development in land use planning terms, with contributions being used
towards the spatial requirements of health facilities, whether through new
land or money towards extensions and reconfiguration. This still meets with
the Department for Communities and Local Government Inspector’s
approach outlined in Planning Inspectorate reference number 2157515:
Moat House Farm, Elmdon Road, as was raised above by respondent 453. It
also allows for the more cost-effective options of extending or reconfiguring
space to mitigate the extra demand placed on the service. No change is
required.

The methodologies for calculating exact contributions are contained in
Supplementary Guidance and are not subject to Examination. Exact levels of
contributions required will be calculated according to the circumstances of
each development, on a case by case basis and in line with the tests of
Planning Circular 3/2012. It is not the case that health care contributions will
be expected if there is no relation to the proposed development. No change
is required.

Support for the policy from the NHS is welcomed. Allocations in the
Proposed LDP 2015 respond to many needs and cannot be tailored around
NHS requirements alone. The developer obligations policy will seek to
mitigate disruption to NHS services through new allocations. No change is
required.

The Settlement Statements in Appendix 8 of the Proposed LDP 2015
specifically identify the settlements where developer obligations will be
required towards health care.

Where appropriate, sites have also been specifically identified on the
Settlement Statement maps for the provision of new and extended health
care facilities. For example, sites for improved health care facilities are
specifically reserved within settlements including Balmedie, Banchory, Insch,
Kemnay, and Westhill. However, there are a number of other settlements
where there is an identified need for additional health care capacity, but
where specific sites for new provision have not yet been identified. In these
cases it has not been possible to specifically reserve sites within the
settlement statement proposals maps. To reserve a site for new health care
facilities in these circumstances, where there are currently no firm proposals
and, therefore, no certainty of delivery, would be likely to result in the
unnecessary and unreasonable blight of land. However, Policy P5
(Community Facilities) would provide specific policy support for any future
healthcare proposals that emerge during the lifetime of the Plan. For these
reasons, no change is required.
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Renewables Contributions to Community Funds
Planning guidelines require a strict separation between the planning process
through which a renewable energy development must pass to gain consent,
and any negotiations regarding community benefit. The presence, or
absence of, a community benefit fund is not part of the planning application
process and is distinct from a developer obligation. No change is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

Issue number 16: Settlement Statements

Development Plan
reference:

Proposed Plan Appendix
8

Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue
(including reference number):

Scottish Water (287)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of North East Scotland College (624)
Scottish Enterprise (632)
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (658)
Sports Scotland (679)

Provision of the Development Plan to which the issue relates:

The format and layout of the Settlement Statements

Planning Authority’s summary of the representation(s):

SEPA have provided an update to the information on flood risk provided to
the Main Issues Report and the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2012. In some cases they have requested changes to the text, and in others
they have identified that they will object unless the Plan is modified to take
into account their comments. They have also highlighted a few spelling
corrections (287).

It should be made clear in the Settlement Statements that protected sites are
protected under policy P5 (624).

A different referencing structure for sites in each settlement should be used
(632).

Scottish Water have provided a detailed response which updates the
information previously supplied and recorded in the section “Services and
Infrastructure”. They have presented updates to 42 Settlement Statements
(658).

The Settlement Statement maps should have a key (679).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Flood Risk
SEPA have submitted a spreadsheet with their representation that
catalogues the changes they would wish to see in 70 of the Settlement
Statements. In most cases this is a request that the need for a Flood Risk
Assessment is placed within the section “allocated sites” in the individual site
briefs. Comments are also made regardisng some of the P and BUS sites in
the settlement features section.
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Community Facilities
The key within the Settlement Statements should cross refer to policy P5 so
that the reader knows which policy governs the protected areas.

Site Naming
Use a different referencing structure for sites in each settlement.

Strategic Drainage and Water supply
Scottish Water have submitted a table with their representation that
catalogues the changes they would recommend should be used to replace
the text in the Settlement Statements. Changes are proposed to the
settlements in :

Balmedie, Belhelvie, Blackburn, Chapel of Garioch, Clatt, Cluny and
Sauchen, Drumblade, Dunecht, Edzell Woods, Ellon, Foveran, Garmond,
Gartly, Gourdon, Inverurie, Keithhall, Kennethmont, Kintore, Kirkton of
Auchterless, Logie Coldstone, Lumphanan, Longhaven, Longside, Maud,
Methlick, New Aberdour, New Byth, New Deer, Newburgh, Oldmeldrum,
Oyne, Pitmedden, Potterton, Rashierieve Foveran, Rathen, Rosehearty,
Rothienorman, St Cyrus, St Katherines, Turriff, Tyrie and Memsie

Summary of response (including reasons) by Planning Authority:

Flood Risk
Aberdeenshire Council would be pleased to accept most of SEPA’s
comments as non-notifiable modifications to the Plan and, where relevant,
the Proposed Action Programme. They are statements of fact and do not
impact on the Strategy of the Plan. Issues arise with SEPA’s suggestion that
flood risk issues are highlighted for each individual site, rather than being in
a catch all within a section “flood risk” and we believe that the best way to
resolve this is to have the need for a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA)
highlighted in both a “Flood risk” section and in the “Allocated sites” briefs,
where appropriate.

We do not accept the arguments given for the sites in Cruden Bay (OP3),
Strichen (OP1), Cluny and Sauchen (OP1), and Whitehouse (BUS).

For site OP3 in Cruden Bay, SEPA draw attention to the presence of ponds
on the site and a previous FRA. There are no ponds on the site and no
adjacent watercourses to the brownfield site now proposed for development.
No changes required.

For site OP1 in Strichen reference is made to the long term constraint
associated with flooding of part of the site and ask for the boundary to be
redrawn. We are of the view that including this part of the land in the
development site gives it value as part of the open space requirement.
Having no designation on it leaves it as white land within the settlement
without significant public value despite its proximity to homes. Policy C4
Flooding precludes development that is inconsistent with its function as a
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flood plain and allows uses that are not vulnerable flooding (such as a play
area or car park).No change is required

For site OP1 in Cluny and Sauchen the supporting text for the allocation
already states that “A Flood Risk Assessment will be required to accompany
any future development proposals”.

For site BUS1 in Whitehouse the site is considerably higher than the
watercourse identified by SEPA as posing a risk. A FRA unnecessary given
the sites position above the watercourse.

We would not be opposed to the Reporter making the following
modifications, proposed by the Council, or a variation thereof:

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Cairnbulg and Inverallochy
Amend first sentence in Flood Risk text to "There is a risk of flooding
from fields adjacent to sites OP1, OP2 and OP3. These are located
adjacent to…"
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required" to the
development briefs for sites OP1, OP2 and OP3.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Cornhill
Amend first sentence in Flood Risk section to "There is a risk of
flooding from fields adjacent to OP1, which are located within the
Scottish…” Amend last sentence to “A Flood Risk Assessment will be
required.”
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment will be required" to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Fraserburgh
Delete site “OP1” in Flood Risk text.
Add text “A Flood Risk Assessment will be required" to the
development briefs for sites OP2, OP3 and CC1.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Macduff
Amend the last sentence in the Flood Risk Text to “A Flood Risk
Assessment will be required".
Add text to the development brief for site CC1 “A Flood Risk
Assessment will be required.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Memsie
Add new Flood Risk section with text “A small watercourse runs along
the south boundary of the P3 site and it is adjacent to an area
identified as at risk from flooding. A Flood Risk Assessment may be
required."

Shaping Banff and Buchan – New Aberdour
A minor technical change will be made to clarify that a buffer strip will
be required on the “eastern” rather than “western” boundary of site
OP1.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Portsoy
Add text “A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development briefs for sites OP3 and OP4
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Shaping Banff and Buchan – Rathen
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Rosehearty
Add a new bullet point in the Flood Risk section with text "A small
watercourse with a culverted section crosses site OP1. A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required."
Add the following text to the development briefs for sites OP1 and
OP2 "A Flood Risk Assessment for this site may be required."

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Sandend
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Buchan – Cruden Bay
Add text to the last paragraph of the site Brief for OP1 "There is a
small water course adjacent to the site. "

Shaping Buchan – Longhaven
Delete text "as recommended by SEPA" from site brief for OP1,
Remove text “are located adjacent to the Scottish Environment
Protection Agency’s indicative 1 in 200 flood risk area, or” from Flood
Risk section.

Shaping Buchan – Longside
Add new Flood Risk section with text “Part of site OP2 may be
vulnerable to surface water flooding and a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required.”

Shaping Buchan – Mintlaw
Add text “R2” after “R1” in Flood Risk section. Add text "A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required." to site brief for OP2. Delete reference
to Flood Risk Assessment from the development brief for site OP3.

Shaping Buchan – Peterhead
Add references to “OP3”, “R2” and “P7” to Flood Risk section.
Add text “A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development briefs sites for OP4, OP5 and OP6.

Shaping Buchan – St Combs
Add new Flood Risk section with text: "A small watercourse is
adjacent to site OP2 and properties downstream may be at risk from
fluvial and coastal flooding issues. A Flood Risk Assessment may be
required".
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required” to the
development brief for site OP2.

Shaping Buchan – Strichen
Add second bullet point to Flood Risk section to read “Part of site OP4
is located adjacent to the Scottish Environment Protection Agency’s
indicative 1 in 200 year flood risk area. A Flood Risk Assessment may
be required.”
Add text “A Flood Risk Assessment may be required” to site
development brief for OP4

Shaping Formartine – Balmedie
Modify Flood Risk section to read “Sites R1 and OP1 have a small
watercourse running through the site. Site OP3 has historical records
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of flooding from storm surge. Flood Risk Assessment may be required
to assess bridges and culverts as a possible source of flood risk.
Amend last sentence in the development brief text for site OP1 to "A
Flood Risk Assessment will be required for site OP1."
Delete “A Flood Risk Assessment will be required on sites OP1 and
OP2.” In the development brief text for site OP2.
Add text to the development brief for site OP3 "A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required"

Shaping Formartine – Blackdog
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment will be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Formartine – Ellon
Modify Flood Risk text by deleting the last bullet point, adding “BUS”
site to second bullet-point, and adding a new bullet point with text
"There are records of flooding on site R2. A Flood Risk Assessment
may be required depending on the use proposed."
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development briefs for sites OP1, OP3 and CC1.

Shaping Formartine – Foveran
Replace text “OP4” to “OP3” in Flood Risk section.
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment will be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Formartine – Fyvie
Add new Flood Risk section with text “Part of the R1 site is within the
fluvial extent of the SEPA flood maps. A Flood Risk Assessment may
be required".

Shaping Formartine – Newburgh
Replace text in Flood Risk section from “BUS 1” to “BUS”.
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required" to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Formartine – Oldmeldrum
Substitute text to Flood Risk section with “Part of sites OP2 and R1…"
and in the second bullet-point correct typo to amend “BUS 1” to
“BUS”.
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP2.
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment will be required." to site
development brief for OP3.

Shaping Formartine – Pitmedden and Milldale
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required" to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Formartine – Rashierieve Foveran
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to site
development brief for OP1.

Shaping Formartine – Rothienorman
Replace text in Flood Risk section from “BUS 1” to “BUS”.

Shaping Formartine – St Katherines
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required" to the
development brief for site OP2.

Shaping Formartine – Tipperty

Item 6
Page 210



Add a new settlement flood section “A small watercourse and the
Tarty Burn increase risk of flooding to site BUS. A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required ".

Shaping Garioch – Blackburn
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping – Garioch Echt
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required" to Flood Risk
section and the development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Garioch – Insch
Substitute text in the first bullet point in the Flood Risk section to
"Parts of sites OP1, OP5, P3, R4 and BUS are identified by the
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) as being potentially
vulnerable to flooding. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required to
accompany future development proposals on these sites.” Add a new
bullet point, “SEPA has indicated that site R4 is at medium risk of
flooding and any civil infrastructure, such as a hospital, must be
designed to be capable of remaining operational and accessible
during extreme flood events.”

Shaping Garioch – Inverurie and Port Elphinstone
Add text "P14 and OP16" to first bullet of Flood risk section.
Add the following text to the development brief for site OP8 “SEPA
surface water flood maps highlight that the site has a natural
depression running through it which could act as a flow path during
wet periods, and there are records of flooding from overland flows
from the site. The drainage arrangements for the site should take
these factors into consideration”.
Add text to the development brief for site OP16 “A Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA) has previously been carried out for this site.
Development should accord with this FRA or any further study which
supersedes it.”

Shaping Garioch – Keithhall
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Garioch – Kemnay
Add a new bullet point to Flood Risk section with text "Site R1 is on
the River Don Floodplain and can only be used be used for facilities
that can withstand flooding. Site BUS1 is also adjacent to the River
Don and any redevelopment would require a detailed Flood Risk
Assessment."

Shaping Garioch – Kintore
Add "OP2" and "BUS1" and "BUS3" to the Flood Risk section and
replace “R3” with “R2”.
In the development brief for site OP2 add the following text in the
second paragraph “Parts of OP2, OP3 and OP4 lie…” and replace
“Flood Risk Assessments will be required” to "Flood Risk
Assessments may be required…"

Shaping Garioch – Millbank
Add new section "Flood Risk" with text “Part of site OP1 lies adjacent
to Scottish Environment Protection agency’s indicative 1 in 200 year
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flood risk area. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required to
accompany any future development proposals for the site.”

Shaping Garioch – Westhill
Add "BUS" to the second bullet point of the flood risk section

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Drumlithie
Add text "… and a Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to Flood
Risk section.

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Drumoak
Add text "A Drainage Impact Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Gourdon
Add new "Flood Risk" section with text “There is a record of flooding
close to the BUS site. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required.”

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Luthermuir
Remove reference to SEPA in site text for OP1.

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Marykirk
Remove reference to SEPA in site text for OP1.

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Marywell
Add new Flood Risk section with text “The BUS site is a large site and
the potential for run off to adjacent areas should be considered. A
Drainage Impact Assessment will be required. Food risk from small
watercourses should be assessed and a Flood Risk Assessment may
be required."

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Mill of Uras
Remove reference to SEPA in the text for site OP1.

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Newtonhill
Add new "Flood Risk" section with text “There is a record of flooding
close to the BUS site. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required."

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Portlethen
Add new bullet point to Flood Risk section with text “Sites BUS1 and
BUS2 have small watercourses within their boundaries which may be
a source of flood risk. A Flood Risk Assessment may be required."

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – St Cyrus
Add new “Flood Risk” section with text “Small watercourses run
through and on the boundary of site OP2. There may also be
culverted watercourses through the site. A Flood Risk Assessment
may be required."
Add text “A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP2

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Stonehaven
Add a new bullet point to Flood Risk section with text “Site P9 is steep
and slopes towards existing properties. Surface run-off should not
increase as a result of development. A Flood Risk Assessment may
be required." Remove reference to SEPA in the text for sites OP1,
OP2 and OP3.

Shaping Marr – Aboyne
Delete text “SEPA has requested that” from the site brief for OP1.
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development

Shaping Marr – Alford
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Add text "and Flood Risk Assessments may be required.” to the last
bullet point in the Flood Risk section.
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP4.

Shaping Marr – Banchory
In the Flood Risk section, delete “OP4” and add “A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required in the second bullet point and amend
the last bullet point text with “Small watercourses run through or
adjacent to sites OP1, BUS1 and BUS2, which may pose a flood risk.
A Flood Risk Assessment may be required."
Add a new bullet point in Flood Risk section to read “There is a large
amount of surface water flooding across site OP4. A Flood Risk
Assessment has been done for this site, but further information is
required to address the problem of pluvial flooding at the site.”
Amend fifth sentence in first paragraph in the development brief text
for site OP1 to “A Flood Risk Assessment may be required to
support…”
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required” to the
development briefs for sites OP2, OP3 and OP4.

Shaping Marr – Crathes
Add new “Flood Risk” section with text “Part of site OP1 is at risk from
fluvial flooding and a Flood Risk Assessment may be required.”
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Marr – Drumblade
Add text “and a Flood Risk Assessment may be required.” in “Flood
Risk” section.
Add text OP1 "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Marr – Drumdelgie
Add new “Flood Risk” section with text “Site OP1 is at risk from pluvial
flooding and a Flood Risk Assessment may be required.”
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Impact Assessment
may be required." to the development brief for site OP1

Shaping Marr – Finzean
Add new Flood Risk section with text “Site OP2 is adjacent to the
Scottish Environment Protection Agency's Fluvial Flood Map and a
Flood Risk Assessment may be required.”
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP2

Shaping Marr – Gartly
Add text “A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to Flood Risk
section. Amend third sentence in paragraph one in the development
brief for site OP1 to "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required in
order to…"

Shaping Marr – Huntly
Amend second bullet point in "Flood Risk" section to “Part of site OP1
is within the indicative flood plain and a detailed Flood Risk
Assessment will be required to establish the parts of the site that are
suitable for development". Add text to third bullet point "Part of sites
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OP5, OP6...”. Add a fourth bullet point "There are water courses close
to the BUS1 and BUS4 sites, which may result in some part of these
sites being at risk from flooding.” Add a fifth Bullet point “All of these
sites may require a Flood Risk Assessment".
Add a new first sentence “A Flood Risk Assessment will be required.”
in the fourth paragraph to the development brief text for site OP1.
Also add a new second sentence in the fifth paragraph "Site OP1 is a
steeply sloping site with a number of drainage channels and springs.
These will need to be considered as part of the site drainage.”
Amend third sentence in paragraph one in the development brief for
site OP3 to "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required in order to…"

Shaping Marr – Inchmarlo
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the second
bullet point in the "Flood Risk" section.
Amend text in the development brief for site OP1 to "A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required if low lying areas are to be developed."

Shaping Marr – Kincardine O'Neil
Conjoin bullet points in the Flood Risk section, include “OP3” and add
"A Flood Risk Assessment may be required for these sites." Delete
“SEPA has indicated that” from the development brief text for sites
OP1, OP2 and OP3.

Shaping Marr – Lumphanan
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to "Flood Risk"
section.

Shaping Marr – Lumsden
Add new “Flood Risk” section to read “A small water course runs
adjacent to the BUS site and a Flood Risk Assessment may be
required.”

Shaping Marr – Muir of Fowlis
Add new "Flood Risk" section with text “Sites OP1 and BUS are
adjacent to the indicative extent of the Leochel Burn. A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required".
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development brief for site OP1.

Shaping Marr – Strachan
Add text “A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to Flood Risk
section. Delete “SEPA has indicated that” from the development brief
for site OP1.

