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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:
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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.
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Your comments
My first comment is to question the real need for further development in the Banchory Area. Banchory is a
dormitory for Aberdeen, It has virtually no industrial base and very poor existent public transport links,
almost everyone who works in Aberdeen uses a car to commute. More houses equal more traffic more
pollution, more delays and inevitably more accidents. I would urge the councillors to think very carefully (and
consult their conscious) about the number of additional houses they will allow in the Banchory area, being
cognisant of the perilous state the planet is in and the urgent need to reduce pollution.
Second comment is the way in which the process of planning housing development is structured. It is
developer led. To my mind this is a bit like putting an alcoholic in charge of a bar, developer have to develop
to stay in business, and they are often quite ruthless about the way they go about manipulating the system.
They generally apply for many times more houses than they know they will be approved and they “prepare
the sites” to maximise the chances of success. Of particular concern is the way in which developers are
already cutting down trees and shrubbery to circumvent the presumptions that tree should not be felled
unless absolutely necessary. I’m aware of three areas in and around Banchory, which have been put
forward for potential development, where trees and shrubbery have been cleared, so that the presumption
that tree shouldn’t be felled doesn’t get in the way. I find this a cynical act of vandalism, and it illustrates how
ruthless developer can be.
It is obvious that large amounts of money can be made from developing greenfield sites in the Banchory
area, and this seems to be the key driver for many developers, they are interested in building large high
values house, where they can make the biggest profit, although they often make statement about affordable
housing, which as far as I can see they don’t really want to build. Further, they demonstrate only token
regard for the environment and are ready to develop areas of high scenic and environmental value, with little
or no regard for the long term consequences. This was clearly illustrated by the way the developers of the
proposed
Farm development pursued their appeal all the way through the planning process,
without regard for the obvious high legal cost. The gamble was presumably worthwhile in view of the very
large profit they could make if the appeal was successful. It should also be noted that the reporters reported
on
farm, concluded that there is ample land already available to build on in the Banchory area for
the foreseeable future.
I would urge the councillors to keep they comment in mind when considering the number and location of
houses they sanction in the Banchory area, and take due regard of the environment and the wellbeing of the
people who already live here.
There should be an absolute prohibition of any development south of the River Dee, This is an area of high
scenic and environmental value and is highly prized by the residents of Banchory. This was evident by the
very high number of objections to the proposed
Farm development. There more objection lodged to
Farm than to
Golf course just North of Aberdeen. So absolutely no development South of
the River Dee and no alterations the Banchory settlement boundaries to incorporate the area south of the
Dee into the Banchory settlement. Any request to include the area south of the Dee into Banchory is just a
sneaky way to make development of the area more likely to be approved.
I have lived in the Banchory are since the early 1970’s and the road infrastructure has changed very little in
that time. I can’t see the logic in allowing more housing in Banchory, when the road network is so poor and
underdeveloped. More housing will lead to longer commuting times and increased pollution.

Specific comments on Banchory.
The first paragraph, refers to Course Hill, as a long term resident of Banchory I don’t recognise this area, I
thing you are refereeing to Scolty Hill, That’s what it’s called on the OS map and how it is generally referred
to. Please correct this mistake, it’s misleading.
OP1 - I have neutral view on this, although I doubt that a Park and Ride will ever be truly effective without a
substantial subsidy, it’s too capital intensive (very expenses busses only used for a few hours per day), it’s
too slow and it doesn’t take people to where they need to go, Altens, Dyce, Bridge of Don.
OP2 - Neutral
OP3 - Neutral
OP4 - Neutral, although OP2, OP3 and OP4 will significantly increase traffic congestion on Raymoir Road.
APP/2008/4 366 The Mews, Banchory Lodge - Neutral, although the community playing field hasn’t
materialised as yet. Can the Council ensure that the commitment to build the playing field will be meet?
MR014 Land at Site C, Hill of Banchory East – Won’t this further decimate the High Street? Which is already
struggling with a significant number of empty shops.
MR024 Bellfield Car Park, Banchory – This sounds like a great idea, provided that it can be adequately
funded, not just capital funding but a long term commitment to staff and run it.
MR038 Site at Lochside of Leys, Banchory – This site doesn’t look like a viable option without significant
additional road capacity. Adding OP 2, 3, and 4 to this site would mean 500 additional house in this area,
which would amount to about 1000 additional car movements (2 cars per household) morning an evening
onto Raemoir Road. It looks to me like a significant over development of the area. Local Nature
Conservation site.
MR039 Site at Lochside of Leys, Banchory – See my comments on MR38, this would bring the number of
house new house to 700. Which is far more development than the area in general can cope with. Local
Nature Conservation site.
MR061 Land at former Glen O' Dee Hospital, Corsee Road, Banchory – This seems like a reasonable
development, although the road to the Glen O’ Dee is narrow, 2 busses can pass each other and would be
difficult to widen due to existing houses.
MR077 Land at Upper Lochton – I object to this it’s the start of a move west into woodland, which would end
up with Banchory being encircled by new developments.
MR080 Site R4, A93, Banchory – I fully support this development, a new surgery is urgently required, the
Staff at the Bellfield Surgery do a great job with a makeshift arrangement of, what are essentially temporary
buildings. My concerns would be adequate parking and whether the site and surgery are big enough when
considering all the additional housing being put forward in this local area plan. It would be inadvisable to
build something which is just big enough for current demand, when it is clear that demand will grow
substantially.
MR029 and 30 North of the B974, Deebank, Banchory. – I’m very strongly opposed to both these proposed
developments. They are the thin end of the wedge to developing the south side of the Dee. The visitor’s
center is much better suited to being in the Bellfield car park, close to the High Street and the visual impact
and loss of amenity would be significant.

