Issue 121 Arbuthnott
1. List of Respondents
None.

2. Issues
No issues were raised in respect of Arbuthnott.

3. Actions
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan on
the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision in the Settlement Statement noting that the lack of small-scale
housing is an issue for the local community.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendation at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 122 Auchenblae
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
506
805
914

Respondents
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Murray Architects on behalf of KIC (Holdings) Ltd

2. Issues
Flood Risk
SEPA has noted that text under ‘Flood Risk’ needs to be updated to reflect sites being
removed from the Plan, and to state that Flood Risk Assessments (FRA) will be
required for the settlement (805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan (LDP) for Auchenblae. The settlement is on part of the sewer
network served by Laurencekirk Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW). It should be
confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within the design
criteria for the sewage treatment works and if not, an upgrade may be required to be
highlighted in the Plan (805).
Auchenblae Primary School is close to capacity with little opportunity for physical
expansion (914).
Bid KN095 and KN096
One respondent has provided comments to address concerns that the community has
expressed regarding the size of these bids and associated impacts on village facilities.
They recognise that demand for housing in Auchenblae is likely to increase due to the
upturn in the oil industry, and land will be required to meet this. A revised layout has
been produced to provide guidance on road layouts and the formation of a perimeter
footpath. Reducing the numbers of homes and phasing delivery within the site would
help attenuate increase in demand for school places. The site offers a mixed-use
development, unlike OP2 and OP3, which are purely for housing. The revised layout
would deliver a mix of housing to allow downsizing and younger couples to stay in the
village as well as houses to attract others to settle in Auchenblae (914).
If allocated, Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) would require a site brief to ensure
adequate biodiverse open space, and provision for active travel, to be provided (506).
SEPA has advised that an FRA for this site will be required and a buffer strip will be
required adjacent to the burn, which should be integrated positively into the
development (805).

3. Actions
Flood Risk
The request from SEPA to update wording within ‘Flood Risk’ is considered appropriate
and the text should be amended accordingly.
Services and Infrastructure
With regard to capacity of the WWTW, it should be noted that Scottish Water would be
required to initiate a Growth Project once development meets their five growth criteria.
It is considered appropriate to include new text for ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’
to reflect the current situation.
Concern about the primary school capacity is noted.
Bid KN095 and KN096
Whilst being in the last two LDPs (2012 and 2017), no application has ever come
forward on site OP1 (bid KN095). The site is of modest scale, and delivery could be
phased to assist any potential issues regarding school role capacity. However, there
are significant concerns remaining about deliverability. Revising the layout of the site is
unlikely to resolve issues of deliverability in this settlement when demand has
historically been so low. Scottish Planning Policy requires a keen focus on the
deliverability of development sites and as such this site should be removed to promote
the development of the existing OP2 and OP3 sites.
KN096 would extend the size of the allocated site, but retain the same level of
development. This would elongate the settlement, to the detriment of the local
landscape, and affect the character and setting of Auchenblae.
In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan, sufficient
additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. It
is considered that Auchenblae has an appropriate amount of land identified for housing
to meet local housing needs during the Plan period.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Modify the Vision within the Settlement Statement to highlight the community’s
concerns regarding school capacity, parking issues, and lack of local social
activities for the community.
2. Update text under ‘Flood Risk’ to reflect the revised allocations and to state that
Flood Risk Assessments will be required.

3. Include the following text under Services and Infrastructure: “Strategic drainage
and water supply: It should be confirmed with Scottish Water that proposed
population growth is within the design criteria for the Laurencekirk WWTW.
Scottish Water would be required to initiate a Growth Project once development
meets their five growth criteria.”
4. Remove site OP1 from the Proposed LDP due to lack of progress.
5. Update the allocated sites OP2 and OP3 to form a single allocation, reflecting the
single planning consent and holistic development on the site for 25 homes.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 123 Catterline
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
805

Respondents
SEPA

2. Issues
SEPA has advised that the text "Parts of Catterline lie within an area potentially
vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. “Flood
Risk Assessments may be required" should be added to the Settlement Statement
(805).

3. Actions
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development
Plan. While it is noted that in Catterline there are no allocations for development this
statement should still be included in the text in the case of infill developments.

4. Recommendations
1. Add the following text to Settlement Statement, “Parts of Catterline are in an area
potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendation at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 124 Chapelton
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
210
506
580
805
972
1009

Respondents
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Mr John McIntosh
SEPA
Turnberry on behalf of Elsick Development Company (EDC)
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
General
It was noted by one respondent that Chapelton should be allowed to thrive without
undue competition from other allocated sites (210).
One respondent has expressed support for Chapelton within the Main Issues Report
(MIR), notably the retention of OP1 as currently in the Local Development Plan (LDP)
2017, amending the allocation summary to reflect the planning permission and
regarding the town’s remaining capacity (972).
Flood Risk
SEPA has highlighted that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required for future
phases. For future phases, buffer strips will be required adjacent to all watercourses
running through the site, which should be integrated positively into the development.
Enhancement of these watercourses through re-naturalisation and removal of any
redundant features will require to be investigated. Appropriate assessments may be
required due to the possible presence of wetlands and peat (805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has suggested there is no reference to waste water drainage for Chapelton. It
should be confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within
the design criteria for the existing sewage treatment works and sewer network
infrastructure. If not, an upgrade may be required to be highlighted in the Proposed
LDP (805).
Bid KN055
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) has noted concerns for the area not preferred for
immediate development, as there is one scheduled monument and a category B-listed
building on the site and potentially a further three scheduled monuments could be
affected by development in the area. They note that if development was to come
forward early discussions regarding mitigation would be welcomed (1009).

SNH has made a number of comments regarding Bid KN055. They advised that
reference should be added into the Proposed LDP and Masterplan about active travel.
The potential for a green network should be looked at also with the site contributing to
or linking with the national walking and cycle network. As there is no core path
provision, it was recommended that the ‘Chapelton Trail’ be incorporated in the core
path network. SNH has also requested that the retention and enhancement of seminatural habitats of value and natural heritage designations are included in the Proposed
LDP. Finally, SNH noted that it is important to retain the open agricultural landscape
between Chapelton and Newtonhill and Portlethen to avoid coalescence (506).
One respondent has objected to KN055 due to the overreliance on Chapelton, a large
single site to address shortfalls in housing land supply in the area (580).

3. Actions
General
Support for the continued allocation of Chapleton OP1 is welcomed. Allowing
Chapelton to thrive without undue competition from other allocations is noted, but other
allocations have been made to other settlements in Kincardine and Mearns to allow an
element of choice and support local services in other locations. These allocations are
at a much smaller scale and are generally to provide diversity in location and house
types for prospective owners, and to support local services within each of the
settlements. Chapelton, however, remains the main source of new housing within the
Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Strategic Growth Area.
Flood Risk
The requirement by SEPA for an FRA for future phases is acknowledged, and existing
text within the allocation summary identifies this requirement. However, the need for
buffer strips adjacent to all watercourses and appropriate assessments due to the
possible presence of wetlands and peat, should be added to the allocation summary for
existing OP1.
Services and Infrastructure
There is existing text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ stating that major
water and waste water infrastructure will be required, and it is considered this is
sufficient and as such, no change is required.
Bid KN055
The comments from HES and SNH are noted, however it is unlikely that the larger area
is required to be allocated within the Proposed LDP. It is proposed to concentrate the
allocation on the area of land that currently has Planning Permission in Principle,
APP/2011/3100, for a new settlement comprising residential (up to 4045 units),
commercial, retail and community facilities with associated works. This application was
approved in October 2013. A subsequent application for Full Planning Permission was
also granted in October 2013 for the first phase of the development for 802 houses,
retail, commercial, civic buildings and associated works.

As presented within the Housing Land Audit, it can be seen that using the current build
out rates that the initial phase 1 application, along with the other applications for the
affordable housing and retirement village, it will take the site well beyond the mid-term
review of the next LDP (which is currently programmed for 2025). Should development
build out be faster than currently anticipated there would still be the opportunity for more
planning applications to be submitted to bring forward the next phase of development,
given that there would still be approximately 3000 houses to bring forward from the
original planning permission in principle. For this reason, it is not currently felt that
there is a need to allocate the larger area of land as a reserved site, or indeed as an
allocation. Therefore, no actions are currently required in terms of the concerns raised
by the two stakeholders.
Concerns regarding the over reliance on one large site is noted. However, it is not
proposed for the larger site to be allocated within the Proposed LDP. It will solely be
the area that currently has planning permission in principle that is proposed to be
included. This is then allowing for the site to progress development throughout the
Plan period. However, it is also noted that there are a number of different allocations
within the same corridor as Chapelton and these have been allocated to allow for each
of the settlements to grow and develop at a level that provides for the housing need in
the area.
Green networks, walking and cycling routes, and protection of semi-natural habitats
have all been taken account of in the existing consent for this site. The latter will be
identified as protected land.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Update the Vision to better reflect that development has begun within the area
and to highlight what the development is proposed to deliver.
2. Introduce protected land into the settlement to protect the community woodland,
the balance pond associated with the development and an area to act as an
amenity buffer to the A90(T).
3. Amend the site boundary of OP1 to align with the Planning Permission in
Principle.
4. Amend the text for the allocation summary for OP1 to include the following
statement: “For future phases of development buffer strips are required adjacent
to all watercourses running through the site, to be integrated positively into the
development, with enhancement watercourses through re-naturalisation and

removal of any redundant features to be investigated. Appropriate assessments
may be required due to the possible presence of wetlands and peat.”

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 125 Cookney
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
805

Respondents
SEPA

2. Issues
SEPA has advised that the Settlement Statement should state that there is no public
waste water infrastructure in Cookney (805).

3. Actions
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development
Plan. While it is noted that in Cookney there are no allocations for development this
statement should still be included in the text in the case of infill developments.
While no further comments were raised, it is proposed that all the existing trees that
contribute to the settlement’s setting are protected. Only some of the trees along the
western boundary are protected.