Shaping Marr – Tarland
Add text “Parts of site OP1 - and OP3…. “to the second bullet point in
the Flood Risk section and also add a new sentence, "A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required for these sites".
Add text "A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to the
development briefs for sites OP1 and OP3.

Shaping Marr – Torphins
Add new third bullet point to Flood Risk section with text “Site R1 lies
on the edge of the Beltie Burn flood plain and no development must
be within the floodplain, which may constrain site. Any development
will need to be supported by a Flood Risk Assessment. Add text “A
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Flood Risk Assessment may be required.” to site development brief
for OP1.

Shaping Marr – Towie
Add text “A Flood Risk Assessment may be required." to Flood Risk
section. Delete text "SEPA has indicated that” from the development
brief for site OP1.

Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making these
modifications, or a variation thereof. Consequential changes will be made to
the Action Programme, where appropriate.

Community facilities
Settlement features (including “P” protected sites and “R” reserved sites,
BUS sites, and development in TC and CA areas) are given their protection
through the application of a number of policies in the Plan, but not all sites
which benefit from policy protection are identified. As a non–notifiable
modification, the following sentence could be inserted after the heading
“Settlement Features”: “The following sites and areas are subject to
protection through a range of policies in the Plan. Not all sites protected by
these policies are included in this table.” Aberdeenshire Council would not
be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation thereof.
The relevant policies include Policy D1 Employment and business land,
Policy B2 ”Town Centres and Office Development”, Policy H5 “Gypsies and
Travellers” Policy P1 “Layout, Siting and Design”, Policy P2 “Open Space
and Access in New Developments”, Policy P5 “Community Facilities”, Policy
E1 “Natural Heritage”, Policy HE2 “Protecting Historic and Cultural Areas”,
Policy PR1 “Protecting Important Resources”, and Policy PR2 “Protecting
Important Development Sites”.

Site Naming
All new development sites in the Proposed Local Development Plan are
referenced by an OP code and a localised name. This convention is not
extended to P sites, R sites or BUS sites. For these sites it is common sense
to refer to them by their settlement in addition to their designation (e.g.
Balmedie P4). No change is required.

Strategic Drainage and Water Supply
In relation to Scottish Water’s comments we would not be opposed to the
Reporter making the following modifications, or a variation thereof, to reflect
the updated information provided to the Council in April 2015. However,
Aberdeenshire Council does not agree that the Plan should be modified to
reflect the “5 growth criteria” that Scottish Water refer to as this would
require reference to the Ministerial Direction 2009, and explanation of what
the 5 criteria are. This test reflects Scottish Water's current policy and
standard approach and is not necessary for the granting of planning
permission. No change in this aspect is warranted or necessary. For this
reason we do not accept Scottish Water’s comments on New Aberdour, New
Byth, and Tyrie.
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The Council also disagrees with Scottish Water’s suggested modification
related to the Settlement Statement for Longhaven. The Scottish
Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) document ‘Advice for Planning
Authorities on How and When to Consult SEPA’ sets out the types and
thresholds of development proposals on which SEPA should be consulted at
the planning application stage. A proposal for private waste water treatment
in Longhaven would not fall into any of the listed categories and it is unlikely
that SEPA would wish to be consulted on such a proposal. Instead, SEPA’s
standing advice for small scale development would be relevant. The
modification suggested by Scottish Water is, therefore, inappropriate but the
Council would have no concern if the text in the Strategic Drainage and
Water Supply paragraph in the Services and Infrastructure section of the
Settlement Statement is replaced with: ''No public wastewater treatment
available. Advice from SEPA should be obtained on any proposal for private
waste water treatment, including in relation to authorisation requirements.”

Non-notifiable modifications are proposed as follows:

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Memsie
The additional information relating to Memsie Septic Tank is useful to
include in the Plan and a non-notifiable modification is proposed to
add a new sentence at the end of the Strategic Drainage and Water
Supply section "Scottish Water will initiate a growth project at Memsie
Cairn Stone ST, if demand exceeds available capacity.” Text relating
to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water's current policy and standard
approach and is not necessary for the granting of planning
permission. No change in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – New Aberdour
In order to reflect updated information a number of non-notifiable
modifications are required. The second paragraph of the Vision
should be reworded to "There are currently infrastructure constraints
affecting the village which may require a scale of
development....".The Strategic Drainage and Water Supply section
should be replaced with "There is limited capacity at New Aberdour
Waste Water Treatment Works. Scottish Water will initiate a growth
project, should demand from committed development exceed
available capacity." Text relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish
Water's current policy and standard approach and is not necessary
for the granting of planning permission. No change in this aspect is
necessary.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – New Byth
The Strategic Drainage and Water Supply section should be replaced
with "There is limited capacity at New Byth Waste Water Treatment
Works. Scottish Water will initiate a growth project, should demand
from committed development exceed available capacity." Text
relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy and
standard approach is not necessary for the granting of planning
permission. No change in this aspect is necessary.
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Shaping Banff and Buchan – Rathen
To provide further clarity, a non-notifiable modification should be
made to amend the second sentence in paragraph two in the Vision
statement to read “…onto the A90 and that there are no Waste Water
Treatment Works serving Rathen.” In order to reflect updated
information a non-notifiable modification should be made to introduce
a heading “Strategic drainage and water supply" and delete the last
sentence of the development brief site text for OP1 and reproduce it
here. A further non-notifiable modification should be made to amend
the last paragraph of the development brief site text to, "A mini Water
Impact Assessment will be required and a Flood Risk Assessment
may be required. As there is no public sewer in Rathen a Drainage
Impact Assessment will be required".

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Rosehearty
In order to reflect updated information a non -notifiable modification
should be introduced to remove the "Strategic Drainage and Water
Supply" section.

Shaping Banff and Buchan – Tyrie
Text relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy
and standard approach and is not necessary for the granting of
planning permission. No change in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Buchan – Longside
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to delete the section on strategic drainage and
waste water.

Shaping Buchan – Maud
In order to reflect updated information, and as a non-notifiable
modification, the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply section should
be replaced with: "There is capacity at Maud Waste Water Treatment
Works, however it is insufficient to treat all sites allocated for both
Maud and New Deer. Scottish Water will initiate a growth project,
should demand exceed available capacity". Text relating to the 5
growth criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy and standard
approach and is not necessary for the granting of planning
permission. No change in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Buchan – New Deer
In order to reflect updated information, and as a non-notifiable
modification, the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply section should
be replaced with: "There is capacity at Maud Waste Water Treatment
Works, however it is insufficient to treat all sites allocated for both
Maud and New Deer. Scottish Water will initiate a growth project,
should demand from committed development exceed available
capacity". Text relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s
current policy and standard approach and is not necessary for the
granting of planning permission. No change in this aspect is
necessary.

Shaping Formartine – Balmedie
In order to reflect updated information, and as a non-notifiable
modification, replace the current text under Strategic Drainage and
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Water Supply as follows: "An upgrade to the water supply
infrastructure may be required and a water impact assessment may
be requested. There is insufficient capacity at Balmedie Waste Water
Treatment Works to treat all sites allocated at Balmedie, Belhelvie,
Newburgh and Potterton. Scottish Water will initiate a growth project,
should demand from committed development exceed available
capacity". Text relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s
current policy and standard approach and is not necessary for the
granting of planning permission. No change in this aspect is
necessary.

Shaping Formartine – Belhelvie
In order to reflect updated information, and as a non-notifiable
modification, replace the current text under Strategic Drainage and
Water Supply as follows: "24 hour water storage will be required on
site OP1. There is insufficient capacity at Balmedie Waste Water
Treatment Works to treat all sites allocated at Balmedie, Belhelvie,
Newburgh and Potterton. Scottish Water will initiate a growth project,
should demand from committed development exceed available
capacity". Text relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s
current policy and standard approach and is not necessary for the
granting of planning permission. No change in this aspect is
necessary.

Shaping Formartine – Ellon
In order to reflect updated information and as a non-notifiable
modification replace the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply
section as follows: “Scottish Water has initiated a growth project at
Ellon WWTW. Completion is currently programmed for 2017/18, but
this could be subject to change as the project progresses.
Developers are encouraged to engage with Scottish Water as early
as possible to discuss the needs of their development.”

Shaping Formartine – Foveran
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to change the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply
text from "will" to "may".

Shaping Formartine – Garmond
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to change the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply
text from "will" to "may".

Shaping Formartine – Kirkton of Auchterless
Text relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy
and standard approach and is not necessary for the granting of
planning permission. No change in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Formartine– Methlick
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made change the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply
text from "will" to "may".

Shaping Formartine – Newburgh
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the current text under Strategic Drainage
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and Water Supply as follows: "There is insufficient capacity at
Balmedie Waste Water Treatment Works to treat all sites allocated at
Balmedie, Belhelvie, Newburgh and Potterton. Scottish Water will
initiate a growth project, should demand from committed
development exceed available capacity". Text relating to the 5 growth
criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy and standard approach and
is not necessary for the granting of planning permission. No change
in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Formartine – Oldmeldrum
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to change the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply
text from "will" to "may".

Shaping Formartine – Pitmedden
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to remove the last sentence of the Strategic
Drainage and Water Supply section.

Shaping Formartine – Potterton
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the current text under Strategic Drainage
and Water Supply as follows: "There is insufficient capacity at
Balmedie Waste Water Treatment Works to treat all sites allocated at
Balmedie, Belhelvie, Newburgh and Potterton. Network investigations
may be required by new developments in Potterton. Scottish Water
will initiate a growth project, should demand from committed
development exceed available capacity". Text relating to the 5 growth
criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy and standard approach and
is not necessary for the granting of planning permission. No change
in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Formartine – Rashierieve Foveran
In order to reflect updated information, a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the current text under Strategic Drainage
and Water Supply as follows: “There is no public Waste Water
Treatment Works (WWTW) in Rashierieve. The nearest public
treatment is in Foveran (1.5km away), where a growth project has
been initiated. If any new development wishes to use private
treatment, SEPA will need to be consulted and full authorisation and
relevant licensing sought.”

Shaping Formartine – Rothienorman
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to delete the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply
section.

Shaping Formartine – St. Katherines
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to delete the reference to "connection to public
waste water treatment is required" in the current text under Strategic
Drainage and Water Supply.

Shaping Formartine – Turriff
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the current text under Strategic Drainage
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and Water Supply as follows: "There is currently insufficient capacity
available at Turriff Waste Water Treatment Works to meet the
demands of all development allocated in the LDP. Scottish Water will
initiate a growth project, should demand from committed
development exceed available capacity". Text relating to the 5 growth
criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy and standard approach and
is not necessary for the granting of planning permission. No change
in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Garioch – Blackburn
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the current text under Strategic Drainage
and Water Supply as follows: "There is currently available capacity at
Inverurie Waste Water Treatment Works, however it is insufficient to
treat all development allocated at Blackburn, Inverurie, Keithhall and
Kintore. A Capital Maintenance project has been triggered at
Inverurie Waste Water Treatment Works which will deliver growth.”

Shaping Garioch – Chapel of Garioch
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to the Strategic Drainage and Water Supply section
to add the sentence "SEPA would need to be consulted and full
authorisation sought for relevant licensing of private treatment."

Shaping Garioch – Cluny and Sauchen
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the current text under Strategic Drainage
and Water Supply as follows: "There is capacity at Sauchen Waste
Water Treatment Works, however it is insufficient to treat all
development allocated at Cluny and Sauchen. Scottish Water will
initiate a growth project, should demand from committed
development exceed available capacity. Site OP2 may wish to
consider private treatment; SEPA would need to be consulted in full.

Shaping Garioch – Dunecht
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to delete the section Strategic Drainage and Water.

Shaping Garioch – Inverurie
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the last two sentences of the Strategic
Drainage and Water Supply section as follows: "There is currently
available capacity at Inverurie Waste Water Treatment Works,
however it is insufficient to treat all development allocated at
Blackburn, Inverurie, Keithhall and Kintore. A Capital Maintenance
project has been triggered at Inverurie Waste Water Treatment
Works which will deliver growth".

Shaping Garioch – Keithhall
In order to reflect updated information, a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the text of the Strategic Drainage and
Water Supply section as follows: "There is currently available
capacity at Inverurie Waste Water Treatment Works, however, it is
insufficient to treat all development allocated at Blackburn, Inverurie,
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Keithhall and Kintore. A Capital Maintenance project has been
triggered at Inverurie Waste Water Treatment Works which will
deliver growth".

Shaping Garioch – Kintore
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the text of the Strategic Drainage and
Water Supply section as follows: "There is currently available
capacity at Inverurie WWTW, however, it is insufficient to treat all
development allocated at Blackburn, Inverurie, Keithhall and Kintore.
A Capital Maintenance project has been triggered at Inverurie Waste
Water Treatment Works which will deliver growth".

Shaping Garioch – Oyne
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to introduce text " Strategic Drainage and Water
Supply: There is currently limited capacity at Oyne Housing Septic
Tank. Scottish Water will initiate a growth project, should demand
from committed development exceed available capacity". Text
relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy and
standard approach and is not necessary for the granting of planning
permission. No change in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Edzell Woods
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to augment the Strategic Drainage and Water
Supply text with “The nearest public waste water treatment works
(WWTW) is 2km away in Edzell. If the developer wishes to connect to
the public Edzell WWTW they would need to lay all necessary
infrastructure and a growth project would be required from Scottish
Water to meet the demand of the full allocation. Alternatively
permission could be sought to connect to the existing private
sewerage works at Edzell unless an alternative private waste water
solution is provided, which would require agreement from SEPA.”

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – Gourdon
In order to reflect updated information, a non-notifiable modification
should be made to remove the reference to the growth project at
Nether Knox Waste Water Treatment Works and substitute "There is
currently limited capacity at Gourdon Housing Septic Tank. Scottish
Water will initiate a growth project, should demand from committed
development exceed available capacity". This text reflects their
current policy. Text relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s
current policy and standard approach and is not necessary for the
granting of planning permission. No change in this aspect is
necessary.

Shaping Kincardine and Mearns – St Cyrus
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to remove the reference to the growth project at
Nether Knox WWTW and substitute "There is currently limited
capacity at St Cyrus Housing Septic Tank. Scottish Water will initiate
a growth project, should demand from committed development
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exceed available capacity". This text reflects their current policy. Text
relating to the 5 growth criteria is Scottish Water’s current policy and
standard approach and is not necessary for the granting of planning
permission. No change in this aspect is necessary.

Shaping Marr – Clatt
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the current text under Strategic Drainage
and Water Supply as follows: "There is currently insufficient capacity
available at Clatt Septic Tank to meet the demands of all
development allocated in the LDP. Scottish Water will initiate a
growth project, should demand from committed development exceed
available capacity". Remove the second sentence of the settlement
statement ("Although currently constrained...").

Shaping Marr – Drumblade
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the text on Strategic Drainage and Water
Supply with: "No public wastewater treatment is available in
Drumblade. SEPA would need to be consulted and full authorisation
sought for relevant licensing of private treatment."

Shaping Marr – Gartly
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to remove the first sentence of the statement on
Strategic Drainage and Water Supply.

Shaping Marr – Kennethmont
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to remove the first two sentences of the Strategic
Drainage and Water Supply statement.

Shaping Marr – Logie Coldstone
In order to reflect updated information a non-notifiable modification
should be made to remove the last sentence of the Strategic
Drainage and Water Supply statement.

Shaping Marr – Lumphanan
In order to reflect updated information, a non-notifiable modification
should be made to replace the existing Strategic Drainage and Water
Supply text with: "There is currently capacity available at Lumphanan
Waste Water Treatment Works, however should demand from
committed development exceed available capacity Scottish Water will
initiate a growth project.” Text relating to the 5 growth criteria is
Scottish Water’s current policy and standard approach and is not
necessary for the granting of planning permission. No change in this
aspect is necessary.

Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making these
modifications, or a variation thereof. Consequential changes will be made to
the Action Programme where appropriate.

Key for the Settlement Statements
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A key has been produced and added and has been added to the online PDF
versions of the Proposed Plan. A key should be added to the front-piece of
each of the Settlement statement sections as a non-notifiable modification.
Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
modification, or a variation thereof.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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ISSUES RAISED IN RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT
PLAN AND PROPOSED SUBMISSION TO SCOTTISH MINISTERS

APPENDIX 2: SETTLEMENT COMMENTS

Shaping Marr – Summary of Schedule 4s

Minor technical changes are also proposed to improve the accuracy of information
now provided by Scottish Water and SEPA (see Schedule 4 7908).

“Schedule 4” documents (so named because of the requirement to follow the form
specified by Schedule 4 of the relevant Regulations) have not been produced for

those settlements where there have been no representations.

Aboyne

Main objections raised in representations

 OP1 Land to west of Tarland Road – Access to the site. Objection to use of
Balnagowan Drive, in favour of direct access from A93.

 School provision – Disappointment expressed that there is no commitment to a new
primary and/or secondary school. New primary school should be a requirement of
site OP1.

Response

 Access/ traffic impact of site OP1 – A masterplan for site OP1 has been agreed.
Discussions have taken place with Aberdeenshire Council’s Road’s Service. The
access points and road arrangement have been fully considered and will be subject
to further discussion as the site comes forward for planning permission.

 Contributions towards primary and secondary education provision have been agreed
by Aberdeenshire Council’s Education, Developer Obligations and Planning Policy
Teams. On paper, Aboyne Academy may be over capacity but, in practice it might
not be. At present there is no plan to enhance capacity but there is possibility of
future reconfiguration of space. An extra classroom accommodating 25-30 pupils is
identified as a requirement at Aboyne Primary School and the LDP identifies this.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Natural and Historic Environment – Wording amended “The River Dee and its
tributaries, including the Tarland Burn, is also a Special Area of Conservation”.

List of minor technical changes

 Site OP2 will be removed with the consented area incorporated into the settlement
boundary.

Alford

Main objections raised in representations

 One objection to site R4.

 Alford Medical Centre seeking contributions to renovate and expand the practice,
rather than an extension.

 Allocation of additional sites sought – Bid sites MA034 for 140 houses and MA036 for
60 houses.

Response
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 No change to site R4 on the basis of support received at MIR stage. Site allocated on
the basis of the Alford Community Hall Association assuming responsibility for taking
forward the site.

 The developer obligation requirement for an extension to Alford Medical Centre has
been agreed between NHS Grampian and Aberdeenshire Council. It is considered
that an extension to the medical centre is the most appropriate response to account
for the expected increase to the patient list.

