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Doing things digitally is our preference. Tick the box if you are not happy to receive
correspondence via email:
Tick the box if you would like to subscribe to the Aberdeenshire LDP eNewsletter:

Fair processing notice
Please tick to confirm your agreement to the following statements:

√
√

By submitting a response to the consultation, I agree that Aberdeenshire Council can use the
information provided in this form, including my personal data, as part of the review of the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. This will include consultation on the Main Issues Report
(including any subsequent Proposed Plan).
I also agree that following the end of the consultation, i.e. after 8 April 2019, my name and
respondent identification number (provided to you by Aberdeenshire Council on receipt of your
submission) can be published alongside a copy of my completed response on the Main Issues
Report website (contact details and information that is deemed commercially sensitive will not be
made available to the public).
The data controller for this information is Aberdeenshire Council. The data on the form will be used
to inform a public debate of the issues and choices presented in the Main Issues Report of the
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2021. It will inform the content of the Proposed
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan.
Aberdeenshire Council will only keep your personal data for as long as is needed. Aberdeenshire
Council will retain your response and personal data for a retention period of 5 years from the date
upon which it was collected. After 5 years Aberdeenshire Council will review whether it is
necessary to continue to retain your information for a longer period. A redacted copy of your
submission will be retained for 5 years beyond the life of the Local Development Plan 2021,
possibly until 2037
Your Data, Your Rights
You have got legal rights about the way Aberdeenshire Council handles and uses your data, which
include the right to ask for a copy of it, and to ask us to stop doing something with your data.
If you are unhappy with the way that Aberdeenshire Council or the Joint Data Controllers have
processed your personal data then you do have the right to complain to the Information
Commissioner’s Officer, but you should raise the issue with the Data Protection Officers first. The
Data Protection Officers can be contacted by writing to:


Mr Andrew Lawson, Data Protection Officer, Aberdeenshire Council, Business Services,
Town House, 34 Low Street, Banff, AB45 1AY

If you have difficulty understanding this document and require a translation, or you need help
reading this document (for example if you need it in a different format or in another language),
please phone us on 01467 536230.

Which
document(s)
are you
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on?

Main Issues Report

√

Draft Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan

√

Your comments

Vision and Strategy
Main Issue 1 – The Vision of the Plan

A Vision generally takes the form of a broad statement of intent which describes in a few concise statements what
the end-state is intended to be. The Vision statement in the 2021 LDP should therefore be concise and the Vision
Statement in the Draft LDP published alongside the Main Issues Report (MIR) largely achieves this aim.
However, the Draft LDP then contains a lengthy section explaining the purpose of the plan which makes the surprising
initial statement that “Applying policies in the Plan may not lead to the achievement of all these goals.” If the policies
cannot deliver the Vision then either the Vision or the policies should be reworked before the Plan is finalised so that
this statement is unnecessary for the final Plan.
If the Vision is meant to guide councillors in weighing up conflicting objectives within the policies then the Vision must
not itself contain statements which could be misinterpreted. Aberdeenshire comprises remote areas of relative
poverty where it is acknowledged the Plan needs to encourage development, but it also contains accessible rural
areas close to Aberdeen and other larger settlements that need to be protected from development which could, and
should, be directed towards sites within those settlements instead. The Vision needs to clearly differentiate between
these two areas in order to achieve the wider objectives of promoting sustainable development whilst conserving and
improving the environment.
Echt & Skene Community Council (ESCC) suggests that the 5th bullet point of the Vision on page 7 of the Draft LDP
regarding accessibility by public transport is ambiguous and should be made clearer by rewording it so that only
developments within the “remote rural areas” (defined according to the Scottish Government’s Six Fold Urban Rural
Classification referred to in Main Issue 7) would be exempt from the objective of being accessible by public transport.
The reworded bullet point would then read:
“An area that promotes development in locations that do not result in further traffic congestion and which are well
served by public transport recognising that in more remote rural areas locations there may be no alternative to using
cars.”
Similarly, in setting out the Purpose of the Plan the paragraph entitled “To increase and diversify the economy” should
be amended by insertion of the word “remote” so that the last sentence reads:
“We have also introduced policies to encourage employment development in remote rural areas and regeneration
areas, and to stimulate wider economic growth.”

Main Issue 2 - The Settlement Strategy
No comment.