4. Recommendations
1. Add the following text to the vision statement in the Settlement Statement “In
addition, Cookney is not served by public waste water infrastructure.”
2. Amend site P1 to include all woodland and protect the two clusters of trees
between the church and hall.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020

provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 126 Drumlithie
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
237
506
805

Respondents
Lochhead Consultancy on behalf of Ms Kim Lees
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA

2. Issues
Existing Site – OP1
SEPA has noted that if the extant planning permission lapses on the existing OP1 site,
a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required (805).
SEPA has indicated that an FRA may be required for part of the existing OP1 site.
Furthermore, a buffer strip would be required adjacent to the burn to the north of the
site, which should be integrated positively into the development, with enhancement of
this straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation. Removal of any redundant
features will require to be investigated (805).
Bid KN001
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has noted that the site contains semi-natural woodland
and is adjacent to ancient woodland. The site should also refer to the requirement for
cycle routes (506).
Another respondent expressed support for the site on a number of different grounds
including the site being a logical extension to the settlement, would enhance the
entrance to the settlement, is not at risk from flooding and would complement the OP1
site. It was noted that the site received support from the Reporter during Examination
of the current Local Development Plan (LDP), but ultimately it was not included as there
had not been any public engagement at an early stage (237).
The respondent also noted that although the site is located on a protected site, the
development would not conflict with the aims of this designation or affect the trees
which are protected by Tree Preservation Orders (237).

3. Actions
Existing Site – OP1
The request made by SEPA for an FRA is noted together with the need for a buffer strip
and watercourse enhancement. These requirements should be included in the
Proposed LDP.

Bid KN001
Comments raised by SNH are noted, should the site be allocated for development these
points would have to be acknowledged.
The support for the site is noted. In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire
Strategic Development Plan sufficient additional housing land allocations are identified
in the Rural Housing Market Area. It is considered that Drumlithie has an appropriate
amount of land identified for housing to meet local housing needs during the Plan period
from the existing site OP1 which is proposed to be split into two sites (OP1 and OP2).
With regards to the above it is not proposed KN001 should be allocated within the
Proposed LDP even if the constraints could be overcome.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to delete the last sentence referencing a mixed-use site, which
is now divided in two (OP1 and OP2).
2. Minor descriptive text should be introduced to the descriptions of the protected
land P1 and P2.
3. Retain the amended OP1 (and OP2) sites within the Proposed LDP to meet the
local housing need for Drumlithie.
4. Add the following text to Settlement Statement: “Flood Risk Assessment may be
required for sites OP1 and OP2”.
5. Include within the allocation summaries for sites OP1 and proposed OP2 the
requirement for a buffer strip adjacent to the burn to the north of the site to be
integrated positively into the development, with enhancement of this straightened
watercourse through re-naturalisation, and that removal of any redundant
features will require to be investigated.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.

3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 127 Drumoak
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
17
18
25
84
135
270
431
454
455
456
457
459
506
782
805
806
876
901
1009
1057

Respondents
Wood E&I Solutions UK Ltd on behalf of National Grid
Mr Arwel Davies
Mr Geoff Shaw
Ms Pam Cole
Mr & Mrs Jennifer & Robert Anderson
Mr Philip Riddell
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of CHAP Group (Aberdeen) Ltd
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Ryden LLP on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Scottish Natural Heritage
RSPB Scotland
SEPA
Mr Harry McNab
Woodland Trust Scotland
PPCA Ltd on behalf of SSPCA
Historic Environment Scotland
Mr Calum Johnston

2. Issues
General
Concern was raised that new housing continues without local knowledge or input from
local residents. There is a lack of services in the town, existing and new residents will
have to rely on private car to access shops. There is no strategic need for new
housing in Drumoak. There is a lack of speed control measures on the A93 through
the village (270).
There is demand for development, with current projections of 5 completions a year not
sufficient to meet demand (431).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan for Drumoak, and have requested that this be

confirmed with Scottish Water to ensure sufficient capacity can be provided within the
sewage treatment works. If not, an upgrade may need to be highlighted (805).
Existing Site - OP1
Support was received for the continued allocation, suggesting reference to flood risk
should be removed as this was not an issue during planning application (459).
Bid KN034
One respondent highlighted that the bid is for 50 houses now, with 128 as a “future”
inclusion for mid-term review of the Plan. They identify that the site lies north of A93,
on the same side as the school so providing safe access. The pipeline through part of
the site can be realigned. Phasing and landscape shelter belts can address local
landscape impacts, and development can enhance the gateway to Drumoak.
Education and drainage were not cited as constraints for site KN128, so should not be
an issue here, and the site is not within protected land. The northern part could be
removed to preserve Drum Castle Estate, with 110 houses in two phases on the lower
part of the site (454).
One response suggested the site should be a longer term “reserved” site (459).
One respondent identified the site is close to gas pipelines, and statutory clearances for
overhead lines must not be infringed (17).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) consider that development, particularly on the steeper
slopes, would incur likely significant adverse landscape and visual impacts (506).
One respondent considers development would have potential impacts on Ancient
Woodland (876).
Bid KN035
One respondent has highlighted that the bid seeks 123 homes proposed in total, with 50
now and the balance as “future” provision at mid-term review of the Plan. The Main
Issues Report (MIR) does not acknowledge intended phasing of development. The site
is outwith protected land, within a tightly defined landscape and will not impact on the
setting of Drumoak, or be visible from distant viewpoints. A second access from C35k,
with enhanced widened pavements and lighting, can be provided. Phasing would
control education impacts, and a pedestrian crossing on A93, coupled with existing
footpaths, would provide a safe route to school. Development could cater for parking
for the Post Office. The site is considered better than bid KN128, as it is closer to the
school, provides long term development, can provide land to expand the Waste Water
Treatment Works (WWTW), and is capable of providing safe crossing of A93 (455).
One respondent adds that the site has less constraints than bid KN128 (457), with
further supporting comments stating it could provide parking to serve the nearby Post
Office (459). SNH would require, if allocated, a site brief to ensure adequate
biodiverse open space and active travel provision. The core path should be
retained/upgraded if necessary and links to/from this within the development provided
(506).

Bid KN036
One respondent has outlined that the site should be a reserved site for mixed use
development for the long-term growth of Drumoak, on the proviso of bids KN034 or
KN035 being allocated initially, with part being future development. The site is next to
the school and well related to the settlement. The pipeline can be realigned.
Development would pose no impact on Drum Castle due to distance, topography and
landscaping. Education and drainage were not cited as constraints for site KN128, so
should not be an issue here. Development can provide additional services and
facilities, including additional land for a primary school. Allocation of bids KN034 and
KN035 would provide critical mass to justify additional facilities and services which
could be delivered on this site, such as retail (456).
Another respondent considers the site should be a longer term “reserved” site (459).
One respondent identifies the site is close to gas pipelines, and statutory clearances for
overhead lines must not be infringed (17).
SNH would require, if allocated, a site brief to ensure adequate biodiverse open space
and active travel provision (506).
Bid KN037
Several concerns were raised about this site, with one respondent stating the site is out
of scale and would significantly alter the character of the village, constituting ribbon
development that would be isolated from local services and would be reliant on access
by private car. Development could impact on Drum Castle. The access via a narrow
road, and no street lighting, is insufficient (18, 84, 135, 1057). The land is valuable
agricultural land (18, 84), and development could impact on valued accessible
recreational countryside walks and wildlife (18, 84, 135).
Further concern was raised in relation to development impacting on an adjacent
steading development and there being no overriding public interest in allocating this site
(84).
One respondent identified that the area north of the site is home to a variety of wildlife
which would be impacted upon. Adjacent land is at risk of flooding during periods of
heavy rainfall, and development of this site could add to flood risk, and the site is green
belt (135).
One respondent stated waste water capacity is an issue (1057).
SNH would require, if allocated, a site brief to ensure adequate biodiverse open space
and active travel provision (506).

Support for allocation was provided by one respondent, who stated the site should be
allocated for leisure/outdoor recreation uses, the site is flat and bound by mature trees
and is not at risk of flooding. The site has good access from the A93, and the site
should be removed from the green belt (901).
Bid KN038
Several concerns were raised about this site, with one respondent stating the site is out
of scale and would significantly alter the character of the village, constituting ribbon
development that would be isolated from local services which would be reliant on
access by private car. Development could impact on Drum Castle. The access via a
narrow road, and no street lighting, is insufficient (18, 84, 135, 1057). The land is
valuable agricultural land (18, 84) and development could impact on valued accessible
recreational countryside walks and wildlife (18, 84, 135).
Further concern was raised in relation to development impacting on an adjacent
steading development, there being no overriding public interest in allocating this site
(84).
One respondent identified that the area north of the site is home to a variety of wildlife
which would be impacted upon. Adjacent land is at risk of flooding during periods of
heavy rainfall, and development of this site could add to flood risk, and the site is green
belt (135).
One respondent stated that waste water capacity is an issue (1057).
Supporting comments were received, with one respondent stating that the site should
be allocated for housing for the elderly. The site is relatively flat but has no welldefined boundaries, and is not at risk from flooding (901).
Bid KN064
One respondent provided detailed supporting comments for the site, outlining that
Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) upgrade is a simple technical solution to
facilitate development. The Dee Valley Special Landscape Area does not prevent
development, but guides it to best locations, and a Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment found that the woodland provides screening to ensure development would
only have a moderate impact. The respondent identified that the site is popular and
marketable, and would contribute to deliverable and sustainable housing at a settlement
level (431).
Development can provide a range of densities, with 150 homes as affordable housing.
The respondent considers the site is an excellent opportunity to deliver 600 homes, with
a small business park, village centre (including retail, leisure and community uses),
open space provision and traffic safety measures, and the site is soon to cease as a
quarry and therefore will be deliverable. Affordable housing can be delivered early,
and self-build plots promoted. The site is previously used, so presents a unique
sustainable development opportunity. Public consultation identified this as a place