 There is an appropriate and sufficient supply of housing land, therefore, there is no
need to allocate further land for development.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 OP1 School Campus Site – Wording amended from “industrial uses” to read: “Should
business uses be considers as part of proposals for the site,…”

List of minor technical changes

 As the new Alford Academy will be complete before publication of the plan, site “R4”
will be reallocated as “P3”, land protected “to conserve education and recreation
facilities around the Community Campus”. “R2”, “R3” and “R4” will also be relabelled
“R1”, “R2” and “R3” accordingly.

Banchory

Main objections raised in representations

 Support that no additional housing land allocations were required in Banchory,
particularly south of the River Dee. However, objection also received that additional
housing land allocations were required.

 Access to site R3 should be taken from Raemoir Road.

 Site R3 for new school should be deleted.

 One objection to site R4 for a new medical centre but support was also received from
the Community Council and NHS Grampian.

 School provision – Contributions sought towards a new Banchory Academy.

 OP1 East of Banchory/ Eco Village – Issues surrounding rugby and football pitches.

 Allocation of additional sites sought – Bid site MA016 for 400 houses, MA017 for 15
houses, bid site 054 for 10 houses, MA060 for 250 houses, MA061 for 57-60 houses,
MA062 for 50-60 houses, MA063 for 34 houses and allocation of brownfield site at
Silverbank .

 Settlement boundary should be amended to include area at Woodfield and the Cow
Shed restaurant.

Response

 Site R3 is reserved for potential education facilities and has no specific development
proposals at this time. Access points await a firm proposal.

 R3 is identified as the most appropriate location for the provision of education
facilities in the long term.

 No other options for a health centre site have come forward and it is appropriate for
the LDP to reserve land for this central, accessible and essential community facility. It
is NHS Grampian’s preferred location.

 At this time the land at Woodfield and the Cow Shed lies away from the built up area
of Banchory. It would be inappropriate to extend the settlement boundary until OP2
and OP3 are completed.
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 There is an appropriate and sufficient supply of housing land. There is, therefore, no
need to allocate further land for development.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Natural and Historic Environment: Correct east and west in the Settlement
Statement.

 Services and Infrastructure – Remove reference to a household waste and recycling
centre following confirmation from Aberdeenshire Council’s Waste Services.

 OP1 East of Banchory/ Eco Village – Modify text to require the rugby pitches to be
preserved and encourage the possible development of a football pitch to create a
multi-sport facility.

 Site OP2 – Add text to minimise woodland loss.

 Rename sites OP2 and OP3 “Lochside of Leys”.

List of minor technical changes

 Primary education – Amend to reflect that there is expected to be sufficient capacity
at Banchory Primary School during the LDP period.

 Secondary education – Amend to reflect that the need for additional capacity at
Banchory Academy.

 OP2 Hill of Banchory – Amend to reflect the need to comply with the masterplan.

Finzean

Main objections raised in representations

 No notable objections.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Natural and Historic Environment – Wording added “The River Dee Special
Conservation Area, which includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated
in close proximity to the settlement.”

List of minor technical changes

 “Natural and Historic Features” amended to read “Natural and Historic Environment”.

 Site OP2 will be removed with the consented area incorporated into the settlement
boundary.

Forgue

Main objections raised in representations

 No notable objections.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 OP1 Land to east of the Rectory – Wording deleted: “Trees to the north of the site
should be retained to provide screening between the development and the primary
school”.

List of minor technical changes

 OP2 Chapelhill – The site boundary will be amended to exclude the playground at
Forgue Primary School and the path and wooded area to the south of the site.

Glenkindie
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Main objection raised in representations

 Allocation of additional site sought – Bid sites MA029 for 6 houses.

Response

 Should there be a wish to promote further development in the village, Policy R2
Housing and business development elsewhere in the countryside would be an
appropriate policy instrument to use. There is an appropriate and sufficient supply of
housing land. There is, therefore, no need to allocate further land for development.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 No changes proposed.

Huntly

Main objections raised in representations

 Call to allocate further sites in Huntly.

 School provision – Contributions sought towards an additional facility at the existing
Gordon Schools.

 OP1 Pirriesmill – The A96 into the Battlehill is inadequate for access to new housing
development and roads and access will need to be carefully considered.

 OP1 Pirriesmill – Delete allocation in favour of a small allocation which is restricted to
redevelopment of the existing farm buildings.

 OP3 Land at Bogie Bridge – Remove Crows Wood from site OP3 and reallocate as a
protected area of land.

 OP3 Land at Bogie Bridge – Modifications required to be made to the Bogie Bridge
and a new sewage connection across the River Bogie.

Response

 Given the continued effort to deliver the existing sites and the uncertainty as to the
duelling of the A96, it would be inappropriate to consider sites to the south of Huntly
at this time.

 Contributions towards primary and secondary education provision have been agreed
by Aberdeenshire Council’s Education, Developer Obligations and Planning Policy
Teams. At the present time, there is a preference to replace the existing temporary
units however the exact impact on school provision from development of more than 3
houses will be considered at the time of any application.

 The options for growth of Huntly are limited and no bids were made for alternatives
for the scale required to accommodate up to 600 houses. This scale of growth could
not be accommodated in any other settlement within this part of the SGA.

 The OP1 allocation is for up to 485 homes and covers an area larger than that of only
the existing redundant farm buildings. In order to meet the objectives of the SGA and
deliver the level of growth earmarked for Huntly, reducing the scope of the OP1
allocation is not considered appropriate.

 Given the local access and infrastructure constraints and the potential need for this
site to provide an access route to site OP1, it is expected that significant
infrastructure is likely to be required resulting in the loss of trees and woodland. It
would be inappropriate at this stage to allocate part of the OP3 site as protected land
as this may create a barrier to development and delivery of the site.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 No changes proposed.
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Inchmarlo

Main objections raised in representations

 Amend the Vision to reflect Inchmarlo as a sustainable mixed community including a
continuing care retirement village, existing properties at Queens Court, East Mains
and the golf course.

 Identify the golf course as a protected (P) site.

 OP1 Inchmarlo Continuing Care – Development brief should make reference to
proximity to two existing golf courses and the need for any masterplan to identify how
the site will be developed in relation to the constraints that may pose, as well as
identifying any mitigation required.

 Allocation of additional sites sought – Bid site MA014 for 3 houses and recognise
Bridge of Canny East as a settlement not associated with Inchmarlo, bid site MA021
for 10 houses, bid site MA053 and bid site MA067 for 10-20 houses.

Response

 Given the specialist nature of the allocated site in Inchmarlo and, that it does not
have a defined settlement boundary, it is not considered necessary to protect
additional areas of land around the allocation.

 There is an appropriate and sufficient supply of housing land. There is, therefore, no
need to allocate further land for development.

 In addition to arguments surrounding housing land supply, Bridge of Canny East is
not a recognised settlements in respect to the LDP.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Natural and Historic Environment – Wording added “The River Dee Special
Conservation Area, which includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated
in close proximity to the settlement.”

 Wording added to account for provisions within approved masterplan.

List of minor technical changes

 Remove reference to a household waste and recycling centre following confirmation
from Aberdeenshire Council’s Waste Services.

 Wording added to site OP1 “A masterplan for the site was approved by the Marr Area
Committee in March 2015 and it is expected that future development proposals
should accord with the principles set out in that document.” Existing wording outlining
masterplan requirements deleted.

Kincardine O’Neil

Main issues raised in representations

 Changes to wording of site P1 and P2 suggested.

Response

 Aberdeenshire Council was not aware of any confirmed proposals to relocate the
playing fields at P1 or the bowling green / tennis court at P2. In order to avoid any
unnecessary uncertainty it is not considered appropriate to amend the description of
site P1 or P2.

List of non-notifiable modifications
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 Natural and Historic Environment – Wording added “The River Dee Special
Conservation Area, which includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated
in close proximity to the settlement.”

Logie Coldstone

Response to main issues

 Call to amend the Vision to recognise contribution made by Cairngorm Lodges to the
village.

 Allocation of additional site sought – Land south of Logie Coldstone for 30 holiday
lodges.

Response to main issues

 It is not considered appropriate for the Vision for Logie Coldstone to recognise the
economic contribution of a single company or service provider.

 There is an appropriate and sufficient supply of housing land. There is, therefore, no
need to allocate further land for development.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Natural and Historic Environment – Wording added “The River Dee Special
Conservation Area, which includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated
in close proximity to the settlement.”

 OP1 Land adjacent to Diamond Jubilee Hall – Wording added: “A construction
method statement will be required to take account of the potential impacts of the
qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC.”

Lumphanan

Main objections raised in representations

 There is no reference to healthcare contributions. Contributions should be required
towards Torphins Health and Resource Centre.

Response

 NHS Grampian has previously made no request that contributions for health facilities
be sought through residential development in Lumphanan. The representation from
NHS Grampian seeks to amend this position.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Wording added: “All residential development may require to contribute toward the
extension of Torphins Health and Resource Centre.”

Lumsden

Main issues raised in representations

 Amendment to development brief for site OP1 to include reference to requirement for
housing to be single storey.

 A requirement should be introduced to improve services and amenities before
development could proceed.

Response to main issues
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 The siting, design and layout of site OP1 would be required to be in keeping with the
style and character of the existing housing stock within the village.

 Circular 3/2012 sets out the tests for the securing of developer obligations for
improvements to services and amenities such as the village shop, post office
provision and bus service. Development of the scale proposed is unlikely to result in
impacts on these facilities that would result in the need for a developer obligation.

List of minor technical changes

 “Natural and Historic Environment” amended to read “Natural and Historic Features”.

Rhynie

Main objections raised in representations

 Site R1 subject to local petition to see it reallocated to a “protected land” designation.

Response

 Reinstating the previous “P” protection does not impact on the Vision presented for
Rhynie until such time as a firm proposal for the space is brought forward with
certainty.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Wording amended: “P4” “Protected to conserve the playing field” and site “R1”
deleted.

Ruthven

Main issues raised in representations

 Delete site OP1 from the Local Development Plan on the basis that the access road
to site OP1 would not be able to cope with in excess of approximately 8-16 cars
using the road on a regular basis and, there are questions with regard to providing
water and drainage.

Response to main issues

 Aberdeenshire Council considered the issues and agreed they could be resolved at
the time of a planning application and did not agree that the site should be deleted as
irretrievably constrained. This position remains unchanged. School Road is a public
road (U106S) and there are no issues of capacity on it.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 No changes proposed.

Strachan

Main issues raised in representations

 Include statement in the development brief for site OP1 requiring a pedestrian access
between site OP1 and the Bowbutts development to the west of the site (50).

Response to main issues

 The whole of the OP1 is currently under consideration by Aberdeenshire Council as
part of a planning application (APP/2015/2137). As part of the assessment of that
application the Roads Service have noted that the development would benefit from
the inclusion of a footpath to Bowbutts Brae.
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List of non-notifiable modifications

 Natural and Historic Environment – Wording added “The River Dee Special
Conservation Area, which includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated
in close proximity to the settlement.”

 OP1 Bowbutts – Wording added: “A construction method statement will be required
to take account of the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee
SAC.”

 OP1 Bowbutts – Wording added: “A pedestrian access will be required between the
site and the Bowbutts development to the west of the site”

List of minor technical changes

 Remove reference to a household waste and recycling centre following confirmation
from Aberdeenshire Council’s Waste Services.

Tarland

Main objections raised in representations

 Request from NHS Grampian to add “Health facilities” to the Services and
Infrastructure Section to state that development must contribution towards Aboyne
Health Centre.

 OP2 Land adjacent to Alastrean House – Delete reference to a Transport
Assessment being required for site OP2.

 OP3 Village Farm – Amend the area covered by site OP3 to reflect that granted
consent under APP/2011/4027 and amend capacity to “36 homes” to reflect the
revised area and the planning permission.

Response to main issues

 Health facilities provision have been agreed between NHS Grampian and
Aberdeenshire Council. The representation from NHS Grampian seeks to amend this
position.

 OP2 Land adjacent to Alastrean House – Promoting good practice, Aberdeenshire
Council would encourage any developer taking forward the OP2 site to engage in
pre-application discussion with the Authority in order to establish the full scope of any
proposal to determine if, and to what extent, a transport assessment may be
required.

 OP3 Village Farm – The capacity for 36 houses has been achieved by decanting
open space off-site into the P3 landscape buffer area, effectively increasing the size
of the development site by 1.5ha over that shown in the LDP 2012.

 Re-designation of the OP3 site to 36 houses would require that the site boundary be
expanded to include the P3 site so as to avoid over-development of the site.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Natural and Historic Environment – Wording added “The River Dee Special
Conservation Area, which includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated
in close proximity to the settlement.”

 OP1 Glendeskry – Wording added “A construction method statement will be required
to take account of the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee
SAC.”

 Health facilities – Wording added “All residential development must contribute to an
extension to Aboyne Health Centre.”

List of minor technical changes
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 Waste and recycling - “and in Banchory” deleted.

 Minor changes to correct typos.

Torphins

Main issues raised in representations

 Allocation of additional sites sought – Bid site MA005 for 50 houses, bid site MA038
for 22 houses and bid site MA056 for 54 houses.

Response

 There is an appropriate and sufficient supply of housing land. There is, therefore, no
need to allocate further land for development.

List of non-notifiable modifications

 Natural and Historic Environment – Wording added: “The River Dee Special
Conservation Area, which includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated
in close proximity to the settlement.”

 OP1 Station Garage – Wording added: “A construction method statement will be
required to take account of the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the
River Dee SAC.”

List of minor technical changes

 As a result of a non-notifiable modification to the Settlement Statement for Banchory
wording deleted: “Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to a
household waste and recycling centre in Banchory”.

Other Marr Settlements

Main objections raised in representations

Hirn – Allocation of site sought – Bid site MA066 for 14 houses - There is an appropriate and
sufficient supply of housing land. There is, therefore no need to allocate further land for
development.
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Issue 120
SHAPING MARR – ABOYNE

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 1
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Mr Andrew Smith (163)
Mr & Mrs John & Muriel Harle (172)
Mr James Rawson (176)
Mr William Mitchell (200)
Mr Arthur Knight (214)
Mr & Mrs Ken & Diana Montgomery (244)
Mr Jon Banks (250)
Mr & Mrs V. Hey (264)
Ms Anna Dignan (353)
Darrach Wood Residents Association (367)
Elena Dugina (382)
Mr & Mrs Gordon and Linda Hossack (421)
John McLeman (454)
Kemsley Green Residents' Association (460)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Mr Simon Blake (660)
Mr Stephen Massie (661)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Natural and Historic Environment
SNH (656) recommend that the Natural and Historic Environment section should
be amended to clarify the fact that the Tarland Burn, which runs through the
settlement, is a component of the River Dee SAC.

Services and Infrastructure
Development will have a detrimental effect on the schools, which are already at
capacity (244, 353). Disappointment is expressed that developer contributions
towards the local school(s) is for a possible extension rather than an expansion
given the likely increase in population as result of housing development (661).
There appears to be no commitment to a new primary and/or secondary school
(200, 244).

Allocated Sites
OP1 Land to west of Tarland Road
No objection in principle to housing development at site OP1 (214, 382, 660,
661).

Access points and overall traffic plan should be reviewed to avoid the need to
have an access point from Balnagowan Drive. Balnagowan Drive is frequently
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congested and a curvature in the street layout means that it is unsuitable as an
access point on the grounds of safety, access, traffic impact and street design
(163, 172, 176, 214, 244, 264, 382, 421, 454, 460, 661, 660). Balnagowan Drive
would become a thoroughfare to sites OP1/ OP2 (244, 454) and a possible
increase of 246+ cars would be unacceptable (250, 454). A risk assessment
should be carried out concerning access into the site (264).

There had previously been mention of an access point proposed from the south
west side of the OP1 site but this has been discounted as the developers do not
currently own that access point (unreferenced). This is seen as a weak and poor
reason for failing to develop a suitable strategic traffic management plan for the
site (214, 382, 660). The developers have failed to take access properly into
account, or may have to take commercial steps to secure the necessary access
from the west (382). The developers have effectively ignored Aberdeenshire
Council's Roads Service which had also identified a need for access from the
A93, south west of site OP1 (163). Access to the site via the south/ south west is
the sensible and preferred approach to provide a direct access to the site (163,
172, 176, 200, 214, 244, 250, 460). An alternative to access from the main A93
would be a peripheral road with houses on only one site (e.g. to the north) (172).

If OP1 is approved, a requirement for a new primary school must be included in
the development (200).

Development of site OP1 must include a “wildlife corridor” adjoining the Deeside
Way, the maintenance and renewal of which is enforceable by Aberdeenshire
Council (367). The rural character of the Deeside Way should be maintained and
preserved as a country walk as opposed to a path going through a residential
area (250).

The land allocation does not accord with the approved masterplan. The allocation
of site OP1 should be reduced to “Mixed uses including up to 150 homes and
employment land” (367).

Planned children’s play areas or parks should be incorporated into the OP1 site
as there will be young families moving into the area (250).

OP2 North of Kinord Drive
No objection in principle to housing development at site OP2 (660).

As a result of the impact to school provision, the number of houses allocated at
OP2 should be reduced (353).

Objection to the proposed footpath linking the Deeside Way at site OP2. It should
be moved to the already existing pathway by the electrical station (353).
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Natural and Historic Environment
Amend last sentence under Natural and Historic Environment to “The River Dee
and its tributaries, including the Tarland Burn, is also a Special Area of
Conservation” (656).
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Services and Infrastructure
Amend section to require contributions towards a new, or expanded, Aboyne
Primary and/or Aboyne Academy (200, 244, 661).

Allocated Sites
OP1 Land to west of Tarland Road
Review access points for site OP1 so that development avoids the requirement
for the use of Banagowan Drive (163, 172, 176, 214, 244, 264, 382, 421, 454,
460, 661, 660). Access should be from the A93 (163, 172, 176, 200, 214, 244,
250, 460) or a peripheral road with houses only on one site (e.g. to the north)
(172).

Add requirement for a primary school to be required from development of site
OP1 (200).

Proposals for environmental protection to be linked to a maintenance and renewal
programme enforceable by the Council (367).

The wooded area to the southern boundary, which backs on to the Deeside Way
should be increased and preserved as a country walk as opposed to a path going
through a residential area (250).

Amend the allocation within the development brief to accord with the approved
Masterplan to read 'Mixed uses including up to 150 homes and employment land’
(367).

Children’s play areas should be incorporated into site OP1 (250).

OP2 North of Kinord Drive
Reduce allocation at site OP2 (353).