MR031 Land West of Auchattie, Banchory – A strong objection to this proposal, it is South of the Dee and
very close to Scolty Hill and would require the demolition of rare native woodland. Yet another attempt by
developers to open up the area South of the Dee for Development.

MR033 Land at Banchory West, South- East of Golf Course, Banchory – A strong objection to this
development, it’s just ribbon development and too close to the river.
MR040 and MR41 Land adjacent to Wood of Arbeadie, Arbeadie Road, Banchory – I have strong objection
to both these developments. They are in an area of high Amenity value, with open spaces and mature trees
and diverse flora and fauna. The road access is very poor. Area 41 has already been attacked by a chain
saw gang and almost all the saplings cut down, in an attempt to circumnavigate the presumption that tree
shouldn’t be felled.

I think that this a cynical act of environmental vandalism is an attempt to maximise the value of a
development site. Developer who act in this way are clearly motivated by financial gain and no regard
whatsoever for the environment. I wouldn’t trust them with any aspect of the development of Banchory.
MR053 Land East of Raemoir Garden Centre, Banchory – this site should continue to be reserved for the
new school.
MR056 and MR62 Land at Upper Arbeadie Road, Banchory – I have really strong objection to the
development of both these sites. They have been fallow for as long as I’ve been in Banchory (1971) and
they contain an amazing diversity of natural regenerated trees and shrubs and a real haven of biodiversity. I
regularly see red squirrel, foxes, roe deer and a wide variety of birds including wood peckers, thrushes and
many of the birds which use to be common around Banchory. Further parts of MR56 has already been
“landscaped” with heavy machinery to remove much of the ground cover and shrubs. The developers are
using the same tactics as they are for MR 41, effectively trying to destroy the environment, so that

biodiversity cannot be used as a reason to refuse planning permission. I can only echo my sentiments above
(MR41), I wouldn’t trust a developer who behaves like this to mow my laws, let alone develop parts of
Banchory.

“Landscaping” on site RM056, which has grubbed up all the undergrowth and saplings.
MR075 OP1 Woodend, East Banchory. – Although I generally support the concept of an eco-village, it
seems the plans for the site are being manipulated to maximise profit, rather than for fill community wishes. I
would not support this change.
MR076 Alexander Park, Glassel Road – I object to the development of this site on the western edge of
Banchory. It looks like an attempt to open up the area for future development.
MR082 Land South West of Drumshalloch Wood, Lochton of Leys – I object to this development, it is far too
close and impinges on the Loch of Leys Local Nature Conservation Site.
Inchmarlo
MR050 Land South East of Glencommon Wood, Inchmarlo. – I have significant reservation about this
development and would be reluctant to support it.
I have first-hand experience of the Inchmarlo continuing care retirement village, my mother stayed in
for many months, whilst she recovered from a stroke and my in-laws had a house in
Westfield until the passed away in 2011. From my observations of Inchmarlo continuing care retirement
village, over many years, I concluded that it is really a housing development company. Every time a phase is
sold out, there is an application for more houses, although the basic facilities remain the same.

does provide some facilities, however they have very limited accommodation within the
house and even more limited medical facilities. They are unable to cope with residents suffering from
dementia. I have further concerns about putting to many very elderly people in one location. It effectively
becomes an OAP ghetto. I think it is far more socially acceptable for old and young to be well mixed with a
community, every age group can learn and help each other.
MR012 Land to east of Beltie Cottages, Bridge of Canny – It doesn’t seem to make much sense to develop
a settlement in an area of high flood risk, in an area without any facilities.
MR068 Land at Golf Course, West of Glassel Road, Inchmarlo. – I object to this proposal, it is a large green
field site to the west of Banchory without any facilities. Residents would have to use a car to get something
as simple as a pint of milk. A golf course going into liquidation should not result in a very large housing
development. Granting permission would set a very dangerous precedent.