where people want to live. The site is within a local growth and diversification area,
and in the Aberdeen Housing Market Area, so is well placed to deliver a sustainable
mixed use development (431).
Development does not require a new access on to the A93, and additional public
transport is proposed. The only wider road upgrades are at the B9077 and B979, with
the site being accessed from the B9077 (South Deeside Road), and options could be
considered to upgrade or strengthen Park Bridge. The site is well connected to the
Deeside Way and National Cycle Network, with pedestrian links to Drumoak to be
retained. Phasing can be tied in to minimise education impacts at Durris and Drumoak
Primary Schools and Banchory Academy, and land can be set aside within the
development for education purposes if required. The WWTW will be upgraded as
required. Development would not impact on the River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC). Any potential contamination issues would be dealt with. The site
is well above flood levels, and drainage would incorporate a sustainable drainage
system (SuDS). A full Environmental Impact Assessment has been carried out, which
shows the site is of low ecological value, and sensitive areas can be factored into a
Masterplan. The site is in single ownership and can deliver a form of development
similar to Chapelton (431).
One respondent suggested it would be ecologically beneficial restoration of the former
quarry would be welcomed (782).
SNH would require, if allocated, a site brief to ensure adequate biodiverse open space
and active travel provision, including links to the Deeside Way (506). Historic
Environment Scotland outline that development would potentially impact on
setting of Category B listed Keith’s Tower and Category A listed Park Bridge (1009).
Bid KN128
One respondent identified concerns, particularly road safety for school children crossing
the A93. They believe the site has not been considered with regard to residents of
Deeview Gardens and Irvinemuir Park, and inconsistently considered compared to other
sites in Main Issues Report. Providing connectivity to/from the site would impact on
adjacent residents in Irvinemuir Park and Deeview Gardens and increase traffic on the
road towards Park Bridge. Development would have significant impact on the local
landscape, and would impact on natural heritage, particularly woodland and wildlife.
There are no local services or amenity provisions to support development, and the
waste water capacity and education capacity concerns applied to other sites seem not
to have been applied here. Development would also impact on local air quality (270).
Further concern was raised in relation to constraints preventing delivery of the 35
homes detailed in the bid. 70% of the site is within Protected Land site P4, which has
been overlooked in the Main Issues Report (MIR), and there was a lack of reference to
impacts on the Dee Valley Strategic Landscape Area. The land required to expand the
Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) is not in the same control as the site,
deliverability is therefore questioned (457).

One respondent suggested another island crossing on the A93 would be required (25).
One respondent provided supporting comments, stating the WWTW upgrade is a simple
technical solution to facilitate development, and the Dee Valley Special Landscape Area
(Dee Valley SLA) does not prevent development, but guides it to best locations. The
site is located on a tributary of the River Dee Special Area of Conservation, but this
would not seem to prevent development of the site (431).
One respondent expressed concern in relation to the retention of the pond and
woodland, stating the number of homes should not be increased to 49 and rather
remain at 35. The MIR should have allocated an extension to the site to the south,
which could accommodate 49 homes on a larger site to overcome difficulties in
accommodating the provision on the originally submitted site, allowing the pond and
woodland to remain. The required additional land to extend the bid site poses little
impact. Overall, the site is a logical expansion of the village (806).
SNH consider the site should include a link directly to the Deeside Way (506).
SEPA has identified that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required for this site.
In addition, a buffer strip will be required adjacent to the burn to the north of the site and
the pond which should be integrated positively into the development. Enhancement of
the straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant
features will require to be investigated (805).

3. Actions
General
Concerns raised in relation to public engagement and input from local residents
highlight the need for the public to engage with the planning process, particularly the
Local Development Plan process that is currently ongoing.
The lack of existing services and amenities in the town is noted, as are concerns in
relation to reliance on the private car and road safety issues for pedestrians crossing
the A93.
Points were raised both for additional housing and those stating there is no need for
additional housing are noted, and it is a balanced consideration to ensure adequate
housing land supply is maintained in an appropriate manner.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water has highlighted that there is limited waste
water drainage capacity. Text should be added under “Strategic drainage and water
supply” to reflect the current position with regard to waste water drainage.
Existing Site - OP1

The site is due for completion in 2019, and whilst there is support for continued
allocation this may not be necessary should the site be built out.
Bids KN034, KN035 and KN036
The three sites are similar in nature, albeit located at different sides of the existing
settlement. The three sites received similar responses. Comments relating to phasing
and the majority of each site being for future allocation are noted. The general
comments to counter the findings of the Main Issues Report do not necessarily facilitate
solutions or overcome the constraints, and concern does remain in relation to the wider
landscape impacts, and education and sewage capacity for developments of this scale.
It is accepted that the sites are all well related to the existing settlement, but
comparisons to site KN128 are not relevant; the size of the site and scale of
development proposed, and subsequently the scale of impact, is significantly different
between KN128 and these sites, particularly in relation to integration into the wider
landscape.
One respondent suggests the site is deliverable, but almost any site is deliverable, and
this site does not represent the best scale of development on the best development site
in the right places.
Bid KN037 and KN038
The sites are effectively a combined proposal to deliver housing for the elderly (KN038)
and recreational/leisure uses on adjacent land (KN037).
Multiple concerns have been received in relation to the isolated setting of the sites,
reliance on the private car, and issues with the existing local road network that serves
the site. Further impacts on built heritage (Drum Castle), existing recreational walking
routes, wildlife and the landscape setting were also raised, along with potential flood risk
from surface water run-off.
Supportive comments were received that simply identified the sites as being relatively
flat, with site KN037 well defined by trees and site KN038 is not at risk of flooding.
Bid KN064
The site is adjacent and overlaps an existing quarry and was the subject of a previous
application (APP/2015/3696) for a larger development of 1500 houses, encompassing
this site and land to the west, which was withdrawn.
One respondent provides detailed supporting comments, identifying potential solutions
to a number of constraints and identifying that the site is deliverable and would provide
a new sustainable settlement. The respondent identifies that vehicles would utilise the
South Deeside Road, negating the need for a Park Bridge upgrade, and further impacts
on junctions on the A93.

The most recent consent for the quarry (APP/2016/0708) has conditions in place for the
restoration of the site once mineral extraction has ceased. Therefore, development is
not required to remedy and restore the site, and justification for allocation on this basis
has little merit. A further application for the extension of the life of the quarry until 2022
is being sought.
The site is of a large scale, isolated from the existing settlement and subsequently
would pose considerable impacts on local services and infrastructure, the local
landscape and the local, and potentially wider, transport network. Whilst the site lies in
the Aberdeen Housing Market Area, it is outwith the Strategic Growth Corridor where
development of this scale should be directed.
Bid KN128
Concerns in relation to integration with adjacent streets is noted, as is the need to
ensure safe crossing of the A93.
The concerns relating to education capacity and waste water treatment are prevalent for
all bid sites at Drumoak, but this site represents the smallest proposed, and therefore
development of least impact on existing services. Capacity does exist for modest
development, but not the scale of development proposed in other bids. There is no
inconsistency of approach.
Concern in terms of delivering the housing density and retaining the woodland and pond
are noted, but the suggestion to expand the site to accommodate an increase in
housing number is not appropriate as this would eradicate established woodland.
Whilst the site does cover part of the existing P4 designation, the pocket of woodland
and pond within the protected area should be preserved through development. The
woodland at the edges of the site, covered by the P4 designation, would enclose and
screen the site from the wider landscape. There are various ways to address the
deliverability of the full number of units within the site, such as denser blocks of
development in the form of flats, townhouses or terraces, rather than extending the site
into woodland. Alternatively, the site could remain at 35 units, as submitted in the initial
bid, but its size reduced to exclude the existing pond and woodland. We would
perceive the developable area is around 1.5 hectares due to the topography and shape
of the site.
The request made by SEPA for text to be added to identify the requirement for an FRA
and buffer strip is considered appropriate, and should be included in the allocation
summary in the Proposed LDP.
The Draft Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan on
the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Update the Vision to remove references to “the new primary school” and to “no
growth necessary prior to 2022”.
2. Add to the Vision the lack of new small-scale housing for the local community,
and lack of employment opportunities in the village. Also highlight concern
about road safety when crossing the A93, and lack of parking at the school,
church and Post Office.
3. Add the following text under ‘Services and Infrastructure’: “Strategic drainage and
water supply: Scottish Water would be required to initiate a Growth Project once
development meets their five growth criteria.”
4. Update existing OP1 site to reflect the current status of the site.
5. Allocate bid KN128 for 35 homes at a reduced scale (excluding the pond and
woodland), with parameters set to avoid woodland loss and retain and avoid
impacting upon waterbodies, stating that an FRA may be required and: “A buffer
strip will be required adjacent to the burn to the north of the site and the pond,
which should be integrated positively into the development. The birch woodland
on the south east of the site must also be retained as a site feature. These
features are protected as P[x]. Enhancement of the straightened watercourse
through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant features will require to be
investigated.”
6. Add new Protected Land designation within KN128 to protect the existing pond
and woodland, and link them together.
7. Amend P4 Protected Land designation to border bid KN128 allocation.
8. Add new Protected Land designation to ensure a natural buffer is provided
between bid KN128 allocation and existing P4.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed recommendations 1 to 4 at their
special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee agreed not to
support recommendation 5 (the allocation of bid KN128 for 35 homes), which
makes recommendations 6 to 8 redundant (protected land).
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.

3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 128 Edzell Woods and Newesk
1. List of respondents
MIR Ref
280
805

Respondents
Angus Council
SEPA

2. Issues
Angus Council noted that so long as the access and capacity issues at the A90(T)/
A937 junction is resolved through the planned grade separated junction improvements
then the continued allocation of the OP1 site is not considered to have any land use
issues for them (280).
SEPA has requested that the text, “Parts of Edzell Woods are in an area potentially
vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood
Risk Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement
(805).