Reconsider the proposed location of the footpath link site OP2 to the Deeside
Way (353).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Natural and Historic Environment
It is acknowledged that the River Dee SAC, including all tributaries, are included
within the designation. As a non-notifiable modification the wording should be
amended to read: “The River Dee and its tributaries, including the Tarland Burn, is
also a Special Area of Conservation”. Aberdeenshire Council would not be
opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation thereof.

Services and Infrastructure
Contributions towards primary and secondary education provision were agreed by
Aberdeenshire Council’s Education, Developer Obligations and Planning Policy
Teams at a workshop (see extract of Education Baseline Information, 12
November 2014). Contributions sought are a culmination of these discussions and
accord with Policy RD1 Providing suitable services and Policy RD2 Developers’
Obligations set out in Section 19 of the Proposed LDP, Supplementary Guidance
Developers’ Obligations: Methods of Calculation and the tests of Planning Circular
3/2012 Planning Obligations and Good Neighbour Agreements (page 5-8). The
Education Baseline information notes, for Aboyne Academy, that no capacity
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study has been carried out as yet. On paper it may be over capacity, but in
practice it might not be. At present there is no plan to enhance capacity but there
is the possibility of future reconfiguration of space. Therefore, contributions
towards a reconfiguration are sought at this time. An extra classroom
accommodating 25-30 pupils is identified as a requirement at Aboyne Primary
School and the LDP identifies this. No change is required.

Allocated Sites
OP1 Land to west of Tarland Road
A masterplan for site OP1 was agreed in 2014 (see Marr Area Committee,
minutes, 25 November 2014). The masterplan outlines an initial transport strategy
(see Land to West of Castle Park, Aboyne Masterplan, page 14) which outlines
that two access points from the eastern boundary of the site will provide vehicular
access into the new development, as a continuation of the Castle Park
development. From the outset the approved road layout within Castle Park has
been designed and built to accommodate development from the OP1 site. Page
15 of the Land to West of Castle Park, Aboyne Masterplan explains how the
masterplan evolved over time to its proposed development and discussions held
with Aberdeenshire Council’s Road’s Service. The access points and road
arrangement have been fully considered and will be subject to further discussion
as the site comes forward for planning permission. No change is required.

Issues of the creation of a managed wetland area and habitat corridors linking
managed woodland throughout the site (see Land to West of Castle Park, Aboyne
Masterplan, page 17), public open space (which provides scope of open grass
areas for play and general amenity) (see Land to West of Castle Park, Aboyne
Masterplan, page 18), reinforcement of the wildlife corridor along the Deeside
Way with planted indigenous trees and shrubs (see Land to West of Castle Park,
Aboyne Masterplan, page 18), and education provision (see Land to West of
Castle Park, Aboyne Masterplan page 22) are all considered in the approved
masterplan. Development Management decisions will be made with reference to
complying with this masterplan. No change is required.

The Settlement Statement for Aboyne seeks contributions towards community
facilities within the Services and Infrastructure Section. Although no designated
area for play equipment/ play park has been identified in the masterplan for site
OP1, the open space provision is considered appropriate to meet the needs of the
site once developed. No change is required.

Reduction of the size of the allocation to accord with the approved masterplan
would be inappropriate. The current development proposal could be abandoned
and a new masterplan proposed that could accommodate the scale of
development identified in the proposed plan. At this time the Council expects 164
homes to come forward. No change is required.

OP2 Tarland Road/ North of Kinord Drive
Site OP2 is a committed site currently under construction having gained full
planning consent for 130 houses in 2010. Given the extent to which the site is
completed it is considered unnecessary to modify the plan and as such the
modification is not supported. No change is required.
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The existing Deeside Way runs adjacent to the southern boundaries of sites OP1
and OP2. The approved masterplan for site OP1 identifies that additional paths
created as part of the development will connect to the Deeside Way and provide a
range of lengths of walk through differing habitat corridors (see Land to West of
Castle Park, Aboyne Masterplan, page 8). The development is not anticipated to
result in any deviation of the existing Deeside Way route, but will only provide
additional access points to it for residents, particularly in relation to site OP2
which is already under construction. There is no need to alter the route of the
already well-established Deeside Way. No change is required.

A minor technical change will be made to remove site OP2 from the LDP with the
consented area incorporated into the settlement boundary.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 121
SHAPING MARR – ALFORD

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 7
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Scotia Homes Ltd (118)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Limited (143)
Mr William Chalmers (199)
GP Partners at Alford Medical Practice (424)
Mr John Joss (446)
R Drennan Watson (582)
Mrs Rachel Watson (585)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Settlement Features
There is no case for expanding car parking facilities on site R4. There is already a
large public car park within easy reach of the town hall. Most of the users of the
hall live within walking distance. A car park closer to the hall would discourage
people from walking, possibly contributing to an unhealthy lifestyle. There are
already allocated spaces for disabled users available at the front of the hall and
this could be increased by allocating two more on the roadside. The respondent
suggests that there is a need for a drop off area at the hall and that the remaining
area should be yellow-lined to forbid parking. A green space could instead be
created to the rear of the hall to provide indoor and outdoor community space
(582).

Services and Infrastructure
Alford Medical Practice (424) has indicated that housing allocations in Alford and
the surrounding catchment will result in an increase to the practice list and would
require additional GP staffing. There is no scope to accommodate staff at the
practice without renovating the practice and then looking to extend. Contributions
should be sought for renovation and expansion of the practice.

Allocated Sites
OP1 School Campus Site
Development of housing at site OP1 should be of a low density to be in keeping
with the rural nature of the town. The site is bounded on 3 sites by existing
houses therefore, any development needs to be sensitive to the surroundings.
The industrial use of the site would be wrong given the residential nature of the
area and its access limitations. There are alternative sites in Alford for such a use.
Community uses should include a community garden (199).

OP4 Land at Kingsford Road
Site OP4 should be deleted (446). No reasons are provided by the respondent in
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support of the modification.

Additional Sites
Bid Site MA034
Bid site MA034 for 140 houses and community uses should be allocated within
the Local Development Plan (LDP). Respondents (585, 118) consider this site to
be a logical and natural expansion of Alford which would balance the existing
housing along the main A944 Aberdeen Road. The allocation of the site would
provide an opportunity to consolidate and round off the settlement to the east to
create a robust settlement boundary, which is currently lacking. The proposal for
the site would connect with the existing housing to the north and west. The site is
suitable, viable, effective and deliverable. The site would provide significant public
benefit by meeting local housing need, sustaining local services and enhancing
the role and attractiveness of the town (118).

Bid Site MA036
Bid site MA036 for 60 houses should be allocated within the LDP. Respondent
considers that allocating this site would support the settlement objectives through
the provision of affordable housing to meet market demand. There is a need to
provide additional land on the eastern site of the town to meet demand. The
respondent states that site OP4 is allocated for 85 homes however a start on
development of that site is 2-3 years away and that the Housing Land Audit
identifies the site as “constrained” (see Housing Land Audit 2015, page 51). The
site was considered suitable by the Scottish Government Reporters in 2012 and
was only rejected due to the uncertainty of the community campus, which is now
scheduled for completion (see Directorate of Planning and Environmental Appeals
Report to Aberdeenshire Council Issue 150: Alford. The respondent feels there is
now a good case for the site. An updated development bid is included in support
of the representation (143).
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Settlement Features
Delete site R4 from the LDP (582).

Services and Infrastructure
Amend Services and Infrastructure Section so that it includes provision to
renovate as well as extend Alford Medical Practice (424).

Allocated Sites
OP1 School Campus Site
Amend allocation of site OP1 to specifically require the housing provision to be of
a low density and exclude industrial uses with preference for business centre use
and community use, including a community garden (199).

OP4 Land at Kingsford Road
Delete site OP4 from the LDP (446).

Additional Sites
Allocate bid site MA034 for 140 houses to the LDP (585, 118).

Allocate bid site MA036 for 60 houses to the LDP (143).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
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Alford is located within the Local Growth and Diversification Area within the Rural
Housing Market Area. The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan
2014 (SDP) Spatial Strategy identifies that levels of growth in individual
settlements within this area should relate to local needs (see SDP, page 22,
paragraph 3.43). The proposed land allocations are essentially unchanged from
the Alford Settlement Statement which was published as Supplementary
Guidance in support of the 2012 LDP (see LDP 2012, Supplementary Guidance
Volume I: Alford). The proposed allocations were considered in full at the Main
Issues Report (MIR) stage (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr) and the subsequent
Issues and Actions Paper 164: Alford).

Settlement Features
As the new Alford Academy will be complete before publication of the LDP, a
minor technical change will be made to re-designate “R1” as “P3”, land protected
“to conserve education and recreation facilities around the Community Campus”.
“R2”, “R3” and “R4” will also be relabelled “R1”, “R2” and “R3” accordingly.

The reservation of site R4 for use as a car park was received as bid MA074 and
discussed as part of the MIR (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper: 164
Alford). Parking was raised by the respondents to the MIR as a significant issue,
particularly road congestion associated with the town hall and around Kingsford
Road and Greystone Road with the distance from the hall to the existing parking
facilities causing difficulty for elderly and disabled drivers. There was significant
support for the allocation/ designation of site MA074 as providing potential car
parking facilities. It was noted that the site was owned by Aberdeenshire Council,
but that it did not have the means to deliver a car park at this time for a privately
owned hall. The R4 site has been allocated on the basis of the Alford Community
Hall Association assuming responsibility for taking forward the site in the absence
of other traffic management solutions being practical. No change is required.

Services and Infrastructure
The developer obligation requirement for an extension to Alford Medical Centre
has been agreed between NHS Grampian and Aberdeenshire Council (see NHS
contributions – Settlement Statements, Minutes of Meeting, 7 January 2015). It is
considered that an extension to the medical centre is the most appropriate
response to account for the expected increase to the patient list as indicated by
the respondent and that reasonable contributions should be sought through
development to deliver this. In line with the tests of Planning Circular 3/2012
Planning Obligations and Good Neighbour Agreements (page 5-8), developer
obligations cannot be used to maintain or refurbish the existing practice, only to
create additional capacity. No change is required.

Allocated Sites
OP1 School Campus Site
Site OP1 is allocated for a mix of uses. Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design, sets
out the obligations of the development in respect of design matters, but does not
constrain development to a particular form. The use of the term “industrial” in the
development brief of the settlement statement is inconsistent and should be
replaced with “business” to provide flexibility and reflect the nature of
development that is likely.
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As a non-notifiable modification the wording should be amended to read: “Should
business uses be considered as part of proposals for the site,…”. Aberdeenshire
Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a
variation thereof.

OP4 Land at Kingsford Road
No reasons have been provided why the OP4 site should be removed. No change
is required.

Additional Sites
There are several requests for more land to be allocated in Alford but as
demonstrated in Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply and Housing
Land Supply Spatial Strategy, there is an appropriate and sufficient supply of
deliverable housing sites within the Rural Housing Market Area. No additional
allocations are required.

Bid Site MA034
This site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process and was not
taken forward as development of the prominent site was considered would affect
the setting of the town and would be detached from the urban area (see MIR
2013, Appendix Marr, page 11 and MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper: 164
Alford). No change is required.

Bid Site MA036
This site was considered at the MIR stage of the process and identified as a
preferred site should additional housing land be required due to its setting,
proximity to other houses and accessibility to services (see MIR 2013, Appendix
Marr, page 11). Despite these positive attributes, as demonstrated above, there is
no need allocate any additional development sites in Alford. No change is
required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

SHAPING MARR – BANCHORY 122

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 12

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (reference
no.):

Mr Michael Adams (10)
Mr & Mrs Bob and Carol Greenwood (46)
Mr & Mrs Robin & Bryonie Brodie (76)
Ms Melissa Adams (113)
Mr William Paul (127)
Mrs Jean Henretty (142)
Knight Frank LLP on behalf of Avant Homes (154)
Mr Iain Adams (158)
Mr & Mrs Britney and Joris Houvet (166)
Mr Forbes Burn (226)
Mrs Alexandra Wilowska (239)
Ms Kairen Griffiths (241)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Westhill Development Company Ltd (283)
Banchory Community Council (359)
Bancon on behalf of Mr and Mrs D Egan (379)
Cecilia Rogers (392)
Mrs Julia Davies (456)
Mr & Mrs J Dolan (501)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr & Mrs Burnett (549)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Sandlaw Farming Company Ltd (611)
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Iain Adams (621)
Savills on behalf of Caravan Club (627)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Sport Scotland (677)
Bancon Developments Ltd (709)
Bancon Developments Ltd (710)

Provision of the Development Plan to
which the issue relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and
opportunities

Summary of the representation(s):

Vision
Support is expressed for the need to recognise the importance to the community of
the Corsee Hill area (10).

The Banchory Settlement Statement is supported. No further allocations in
Banchory are required, including at Scolty/Auchattie (46, 76, 113, 127, 158, 166,
239, 241, 456, 621). Support is also expressed for development to the north and
east of Banchory is supported providing suitable local infrastructure is put in place
(392).
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The Vision for Banchory is short sighted and is not providing a sustainable
community. The present allocations are restricted to one landowner and the area is
no longer economically sustainable due to house prices. The present housing and
employment allocations do not meet Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) sustainability
priorities (see SPP, unreferenced). The allocations do not allow flexibility to fit with
the economic challenges and they are ribbon development some distance from the
town centre. Alternative sites such as Corsee Wood and south of the River Dee
could provide for low cost housing and employment units and the area is on the
transport route and in walking distance of the town centre (142). Additional housing
land allocations should be made in Local Growth and Diversification Areas within
the Aberdeen Housing Market Area, particularly within the settlement of Banchory
(154, 710).

Natural and Historic Environment
Respondent (359) has noted an error that east and west are back to front for the
Crathes and Inchmarlo Gardens and Designed Landscapes.

Settlement Features
Access to R3 should be taken from Raemoir Road and adequate provision for an
access road should be included within the site boundary (359). Development of site
R3 would result in significant landscape and natural habitat impact, including the
loss of trees. There would be increased car dependency as a result of the site
being located away from the town centre and this would have an impact on the
road/traffic. The site would have an impact on resident privacy. A site closer to the
town centre should be considered (501). The west of the site appears to be
currently wooded and is included in the ancient woodland inventory (Type 2b: long-
established, of planation origin). In order to comply with the Scottish Government
Control of Woodland Removal Policy, substantial compensatory planning is likely to
be required. Text should be added to reflect this requirement (656).

Banchory Community Council (359) has indicated its support for the inclusion of a
site R4 for a replacement health centre. It is considered to be the most suitable of
available sites having good transport links and being largely accessible to the
majority of residents. However, respondent (226) believes relocating the medical
centre from its current location would have a detrimental impact on the town centre.
Allocating site R4 would result in reduced parking spaces at the existing Morrisons
car park, affecting existing businesses and users of the sports pitch, would result in
the need for off road bus stops, pedestrian safety, increased vehicle movements
and disadvantage to elderly residents. The existing site is on the bus route and in
close proximity to pharmacies and other shopping facilities.

Services and Infrastructure
A Scottish Water growth project has been initiated for Banchory and the Settlement
Statement should be updated to reflect the current position (710).

Respondent (710) suggests that if the rezoning exercise is unsuccessful,
contributions should be made towards a potential permanent extension to Hill of
Banchory Primary rather than Banchory Primary School.
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Respondents (359, 710) disagree that contributions should be sought for an
extension to Banchory Academy. Seeking contributions towards a replacement
academy (on site R3) would be better to meet the educational needs of the
increasing population.

Contributions should not be sought for a household waste and recycling centre in
Banchory because this has been provided (710).

Allocated Sites
OP1 East Banchory/ Eco Village
Sports Scotland (677) has indicated that they do not consider the proposed
replacement arrangements for pitches currently located on site OP1 are sufficiently
clear or robust. It should be made clear, in the text that the requirements of SPP will
need to be met as part of any development proposal (see SPP, paragraph 226).
Respondent (710) objects to removal of rugby pitches located within the OP1 site
boundary. It is reasonable to include a requirement for an additional football pitch to
be delivered as part of the OP1 allocation however this could be caveated with the
potential for an alternative location that could meet the town’s requirements (710).

OP2/ OP3: Hill of Banchory
SNH (656) has noted that the west of site OP2 appears to be currently wooded and
is included in the ancient woodland inventory (Type 2b: long-established, of
planation origin). In order to comply with the Scottish Government Control of
Woodland Removal Policy, substantial compensatory planning is likely to be
required. Amendment to the development brief is requested to reflect this
requirement.

Site OP2 is renamed, along with site OP3 to “Lochside of Leys” as it is detached
from Hill of Banchory in terms of location and character (710).

OP4 Hill of Banchory
Respondent (709) notes that the site is constrained in the Housing Land Audit
(HLA) due to ownership and, therefore, should not be considered as an effective
site or a site expected to come forward in terms of the requirements of SPP,
paragraph 119.

Additional Sites
Bid Site MA016
Bid site MA016 for 400 houses should be allocated to the Local Development Plan
(LDP). The respondent (611) suggests that the allocated sites fails to meet the
requirements of paragraph 113 of SPP. There is an over reliance on large sites to
satisfy land supply and this poses a risk to achieving an effective housing supply.

Bid Site MA017
Bid site MA017 for 15 houses or a medical centre should be allocated to the LDP.
No new allocations are proposed for Banchory. The site is adjacent to existing
residential development at Deebank and is only 500m from the town centre.
Failure to allocate the site would result in a lack of choice of location for housing.
OP4 is constrained and as it is not anticipated to be developed within the plan
period it should be removed and site MA017 identified in its place (283).
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Bid Site MA054
Bid site MA054 for 10 houses should be allocated to the LDP. The site would
provide a high quality small scale housing opportunity. The site is opposite existing
development and is not ecologically sensitive. Allocation of the site would increase
choice in a housing market dominated by a single house builder (549).

Bid Site MA060
Bid site MA060 for 250 houses should be allocated to the LDP. This site is situated
close to the OP2 site and is known as Lochside of Leys Phase 3. An increase in
allocation is required and the associated increase in housing numbers will
contribute towards addressing the shortfall in housing allocations. The site is a
logical progression of the OP2 site. The impact on the road network has been
assessed through a detailed Transport Assessment. The proposed rezoning
exercise will result in capacity being available at Banchory Primary School. A
proposal paper, Landscape Capacity Study and Lochside of Leys Masterplan are
appended to the representation (709).