Other Issues

We agree that the definitions of terms in the glossary need to be drafted carefully to ensure that the objectives of the
Plan are achieved and are not side-stepped through misinterpretation. The terms brownfield land and small-scale
within the 2017 LDP are examples of definitions which have been subject to such misinterpretation.

With respect to Supplementary Guidance, if these are to be incorporated within the Plan as appendices then they
must be made consistent with the policies in the main body and should be as concise as possible. Some pieces of
Supplementary Guidance were not updated for the 2017 LDP and are not entirely consistent with the Plan, and
conflicts have ,at times, led to failures to achieve the overall objective of having the right development in the right
place.

Shaping Business Development
Main Issue 3 - Policy B1 Employment and Business Land and Policy B2 Town Centres and Office
Development

With respect to the siting of Class 10 and 11 developments we would agree that the Plan should make specific
provision for these to be located within employment areas if there are no suitable sites available within town centres.
In our view, the Plan should not be drafted with the expectation that departures will be necessary and will be
sanctioned.
Westhill and Inverurie are both examples of towns with very limited siting opportunities within the town centre for
high footfall use classes. We would also point out that lack of parking provision can deter people from visiting town
centres and sufficient parking provision needs to be ensured when consenting new developments.

Main Issue 4 – Policy B3 Tourist Facilities

As stated under Main Issue 3, we don’t believe the Plan should be drafted with the expectation that departures from
it are likely to be needed and therefore we disagree with the officers’ preferred option.
Since one of the objectives within the Vision is to develop tourism in Aberdeenshire we support the alternative
proposal to expand the text of the policy to allow major new tourist developments on sites unrelated to settlements
where they have a strong association with an existing physical characteristic of a site. Many cultural and historic
assets within Aberdeenshire are located outwith settlements e.g. historic castles, and the Plan’s policies should make
provision for the tourism potential of such assets to be exploited.

Shaping Development in the Countryside

It is indicative of the problems with the current LDP that 5 out of 17 of the Main Issues arise in relation to this policy
area. We strongly agree that clarification is needed to ensure the policies of the new LDP direct developments
outwith settlements to the right places. We believe that Chapter 6 of the Draft LDP needs significant additional work
to achieve this objective – as currently written Policies R1 and R2 are both muddled and confusing.
We agree with the statement in the MIR that development in the green belt and coastal zone should only be
permitted where it is essential or proven to be necessary and cannot be located elsewhere. We are therefore
surprised that this wording has been deleted from paragraph R1.1 of the Draft LDP.
We also agree that any development outwith settlements in the Special Rural Areas should be limited to the types of
development listed in R1.2 to R1.5 of the Draft LDP. However, we note that the new wording in paragraph R1.1 of the
Draft LDP states that only small-scale development will be restricted. Misinterpretation is likely unless the wording is
amended because otherwise the reader will assume, by implication, that large-scale development will not be
restricted in these areas. We believe that both large-scale and small-scale development in Special Rural Areas should
be restricted and R1.1 should therefore be amended as follows:
“Opportunities for small-scale development will be restricted in the green belt and coastal zone to reflect the special
nature of these areas.”
The first bullet point in R1.2 in the Draft LDP is confusing as it allows for “the extension of an existing non-building”.
It’s not clear what a “non-building” could be nor how it could be extended.
R1.2 also includes a new category of development allowing for “intensification of an established use” within the green
belt. It’s not clear what “intensification” means in this context e.g. is it meant to allow an existing use to expand
beyond its current site boundary or merely to allow additional development within the existing curtilage? If this
category is to be included then it should be more specific on this point and should also require that, following any
such intensification, the use must still satisfy the definition of “small-scale” rather than using the subjective and
undefined term “of a suitable scale”. If a business needs to grow beyond the limits of small-scale then it will most
likely have the means to relocate to a designated employment area with better infrastructure provision and public
transport links.
We welcome the intent behind the new R1.5 provisions for the retention of more of Aberdeenshire’s rural vernacular
buildings. Too many of these have been demolished and replaced with suburban style houses in recent years under
the 2017 LDP.

Main Issue 5 – Policy R1 Special Rural Areas (Green Belt)

We note the proposal to defer any review of the green belt until 2022. However, given the development pressures
already being felt in the area surrounding Westhill, we believe that the town needs the protection of a new green belt
area sooner than the mid-2020’s.