3. Actions
A similar issue with regards to roads infrastructure was noted within the preparation of
the current Local Development Plan 2017. Within the Examination Report it is noted by
the Planning Authority that there is no argument to require development at Edzell
Woods and Newesk to contribute to roads infrastructure works at Laurencekirk.
Development at Edzell Woods and Newesk require to contribute to an upgrade to the
A90 North Water Bridge junction, this is one of the planning conditions associated with
the application, which has been granted subject to a Section 75 Agreement. The same
position was taken by the Reporter in the summary of the issue.
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development
Plan.

4. Recommendations
1. Add the following text to Settlement Statement: “Parts of Edzell Woods is in an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
2. Site OP1 should be retained within the Proposed Local Development Plan and
developed out in accordance with the conditions associated with the planning
application.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 129 Fettercairn
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
506
805
939

Respondents
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Savills (UK) Ltd on behalf of Fettercairn Estate

2. Issues
Flood Risk
SEPA has identified the need for a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) in relation to existing
site OP1, which should be highlighted in the Settlement Statement under ‘Flood Risk’
(805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has advised the need to confirm the status of the Fettercairn Waste Water
Treatment Works growth project (805).
Existing Site – OP1 (Bid KN048)
Support has been given to the continued allocation of OP1 (939).
SEPA has noted that the site is adjacent to activities that are regulated under a Waste
Management License, Pollution Prevention and Control (PPC) or Controlled Activities
(CAR) License. There may be co-location issues which Environmental Health will need
to advise on the compatibility of the site with the existing adjacent regulated activities.
The developer must ensure the proposed development will not have any negative
impacts on the distillery abstractions (805).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has advised that a suitable riparian buffer should be in
place between the Crichie Burn and the proposed development (506). This
requirement has also been identified by SEPA, with the buffer to be integrated positively
into the development. Enhancement of the watercourse through any re-naturalisation
and removal of any redundant features will require to be investigated (805).
SNH has also advised that there should be text included in the allocation summary to
identify the key natural heritage assets and the key opportunities for the integration of
green infrastructure within future development, including adequate biodiverse open
space and active travel (506).
A respondent has requested that one sentence in the allocation summary relating to the
provision of affordable housing is changed from, “This should be delivered as part of the
early phases of development” to “This should be delivered as part of the development”
so as not to restrict the delivery of affordable housing (939).

3. Actions
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
to state the requirement for an FRA in relation to existing site OP1 (bid KN048) is
considered appropriate. It is proposed that flood risk should also be identified for the
adjacent site, P3.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that the growth project identified in
the LDP 2017 has been deferred. Scottish Water would be required to initiate a
Growth Project once development meets their five growth criteria.
Existing Site – OP1 (Bid KN048)
Support for the continued allocation of site OP1 is noted.
As part of any planning application that is submitted for the site, Aberdeenshire Council
would consult with relevant stakeholders in order to check if adjacent uses are
compatible. Given the size of the site, it would also be subject to a major pre-application
meeting, which would allow all relevant stakeholders to discuss the best way forward for
the site. This would then allow the site to be designed in a way that ensures that the
extension of the site does not hinder the ongoing operation of the Distillery.
With regards to the riparian buffer that SNH and SEPA have requested, this could be
incorporated into the allocation summary for the site to ensure that this protection is
included in any planning application for the site.
In response to the request made by SNH to ensure that adequate provision is made for
biodiverse open space, policies are in place that require all development to enhance
biodiversity and provide adequate public open space.
Fettercairn Estate asks for the text within the Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP)
allocation summary to be updated with regards to the affordable housing statement.
They are concerned that this restricts the flexibility of the delivery of the affordable
housing. Although the intention of the allocation summary is to highlight that affordable
housing should be delivered from the start of the development and throughout, this is
not inherently clear by the current allocation summary. It is therefore proposed that the
allocation summary for site OP1 is updated to reflect this.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.
Since the publication of the Draft Proposed LDP, it is proposed that the settlement
boundary is amended to the southeast to exclude a field that is within the Fettercairn
Conservation Area, but has no land use allocation.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to reflect local community concerns regarding the southern
bypass linking the A966/ A974, and the need to resolve access through the Royal
Arch.
2. Add text under ‘Flood Risk’ stating that an FRA will be required for sites OP1 and
P3.
3. Amend text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to state that “Scottish
Water would be required to initiate a Growth Project once development meets
their five growth criteria”.
4. Include OP1 in the Proposed LDP at the increased capacity of 60 homes.
5. Add a statement in the allocation summary for OP1 to identify the need for a
riparian buffer which is to be integrated positively into the development, and that
enhancement of the watercourse through any re-naturalisation and removal of
any redundant features will require to be investigated.
6. Amend the settlement boundary to the south east to exclude a field between the
B9120 and B974 that is within the Fettercairn Conservation Area.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed recommendations 2 to 6 at their
special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee agreed that
recommendation 1 should be amended to read:
Amend the Vision to reflect local community concerns regarding the southern
bypass linking the B966 / B974.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 130 Findon
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
113
234
506
534
535
606
805
971

Respondents
Dr John Reid
Portlethen & District Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mackie Ramsay Taylor on behalf of Mr & Mrs Graham Shand
Mackie Ramsay Taylor on behalf of Mr & Mrs Graham Shand
Mr & Mrs Mike & Karen Bennett
SEPA
Dr Linsey Hunter

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has highlighted there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Findon. The settlement has public
sewers, and is part of the network served by Nigg Waste Water Treatment Works
(WWTW). SEPA has requested that it is confirmed with Scottish Water that the
proposed population growth is within the design criteria for the Nigg WWTW and
network infrastructure, to ensure sufficient capacity can be provided (805).
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text “Parts of Findon are in an area potentially vulnerable
to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk
Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
Protected Land
A respondent suggested that to protect the land between the railway line and the coast
from all development as it needs to be preserved against coastal erosion and to be
used for walking and tourism in a responsible manner (971).
Bid KN084
Concerns have been raised with regards to the site being in a very visible location which
would result in the change to the character of the village (113). The site would lead to
urbanisation of the countryside (113). Another respondent objects to the site on the
basis of the scale of development proposed (234).
The land around Findon is productive agricultural land and development would be better
located around Portlethen where there is low grade agricultural land (113). The site is
also located within the coastal zone and the special landscape area (234). The

development of the site would have a negative impact on the undeveloped coast,
landscape and nature conservation site (606).
One respondent noted there is inadequate access to the site (113). There is
inadequate infrastructure in the village to support new development and will increase
the need for non-sustainable travel along the single-track road which is inadequate for
additional traffic (113, 606). There is insufficient capacity at local schools and the road
infrastructure (234). Sewerage and electricity capacity may be stretched (606). The
proposal would bring no social or economic benefit to residents of Findon (606).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has noted that potential links should be explored to link
this site with the National Cycle Route 1 and that the development of the site is unlikely
to have a negative effect on the Findon Moor SSSI (506).
Support was received for the Officers’ assessment to include the site within the
Proposed Local Development Plan for 11 houses. It was also noted that the site
physically relates well to the settlement, has no impacts on major infrastructure and has
no significant environmental impacts (534).
Bid KN085
The development would increase the village by over 50% resulting in overdevelopment
(113, 234). It would also result in coalescence with the Industrial Estate (113, 234) and
is inappropriate development for the village and would be better located somewhere
with access to services (113). Another respondent noted that there are capacity
constraints associated with education and health in Portlethen (234).
Concerns were also mentioned with regards to the site being in a very visible location
which would result in the change to the character of the village (113). The site would
lead to urbanisation of the countryside (113).
The land around Findon is productive agricultural land and development would be better
located around Portlethen where there is low grade agricultural land (113). The site is
also situated within the coastal zone (234). The development of the site would have a
negative impact on the undeveloped coast, landscape and nature conservation site
(606).
There is inadequate infrastructure in the village to support new development and will
increase the need for non-sustainable travel along the single-track road which is
inadequate for additional traffic (113, 606). It was also noted that sewerage and
electricity capacity may be stretched (606). The proposal would bring no social or
economic benefit to residents of Findon (606).
SNH noted that the National Cycle Route 1 is on the northern and eastern boundary of
the site (506).

The respondent sought to address concerns raised in the Main Issues Report by
reducing the site to 22 homes. It is argued that a phased development of 22 homes
sensitively designed would not significantly alter the character of the village. It was
acknowledged that a large buffer strip would be provided to avoid coalescence with the
industrial estate and would also act as a green gateway to the site. It was proposed as
part of the development that a play park would be integrated into the development
(535).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms there is sufficient capacity for
existing site OP1/bid KN084 (11 homes). No action is required.
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Protected Land
There is a policy within the LDP, R1 Special Rural Areas that provides guidance on
coastal zone development. It should be noted that the area of land raised by the
respondent is all currently located within the coastal zone. This policy currently offers
sufficient protection to the area of land between the railway line and coast, therefore
there is no need for any further protection for this land. This designation is under
review within the Main Issues Report. In any event the land is “countryside” which has
particular criteria to allow development.
Bid KN084
The site is well related within the settlement however it is acknowledged that it is a
relatively large allocation for a settlement of its size. It is deemed however, that this is
the most appropriate way to allow the settlement to grow and not stagnate. As the
settlement is surrounded by the coastal zone there is limited opportunity for Findon to
grow, as opportunities for infill development are also limited. This site should be seen
as an opportunity for planned expansion to the settlement. The concerns raised with
regards to the site changing the character of the village is something that would be
considered as part of any planning application to ensure that the development proposed
was appropriate for the area. Ensuring that development does not adversely impact
upon the character and amenity of the area is a key planning consideration.
Comments made in relation to education constraints are noted, however, these would
be assessed at a planning application stage where appropriate developer obligations, if
required, would be taken. It should, however, be noted that it is likely that the site
would be phased over a number of years rather than all being developed at the one
time. This would then lessen the impact that the development would have on the
educational facilities within the area.