Bid Site MA061
Bid site MA061 for approximately 57-60 houses should be allocated to the LDP.
(154, 709). Land at Upper Arbeadie has a relatively low natural heritage and
landscape value. The site would utilise an existing vehicular access and is within a
short walk to site R3 which is reserved for a replacement secondary school (709).
Allocation of this site will contribute towards the shortfall in housing allocations in
Banchory (154, 709). A landscape appraisal, transport delivery appraisal and
indicative site layout plan has been included to support the representation (154).

Bid Site MA062
Bid site MA062 for 50-60 houses should be allocated to the LDP. This forms an
extension to the existing site at Upper Arbeadie. The site will be accessed by the
extension of roads which service that development and a secondary access
provided either to the north to Upper Lochton or south to Upper Arbeadie Road.
The site is within a short walk to site R3 which is reserved for a replacement
secondary school. Allocation of this site will contribute towards the shortfall in
housing allocations in Banchory (709).

Bid Site MA063
Bid site MA063 for 34 houses should be allocated to the LDP. This forms an
extension to the OP3 site and will be accessed via a new roundabout which will be
built as part of the OP3 development. The site is within a short walk to site R3
which is reserved for a replacement secondary school. Allocation of this site will
contribute towards the shortfall in housing allocations in Banchory (709).

New Site Land at Silverbank
Respondent (627) requests that the brownfield site at Silverbank is allocated to the
LDP for residential development. This site would assist in meeting housing need.
The site is now surplus to the needs of the Caravan Club and redevelopment of the
site would ensure that the wider Caravan Club is able to continue to operate its
other sites in Aberdeenshire. Redevelopment of the site is supported by national
policy and policies within the Proposed LDP (namely Policy B3 Tourist Facilities).
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The site is well screened from the surrounding areas and will have no negative
impact on the landscape or on amenity of existing properties. The site has good
access and links to public transport. A site location plan and site block plan are
provided to support the representation.

Settlement Plan
Respondent (379) suggests that the settlement boundary be amended to include
Woodfield (Raemoir Road) and the adjoining Cowshed restaurant. This would give
a better reflection of the built up area and a more defensible boundary. Woodfield
and the Cowshed have a relationship to the adjoining OP2 and OP3 sites and have
been considered in the context of the masterplan for those areas. A suggested
amended plan in included to support the representation.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Vision
No additional housing land allocations in Banchory, particularly to the south of the
River Dee (46, 76, 158, 239, 241, 359, 621).

Add wording to allow for flexibility to allow for additional sites if they become
available to fill demand for new housing and employment (142).

Additional housing land allocations made in Local Growth and Diversification Areas
within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area, particularly within the settlement of
Banchory (154, 710).

No modification to Banchory settlement statement (113, 127, 158, 166, 239, 456).

Natural and Historic Environment
Correct “east” and “west” error (359).

Services and Infrastructure
Amend boundary for site R3 to include a vehicular access from Raemoir Road
(359).

Delete site R3 (501).

Amend site R3 description to read, “Woodland loss (ancient woodland) should be
minimised. A species survey and mitigation plan should accompany the planning
application. In accordance with the Scottish Government Control of Woodland
Removal Policy, compensatory tree planting will be required.” (656).

Delete site R4 (226).

Services and Infrastructure
Delete reference to a possibility of Scottish Water growth project being initiated
(710).

Amend the Primary education Section to state that if the rezoning exercise is
unsuccessful, contributions should be made towards a potential permanent
extension to Hill of Banchory Primary rather than Banchory Primary School (710).
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Amend the Secondary education Section to require that contributions should go
towards a new Banchory Academy (359, 710).

Delete reference to contributions being sought towards Waste and recycling (710).

Allocated Sites
OP1 East Banchory/ Eco Village
Delete requirement to relocate rugby pitches from the development brief for site
OP1 (710).

Add wording to the development brief for site OP1 to reference the SPP
requirements in relation to pitch loss (677).

Add wording to the development brief caveating the requirement for a football pitch
to be delivered on site OP1 in case a more suitable location be found (710).

OP2/ OP3: Hill of Banchory
Amend site OP2 development brief to read, “Woodland loss (ancient woodland)
should be minimised. A species survey and mitigation plan should accompany the
planning application. In accordance with the Scottish Government Control of
Woodland Removal Policy, compensatory tree planting will be required.” (656).

Amend name of sites OP2 and OP3 to “Lochside of Leys” (710).

OP4 Hill of Banchory
Add wording to the development brief for site OP4 to acknowledge the fact that the
site is constrained in the HLA due to ownership and is not considered as an
effective site (709).

Additional Sites
Allocate bid site MA016 for 400 houses to the LDP (611).

Delete site OP4 and allocate bid site MA017 for 15 houses or a health centre to the
LDP (283).

Allocate bid site MA054 for 10 houses to the LDP (549).

Allocate bid site MA060 for 250 houses to the LDP (709).

Allocate bid site MA061 for 57-60 houses to the LDP (154, 709).

Allocate bid site MA062 for 50-60 houses to the LDP (709)

Allocate bid site MA063 for 34 houses to the LDP (709).

Allocate land at Silverbank for residential development to the LDP (627).

Settlement Plan
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Amend settlement boundary to include area at Woodfield and the Cowshed
restaurant (379).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Banchory is located in the Aberdeen Housing Market Area within a “local growth
and diversification area. The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan
2014 (SDP) Spatial Strategy identifies that levels of growth in individual settlements
within this area should relate to local needs (see SDP, page 22, paragraph 3.43).
The proposed land allocations are essentially unchanged from the Banchory
Settlement Statement which was published in support of the 2012 Local
Development Plan (LDP) (see LDP 2012, Supplementary Guidance Volume I:
Banchory). The only addition is the allocation of a reserved site for potential use for
a health centre (R4). The proposed allocations were considered in full at the Main
Issues Report (MIR) stage (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr and the subsequent MIR
2013, Issues and Actions Paper 165: Banchory).

Vision
As demonstrated in the Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply and
Housing Land Supply Spatial Strategy, there is an appropriate and sufficient supply
of deliverable housing sites within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area. There is no
need to allocate any additional sites in Banchory on the basis that there is an
appropriate and sufficient supply of deliverable housing sites. The level of objection
to development south of the River Dee recorded from consultation on the MIR is
noted and this is reflected in the Vision for the town. No change is required.

Support that the Settlement Statement and land allocations should remain
unchanged is noted.

Natural and Historic Environment
As a non-notifiable modification reference to the Crathes and Inchmarlo Gardens
and Designed Landscapes should be corrected to the right way round to read “The
Inchmarlo Gardens and Designed Landscape is found on the western edge of the
settlement while the boundary of the Crathes Castle Gardens and Designed
Landscape is to the east of the settlement.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be
opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation thereof.

Settlement Features
Site R3 is reserved for potential education facilities in the long term. As a reserved
site there are, at present, no specific development proposals at this time. There are
several possible access points to the site and this will be subject to consultation
with Aberdeenshire Council’s Road’s Service at such time as a proposal comes
forward. No change is required.

The reservation of the site R3 would not necessarily mean a new school could not
be proposed elsewhere or consolidated on the existing site. However, at this time,
the site reserved is identified as the most appropriate location for the provision of
education facilities using the sequential town centre first approach promoted
through SPP, paragraph 68. The sensitivity of this woodland is noted and any
development would have to comply with Policies E1 Natural Heritage (paragraph
5), PR1 Protecting Important Resources (paragraph 6) and C3 Carbon Sinks and
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Stores. Development of the site allows for the reservation of the site for education
uses and therefore has clear public benefits in line with SPP, paragraph 218. Other
development types do not benefit from this public benefit. No change is required.

Site R4 is reserved for potential use as a health centre. The existing health centre
adjacent to the Bellfield car park has no capacity for expansion and it is appropriate
for the LDP to reserve land for this essential community facility. Site R4 is central
relative to surrounding population and is not located on the edge of the town. The
site is adjacent to the main route through Banchory allowing the site to be
accessible by public transport. Development of the site would require to comply
with other relevant policies and, therefore, issues such as traffic impacts would
require to be assessed and mitigated if necessary. Support from Banchory
Community Council is noted. Subsequent correspondence from Aberdeenshire
Health and Social Care Partnership and Banchory Group Practice have been
received in support for the R4 site (see letters received 31 July 2015 and 3 August
2015). Additionally, evidence supplied by NHS Grampian states commitment to
delivering a new Health and Social Care Hub for Banchory and the surrounding
community and identifies Silverbank Park as being the preferred option. An Asset
Management Plan was approved by the NHS Grampian Board on 4 June 2015 and
a copy submitted to the Scottish Government. No change is required.

Services and Infrastructure
No representation has been made by Scottish Water to request any modification to
update the position with regards to the water provision in Banchory. Information
within the Settlement Statement is reflective of information previously provided by
Scottish Water (see extract from spreadsheet submitted by Scottish Water, 20
November 2014). No change is required.

As a non-notifiable modification “Waste and recycling: All development must
contribute to a household waste and recycling centre in Banchory” will be removed.
Aberdeenshire Council’s Waste Services has confirmed the current position with
regards to the waste and recycling provision in Banchory (and surrounding
catchment). Information within the Settlement Statement provided by Waste
Services (see extract from table submitted by Aberdeenshire Council’s Waste
Services, 29 September 2014) is incorrect (see email 11 and 12 August 2015). The
household waste recycling centre (HWRC) in Banchory was constructed and
became operational in 2007 so the developer contributions are no longer required.
Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
modification, or a variation thereof.

A minor technical change will be made to the primary education point to state
“Primary education: All residential development in the Hill of Banchory catchment
area must contribute to the provision of additional capacity at Hill of Banchory
School. There is expected to be sufficient capacity at Banchory Primary School
during the LDP period.” This has been updated to reflect the ongoing situation with
regards to the rezoning exercise and has been confirmed by Aberdeenshire
Council’s Leaning Estates Team (see email 7 August 2015).

A minor technical change will be made to the secondary education point to state,
“Secondary education: All residential development must contribute to the provision
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of additional capacity at Banchory Academy.” This has been updated to reflect the
current position with regards to meeting capacity at Banchory Academy and has
been confirmed by Aberdeenshire Council’s Learning Estates Team (see email 7
August 2015). No contributions towards a replacement secondary school are being
sought at this time.

Allocated Sites
OP1 East Banchory/ Eco Village
As a non-notifiable modification the wording “the relocation of the rugby pitches will
be required as part of the development proposal, however this could be integrated
with the football pitch in order to provide a multi-sport facility” should be deleted and
replaced with “the rugby pitches should be preserved and the possible development
of a football pitch to create a multi-sport facility discussed with the Council as part
of any proposal for the site”. Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the
Reporter making this modification, or a variation thereof.

As a non-notifiable modification the following wording will be added to the
development brief for site OP2. “Woodland loss (ancient woodland) should be
minimised. A species survey and mitigation plan should accompany the planning
application. In accordance with the Scottish Government Control of Woodland
Removal Policy, compensatory tree planting will be required.” Aberdeenshire
Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a
variation thereof.

A masterplan for the sites OP2 and OP3 was agreed by the Marr Area Committee
in March 2015 (see extract of Marr Area Committee Meeting Minutes, 10 March
2015). A minor technical change will be made to replace the second sentence of
the development brief to reflect that “A masterplan for these sites was approved by
the Marr Area Committee on 10 March 2015. Future development proposals should
accord with the principles set out in that document.” (see Lochside of Leys
Masterplan).

As a non-notifiable modification the name of sites OP2 and OP3 will be amended to
read “Lochside of Leys”. Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the
Reporter making this modification, or a variation thereof.

The HLA 2015 (page 26) notes that site OP4 (H1) is constrained due to ownership.
However, the Proposed Action Programme (page 181) indicates that the site is
expected to come forward during 2015. Aberdeenshire Council has received written
confirmation from the landowner that the site is suitable for future housing provision
(see letter dated 30 August 2015). As such, the HLA provides inaccurate
information in this case. No change is required.

Additional Sites
There are several requests for more land to be allocated in Banchory but as
demonstrated in the Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply and Housing
Land Supply Spatial Strategy, there is an appropriate and sufficient supply of
deliverable housing sites within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area. No additional
allocations are required.
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Bid Site MA016
At the MIR stage, bid site MA016 comprises of 230 houses and community uses. It
was not an Officers preference for a number of reasons. The scale of the proposal
was significant and is separated from the main town by the River Dee. It does not
relate to the existing town and could lead to car dependency. There are significant
infrastructure issues related to drainage, access and the road network. The site
was subject to consideration by the Reporter as part of examination of the 2012
Proposed LDP in which it was concluded that the site “would result in major
intrusion of development into the countryside south of the River Dee…the view from
Scolty Hill… would be significantly affected by these developments. Major
investment in roads and drainage infrastructure would be required to deliver these
proposals. The deliverability of any development within the timescale of the
proposed Plan is uncertain” (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr, page 19). There was
overwhelming objection to the site at MIR stage (see MIR 213, Issues and Actions
165: Banchory).

An application for planning permission in principle for 400 houses, community uses
and employment uses has since been considered by Aberdeenshire Council. As a
significant departure from the existing 2012 LDP a pre-determination hearing was
held and the Marr Area Committee recommended to refuse the application was
supported at a meeting of Full Council (see extract of Marr Area Committee
Meeting Minutes, 5 May 2015). Ten reasons for refusal have been given including
that the application was found to be contrary to strategic and local policies, access,
impact to local environment and setting and impact on education facilities (see
APP/2015/0225 Decision Notice).

It has been demonstrated through the MIR process and subsequent planning
application, that this site is not suitable for development on the scale proposed. No
change is required.

Bid Site MA017
The bid site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process. The site is
in immediate proximity to the River Dee SAC in an area of high biodiversity value.
The site was previously subject to examination and the reporter deemed that
“This scale and layout of development would be totally unrelated to the existing
form of Deebank, which is essentially composed of houses strung along the road
side. Deebank lies outwith the settlement boundary of Banchory and any
small-scale housing on this site falls to be considered against the appropriate
policies of the Proposed Plan” (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr, page 19). These
concerns remain as seen through the level of objection to the site (see MIR 2013,
Issues and Actions Paper 165: Banchory).

Site OP4 has been subject to scrutiny as part of the LDP process. It is well related
to other allocated sites (primarily sites OP3 and R3) and located within the
settlement boundary. It is not considered necessary to delete this site in preference
of any of the bid sites, including MA017. No change is required.

Bid Site MA054
The bid site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process. The site is
in immediate proximity to the River Dee SAC in an area of high biodiversity value.
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Although tree planning could provide screening and aid landscape integration, the
scale of the proposal is significant in relation to the existing dwellings to the north.
The site lies in an area between Inchmarlo and Banchory, and the proposal could
contribute to the coalescence of these two separate but closely related settlements
(see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr, page 20). These concerns were supported by
comments received in response to the MIR (see MIR 213, Issues and Actions
Paper 165: Banchory). No change is required.

Bid Site MA060
The bid site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process. The site is
in immediate proximity to the River Dee SAC in an area of high biodiversity value.
The site is not within walking distance of local services which may result in car
dependency. The site relates fairly well to the existing settlement boundary,
however extends the town disproportionately to the north east locating people
further from the town centre (see MIR 2103, Appendix Marr, page 21). Objection to
the site was received by respondents to the MIR highlighting concerns raised in the
MIR (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 165: Banchory). No change is
required.

Bid Site MA061
The bid site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process. Whilst the
site relates fairly well to the existing settlement boundary, it is slightly disjointed
from existing surrounding houses. It is contained by some woodland to the north
and west which would help aid integration into the landscape. The site is not in
close proximity to any services which may result in increased car reliance.
However, there should be scope to improve public transport to the site. The site
does contain an area of woodland in the west, and removal of this would have a
negative impact on biodiversity. The trees form part of woodland which extends
from the north, down the west to the south west and removing them would break up
this corridor. The woodland would also be important for the setting of the site and
should be retained. In addition, the access to the site is limited and would require
significant improvement to accommodate the associated traffic of 57 houses (see
MIR 2013, Appendix Marr, page 22). Objection to the site was received by
respondents to the MIR highlighting concerns raised in the MIR (see MIR 2013,
Issues and Actions Paper 165: Banchory). In line with the decision of the Marr Area
Committee this site is being put forward as a Locally Valued Landscape (now
known as Special Landscape Areas). No change is required.

Bid Site MA062
The bid site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process. The bid for
56 houses lies just to the north west of the settlement. The site is contained by
existing woodland which whilst minimising landscape impacts, also isolates it and
does not naturally integrate it with the rest of the town. Development on the site
could potential impact on the surrounding woodland and associated biodiversity.
Access to the site is also currently limited (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr, page 22).
Objection to the site was received by respondents to the MIR highlighting concerns
raised in the MIR (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 165: Banchory). In line
with the decision of the Marr Area Committee this site is being put forward as a
Locally Valued Landscape (now known as Special Landscape Areas). No change is
required.
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Bid Site MA063
The bid site was a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process. It is contained
by existing woodland which would improve integration into the landscape; however
development could affect surrounding woodland and associated biodiversity. The
site is not within close proximity of any services which may lead to increased car
dependency; however there will likely be scope to improve transport services near
the site. The site abuts the existing settlement boundary and there is access to the
site from the south and east. Access to the site may require improvement to
accommodate the additional traffic of 34 houses. Whilst the site lies some distance
from Banchory town centre, it is considered that the site provides a suitable
alternative for development (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr, page 18). There were a
number of objections to the site in response to the MIR. Respondents raised
concerns over the road access to the site, pollution, impact of character and setting
as well as noting infrastructure constraints (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions
Paper 165: Banchory). No change is required.

New Site Land at Silverbank
This site has not been subject to public scrutiny through the LDP process. No
supporting information is supplied with the proposal to outline what could be
delivered on the site, other than it could accommodate residential development.
The site is reasonable well situated to existing residential housing and is within the
settlement boundary. However, consideration has not been given to the viability
and deliverability of a housing proposal and no account has been made for the
requirements of the site, such as affordable housing, open space, etc. Neither a
Transport Appraisal nor an assessment of potential environmental impacts have
been submitted. No public engagement has taken place regarding this site. In this
context Aberdeenshire Council can have no confidence that this site is an
appropriate addition to the plan. No change is required.

Settlement Plan
At this time the land at Woodfield and the Cow Shed lies away from the built up
area of Banchory. Following completion of site OP2 and OP3 it may be appropriate
to extend the settlement boundary to include land currently occupied by the Cow
Shed and the houses and buildings known as Woodfield. No change is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue 129
SHAPING MARR – FINZEAN

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 29
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities.