Main Issue 6 - Policy R1 Special Rural Areas (Coastal Zone)
No comment.

Policy R2 Housing and Employment Development Elsewhere in the Countryside

We strongly disagree with the suggestion in the MIR that business proposals in the accessible rural area should no
longer be restricted to being small-scale. If there are no limits on the scale of business proposals allowed within the
accessible rural areas, non-primary industries will be encouraged to set up outwith allocated employment areas to
take advantage of lower business rates and lease costs outside settlements. This would lead to increased numbers of
people commuting out from the nearby settlements by car to reach them.

As previously stated, we recognise the need for the Plan to offer encouragement for economic development in the
remote rural areas and with new designations for “remote” and “accessible” areas we believe the Plan could provide
for greater differentiation between them. We think the Plan could take a more relaxed approach to business
proposals within the remote rural areas where settlements (and their associated employment land allocations) are
too far away and there is a greater requirement to provide dispersed employment opportunities.
We also recognise that the 2017 LDP definition of small-scale in relation to employment proposals has proven
unworkable in practice in seeking to limit business proposals to 5 or less employees, since a planning condition cannot
be set which prevents a business from taking on more workers. But we don’t see this as a reason to allow large-scale
employment proposals in accessible rural areas which already experience considerable pressure for development.
We note in the Draft the definition of small-scale employment proposal has been amended to refer only to the site
area being less than 0.5ha, but as a respondent to the 2017 LDP consultation pointed out, a 0.5 hectare site could
accommodate an office building for several hundred people. We believe it would be highly undesirable for the new
LDP to allow such large-scale employment sites in accessible rural areas. We suggest the existing policy objective for
small-scale is still a valid and important objective and could be met in the 2021 LDP by defining small-scale
employment sites in relation to both overall site area and the amount of non-residential floor space instead. For
example, small-scale development could be defined thus:
“in the case of employment, a site providing less than 800m2 of Class 6 floor space or less than 500m2 of Class 5 floor
space or less than 150m2 of other non-residential floor space, and in all cases being less than 0.5 hectares overall.”
Setting such limits would allow a small business to operate but would restrict the number of employees by default,
provided that our suggestions for the wording of R1.2 above, and R2.6 below are also adopted.

Main Issue 7 – Different types of Rural Areas

We support the use of the Scottish Government’s Six Fold Urban Rural Classification to define accessible and remote
areas within Aberdeenshire. As previously stated, we think the Plan needs to have differentiated policies for both
housing and employment proposals between the two types of rural area.

Main Issue 8 – Organic Growth
No comment.

Main Issue 9 – Rural Brownfield Development

We agree that the current policy regarding the redevelopment of rural brownfield sites is unclear and we support the
clarification within the Draft LDP stating that temporary buildings, quarries, wells and pumping schemes, and modern
farm buildings will not be considered brownfield.
We reiterate our wish to see the retention of the requirement for employment proposals in accessible rural areas to
be small-scale, and welcome the fact that this is re-stated within paragraph R2.2 of the Draft LDP (whilst noting the
inconsistencies with paragraph R1.1 of the Draft as per our earlier comment).
We also welcome the insertion of the new paragraph R2.6 of the Draft as it is a clear statement that large sites cannot
be sub-divided into a series of sequential small-scale developments in order to by-pass paragraph R2.2, and we
believe it should apply to both residential and employment proposals. Unfortunately the 2017 LDP is silent regarding
the sub-division of large sites into sequential small-scale employment proposals, which has resulted in some largescale employment areas gaining permission in inappropriate locations where there is inadequate supporting
infrastructure. However, we suggest the draft wording of R2.6 could still be misinterpreted and should be amended
to read:
“To promote a planned approach to rural brownfield development, developments proposing redevelopment of two or
more non-domestic buildings, including traditional vernacular buildings that are grouped together in a very distinct

way, larger rural brownfield sites such as a group of farm buildings, should not be divided into their component parts
with sequential permissions being sought for small-scale development on each part.”

We would also agree there are some larger rural brownfield sites on which up to 7 homes could be provided.
However, in order to avoid the development of larger clusters of suburban houses in the country, we believe that
more than 3 homes should only be permitted if these will be provided through the restoration, conversion or
extension of traditional vernacular buildings or another building of architectural merit.