In terms of the comments received from SNH it would be appropriate to include a
sentence within the development brief to encourage connections from the site to the
National Cycle Route 1.
Bid KN085
Several comments were received in objection to the site for a number of different
reasons including overdevelopment, lack of infrastructure and services and negative
impact on the landscape and village setting. These comments are all noted, and it is
considered that the site would lead to overdevelopment even at the reduced rate
proposed through the representation.
Taking this information into account there is not a strategic need to allocate further
development opportunities in Findon. Coupled with this, there are currently sufficient
existing development allocations within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are
effective or capable of becoming effective to meet the Strategic Development Plan
requirements through the allocation of the KN084 site.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision a brief description of the housing styles within the
village.
2. Add ‘Flood Risk’ to the Settlement Statement with the following text included:
“Parts of Findon are in an area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by
the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be
required”.
3. Allocate bid KN084 for 11 homes within the Proposed LDP and include a
statement within the allocation summary about making connections to the
National Cycle Route 1.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020

provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 131 Fordoun
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
203
432
506
821

Respondents
Norr on behalf of Mr & Mrs Mackenzie
Ryden LLP on behalf of M T Mitchell
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mr Harry McNab

2. Issues
Existing Site – OP1
A respondent objected to the removal of the OP1 site from the Local Development Plan
(LDP), as the reasons included in the Main Issues Report (MIR) are out of date (821).
There is no longer an ownership constraint and a planning application was recently
submitted and this is reflected in the 2019 Housing Land Audit, which identifies the site
being part of the 5-year effective land supply (821).
Existing Site – BUS2
It was requested that the land at the Former Fordoun Aerodrome runaway that has
planning permission (APP/2014/1943) be included in the BUS2 designation (432).
The respondent also requested another area of land (north west of Balfeich Saw Mill),
which extends to 6.6Ha be included in the BUS2 site as it is in an already established
industrial area in the Strategic Growth Area (SGA) with good transport links and
required infrastructure (432).
Bid KN105
One respondent has requested that bid KN105 be allocated in the Proposed LDP. The
respondent has previously noted several reasons as to why the site should be allocated
including the fact that the only site allocated in the LDP 2017 (OP1) is proposed to be
removed. Therefore, this bid site is not considered to be of a scale that would result in
overdevelopment of the village. The Reporter also looked at this site in combination
with OP1, but this now has to be reconsidered due to the removal of OP1. It was also
noted that Fordoun provides an ideal location for development and is located within the
SGA (203).
The respondent noted that the site could be phased to deliver sustainable growth and it
is proposed to reduce the allocation from 45 homes to 30 homes with the remaining
land becoming reserved for future growth (203).
It was agreed that the site is located on prime agricultural land, but this should not
preclude the site from being included in the Proposed LDP, as noted within Scottish
Planning Policy (SPP), there are reasons for allowing development on prime agricultural

land. It was also noted that with reference to flooding issues the development
proposes SUDs to provide the necessary attenuation (203).
Due to the proposal for a large employment site at BUS2, it was seen that this should
be compensated with a housing allocation to try and reduce the car dependency of
people driving large distances to work (203).
It was noted that there is sufficient education capacity at the primary school to serve the
development of the site. Capacity at Mearns Academy is forecast to go over capacity,
but the development would only have a small impact on this capacity issue and should
not be excluded for that reason. It was not considered that the WWTW capacity is a
significant issue as there is enough capacity at Laurencekrik WWTW and therefore
should not prevent the allocation within the Proposed LDP (203).
It was agreed that the site is within the pipeline consultation zone, but sufficient
mitigation has been implemented in the layout and any application would be mindful of
this to ensure that the hazard is appropriately mitigated (203).
Concerns with the access to the site should be reconsidered, as it is thought that the
current access arrangements are likely to be suitable due to the scale of development
proposed (203).
SNH has noted that if the site is allocated then reference will be required within the
allocation summary for providing adequate biodiverse open space and active travel
provision. It was also noted by SNH that if allocated, the straightened watercourse on
the western boundary should be enhanced/restored to form an attractive feature to the
development (506).

3. Actions
Existing Site - OP1
The MIR proposed to remove the OP1 site on the basis of non-delivery. A planning
application to seek Planning Permission in Principle for residential development has
since been received by the Planning Service (APP/2019/0497). This application is
currently pending decision. Within the Housing Land Audit 2019 the site has been
changed to an effective site with completions from 2021 onwards. Given this
information above it would seem appropriate to reallocate the OP1 site in order to allow
the site to be delivered.
Existing Site - BUS2
It is indicated within the vision of the Draft Proposed LDP that the land that has been
safeguarded within the BUS2 site is land within the area that has planning permission
for employment uses. In that regard it is seen appropriate to include the narrow strips
of land that have planning permission (APP/2014/1943) within the Proposed LDP. It is
not seen that it is necessary to include the additional land (field) as requested, as that
land does not have any planning permissions associated with it.

Bid KN105
There were several reasons given as to why the site should be included and it is
acknowledged that the site could be reduced from the original bid of 45 homes to 30
homes. However, even with the reduction in numbers, there is still concerns about the
development being located on prime agricultural land and the loss thereof. It is
acknowledged that there are certain circumstances where development can be located
on prime land, but it is not felt that in this instance there are overriding reasons for this
to occur. Issues regarding the viability of the site using a new section of road from the
C class road to Auchenblae remains unanswered. The new BUS2 allocation only
safeguards existing businesses or land that has planning permission; it does not
allocate any new employment land.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site within the Proposed LDP. As the site is
not being proposed to be allocated there is no action required at this time with regards
to the comments from SNH.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision, a statement with regard to the areas which currently
have planning permission being included at Fordoun Aerodrome.
2. Retain OP1 within the Proposed LDP as steps have been taken to deliver and
the site is effective in the Housing Land Audit 2019.
3. Include BUS2 within the Proposed LDP, and extend the boundary to include the
land with permission subject to APP/2014/1943.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020

provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 132 Gourdon
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
341
506
594
805

Respondents
Mr William Heath
Scottish Natural Heritage
Norr on behalf of Fotheringham Homes
SEPA

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) uses former
text 'insufficient capacity but growth project has been initiated'. It should be noted that
the local waste water treatment works (WWTW) has been abandoned, and all waste
water is now pumped to Nether Knox WWTW for screened discharge to the sea. It
should be confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within
the design criteria for Nether Knox, and the wording revised accordingly (805).
Protected Land
Support was received for the inclusion of the P2 site within the Proposed Local
Development Plan (341).
Bid KN135
A respondent has requested that bid KN135 be allocated as it has good accessibility
and is situated close to services and facilities. The proposal has been reduced from
the original bid of 67 homes to 49 homes and is a natural extension to the settlement
providing a variety of house types, sizes and tenures (594).
Development would present the opportunity to attract and boost the local services,
including the primary school which has capacity. A link to the coastal path will be made
and access could be taken from Brae Road. A tree buffer would be provided on the
northern boundary of the site. The site would have the ability to improve the public
open space within the settlement including the Gourdon Pavillion (594).
There would be a loss of prime agricultural land but not to the same extent as originally
proposed. It is a sustainable approach to development that does not seek to utilise all
land for development. It was acknowledged that the original bid site was not
sympathetic to the potential impact on views. This has now been considered within the
reduced proposal and it is also proposed to extend the landscape buffer to the north of
the site. The bid is also adjacent to the cemetery (which is close to capacity) and
leaves ample space for an extension to the north along with an area for car parking
(594).

Gourdon would be able to help towards housing delivery along with the larger housing
allocations within the Aberdeen to Laurencekirk Strategic Growth Area (594).
Concern was also raised that the settlement does not have the infrastructure to support
more housing as there has recently been a large increase in the size of the settlement
(341). This could be resolved by the site meeting Scottish Water’s 5 growth criteria
and is therefore not an overbearing constraint (594).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has noted that any site brief is required to ensure
adequate biodiverse open space, active travel provision and links to the core path
network are sought. It was also noted that the site is poorly located in relation to the
historic core and runs perpendicular to the road and coast contrary to the rest of the
settlement. SNH has also noted that the site is likely to significantly detract from the
special qualities of the Special Landscape Area and interrupt the arrival experience on
approaching the settlement (506).
One respondent noted that the site should not be supported as it would increase traffic
in the area and there is only one way into and out of the settlement. It was also noted
that the site should not be supported as the primary school is almost at capacity and
would have an unacceptable impact on the village setting and landscape. If more
housing was required then this would not be the best location, a better location would
be behind Sillyflatt farm as it would have a minimal visual impact (341).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Text should be added to reflect the current position with regard to waste water drainage,
as advised by SEPA.
Bid KN135
Several good reasons have been presented stating why the site should be allocated
within the Proposed LDP, but the landscape impact that the site would have on the
settlement outweighs the positives of the bid KN135. This includes at the reduced rate,
as proposed through the representation to the Main Issues Report.
Taking into account the information and in accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire
Strategic Development Plan, sufficient additional housing land allocations are identified
in the Rural Housing Market Area. On this basis, there is not a strategic need to
allocate further development opportunities in Gourdon.
Protected Land
The support for maintaining the protected site within Proposed LDP is welcomed.

The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision, a statement to reflect the local community’s desire for
the business park to be promoted, a place to socialise (e.g. café), potential new
opportunities with the harbour and also traffic calming so there are safe crossings
for children going to and from school.
2. Amend existing text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to state: “All
waste water is pumped to Nether Knox WWTW for screened discharge to the
sea. For all new development it should be confirmed with Scottish Water that
the proposed growth is within the design criteria for Nether Knox.”
3. Include two new protected sites within the Proposed LDP, one to conserve the
recreation ground and the other for education and community uses.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. They also agreed to add bid
KN135, as amended, for 49 homes.