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
SNH (656) suggest that text should be added under the Natural and Historic
Environment section which refers to the nearby River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) to highlight potential need for developers and the Planning
Service to consider whether a proposal in Finzean may require an appropriate
assessment.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Add wording to the Natural and Historic Environment section to refer to the nearby
River Dee SAC (656).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Natural and Historic Environment
It is acknowledged that the River Dee SAC, including all tributaries, are included
within the designation. As a non-notifiable modification the following wording
should be added to read: “The River Dee Special Conservation Area, which
includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated in close proximity to
the settlement.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.

A minor technical change will be made to refer to “Natural and Historic
Environment” rather than “Natural and Historic Features” within the settlement
statement.

Allocated Site
OP2 Land east of Glendale (Whitestone)
A minor technical change will be made to remove site OP2 from the Local
Development Plan with the consented area incorporated into the settlement
boundary.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 130
SHAPING MARR – FORGUE

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 31
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Strutt & Parker on behalf of the BMF Group (159)

Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities.

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Allocated Sites
OP1 Land to east of the Rectory
Respondent (159) supports continuation of site OP1 however requests that the
reference to “trees to the north of the site should be retained to provide screening
between the development and the primary school” within the development brief
for the site be removed as there are no trees to the north of the site and the
primary school is to the south of the site. The area of trees the comment refers to
is believed to be those included within the P2 designation.

OP2 Chapelhill
Respondent (159) supports continuation of site OP2 however, requests that the
site boundary is amended to reflect the approved consent under APP/2012/0430
(see Decision Notice) and the allocation changed to read “up to 4 homes”.
Respondent notes that the area identified on the proposals map crosses the
primary school playing fields, which will not be available for development.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Allocated Sites
OP1 Land to east of the Rectory
Delete reference in development brief for site OP1 to the trees being retained,
these are separately protected by P2 (159).

OP2 Chapelhill
Amend the area covered by site OP2 to reflect that granted consent under
APP/2012/0430 and amend capacity to “up to 4 homes” to reflect the revised area
and the planning permission (159).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Allocated Sites
The support expressed for the continuation of the allocated opportunity sites is
noted.

OP1 Land to east of the Rectory
As a non-notifiable modification the wording should be deleted: “Trees to the north
of the site should be retained to provide screening between the development and
the primary school”. Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.
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OP2 Chapelhill
The planning permission granted for a large part of site OP2 is for a planning
permission in principle approved in July 2013 (see Decision Notice). At this time
we are not aware of any planning application for full planning permission for any
of the 4 dwellings approved in principle, although it is expected the site will come
forward on a plot by plot basis. Additionally, the site has capacity for up to 5
houses, even though the planning permission in principle sought permission for 4
houses. No change is required.

A minor technical change will be made to amend the boundary to exclude the
playground at Forgue Primary School to the north of the site and to exclude the
path and wooded area to the south of the site.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 133
SHAPING MARR – GLENKINDIE

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 37
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Barton Willmore on behalf of Frogmore (Scotland) Ltd (362)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities.

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Additional Site
Bid Site MA029
Bid site MA029 for 6 houses should be allocated within the Local Development
Plan (LDP). The respondent (362) believes allocation of the site will support
economic development of the Glenkindie Estate.

Part of the site has already been granted planning permission in principle for the
development of 3 houses (see APP/2013/2077 Decision Notice). The respondent
considers the site effective for the delivery of six houses which would act as a
natural extension to the existing village (362).

A Flood Risk Assessment, tree report and bid application form have been
provided in support of the representation.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Allocate bid site MA029 for 6 houses to the LDP (362).

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Glenkindie is located within the Local Growth and Diversification Area within the
Rural Housing Market Area. The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development
Plan 2014 (SDP) Spatial Strategy identifies that levels of growth in individual
settlements within this area should relate to local needs (see SDP, page 22,
paragraph 3.43).

Additional Site
Bid Site MA029
Bid site MA029 was considered in the Main Issues Report (MIR) for 6 residential
units on land to the west of Upper Donside Bowling Club at Glenkindie. It was
indicated as an Officer's preference should additional development land be
required, with the scale of development deemed appropriate in relation to the
existing surroundings. However, as reported in the MIR 2013, Issues and Actions
Paper 176: Glenkindie, there was no requirement to allocate additional
development land due to the existing consent and opportunity provided by its
status as a settlement where organic growth should be permitted. As
demonstrated in the Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply and
Housing Land Supply Spatial Strategy there is an appropriate and sufficient
supply of deliverable housing sites within the Rural Housing Market Area and this
situation remains true. There is no need to allocate any sites in Glenkindie. No
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change is required.

Should Glenkindie Estate wish to promote further development in the village,
Policy R2 Housing and Business Development Elsewhere in the Countryside
would be an appropriate policy instrument to use, rather than promoting an
opportunity site which may be constrained by marketability issues. No change is
required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

SHAPING MARR – HUNTLY 134

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 38

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (reference
no.):

Mr Patrick Scott (205)
Mrs J Donald (238)
Huntly Community Council (248)
Mr Anthony Gill (309)
Bennachie Community Council (413)

Provision of the Development Plan to
which the issue relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and
opportunities

Summary of the representation(s):

Vision
Huntly Community Council (248) suggest that other sites, other than those
identified, should be actively considered for development e.g. south of the A96
towards Gartly and west towards and around the auction mart.

Settlement Features
Respondent (238) raises concern regarding the possibility of disruption during
development of site BUS1 site. No specific modification is sought.

Services and Infrastructure
Huntly Community Council (248) considers that any additional primary school
provision required as a result of development should be accommodated at the
existing school site towards the centre of the town. The Proposed Local
Development Plan (LDP) is not specific enough about how additional infrastructure
will be delivered.

Allocated Sites
OP1 Land to the north of Pirriesmill
Bennachie Community Council (413) indicates that a masterplan is being
progressed for sites OP1 and OP2. They contend that sites east of Huntly are
deliverable and will meet any need for additional residential development in the
Huntly to Pitcaple section of the Strategic Growth Area (SGA). No specific
modification is sought.

Huntly Community Council (248) welcomes site OP1 and further allocated land
around Pirriesmill/Battlehill but considers that construction of access roads is a
major issue given the current access constraints, implications of the A96 being
duelled and the associated safety issues. They seek an acknowledgement that the
existing entry off the A96 into the Battlehill is inadequate for access to new housing
development and roads and access will need to be carefully considered.
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No building of any kind should be permitted at site OP1 other than that necessary
to rebuild the farm of Pirriesmill (205). The scale of the proposal would
fundamentally alter the character of the town. The respondent (205) also raises
concerns regarding potential water pollution and impact on red squirrels.

OP3 Land at Bogie Bridge
Respondents (248, 309) request that the strip of land between the railway line and
River Bogie with the track running from the Bogie Bridge to the row of existing
cottages known as Crows Wood is not to be included as part of site OP3 but should
instead be protected land.

Huntly Community Council (248) suggest that additional information is included
within the development brief for site OP3, namely a requirement for the parapet of
the Bogie Bridge to be modified and a new sewage connection to be make across
the River Bogie.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Vision
Allocate further sites in Huntly (248).

Services and Infrastructure
Add wording to Services and Infrastructure Section to require contributions towards
an additional facility at the existing Gordon Schools Primary (248).

Allocated Sites
OP1 Land to the north of Pirriesmill
Add wording to the development brief for site OP1 to state that the existing entry off
the A96 into the Battlehill is inadequate for access to new housing development
and roads and access will need to be carefully considered (248).

Delete allocation at site OP1 in favour of a small allocation which is restricted to
redevelopment of the existing farm buildings (205).

OP3 Land at Bogie Bridge
Remove Crows Wood from site OP3 and reallocate as a protected area of land
(248, 309).

Add wording to the development brief for site OP3 requiring modifications to be
made to the Bogie Bridge and a new sewage connection across the River Bogie
(248).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Vision
Sites in Huntly have been subject to scrutiny through the MIR and Proposed LDP
process. Being within the SGA, Huntly has substantial allocations and whilst it is
acknowledged that there remain significant constraints, these are in the process of
being resolved. The sites are still considered deliverable and it would not be
appropriated to consider other sites at this time. Given the continued effort to
deliver the existing sites and the uncertainty as to the duelling of the A96, it would
be inappropriate to consider sites to the south of Huntly at this time. In addition, as
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demonstrated in Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply and Housing
Land Supply Spatial Strategy, there is an appropriate and sufficient supply of
deliverable housing sites within the SGA and there is no need to allocate any
additional development sites in Huntly. No change is required.

Settlement Features
Redevelopment of land within towns for business uses inevitably results in a
measure of disruption. Such issues can be mitigated at the planning application
stage of such development. No change is required.

Services and Infrastructure
Contributions towards primary and secondary education provision have been
agreed by Aberdeenshire Council’s Education, Developer Obligations and Planning
Policy Teams at a workshop (see extract of Education Baseline Information, 12
November 2014). Contributions sought are a culmination of these discussions and
accord with Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services and Policy RD2 Developer
Obligations set out in Section 19 of the Proposed LDP, Supplementary Guidance
Developers’ Obligations: Methods of Calculation and the tests of Planning Circular
3/2012 Planning Obligations and Good Neighbour Agreements. At the present time,
there is a preference to replace the existing temporary units at the Gordon Schools
Primary, however the exact impact on school provision from the development of
more than 3 houses will be considered at the time of any application. No change is
required.

Allocated Sites
OP1 Land to the north of Pirriesmill
The options for the growth of Huntly are limited and no bids were made for
alternatives for the scale required to accommodate up to 600 houses. This scale of
growth could not be accommodated in any other settlement within this part of the
SGA. It is acknowledged that at this time site OP1 (H1) experiences physical and
infrastructure constrains (see Housing Land Audit 2015, page 57) however, work is
currently ongoing to overcome these. The development brief references the
constraints associated with roads infrastructure and the respondents concerns are
already included within the development brief. No change is required.

The OP1 allocation is for up to 485 homes and covers an area larger than that of
the existing redundant farm buildings. No design proposals have yet come forward
which indicate whether it is the developer’s intention to retain and convert the
existing buildings. In order to meet the objectives of the SGA and deliver the level
of growth earmarked for Huntly, reducing the scope of the OP1 allocation is not
considered appropriate. The size of development, when combined with sites OP2
and OP4, will allow for economies of scale to be achieved in overcoming the site
constraints in order to deliver these sites. The level of housing proposed allows for
meaningful infrastructure improvements to be delivered. There are no other
reasonable alternatives. No change is required.

Site OP3 Land at Bogie Bridge
Site OP3 is allocated for up to 31 homes and is expected to come forward
alongside sites OP1 and OP2. The design and layout of the site is not yet
established. Given the local access and infrastructure constraints associated with
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the site and the potential need for this site to provide an access route to site OP1, it
is expected that significant infrastructure is likely to be required resulting in the loss
of trees and woodland. It would be inappropriate, at this stage, to allocate part of
the OP3 site as protected land as this may create a barrier to development and
delivery of the site. Development of the site will however have to accord with Policy
PR1 Protecting Important Resources under Section 17 of the Proposed LDP with
regard to tree loss and the need for compensatory planting where trees cannot be
retained. No change is required.

Improvements to infrastructure such as the Bogie Bridge and sewage treatment will
be considered through the pre-application consultation. No change is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue 135
SHAPING MARR – INCHMARLO

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 44
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Ryden LLP on behalf of Owner of Holiday Villas, Queens Court, Inchmarlo (88)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Glenview Developments Limited (124)
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr and Mrs Burnett (550)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Sport Scotland (678)
Bancon Developments Ltd (709)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities.

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Vision
Respondent (88) feels that the Vision should be amended to reflect the
sustainable mixed community including a continuing care retirement village,
existing properties at Queens Court, East Mains and the golf course. The vision
within the proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) does not reflect the full extent
of the settlement.

Natural and Historic Environment
SNH (656) suggest that text should be added under the Natural and Historic
Environment section which refers to the nearby River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) to highlight potential need for developers and the Planning
Service to consider whether a proposal in Inchmarlo may require an appropriate
assessment.

The Historic Garden (HG) reference appears to be removed from the plan (88).

Protected land status should be given to the golf course, in line with other golf
courses and sports/ recreation land within settlement boundaries (88).

Allocated Site
OP1 Inchmarlo Continuing Care
Development of this site should not be allowed to adversely impact on the golf
courses located in close proximity to the site. Any masterplan for the site should
identify how the site will be developed in relation to any constraints this may pose,
as well as identifying any mitigation required (678).

SNH (656) has noted that the site appears to be currently wooded and is included
in the ancient woodland inventory (Type 2b: long-established, of planation origin).
In order to comply with the Scottish Government Control of Woodland Removal
Policy, substantial compensatory planning is likely to be required. Amendment to
the development brief is requested to reflect this requirement.
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Additional Sites
Bid Site MA014
Bid site MA014 for 3 houses should be allocated within the Local Development
Plan (LDP). The site would make a logical addition to an existing tight cluster of
23 houses. There are excellent public transport accessibility and the site would
not lead to car dependency. A Flood Risk Assessment has concluded that the
proposed development would not pose any flood risk. Additionally, Bridge of
Canny East should be recognised as a settlement on its own merits (124).

Bid Site MA021
Bid site MA021 should be allocated within the LDP. The settlement boundary
should be expanded to take account of adjacent and established land uses,
including Queens Court. The boundary should not be restricted to the continuing
care community associated with the retirement village (88).

Bid Site MA053
Bid site MA053 for 10 houses should be allocated within the LDP. The site would
create a high-quality small-scale housing site to supplement the housing land
supply. The site has no real biodiversity value and development should
incorporate appropriate separation from the River Dee with drainage and other
technical solutions incorporated to protect the interests of the River Dee Special
Area of Conservation (SAC). The site is well located for access to the bus stop
and offers improvement works to the A-road and to the waste treatment works.
The reasons used to discount the site during the Main Issues Report (MIR) and
Proposed LDP process are not justified. Development in Inchmarlo is dominated
by a single house builder and this site will offer choice to the market (550).

Bid Site MA067
Bid site MA067 for 10-20 houses should be allocated within the LDP. The site was
a preferred option in the LDP 2012 Main Issues Report but was later omitted from
the Proposed LDP. Access would be taken from an improved access between the
A93 and the existing minor road that leads to the golf club. The proposal would
consolidate the existing settlement and designed in such a way to complement
the existing housing. This site would contribute towards the 500 house shortfall
identified and has capacity to deliver around 20 houses in the 2017-2026 plan
period (709).
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Vision
Amend the Vision to reflect Inchmarlo as a sustainable mixed community
including a continuing care retirement village, existing properties at Queens Court,
East Mains and the golf course (88).

Natural and Historic Environment
Add wording to the Natural and Historic Environment section to refer to the nearby
River Dee SAC (656).

Identify the historic gardens (HG) within the settlement plan (88).

Identify the golf course as a protected (P) site (88).
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Allocated Site
OP1 Inchmarlo Continuing Care
Amend site OP1 development brief to make reference to the proximity to two
existing golf courses and the need for any masterplan to identify how the site will
be developed in relation to the constraints that may pose, as well as identifying
any mitigation required (678).

Amend site OP1 development brief to read, “Woodland loss (ancient woodland)
should be minimised. A species survey and mitigation plan should accompany the
planning application. In accordance with the Scottish Government Control of
Woodland Removal Policy, compensatory tree planting will be required.” (656).

Additional Sites
Allocate bid site MA014 for 3 houses to the LDP and recognise Bridge of Canny
East as a settlement not associated with Inchmarlo (124).

Allocate bid site MA021 to the LDP (88).

Allocate bid site MA053 for 10 houses to the LDP (550).

Allocate bid site MA067 for 10-20 houses to the LDP (709).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Inchmarlo is located within the Local Growth and Diversification Area within the
Aberdeen Housing Market Area. The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan 2014 (SDP) Spatial Strategy identifies that levels of growth in
individual settlements within this area should relate to local needs (see SDP, page
22, paragraph 3.43). The proposed land allocations are essentially unchanged
from the Inchmarlo Settlement Statement which was published in support of the
2012 Local Development Plan (LDP) (see LDP 2012, Supplementary Guidance
Volume I: Inchmarlo). The proposed allocations were considered in full at the
Main Issues Report (MIR) stage (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr and the
subsequent MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper: 178 Inchmarlo).

Vision
The map for Inchmarlo does not indicate a formal boundary for the settlement as
such. This is reflected in the specific nature of the Vision and is intended to reflect
the specialist nature of the allocation. (A similar approach exists for a non-defined
settlement boundary for other specialised allocations, see Proposed LDP,
Appendix 8, Settlement Statements Marr, Tarland site OP2). Queens Court does
not contribute to that vision and is a business cluster in the countryside. No
change is required.

Natural and Historic Environment
It is acknowledged that the River Dee SAC, including all tributaries, are included
within the designation. As a non-notifiable modification the following wording
should be added to read: “The River Dee Special Conservation Area, which
includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated in close proximity to
the settlement.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.

In response to the MIR, the Scottish Government noted that the Inchmarlo
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Gardens and Designed Landscape was already seriously compromised and
should be removed from the inventory (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper
178: Inchmarlo). The historic garden (HG) reference has been removed in
anticipation of this action. The Settlement Statement notes, the designed
landscape should not be compromised and it is considered unnecessary to
amend the plan. No change is required.

Given the specialist nature of the allocated site in Inchmarlo and that it does not
have a defined settlement boundary it is not considered necessary to protect
additional areas of land around the allocation. No change is required.

Services and Infrastructure
As a result of a non-notifiable modification to the Settlement Statement for
Banchory (see Schedule 4 Issue 67 Banchory), a minor technical change will be
made to delete: “Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to a
household waste and recycling centre in Banchory” from the Inchmarlo settlement
statement.

Allocated Sites
OP1 Inchmarlo Continuing Care
A masterplan for the site was agreed by the Marr Area Committee on 31 March
2015. A minor technical change will be made to add the following wording to the
development brief for site OP1: “A masterplan for the site was approved by the
Marr Area Committee in March 2015 and it is expected that future development
proposals should accord with the principles set out in that document.” Existing
wording outing masterplan requirements will be deleted.

The masterplan makes reference to the golf course as providing leisure and
community facilities (see Inchmarlo Continuing Care Retirement Community
Masterplan Report, page 25), commits the developer to preparing a method
statement and makes reference to planting and maintenance. No change is
required.

Additional Sites
As demonstrated in the Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply and
Housing Land Supply Spatial Strategy there is an appropriate and sufficient
supply of deliverable housing sites within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area and
there is no need allocate any additional development sites in Inchmarlo.