Shaping Homes and Housing
Main Issue 10 – Housing numbers on sites

We believe that developers are best placed to decide the number of homes that are viable on a site and we would
therefore support the alternative option set out in the MIR, provided that the required 25% proportion of affordable
homes are still required to be delivered.

Main Issue 11 – Affordable Housing

We support the alternative option set out in the MIR, which is to mandate developers to provide at least 25% of their
serviced plots available for the construction of affordable housing. It is highly unlikely developers will voluntarily
provide more than 25% affordable housing so the alternative proposal provides the certainty that at least 25% of new
homes will be affordable.

Shaping Places
Main Issue 12 – Layout, siting and design
No comment.

Main Issue 13 – Open Space and Access in New Development

We support the preferred option to replace “should” with “must” to ensure the provision of sufficient public open
space in new developments. We also support the requirement for early implementation of strategic landscaping as
our experience shows this is something which is generally low on a developer’s priority and may otherwise be
neglected and skimped.

Main Issue 14 – Infill and Householder Developments within Settlements
No comment.

Main Issue 15 – Community Infrastructure

We support the preferred option to leave the 2017 policy unchanged. Our community council area includes a series of
small settlements within it, each with scant public transport provision, particularly in the evenings and at weekends. It
is important for the vitality of our communities that community infrastructure is not obligated to locate only in
Westhill, Banchory or Inverurie town centres.

Responsibilities of Developers
Main Issue 18 – Providing Suitable Services

We don’t support the preferred option for the new LDP to require new developments to have electric charging and
hydrogen refuelling facilities. In our view such requirements should be provided by making amendments to building
standards regulations as and when demand makes it appropriate to do so. In any case, domestic electric charging
points can be installed in a house at any time and don’t have to be part of the original fabric.

Climate Change
Main Issue 16 – Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings

We support the alternative option to delete the majority of Policy C1 and rely instead on the buildings standards
regulations to achieve higher energy efficiency in buildings. Building standards can be amended more easily and more
frequently than the cumbersome process of creating a new LDP, and building standards cannot be watered down or
avoided by developers seeking to minimise their costs.

Main Issue 17 – Policy C2 Renewable Energy

We support the alternative option to provide on-farm biomass energy generation with its own policy text. It makes
sense for methane and other biomass such as straw which is produced on-farm to be consumed in generation
equipment on-farm rather than being transported by road for consumption in facilities on business land, although it
will be important to ensure that the impacts of such schemes on local amenity, air quality, etc. can be appropriately
controlled.

Garioch Settlements

We wish to comment on the Development Bid Sites within and adjacent to our Community Council area as follows:

Dunecht

GR094: We note this is a large site with a significant number of houses proposed (which number could be increased
further if the council officers’ preferred approach to Main Issue 10 were adopted). We are concerned that if
such a large number of new houses were built it would be very difficult to integrate the new residents into
this small community.

Echt

GR092/GR093:
We note that the council officers see little to separate the merits of the two bid sites. We would prefer GR092
over GR093 on the basis that it is well-related to the recent housing development in the village and site OP1
already provides for access to GR092 via Forbes Way. GR092 is on the same side of the B9119 as the shop and
Post Office, and the existing zebra crossing near the school allows for pedestrian access to other services in
the village. In addition, GR093 is immediately adjacent to the Echt Show ground and would be subject to
greater disturbance from that event than GR092.

Kirkton of Skene

We agree with the officers’ conclusions that Kirkton of Skene is not a suitable location for development, particularly
given the recent contraction of the bus service.

Lyne of Skene

We agree with the officers’ conclusions that Lyne of Skene is not a suitable location for development, particularly
given the recent contraction of the bus service.

Westhill

We note that bid sites GR032, GR039, GR040, GR041, GR119 and GR132 are all part of the Echt & Skene Community
Council area. We do not support the development of any of these sites as they would threaten the separate identity
of Kirkton of Skene.

Garioch Landward Sites

Cullerlie GR098 and GR099:
We agree with the officers’ conclusions that Cullerlie is not a suitable location for development. These sites
are not related to any settlement and lack facilities and public transport.
Garlogie GR095:
We agree with the officers’ conclusions that GR095 is not a suitable location for development and also note
there is no mains sewerage provision in Garlogie to support additional housing.