2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 133 Inverbervie
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
341
506
805

Respondents
Mr William Heath
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft
Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for Inverbervie, and that it should be noted
that the local waste water treatment works have been demolished, and all waste water
is now pumped to Nether Knox for screened discharge to the sea. It should be
confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within the design
criteria for Nether Knox, and wording in the Proposed LDP revised accordingly (805).
Existing Site – OP1
One respondent feels that the OP1 site should be reduced in scale as it would ruin the
open countryside feel and overwhelm the farm buildings in the area by obscuring an
iconic steading. It is also noted by the same respondent that the allocation should not
go as far south and stop at the Inverbervie road sign (341).
Site OP1 should not be developed as it has a high visual amenity (341).
Road access issues could be resolved by creating a new access road to the west from
the A92 to the south of the playpark (341).
There should be a buffer zone between Gourdon and Inverbervie on the landward side
of the A92 to match P6 to provide balance (341).
SEPA has noted a buffer strip will be required adjacent to the watercourse on the south
east boundary which should be integrated positively into the development (805).
Bid KN130
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has noted that the National Cycle Network 1 is located
adjacent to the site. The same respondent also notes that there is semi-natural
broadleaved woodland to south of site (506).
New Site
If more housing is required, it should go west of Townhead, where development has
already taken place and would have less of an impact on the original townscape (341).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Text should be added under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to reflect the current
position with regard to waste water drainage.
Existing Site – OP1
A Masterplan for this site was agreed by Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee in
2015. Within the Masterplan it shows that there are to be allotments and a woodland
walk between the new housing development and the current farm buildings, which
should help to alleviate the concerns raised by the respondent.
The Masterplan highlights the potential layout for the site, which includes a large
amount of open space and also strategic planting, which should help to reduce the
visual impact of the site. This means that there is no requirement to reduce the size of
the allocation, it is worth noting given the size of the site the development will be
delivered on a phased basis to help the site integrate into the townscape.
With regard to creating a new road access off of the A92 to the south of the playpark,
the Masterplan includes this element as part of the overall development of the site.
The Masterplan will be a material consideration in determination of any planning
application which will thus include this access off the A92 unless other material
considerations require otherwise.
On the landward side of the A92 there is strategic landscaping to the south of the OP1
site, which as mentioned above, will help to reduce the visual impact of the site, but it
will also prevent any coalescence between Inverbervie and Gourdon.
The requirement for a buffer strip identified by SEPA is considered appropriate and
should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Bid KN130
One respondent notes that to the south of the site there is semi-natural broadleaved
woodland, which is correct although not noted in the MIR due to it not being located
within the developable area of the site. Due to several other constraints highlighted
within the MIR, this site is not proposed to be included and reference to the proximity of
the site to the National Cycle Network 1 in the Proposed LDP is not required.
New Site
In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan sufficient
additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. It
is considered that Inverbervie has an appropriate amount of land identified for housing
to meet local housing needs during the Plan period.

The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to include the community’s aspirations for more car parking in
the town centre and cemetery, small business-ready units, a cycle route to
Stonehaven, and to prevent coalescence with Gourdon. Local concerns
regarding the lack of affordable housing, lack of town centre uses and long term
maintenance of Jubilee Bridge should also be stated.
2. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement: “Strategic drainage and water
supply: All waste water is pumped to Nether Knox for screened discharge to the
sea. For all new development it should be confirmed with Scottish Water that
the proposed population growth is within the design criteria for Nether Knox.”
3. Amend allocation summary for OP1 to include the requirement for a buffer strip
adjacent to the watercourse on the south east boundary, to be integrated
positively into the development.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee also agreed
and additional recommendation:
To include in the vision statement aspirations for a safer road crossing to the
school at King Street.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 134 Johnshaven
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
805

Respondents
SEPA

2. Issues
SEPA has noted there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan for Johnshaven, adding that the local waste water treatment
works has been abandoned, and all waste water is now pumped to Nether Knox for
screened discharge to the sea. SEPA also suggested that it should be confirmed with
Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within the design criteria for
Nether Knox and the Plan is revised accordingly (805).

3. Actions
The comments from SEPA do not relate to Johnshaven, or raise any issues to address.
Progress on a Masterplan for site OP1 is currently underway, with an application
expected to be submitted before the end of 2019.
The Draft Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan on
the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Add to the Vision that land south of the cemetery contributes to the setting of
Johnshaven and should be protected and highlight the Community’s concern
regarding the lack of new medium scale sheltered and affordable housing. The
Vision should also highlight the Community’s desire to take up brownfield
opportunities for new housing, and that land is required to extend the cemetery,
to provide a footpath from the existing cemetery to the A92, and for additional
visitor parking at Fore Street.
2. Retain site OP1 for 67 homes and state that a Masterplan will be required.
3. Add a Protected Land designation to conserve the setting and provide an
amenity area for the village.
4. Add a Protected Land designation to conserve the route of the former railway line
as a path for the village.

5. Add a Reserved Land designation for a future cemetery expansion of the
cemetery.

5. Recommendations
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 135 Kirkton of Durris
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
199
231
475
496
506
632
706
805
999

Respondents
Mr David Hepworth
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of The Church of Scotland
General Trustees
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates
Friends of Durris Primary and Crossroads Nursery
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mrs Catriona Woodburn
Dr Frank and Pauline Charleson
SEPA
Crathes Drumoak and Durris Community Council

2. Issues
General
There should be no preferred sites in Kirkton of Durris. The OP1 site in Woodlands of
Durris should be completed prior to any further development being allocated or
permitted (496, 706).
The two sites (bids KN075 and KN137) would involve additional transportation to
schools, as there is no safe route to school, and may push the school and nursery over
capacity (496, 706). This leads to the development not being sustainable (496).
The respondent also notes that the existing roads are not suitable for a significant
increase in traffic (496, 706).
Concerns have been raised that closing the Park Bridge will have a detrimental effect
on the community as facilities in Drumoak are used by the community (496).
A concern was also raised that development would have a detrimental impact on the
wildlife within the area through disturbance (496).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has requested that it is highlighted in the Settlement Statement that there is no
public waste water infrastructure (805).
Bid KN075
The reasons Officers have chosen not to allocate the bid KN075 were supported (632,
999).

One respondent noted that the site should be allocated for development as it could help
justify a reduction to the speed limit, and would also provide a small scale waste water
treatment works which residents could connect to. It was also noted by the same
respondent that the development would provide a defensible boundary to the village to
the north and east whilst providing an area of open space/play area, which would
provide an amenity to the village (475).
SNH noted that if the site was to be allocated then there would be a need to be a
construction method statement as the River Dee SAC and semi-natural broadleaved
woodland are to the west of the site (506).
Another respondent objects to the site on the basis that the site falls within the Dee
Valley Special Landscape Area and that the development would have an impact on a
variety of wildlife including protected species. The same respondent also notes that
there is a lack of infrastructure within the settlement to support more development
including education, lack of public drainage and poor public transport (199).
It was also noted by a respondent that there is a lack of demand for new housing in the
village as two plots at the edge of the village have been on sale for several years and
there was a risk that development of this site would lead to overdevelopment of Kirkton
of Durris (199).
Bid KN137
The reasons Officers have chosen not to allocate the site are supported (632, 999).
SNH notes that there is woodland on the northwest and southwest boundaries of the
site (506).
New Site – Land at Durris Glebe
One respondent has requested that a site be included in the Proposed Local
Development Plan that was not subject to a bid to the Main Issues Report. The site
would be for between 15-20 houses with 50% of those being affordable housing. The
representation has been submitted after being advised by the local community and the
Church or Scotland that they would only promote sites for development if there is
support from the local community to do so. The existing access to the Kirk would be
used and the potential development would reflect the scale and density of the existing
housing to the south and west of the site. The western edge of the settlement would
be retained as open space/amenity space to preserve the listing of the church, to the
eastern edge there would be a new landscaped edge provided. It is also well located
in relation to the existing settlement and would round off the settlement (231).
Settlement Boundary
The proposal for extending the settlement boundary to include the two properties which
currently have planning permission is supported in order to help to reduce the speed
limit (999). Support was also received for extending the boundary in order to allow for
infill development (475).

3. Actions
General
A number of concerns were received relating to the development of the two sites for
Kirkton of Durris (KN0137 and KN075). Similar concerns have been received for each
of the individual sites identified above in relation to lack of infrastructure, school capacity
issues and impact on wildlife. There are a number of constraints that were highlighted
both within the MIR and also the responses noted above that would limit the potential of
these sites.
With regards to the OP1 site in Woodlands of Durris, the Local Development Plan
allocates land in a number of different settlements in order to support the local needs of
these settlements and in areas close to services and other facilities to support
sustainable development. For this reason, it is not seen that allocations in Kirkton of
Durris would be appropriate at this time.
Services and Infrastructure
The request made by SEPA to highlight that in the Settlement Statement there is no
public waste water infrastructure is considered appropriate and text should be added
accordingly.
Bid KN075
Support for the Officers’ recommendation is welcomed.
One of these notes a number of positives to the site including the ability to provide a
small scale waste water treatment works, help justify the communities desire to reduce
the speed limit into the town, provide an area of open space and round off the
settlement.
There were also comments received from SNH and other respondents highlighting a
number of concerns including the proximity to the River Dee SAC, impact on protected
species, impact on the Dee Valley SLA, lack of infrastructure, over development and the
lack of demand for new housing are all noted.
Taking account of the information above it is not felt that the information included within
the representation covers all of the constraints noted within the Main Issues Report. It
is therefore considered that there are currently sufficient existing development
allocations within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of
becoming effective to meet the Strategic Development Plan requirements. On this
basis, there is not a strategic need to allocate further development opportunities in
Kirkton of Durris at this time.
Bid KN137
Support for the Officers’ recommendation is welcomed.