Bid site MA014
This site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage (see MIR 2013, Appendix
Marr, page 49). The size of the allocation is not considered to be of a scale which
merits formal allocation via the LDP.

Bridge of Canny East is not a recognised settlement in respect to the LDP. Bid
sites at Bridge of Canny East were considered as part of the Inchmarlo statement
in the MIR. There are no allocated, reserved, protected or safeguarded sites
which justify its identification as a settlement. No change is required.

Bid site MA021
This site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage (see MIR 2013, Appendix
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Marr, page 49). The site has already been developed for 42 holiday homes and,
therefore, the bid did not require assessment of the development itself. As
indicated above, the plan for Inchmarlo does not show a defined settlement
boundary due to the specialised nature of the allocated site. There is no need to
allocate this bid site or to draw a definitive settlement boundary at Inchmarlo
which includes the extent of this site. No change is required.

Bid site MA053
This site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage (see MIR 2013, Appendix
Marr, page 49). The site is in immediate proximity to the River Dee SAC and a
Local Nature Conservation Site and no assessment of potential impact has been
undertaken. The site is also isolated by the road to the north and waterway to the
west. The bid site received a number of objections following publication of the
MIR (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper: 178 Inchmarlo). No change is
required.

Bid site MA067
This site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage (see MIR 2013, Appendix
Marr, page 50). The scale of the proposal is relatively large in relation to its
surroundings. No assessment of potential impact on the Dee SAC has been
undertaken. Development of the site could cause coalescence between the large
cluster and Inchmarlo. There are also to be visual and landscape implications as
a result of the proposal. No change is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 138
SHAPING MARR – KINCARDINE O’NEIL

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 51
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Mr Andrew Bradford, Kincardine Estate (63)
Mr Timothy Stone on behalf of Kincardine O'Neil Village Hall Committee (461)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Mr Timothy Stone (690)

Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Natural and Historic Environment
SNH (656) suggest that text should be added under the Natural and Historic
Environment section which refers to the nearby River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) to highlight potential need for developers and the Planning
Service to consider whether a proposal in Kincardine O’Neil may require an
appropriate assessment.

Settlement Features
Respondents (63, 690) suggest changing the description of site P1 to allow for
greater flexibility should a better alternative site be identified. P1 should read “to
preserve the playing field unless/ until such time as a better alternative is
identified and provided”.

Respondents (461, 690) suggest that the current description for site P2 is too
restrictive and that the likely site for a new hall would be in the area now occupied
by the public toilets and the tennis court. There is support from within the
community to proceed with the new hall proposals. The tennis court is now in a
very poor state of repair and health and safety concerns have led to the decision
being taken not to erect the net during the 2014 and 2015 seasons. It should be
left up to the community to decide, in due course, whether a tennis court in a
different location is a priority or not. For the purpose of the Local Development
Plan it is sufficient for the area covered by the Bowling Club, the tennis court,
village hall and car park to be retained for recreational use and leave it to the
community to decide what the priorities for recreational use in this space are.
Respondent (63) requests the wording is amended to read “to retain the area for
delivery of community facilities”.

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
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Natural and Historic Environment
Add wording to the Natural and Historic Environment section to refer to the nearby
River Dee SAC (656).

Settlement Features
Amend P1 to read “to preserve the playing field unless/until such time as a better
alternative is identified and provided” (63, 690).

Amend P2 to read “to retain the area identified on the map for the delivery of
community facilitates of a recreational nature (including the provision of a village
hall)” (461, 690).

Amend P2 to read “to retain the area for delivery of community facilities” (63).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Natural and Historic Environment
It is acknowledged that the River Dee SAC, including all tributaries, are included
within the designation. As a non-notifiable modification the following wording
should be added to read: “The River Dee Special Conservation Area, which
includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated in close proximity to
the settlement.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.

Settlement Features
At the time of writing, Aberdeenshire Council was not aware of any confirmed
proposals to relocate the playing fields at P1 or the bowling green / tennis court at
P2. In order to avoid any unnecessary uncertainty it is not considered appropriate
to amend the description of site P1 or P2. No change is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Item 6
Page 270



Issue 140
SHAPING MARR – LOGIE COLDSTONE

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 57
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
CKD Galbraith LLP on behalf of Mr Graeme Massie (168)
Matthew Merchant Chartered Architect (173)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities.

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Vision
The existing allocation does little to promote economic growth in the settlement.
Objection has been raised on the basis that the Settlement Statement makes no
reference to the employment contribution made by Cairngorm Lodges Tourist
accommodation (173).

Natural and Historic Environment
SNH (656) suggest that text should be added under the Natural and Historic
Environment section which refers to the nearby River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) to highlight potential need for developers and the Planning
Service to consider whether a proposal in Logie Coldstone may require an
appropriate assessment.

Allocated Site
OP1 Land adjacent to Diamond Jubilee Hall
Support for site OP1 has been expressed with no modification required for Logie
Coldstone (168).

Site OP1 has potential connectivity to the River Dee SAC if linked by drainage.
The inclusion of suggested wording, “A construction method statement will be
required to take account of the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the
River Dee SAC”, would demonstrate an explicit requirement of relevant site
specific mitigation that will allow SNH to conclude that there will be no adverse
effect on the integrity of the River Dee SAC (656).

Additional Site
New Site Land south of Logie Coldstone
A site to the south of the village is promoted by one respondent (173) and was
given preferred bidder status in the Main Issues Report (MIR) 2009 (site M75)
(see MIR 2009, Marr Settlements, page 29).The site currently has 5 lodges
(known as Cairngorm Lodges) but is believed to have capacity for up to 30
lodges. The respondent argues that further development of the site through a
formal allocation within the LDP for the development of 30 holiday lodges to be
established using off-site enabling development funding (see Schedule 4 Issue 72
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RHMA South Marr (Mid Deeside) Torphins) would provide further jobs,
opportunity, and help to make the community sustainable. The site at Logie
Coldstone should be allocated for 30 holiday lodges.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Vision
Amend the Vision to recognise the contribution made by Cairngorm Lodges to the
village (173).

Natural and Historic Environment
Add a Natural and Historic Environment section to refer to the nearby River Dee
SAC (656).

Allocated Sites
OP1 Land adjacent to Diamond Jubilee Hall
Add “A construction method statement will be required to take account of the
potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC” to site OP1
development brief (656).

Additional Site
Allocate site for 30 holiday lodges to the LDP (173).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Logie Coldstone is located within the Local Growth and Diversification Area within
the Rural Housing Market AreaThe Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan 2014 (SDP) Spatial Strategy identifies that levels of growth in
individual settlements within this area should relate to local needs (see SDP, page
22, paragraph 3.43). The proposed land allocations are essentially unchanged
from the Logie Coldstone Settlement Statement which was published in support of
the 2012 Local Development Plan (LDP) (see LDP 2012, Supplementary
Guidance Volume I: Logie Coldstone). The proposed allocations were considered
in full at the Main Issues Report (MIR) stage (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr, page
58 and the subsequent MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 184: Logie
Coldstone).

Vision
It is not considered appropriate for the Vision for Logie Coldstone to recognise the
economic contribution of a single company or service provider. No change is
required.

Natural and Historic Environment
It is acknowledged that the River Dee SAC, including all tributaries, are included
within the designation. As a non-notifiable modification the following wording
should be added to read: “The River Dee Special Conservation Area, which
includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated in close proximity to
the settlement.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.

Allocated Site
OP1 Land adjacent to Diamond Jubilee Hall
As a non-notifiable modification wording should be added to the development
brief to read: “A construction method statement will be required to take account of
the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC.”
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Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
modification, or a variation thereof.

Alternative Site
New Site Land south of Logie Coldstone
The site referred to was included in the 2009 MIR as a preferred site for
development (MIR 2009 site reference - M75) (see MIR 2009, Marr Settlements,
page 29). The proposed development was for a holiday chalet development.
Assessment concluded that while 30 chalets would create local employment
opportunities, the community might feel the loss of an amenity as the proposed
site is 10.5 hectares in area. Following the MIR consultation the site was not
taken forward as part of the proposed LDP and subsequently received no
objections at the Examination (see Directorate of Planning and Environmental
Appeals Report to Aberdeenshire Council, 9 March 2012, page 880, Issue 152:
Logie Coldstone).

Part of the M75 bid site received full planning permission on 24 May 2010 for the
erection of 4 self-catering chalets (see APP/2009/4017 Decision Notice). It should
be noted that Policy R2 Housing and Business Development Elsewhere in the
Countryside would permit the development of a small scale employment proposal
(development of a chalet complex) to achieve the developers objectives.

The remaining undeveloped part of the site was not submitted when bid sites
were invited for the 2016 LDP which closed in April 2013. Planning Circular
6/2013 Development Planning, paragraph 64 encourages promoters of sites to
respond positively to Authorities who run a “call for sites” and to provide
necessary evidence to justify inclusion of their site as a preferred option at the
MIR stage. The site was not subject to public scrutiny as part of the MIR nor is
Aberdeenshire Council aware of any community engagement exercise being
undertaken. Additionally, no comments were received in response to the MIR
seeking alternatives sites other than those included as bid sites be considered
(see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 184: Logie Coldstone).

It would, therefore, be inappropriate to allocate a site which has not been subject
to meaningful consultation as outlined by Planning Circular 6/2013, paragraph 21.
Additionally, as noted above Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply
and Housing Land Supply Spatial Strategy identifies that there is an appropriate
and sufficient supply of deliverable housing sites within the Rural Housing Market
Area. There is no need to allocate any additional sites in Logie Coldstone. No
change is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 141
SHAPING MARR – LUMPHANAN

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 59
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Ms Isobel Robertson (141)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities.

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Settlement Features
Respondent (141) raises concern over the possible change of use of the village
park. The park is of extreme value to the community. No specific modification is
sought.

Services and Infrastructure
There is no reference to healthcare contributions. Contributions should be
required towards Torphins Health and Resource Centre (610).
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Services and Infrastructure
Add “Health facilities” to the Services and Infrastructure section to state that
development must contribute towards Torphins Health and Resource Centre
(610).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Settlement Features
There is no proposal to change the current use of the town park. No change is
required.

Services and Infrastructure
NHS Grampian has previously made no request that contributions for health
facilities be sought through residential development in Lumphanan (see NHS
contributions – Settlement Statements, Minutes of Meeting, 7 January 2015). The
representation from NHS Grampian seeks to amend this position. As a non-
notifiable modification wording should be added to read: “All residential
development may require to contribute toward the extension of Torphins Health
and Resource Centre.” This wording is in line with wording for other settlements
within the Torphins Health and Resource Centre catchment. Aberdeenshire
Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a
variation thereof.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 142
SHAPING MARR – LUMSDEN

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 61
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Miss Mary Forbes (225)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities.

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Allocated Site
OP1 Land at Smithy Lane
Respondent (225) expresses concern that their view would be lost if housing
development on site OP1 be higher than single storey. It is suggested that single
storey properties would reflect the existing housing types in the village. The
respondent is also concerned with regards to access to the site given the narrow
lanes and volume of heavy traffic on the main road. Before development could go
ahead, a number of amenities and services in the village would need to be
improved, namely, access to a local convenience store, greater access to Post
Office services, an improved bus service and an improved sewage capacity.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Allocated Site
OP1 Land at Smithy Lane
Amendment to development brief for site OP1 to include reference to a
requirement for housing to be single storey (225).

A requirement should be introduced to improve services and amenities before
development could proceed (225).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Natural and Historic Environment
A minor technical change will be made to refer to “Natural and Historic
Environment” rather than “Natural and Historic Features” within the Settlement
Statement.

Allocated Site
OP1 Land at Smithy Lane
The siting, design and layout of site OP1 would be required to be in keeping with
the style and character of the existing housing stock within the village. As well as
being a policy requirement under the Shaping Places section of the LDP, this
requirement is already indicated within the development brief for the site in that
“the design of the development should follow that already seen in the layout of the
village”. In addition Planning Advice 8/2012 Aberdeenshire Settlement
Characterisation Reports (page 33) specifically refers to the characteristic height
of development in the village. Impact on a view from a private residence is not a
material planning consideration as it is not deemed to meet the tests of being
“material” and “relevant” as set out in Annex A of Planning Circular 3/2013
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Development Management Procedures.

Planning Circular 3/2012 Planning Obligations and Good Neighbour Agreements
(page 5-8) sets out the tests for the securing of developer obligations for
improvements to services and amenities such as the village shop, Post Office
provision and bus service. Development of the scale proposed is unlikely to result
in impacts on these facilities that would result in the need for a developer
obligation. Contributions sought as a result of development of this site will be
discussed at such time as a planning application comes forward. No change is
required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 145
SHAPING MARR – RHYNIE

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 68
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Mr & Mrs Michael & Margate Muirden (73)
Mr & Mrs Andrew & Kate Brown (99)
Ms Anne Muirden (100)
Ms Mary Thomson (101)
Mr & Mrs Mick & Martha Bastable (102)
Mr & Mrs Chris & Sarah Cowperthwaite (103)
Mr Richard Evans (104)
Ms Elizabeth Moodie (105)
Ms Fiona Orr (106)
Mr & Mrs Struan & Isla Gardner (107)
Tap O' Noth Community Council (683)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Settlement Features
All respondents object to the reclassification of site P3 within the Local
Development Plan 2012 to a reserved site allocation (R1). Responses 73, 99,
100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106 and 107 form part of a petition submitted
raising objection.

Respondents indicate that the land is currently used as a playing field, an area for
exercising dogs, and provides general outdoor activity space. However the Tap
O’Noth Community Council (683) feel that the playing fields are going to waste
and have consulted local children about a better use for the space.

The Community Council (683) advise that Aberdeenshire Council has earmarked
a £4,000 grant for drainage works to be undertaken in the playing fields which are
to be carried out in the near future.

Respondents indicate that they have been led to believe that the current use of
the playing field would be maintained and improved upon rather than built upon
(73, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107).

Responses as part of the petition outline that proposals have been drawn up for a
large community building, housing sport and recreational facilities for the
community to use. These plans were subject to extensive community engagement
and are currently being assessed for funding. Moss Road playing fields were
overwhelmingly discounted as a potential site for the community facilities during
the community engagement last year. Poor access, out of the way, loss of
valuable outdoor sports land, too many affected properties were reasons provided
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for disregarding the playing fields as a potential site. The chosen site (renovation
and extension of what is currently the Gordon Arms Hotel on Main Street) is
centrally located within the village and is already used as a social and community
building. It would allow for the rejuvenation of the last hotel in the village and
would provide a much needed community presence in the centre of the village.
The community consultation identified a number of other sites for the community
facilities (73, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107).

There is concern from respondents that the community were not consulted about
the proposed change in designation for the site (73, 99, 100, 101, 102, 103, 104,
105, 106, 107).

The Community Council (683) suggest that children of the village believe that a
basketball pitch and/ or tennis court would be a better use for the playing field.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Re-designate site R1 to a protected site to conserve the playing field (73, 99, 100,
101, 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107, 683).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Settlement Features
The recommendation to reclassify the existing P3 allocation to a reserved site
was in response to comments received to the Main Issues Report (MIR) from the
Community Council (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper: 189 Rhynie).
Things have clearly moved on. While the reserved land designation enables any
future community development to take place it also protects the playing field from
commercial development. The position presented in the LDP gives uncertainty
with regards to the development of further community facilities in Rhynie at this
time. Reinstating the previous “P” protection does not impact on the Vision
presented for Rhynie until such time as a firm proposal for the space is brought
forward with certainty.

As a non-notifiable modification wording should be amended to read: “P4”
“Protected to conserve the playing field” and site “R1” deleted. Aberdeenshire
Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a
variation thereof.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 146
SHAPING MARR – RUTHVEN

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 70
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Mr Ian Stables (61)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Allocated Site
OP1 School Road
The access road to site OP1 would not be able to cope with in excess of
approximately 8-16 cars using the road on a regular basis and there are questions
with regard to providing water and drainage (61).
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Delete site OP1 from the Local Development Plan (61).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Allocated Site
OP1 School Road
Issues associated with site infrastructure were raised in response to the MIR (see
MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 190: Ruthven). Aberdeenshire Council
considered the issues and agreed they could be resolved at the time of a planning
application and did not agree that the site to be deleted as irretrievably
constrained. This position remains unchanged. The Proposed Action Programme,
March 2015 (page 206) notes that offsite works are required to improve visibility
from School Road and this has been confirmed by the Road Service (see Local
Roads Stakeholder Workshop Note of Meeting, 25 September 2014).

The Proposed Action Programme, March 2015 (page 206) indicates that plots are
expected to be sold off individually. Scottish Water has indicated that there is
sufficient waste water (Ruthven Housing Septic Tank) and water (Turriff Waste
Treatment Works) capacity available to service the site allocated. Should
additional water capacity be required then a growth project would be initiated
once a developer meets Scottish Water's 5 growth criteria. No change is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:

Item 6
Page 281



Issue 147
SHAPING MARR – STRACHAN

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 72
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Mr Ian Broughton (50)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Natural and Historic Environment
SNH (656) suggest that text should be added under the Natural and Historic
Environment section which refers to the nearby River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) to highlight potential need for developers and the Planning
Service to consider whether a proposal in Strachan may require an appropriate
assessment.

Allocated Site
OP1 Land at Gateside Cottage
Site OP1 has potential connectivity to the River Dee SAC if linked by drainage.
The inclusion of suggested wording, “A construction method statement will be
required to take account of the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the
River Dee SAC”, would demonstrate an explicit requirement of relevant site
specific mitigation that will allow SNH to conclude that there will be no adverse
effect on the integrity of the River Dee SAC (656).

Respondent (50) requests that a pedestrian access between site OP1 and
Bowbutts (west) should be incorporated into the development brief for site OP1.
This would have the effect of people avoiding the need to walk along the B974,
which is narrow and the pavement brings people close to passing traffic. A
pedestrian access would also encourage community interaction.
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Natural and Historic Environment
Add wording to the Natural and Historic Environment section to refer to the nearby
River Dee SAC (656).

Allocated Site
OP1 Land at Gateside Cottage
Add “A construction method statement will be required to take account of the
potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC” to site OP1
development brief (656).

Include statement in the development brief for site OP1 requiring a pedestrian
access between site OP1 and the Bowbutts development to the west of the site
(50).
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Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Natural and Historic Environment
It is acknowledged that the River Dee SAC, including all tributaries, are included
within the designation. As a non-notifiable modification the following wording
should be added to read: “The River Dee Special Conservation Area, which
includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated in close proximity to
the settlement.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.

Services and Infrastructure
As a result of a non-notifiable modification to the settlement statement for
Banchory (see Schedule 4 Banchory), a minor technical change will be made to
delete: “Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to a household
waste and recycling centre in Banchory” from the Strachan settlement statement.

Allocated Site
OP1 Land at Gateside Cottage
As a non-notifiable modification wording should be added to the development
brief to read “A construction method statement will be required to take account of
the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC.”
Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
modification, or a variation thereof.

The whole of the OP1 is currently under consideration by Aberdeenshire Council
as part of a planning application for full planning permission to demolish the
existing farm buildings and erect of 16 houses (see APP/2015/2137 planning
application form). As part of the assessment of that application the Roads Service
have noted that the development would benefit from the inclusion of a footpath to
Bowbutts Brae in order to improve pedestrian permeability as promoted by
Scottish Government policy statement Designing Streets. However they also note
that the existing footway alongside the B974 exceeds minimum footway width
standards (see Technical Consultation – Roads Development and email
correspondence, 8 July 2015).

As a non-notifiable modification wording should be added to the development
brief to read: “A pedestrian access will be required between the site and the
Bowbutts development to the west of the site”. Aberdeenshire Council would not
be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation thereof.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue 148
SHAPING MARR – TARLAND

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 74
Reporter:

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including
reference number):
Mr Alistair Grant (20)
Strutt & Parker on behalf of The MacRobert Trust (152)
Ryden LLP on behalf of NHS Grampian (610)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)

Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and opportunities

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):
Natural and Historic Environment
SNH (656) suggest that text should be added under the Natural and Historic
Environment section which refers to the nearby River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) to highlight potential need for developers and the Planning
Service to consider whether a proposal in Tarland may require an appropriate
assessment.

Flood Risk
There is a typo under bullet 2. “Park” should read “Part”. (152).

Services and Infrastructure
There is no reference to healthcare contributions. Contributions towards Aboyne
should be required (610).

Allocated Sites
OP1 Glendeskry
Burnside Road is identified as a flood risk area by SEPA and despite flood
alleviation efforts, flooding still occurs (see SEPA Flood Maps, unreferenced). Site
OP1 also continues to flood. The respondent is concerned that development of
the site will increase runoff and flooding from the burn and this should be
recognised in the development brief for the site (20).

Site OP1 has potential connectivity to the River Dee SAC if linked by drainage.
The inclusion of suggested wording, “A construction method statement will be
required to take account of the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the
River Dee SAC”, would demonstrate an explicit requirement of relevant site
specific mitigation that will allow SNH to conclude that there will be no adverse
effect on the integrity of the River Dee SAC (656).

There is a typo within the development brief. “Visiabilty” should read “visibility”
(152).

OP2 Land adjacent to Alastrean House
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Respondent (152) does not feel that a Transport Assessment is necessary for a
development of up to 10 houses and that this requirement should be removed.

OP3 Village Farm
Full planning permission is currently in place for 36 dwellings (see
APP/2011/4027 Decision Notice). The allocation should be amended from “up to
24 homes” to “36 homes” to avoid any problems should this planning permission
require to be renewed. It is acknowledged elsewhere in the Local Development
Plan that the allocated numbers are the maximum and it would be appropriate to
amend this (152).

The boundary of site OP3 should be amended to align with the approved consent
(152).
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:
Natural and Historic Environment
Add wording to the Natural and Historic Environment section to refer to the nearby
River Dee SAC (656).

Flood Risk
Amend typo in Flood Risk section, bullet two (152).

Services and Infrastructure
Add Health facilities to the Services and Infrastructure Section to state that
development must contribution towards Aboyne (610).

Allocated Sites
OP1 Glendeskry
Add wording to the Tarland Settlement Statement to state that a Flood Risk
Assessment may be required for site OP1 (20).

Add “A construction method statement will be required to take account of the
potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC” to site OP1
development brief (656).

Amend typo within development brief for site OP1 (658, 152).

OP2 Land adjacent to Alastrean House
Delete reference to a transport assessment being required for site OP2 (152).

OP3 Village Farm
Amend the area covered by site OP3 to reflect that granted consent under
APP/2011/4027 and amend capacity to “36 homes” to reflect the revised area and
the planning permission (159).
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:
Natural and Historic Environment
It is acknowledged that the River Dee SAC, including all tributaries, are included
within the designation. As a non-notifiable modification the following wording
should be added to read: “The River Dee Special Conservation Area, which
includes all tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated in close proximity to
the settlement.” Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter
making this modification, or a variation thereof.
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Flood Risk
A minor technical change will be made to correct the typo under the second bullet
point should be corrected to read “Part”.

Services and Infrastructure
Health facilities provision have been agreed between NHS Grampian and
Aberdeenshire Council. NHS Grampian had previously stated that, “Aboyne
Practice has taken this [Tarland] on but there is sufficient capacity at present so
no requirement for contributions” (see NHS contributions – Settlement
Statements, Minutes of Meeting, 7 January 2015). The representation from NHS
Grampian seeks to amend this position. As a non-notifiable modification wording
should be added to read: “All residential development must contribute to an
extension to Aboyne Health Centre.” This wording is in line with wording for other
settlements within the Aboyne Health Centre catchment. Aberdeenshire Council
would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a variation
thereof.

As a result of a non-notifiable modification to the Settlement Statement for
Banchory (see Schedule 4 Issue 67 Banchory), a minor technical change will be
made to amend the Tarland Settlement Statement to read: “Waste and recycling:
All development must contribute to a household waste and recycling centre in
Aboyne” with “and in Banchory” being deleted.

Allocated Sites
OP1 Glendeskry
The Settlement Statement notes under the Flood Risk section that site OP1 is
located adjacent to SEPA’s indicative 1 in 200 year flood risk area and has small
watercourses adjacent to the site. SEPA’s response to the Main Issues Report
(MIR) did state that the site has experienced historic flooding and that a Flood
Risk Assessment would be required (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions: 192
Tarland). Although there is commentary under the Flood Risk section, a non-
notifiable modification will be made to include wording within the development
brief for site OP1 to state that a Flood Risk Assessment may be required. This
approach is consistent with that proposed in Schedule 4 Issue 71 RHMA South
Marr (North Deeside), Tarland.

As a non-notifiable modification wording should be added to the development
brief to read “A construction method statement will be required to take account of
the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC.”
Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
modification, or a variation thereof.

A minor technical change will be made to correct the typo under the second
paragraph to read “visibility”.

OP2 Land adjacent to Alastrean House
Aberdeenshire Council’s Supporting Information Checklist (page 6) states that a
Transport Assessment will be required as part of any planning application where
the development or redevelopment is likely to have significant transport
implications, no matter the size. Promoting good practice, Aberdeenshire Council

Item 6
Page 287



would encourage any developer taking forward the OP2 site to engage in pre-
application discussion with the Authority in order to establish the full scope of any
proposal to determine if and to what extent a Transport Assessment may be
required. The wording of the development brief is not considered to prejudice
delivery of the site or what might be required to determine a subsequent planning
application for the site. No change is required.

OP3 Village Farm
The Report of Handling associated with the approved planning consent for
application APP/2011/4027 states that the applicant had satisfactorily
demonstrated that 36 houses could be adequately accommodated, with ample
provision left for usable garden space and both informal and formal open space
(see Report of Handling, page 7). This has been achieved by decanting open
space off-site into the P3 landscape buffer area, effectively increasing the size of
the development site by 1.5ha over that shown in the LDP 2012. A valid consent
from Tarland Development Group for a community garden on the P3 site has
been approved and implemented (see APP/2012/3678 Decision Notice).

This advice relates to a site first allocated in 2006 before the full implications of a
plan led system were adopted and a cap was placed on development sites to
ensure infrastructure providers had an accurate picture of the likely number of
homes to be provided and avoid potentially misleading communities who may not
accept a scale of development in the plan, but not accept a much denser
development (in this case an increase in density of 33%).

Re-designation of the OP3 site to 36 houses would require that the site boundary
be expanded to include the P3 site so as to avoid over-development of the site.
The approach taken by the Marr Area Committee to accept that a minor departure
was appropriate in the context of the specific application and a specific proposal
would be a reasonable alternative approach to take. No change is required.
Reporter’s conclusions:

Reporter’s recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

SHAPING MARR – TORPHINS 149

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8, Page Marr 78

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (reference
no.):

Matthew Merchant Chartered Architect (173)
Ryden LLP on behalf of Graham Homes Limited (184)
Scottish Natural Heritage (656)
Wardell Armstrong on behalf of Learney Estates (695)

Provision of the Development Plan to
which the issue relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and
opportunities

Summary of the representation(s):

Natural and Historic Environment
SNH (656) suggest that text should be added under the Natural and Historic
Environment section which refers to the nearby River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) to highlight potential need for developers and the Planning
Service to consider whether a proposal in Torphins may require an appropriate
assessment.

Allocated Site
OP1 Station Garage
Site OP1 has potential connectivity to the River Dee SAC if linked by drainage. The
inclusion of suggested wording, “A construction method statement will be required
to take account of the potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee
SAC”, would demonstrate an explicit requirement of relevant site specific mitigation
that will allow SNH to conclude that there will be no adverse effect on the integrity
of the River Dee SAC (656).

Additional Sites
Bid Site MA005
Bid site MA005 for 50 houses should be allocated within the Local Development
Plan (LDP). The site is strategically located to accommodate housing and would
have minimal impact on the setting of the village. The development of the site
would further address concerns that development of the settlement is disjoined and
following a ribbon development pattern. This site would be self-contained and
provide for natural growth of the village, avoiding the need for further development
along the road corridors (184).

Bid Site MA038
Bid site MA038 for 22 houses should be allocated within the LDP. This site would
enable development to take place in Logie Coldstone (see Schedule 4 Issue 71
RHMA South Marr (North Deeside), Logie Coldstone). The respondent disagrees
with the reasons provided in the MIR for discounting the site as a preferred option.
The site has limited landscape and biodiversity value. Visual impact from the A980
would be mitigated through good design and planning. In terms of connectivity, the

Item 6
Page 289



LDP recognises the village has a disjointed development pattern, but the bid site
would provide depth and substance to the already existing ribbon development.
The respondent suggests that the site would not lead to car dependency and would
be accessible by public transport. This site would be high quality, low density
development and complement existing housing and provide affordable rented
homes (173).

Bid Site MA056
Bid site MA056 for 54 houses and potential commercial land should be allocated
within the LDP. To accompany the representation an updated SWOT analysis has
been provided. This concludes that the site has excellent access via the Beltie
Road and is located immediately adjacent to the village centre. The SWOT has
been used to develop a concept plan with has also been submitted to accompany
the representation. The respondent indicates that Torphins has suffered the loss of
a number of shops and services in recent years. Additionally there has been limited
opportunity for movement within the village. There is a need for more housing, of an
appropriate scale, high quality design in a central location. The proposed site would
deliver on these requirements. It would also deliver additional community benefits
such as a central village square and a circular village walk (695)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Natural and Historic Environment
Add wording to the Natural and Historic Environment section to refer to the nearby
River Dee SAC (656).

Allocated Site
OP1 Station Garage
Add “A construction method statement will be required to take account of the
potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC” to site OP1
development brief (656).

Additional Sites
Allocate bid site MA005 for 50 houses to the LDP (184).

Allocate bid site MA038 for 22 houses to the LDP (173).

Allocate bid site MA056 for 54 houses to the LDP (695).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Torphins is located within the Local Growth and Diversification Area within the
Rural Housing Market Area. The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development
Plan 2014 (SDP) Spatial Strategy identifies that levels of growth in individual
settlements within this area should relate to local needs (see SDP, page 22,
paragraph 3.43). The proposed land allocations are essentially unchanged from the
Torphins Settlement Statement which was published in support of the 2012 Local
Development Plan (LDP) (see LDP 2012, Supplementary Guidance Volume I:
Torphins) with the exception of including site OP1 which was previously
safeguarded for business use. The proposed allocations were considered in full at
the Main Issues Report (MIR) stage (see MIR Appendix Marr, page 72 and the
subsequent MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 193: Torphins).
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Natural and Historic Environment
It is acknowledged that the River Dee SAC, including all tributaries, are included
within the designation. As a non-notifiable modification the following wording should
be added to read: “The River Dee Special Conservation Area, which includes all
tributaries leading to the River Dee, is situated in close proximity to the settlement.”
Aberdeenshire Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this
modification, or a variation thereof.

Services and Infrastructure
As a result of a non-notifiable modification to the Settlement Statement for
Banchory (see Schedule 4 Issue 67 Banchory), a minor technical change will be
made to delete: “Waste and recycling: All development must contribute to a
household waste and recycling centre in Banchory” from the Torphins Settlement
Statement.

Allocated Site
OP1 Station Garage
As a non-notifiable modification wording should added to the development brief to
read: “A construction method statement will be required to take account of the
potential impacts of the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC.” Aberdeenshire
Council would not be opposed to the Reporter making this modification, or a
variation thereof.

Additional Sites
There are several requests for more land to be allocated in Torphins but as
demonstrated in the Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply and Housing
Land Supply Spatial Strategy, there is an appropriate and sufficient supply of
deliverable housing sites within the Rural Housing Market Area. No additional
allocations are required.

Bid Site MA005
This site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process. The site lies
within a large area of flood risk and the scale of the proposal was considered to
potentially cause a significant impact on the setting of the village (see MIR 2013,
Appendix Marr, page 74). A number of comments were received on the site through
the MIR (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper 193: Torphins). The concerns
articulated in these papers remain and have not been addressed, namely the
potential impact on the setting of the village and the flood risks associated with the
Beltie Burn. No change is required.

Bid Site MA038
This site was not a preferred option at the MIR stage of the process (see MIR 2013
Appendix Marr, page 74). The site is currently covered by extensive woodland and
is of biodiversity and landscape value. The site does not connect well to Torphins
and extends the village disproportionately to the east. A number of objections were
received to the site through the MIR largely supporting the Officer’s reasons for not
indicating the site as a preferred site.
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A number of objections were received to the site through the MIR (see MIR 2013,
Issues and Actions Paper: 193 Torphins).The potential loss of biodiversity,
landscape and amenity and possible traffic impact and road safety were primary
concerns amongst respondents. No change is required.

Bid Site MA056
This site was not a preferred option at the Main Issues Report (MIR) stage of the
process (see MIR 2013, Appendix Marr, page 74). Although the site relates well to
the existing settlement, the scale of the development is likely to result in some
landscape impacts on the approach from the north west. Potential impact to the
River Dee SAC was also a concern. It is noted that a larger version of the site has
previously been proposed and subject to examination. Although the bid site is for a
smaller area than previously considered, the scale of the development is still
considered likely to have an impact. A number of objections were received to the
site through the MIR (see MIR 2013, Issues and Actions Paper: 193 Torphins).The
potential loss of biodiversity, landscape and amenity and possible traffic impact and
road safety were primary concerns amongst respondents. No change is required.

Settlement Plan
A minor technical change will be made to amend the settlement boundary to
include site R2.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:
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Issue (ref and
heading):

SHAPING MARR – OTHER MARR
SETTLEMENTS

223

Development plan
reference:

Appendix 8 Other

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (reference
no.):

Bancon Developments Ltd (709)

Provision of the Development Plan to
which the issue relates:

Settlement vision, infrastructure and
opportunities

Summary of the representation(s):

Hirn
Bid Site MA066
Bid site MA066 for 14 houses should be allocated within the Local Development
Plan (LDP). Hirn is located about 4km east of Banchory. Crathes Primary School
has adequate capacity for the development. There would be little effect on the road
network. A new sewage treatment facility would also be developed. This site would
contribute towards the 500 house shortfall identified and could accommodate
around 70 houses in the 2017-2026 Plan period (709).

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Allocate bid site MA066 for 14 houses to the LDP (709).

Summary of response (including reasons) by planning authority:

Hirn is located within the Local Growth and Diversification Area within the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area. The Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan
2014 (SDP) Spatial Strategy identifies that levels of growth in individual settlements
within this area should relate to local needs (see SDP, page 22, paragraph 3.43).

The site was subject to consultation as part of the Main Issues Report (MIR) (see
MIR 2013, Appendix Marr: Landward Sites, page 85). The site was not an Officer’s
preference on the basis that the proposal is out of proportion to its surroundings,
particularly in the absence of any services and could result in increased car
dependency. It was noted that the site had previously been subject to examination
and it was concluded that the site lies within a landfill zone of potential
contamination. Development needs for the community would be better delivered
through the new rural development policy. This position remains and development
in Hirn should come forward in line with Policy R2 Housing and Business
Development Elsewhere in the Countryside.

Additionally, Crathes Primary School is forecast to be at 264% capacity in 2016
with a small reduction to 243% in 2019. Banchory Academy, to which Crathes is a
feeder school, is expected to be at 110% in 2016 and 106% in 2019 (see School
Roll Forecast 2013 Banchory Community Schools Network, pages 1-2).

As demonstrated in the Schedule 4 Issues 7 and 8: Housing Land Supply and
Housing Land Supply Spatial Strategy, there is an appropriate and sufficient supply
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of deliverable housing sites within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area. No change
is required.

Reporter's conclusions:

Reporter's recommendations:

Item 6
Page 294


	06 Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2016.pdf
	06 Appendix 1a.pdf
	06 Appendix 1b.pdf
	06 Appendix 1c.pdf
	06 Appendix 1d.pdf
	06 Appendix 1e.pdf
	06 Appendix 1f.pdf
	06 Appendix 1g.pdf
	06 Appendix 1h.pdf
	06 Appendix 1i.pdf
	06 Appendix 1j.pdf
	06 Appendix 1k.pdf
	06 Appendix 1l.pdf
	06 Appendix 1m.pdf
	06 Appendix 1n.pdf
	06 Appendix 1o.pdf
	06 Appendix 1p.pdf
	06 Appendix 1q.pdf
	06 Appendix 2a.pdf
	06 Appendix 2b.pdf
	06 Appendix 2c.pdf
	06 Appendix 2d.pdf
	06 Appendix 2e.pdf
	06 Appendix 2f.pdf
	06 Appendix 2g.pdf
	06 Appendix 2h.pdf
	06 Appendix 2i.pdf
	06 Appendix 2j.pdf
	06 Appendix 2k.pdf
	06 Appendix 2l.pdf
	06 Appendix 2m.pdf
	06 Appendix 2n.pdf
	06 Appendix 2o.pdf
	06 Appendix 2p.pdf
	06 Appendix 2q.pdf
	06 Appendix 2r.pdf
	06 Appendix 2s.pdf