The comment received from SNH with regards to the woodland is noted. It is not
proposed to allocate this site within the Proposed LDP. No action is required.
New Site – Land at Durris Glebe
The site has been proposed in this consultation, which was not included in the MIR
document itself. While this is not unknown, and is a circumstance recognised by
Circular 6/2013, it is noted that the public have not had an opportunity to assess this bid
site. In addition, the rigorous assessment undertaken of other sites has not been
completed to determine suitability or environmental impact. However, the issues
affecting site KN075, which is immediately south of this site, would be similar for this
new site (e.g. proximity to the River Dee SAC, lack of infrastructure, and over
development). Although it was noted that the Church of Scotland only promote sites
for development supported by the local congregation, we cannot confirm the views of
the wider local community. It is therefore, not proposed to allocate this site within the
Proposed LDP.
Settlement Boundary
The support for the proposal to move the settlement boundary is welcomed and the
change will be included in the Proposed LDP.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Update the Vision to include a statement regarding the inclusion of the area of
land with planning permission within the settlement boundary with the hope of
helping to reduce the traffic speed on approach to the settlement.
2. Add the following text under ‘Services and Infrastructure’: “Strategic drainage and
water supply: There is no public waste water treatment available. SEPA will
need to be consulted and full authorisation sought for relevant licensing of private
treatment.”
3. Amend the settlement boundary to include the area of land on approach to the
settlement from the east that has planning permission for two houses and to
allow for infill development.
4. Do not allocate any of the bid sites within the Proposed LDP.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.

2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 136 Kirkton of Maryculter
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
472
506
571
574
703
769
805

Respondents
Stewart Milne Homes
Scottish Natural Heritage
Goldcrest (Highland) Ltd
Goldcrest (Highland) Ltd
Mr Rob Knox
Ms Kristina Knox
SEPA

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) identifies there
is insufficient capacity and that a growth project will be initiated if criteria are met.
SEPA believe this remains a valid statement (805).
Existing Site – OP1
SNH has noted there is a desire line through the site leading into the woods from the
village, which should be retained and improved (506).
Bid KN005 and Bid KN006
SNH has agreed with the comments noted in the Main Issues Report relating to
landscape and note that both sites would relate poorly to the existing settlement and
would likely have a significant adverse landscape and visual impact (506).
Bid KN040
A respondent has objected to the site as it is constrained by embankments and would
only partially be able to be developed (769). Other respondents noted that the site is
very steep and not suitable for development (571, 574, 703).
Several respondents have objected to the site on the basis of the sites impact on wildlife
and habitats (761) and could result in the loss of trees (574, 571). A number of
respondents noted that the site is included within the green belt (571, 574, 703).
Concerns are raised with regards to road safety, increased traffic generation, lack of
parking and turning space and also the condition of the road (703, 769). Concern was
also raised with potential access to the site as there is extremely poor visibility and is
also currently used for vehicles turning (571, 574, 703). There is no public transport
within the settlement (571, 574, 703). Polston Road is the main entrance to the
community woodland therefore increased traffic could create a safety issue (703).

Development of the site would impact the Dee Valley Special Landscape and lead to
urbanisation of the countryside and overdevelopment (703, 769). The site would
overlook the approved development at OP1 (571, 574, 703, 769). It was also noted by
respondents that the development would not be in keeping with the rest of the
settlement as it is denser (571, 703).
A number of respondents noted that the Maryculter Waste Water Treatment Works
(WWTW) is at capacity (571, 574, 703 and 769). It was also noted that the ground
cannot support soakaways so there is concern that the site would cause surface water
flooding (571, 574, 703, 769).
SNH has noted that there are mature trees on the site and to the site of the south, which
could make it difficult to build 5 houses on this area, and the existing trees should be
retained as part of the open space provision (506).
One respondent has supported the Officers’ recommendations for the site and note the
increased site capacity and welcome the removal of the site from the green belt
boundary (472). It is also noted that the site is an infill site and can be delivered in the
short term, and therefore should be allocated in the Proposed LDP (472).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Information from Scottish Water confirms that there is no waste water capacity. The
existing text is considered to be sufficient and as such no change is required.
Existing Site – OP1
The comments made by SNH relating to the desire line are noted, and it is proposed
that a comment relating to this will be included within the allocation summary for the
site.
Bid KN005 and Bid KN006
Support for the Officers’ assessment of the impact on the landscape is welcomed, as
neither site is proposed to be allocated in the Proposed LDP. No further action is
required.
Bid KN040
All of the comments received are noted. The comments made by SNH with regards to
the capacity of the site have been considered and the site has been reviewed, which
also takes into account the concerns raised regarding overdevelopment.
It is proposed not to include this site as an allocated site, and as for the reduced level of
development it would be better considered through a planning application, which would
be assessed on its own merits. In light of this, it is proposed that the settlement
boundary is changed. This means that the area of land will be included within the
settlement and can come forward as infill development.

The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision, a statement regarding the local community’s desire for
a car park for the community woodland.
2. Retain OP1 within the Proposed LDP, adding a sentence in the allocation
summary on retaining a desire line through the site.
3. Amend the settlement boundary to include the area identified as KN040 to allow
development to come forward as infill development and exclude it from the green
belt.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. The Committee agreed to include bids KN008 and KN009, KN010 and KN011,
and KN012 and KN013 as three groupings of bid sites (add three settlement
boundaries of existing homes and bid sites).

3. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and agreed not
allocate bid KN008-KN013 in the Proposed LDP.
4. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 137 Laurencekirk
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
19
235
280
301
333
395
503
506
597
629
805
876
902
969
1070
1071
1072
1073
1074
1075
1076
1077
1078
1079

Respondents
Nestrans
Mr & Mrs Matthew & Katherine Gibson
Angus Council
Mearns Community Council
Mrs A Birks
Mr Austin Stevenson
Mr & Mrs David And Louise Aitken
Scottish Natural Heritage
Scotia Homes Ltd
Dr Fiona Moore
SEPA
Woodland Trust Scotland
Mr Fraser Zwart
@rchitects Scotland Ltd on behalf of Medlock & Medlock Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd
Hadden Holdings Ltd

2. Issues
General
Concern was expressed about the impacts of new development, with one respondent
stating the High Street cannot cope with additional traffic from additional development,
and the primary school could not cope (395, 629, 902). There was also concern that
existing sites are not being delivered timeously, and future/new ones may not be either
(969). Questions were asked about the need for additional sites, with respondents
considering that existing allocated sites, particularly OP1, can cope with demand and
projected population growth (235, 395, 503, 629). A respondent suggested there was
a need for more affordable housing (301).

Greater emphasis should be given to road infrastructure before new development is
considered (333), with adequate transport infrastructure needed before any additional
development should happen (395, 629). One respondent suggested that subject to the
A90(T) and A937 southern junction being upgraded, additional sites are not considered
to have wider land use issues (280).
New development must not compete with the High Street, focus for the community and
businesses should remain to the High Street (395). New housing should be
sympathetic with a holistic approach to design taken to ensure consistency (395), and
should not disturb existing woodland, which is limited in Laurencekirk (503).
Nestrans believed that Laurencekirk Railway Station may require extra parking spaces
by 2030 (19).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has recommended that allocated sites make provision
for active travel, and footpaths and cycle routes are not just for safe routes to school.
They also suggest open space provision should be biodiverse (506).
Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) has noted there is no reference to
waste water drainage in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) for
Laurencekirk.
Existing Site – OP1
One respondent highlighted concern about road impact and impact on services such as
shops and health care, unless new facilities are provided within the development (902).
Another expressed that the slow rate of delivery is a concern and is not going to
accelerate due to the need for a grade separated junction (969). SEPA requested that
additional text is added on Flood Risk Assessments (FRA), buffer strips and
investigating opportunities to enhance the straightened watercourses (805).
Existing Site – OP2
Numbers referenced should be clear, it is misleading to state 210 if only 55 are likely to
remain (969). SEPA requested that additional text is added on FRAs, buffer strips and
investigating opportunities to enhance the straightened watercourses (805).
Existing Site – OP3/ Bid KN018
The site was considered by some to be heavily constrained by limited road access (235,
333, 503), with the resultant increase in local road traffic also a concern (902).
Deliverability of an access has been raised as a constraint (629).
One respondent considered the site to be valuable agricultural land, which the loss of
would not be outweighed by more houses (333). Concern was also expressed about
the potential loss of woodland (235), the impact on hedgerows and trees (503), and
impacts on habitats (629, 902).

Further concerns raised issues about pressure on schooling and health care services
(902), and that housing on the site could experience severe noise impacts from the A90
(503).
One respondent identified that pre-application discussion with the Planning Service was
ongoing regarding access from Garvochlea Gardens, and they hope to submit a
planning application in 2020 (1071).
Bid KN017
One respondent stated the site was not constrained by road access. Access from the
High Street, on both sides of an adjacent dwelling, can provide a 5.5m access road,
including pavements. The site could meet community aspiration for self-build plots.
The site should be included in the LDP, and a pre-application enquiry has been
submitted to progress the site (1070).
Bid KN019
The site was considered by some to be heavily constrained by limited road access (235,
333, 503), with the resultant increase in local road traffic also a concern (902). Access
would have to avoid conflict with existing pedestrian access to school (395).
Further concerns raised issues about pressure on schooling and health care services
(395, 902), could impact on water pressure and possibly require additional pumps which
could create noise nuisance and disturb wildlife (395), and that housing on the site
could experience severe noise impacts from the A90 (503).
One respondent considers the site to be prime agricultural land (902), which the loss of
would not be outweighed by more houses (333). Concern was also expressed about
the potential loss of woodland (235), the impact on hedgerows and trees (503), and
impacts on habitats (629).
SNH required the core path to be retained and upgraded if necessary (506).
One respondent considered that development can be delivered before 2031, adhering
to Health and Safety Executive (HSE) consultation zone restriction, in a way that can
preserve the setting and amenity of the site. Water and education capacity exists due
to slow delivery elsewhere, and discussion over access from Garvocklea Gardens was
ongoing. Development is feasible with the provision of a buffer from A90 (1072). Only
part of the site is required for a cemetery expansion (1073).
Bid KN020
The site was considered by some to be heavily constrained by limited road access (235,
333, 503), with the resultant increase in local road traffic also a concern (902). Access
would have to avoid conflict with existing pedestrian access to school (395).
Respondent considers the site to be valuable agricultural land, which the loss of would
not be outweighed by more houses (333, 902). Concern was also expressed about the

potential loss of woodland (235), loss of open green space (395), the impact on
hedgerows and trees (503), and impacts on habitats (629, 902).
Further concerns raised issues about pressure on schooling and health care services,
development could impact on water pressure and possibly require additional pumps
which could create noise nuisance and disturb wildlife (395), and that housing on the
site could experience severe noise impacts from the A90 (503).
Development would impact on the ability for cemetery expansion or additional parking
(395, 902), and the site should be reserved for this purpose (629).
SNH required the core path to be retained and upgraded if necessary (506).
One respondent outlines that any woodland loss would be offset with planting in a buffer
strip adjacent to the A90, and tree loss would be minimised. Habitat would be
identified, and measures implemented to protect species. Footpaths and green
networks can be enhanced. The site is currently used for animal grazing, not
agriculture (1073).
Bid KN021
One respondent stated the site should not be supported due to its location near the
cemetery and war memorial. Development of the site would add to air and noise
pollution, with added concern about littering (902).
One respondent suggested the site is not constrained, highlighting that the Council’s
Roads and Environmental Health Services do not object to a pre-application enquiry for
a drive-through. The respondent considers a precedent has been set for development
adjacent to the cemetery and war memorial, with residential development considered
possible. Development could provide parking for the cemetery, inclusive of electric
vehicle charging points (1074).
Bid KN022
Concerns were raised that development on this site would disrupt wildlife (301), with
one respondent identifying that the site is outwith the site boundary and on prime
agricultural land (969).
One respondent welcomed the positive comments in the Main Issues Report and Draft
Proposed LDP and highlights that development will work towards a southern gateway to
Laurencekirk (1075). One respondent suggests the model of delivery will need to
clarify affordable housing provision (969).
SEPA has requested that additional text is added on FRA, buffer strips and investigating
opportunities to enhance the straightened watercourses (805).

Bid KN023
One respondent offered support for the site as an opportunity to provide self-build plots
(1076).
Bid KN024
It was queried whether the site could be delivered without disruption to an existing
adjacent electricity sub-station (301).
One respondent noted the suggestion in the Draft Proposed LDP to increase the
number of units to overcome the density issue. They highlight a potential access issue,
which potentially involves land in third party ownership which could delay/prevent
delivery. More deliverable sites should be allocated (969).
One respondent suggests access can be provided through OP2, which is hoped to be
discussed with the developer of that site (1077).
SEPA requested that additional text is added on FRAs (805).
Bid KN025
One respondent suggests access can be provided through OP2, which is hoped to be
discussed with the developer of that site. They state the site is currently grazing land,
and has never been farmed for agricultural reasons (1078).
Bid KN026
The site was considered by some to be heavily constrained by limited road access (235,
333, 503), with the resultant increase in local road traffic also a concern (902). Access
would have to avoid conflict with existing pedestrian access to school (395).
Concern was also raised that the site would surround the primary school, where green
space should be promoted for green learning environments for children (235, 503).
Concern was also expressed about the potential loss of woodland (235, 503), and
Ancient Woodland to the western side of the site should be removed with a buffer to
protect it (876). Development of the site would harm the natural ecosystem and not
bring any benefits to outdoor activities (395), and would result in the loss of green
space, impacting on amenity, walking routes and natural heritage (629). Some
considered the site is good prime agricultural farmland and its loss would not be
outweighed by more houses (333, 902).
Further concerns raised issues about pressure on schooling and health care services,
development could impact on water pressure and possibly require additional pumps
which could create noise nuisance and disturb wildlife (395), and that housing on the
site could experience severe noise impacts from the A90 (503).
One respondent states development is feasible and fits within HSE consultation zones,
and can be delivered before 2031. Access can be taken via 5.5m roads with
pavements on either side, on land adjacent to West Lodge. A landscape buffer can be

incorporated, and tree loss would be minimised. Gaugers Burn can be enhanced in
terms of biodiversity and natural habitat. A Noise Impact Assessment would identify
mitigation from A90. The site is currently used for grazing, not agriculture (1079).
Bid KN073
One respondent identified the site accords with focussing development to the Strategic
Growth Area, and the site already has planning permission (APP/2010/2823 and
APP/2010/2822), but those have conditions to limit delivery to post A90 junction
upgrade, however a technical start has been made on site to purify the full planning
consent APP/2010/2822, and discussion continues with Transport Scotland to coordinate delivery with the grade separated junction. The respondent suggests the
allocation should be for 100 homes to reflect the planning in principle consent
APP/2010/2823, and issues raised in the Main Issues Report were addressed in the
planning applications, particularly landscape buffers next to the A90 and Gauger Burn
(597).
Some considered the site to be viable agricultural land (333, 395) and its loss would not
be outweighed by more houses (333). Development could impact on Ancient
Woodland to the east (876), affecting the setting and natural boundary of Laurencekirk
(969). Concern was also raised about compatibility and amenity for residential
development near industrial land (969).
Concern was expressed that development would create greater demands on local road
network (395) and being close to A90/Marykirk junction it would add to road safety
concerns (395), and should not be allocated until A90 interchange is known and
complete (969). One respondent expressed concern that development of the site could
limit options for a new junction, particularly in terms of SUDS provision (969).
One respondent suggested the site could, in part, be used for community gardens or an
orchard (395).
SEPA has requested that additional text is added on FRAs and buffer strips (805).
Bid KN083
One respondent expressed concerns that the site could create greater demands on the
local road network, being close to A90/ Marykirk junction it would add to road safety
concerns. Development would result in loss of viable agricultural land, but suggests
part of the site could be used for community gardens or orchard (395).
SNH consider the site may lead to significant adverse landscape and visual impacts,
intruding on the gateway into Laurencekirk. There is an opportunity for well-designed
development on the eastern extremity (506).
Bid KN114
One respondent suggested the submitted numbers in the bid for allocation could be
altered, as proposed for KN024, to address issues relating to density. They noted the
site is outwith the site boundary and on prime agricultural land but is well related to the

settlement and has good access via varied means of mode of transport, helping to meet
low carbon criteria. Delivery would meet the aspirations of the community for self-build
homes. A low-density development, based on a self-build model, was envisaged,
however the number can be increased if the Council see fit. The potential for a future
western road access should not limit the allocation of this site, but if proposals came
forward for a new road that could be factored into development (969).

3. Actions
General
Concerns about the impacts of new development are noted, but provisions exist within
the Plan to offset and mitigate impacts either within the development or through
securing appropriate contributions. Delivery delays are regularly cited as a concern,
along with the need for further allocations when current ones are not yet built out.
However, the Plan must maintain an active supply of housing land, often on multiple
sites, to ensure delivery targets can be met.
The need for affordable housing is noted. All development shall be required to
contribute towards affordable housing provision, in line with Scottish Planning Policy.
General comments about the need for road infrastructure upgrades are noted, with
controls in place on some consented development to the south (planning application
APP/2010/2822, bid KN073) to prevent occupation until such upgrades are in place.
We expect the new south grade separated junction to be provided within the lifespan of
the LDP 2021.
The importance of the High Street as a focus for the town, and the need for appropriate
design and respect for existing green space and woodland within the town is noted.
It is not necessary to reference public waste water infrastructure in the Settlement
Statement as requested by SEPA, as a growth project at Laurencekirk Waste Water
Treatment Works has been completed, which took into account all domestic allocations
in the LDP 2017 up to 2020.
Existing Site – OP1
The current allocation is for a mixed use development, and will provide employment and
amenities within the site. Town centre uses will not be permitted to compete and
conflict with the High Street. Slow delivery is a concern, and the Plan should adapt to
ensure the allocation remains viable in the long term. The request made by SEPA for
additional text (e.g. on FRA and buffer strips) to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Existing Site – OP2
The site is currently allocated for 210 homes, with consent being granted in 2012 for
210 homes. There is no ambiguity over the numbers on site. The request made by

SEPA for additional text (e.g. on FRA and buffer strips) to be added to the Settlement
Statement is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Existing Site – OP3/ Bid KN018
Concerns about road access is noted, but one respondent suggests a solution and a
planning application could be forthcoming. The site is currently allocated for 10
dwellings, but concern about delivery remains and the site should be removed from the
LDP.
With the principle of development having been established, woodland impacts,
landscaping and potential noise mitigation measures would be reviewed in any
subsequent planning application.
Bid KN017
The potential access solution is noted, but concern remains over the certainty of
delivery. The site is within the settlement, and if a solution is forthcoming would
present an infill development opportunity, subject to compliance with all relevant policies
of the LDP.
Bid KN019
The constraints are known, with concern expressed about road access, traffic impact,
education capacity, and potential noise and wildlife impacts. The site also lies within
the middle pipeline zone. A very limited development could be accommodated on the
site. The scale of development and constraints on the site do raise concern, and whilst
the site may be well enclosed and well related to the settlement, concern does remain
about the level and deliverability of development on this site.
Bid KN020
Concern has been raised about multiple constraints and reasons not to allocate the site,
as well as the need to reserve land for the cemetery expansion. The site is cut-off and
not well related to the settlement. This site does not represent the best scale of
development on the best development site in the right place.
Bid KN021
One respondent cites positive responses from the Council’s Roads and Environmental
Health Services. However, concern about the site’s proximity to the cemetery and war
memorial remains. The site also forms an important part of the green space network,
which defines Laurencekirk and provides some open amenity space for the town.
Bid KN022
Concern about wildlife impacts is noted. The site is of modest scale and infills a small
site on the edge of the current Settlement Statement, providing a logical extension to
the settlement that can offer an attractive development that can enhance biodiversity
along Gaugers Burn and provide a gateway to Laurencekirk.

The request made by SEPA for additional text (e.g. on FRA and buffer strips) to be
added to the Settlement Statement is considered appropriate and should be included in
the Proposed LDP.
Bid KN023
The site does relate well to the settlement, but concern over the ability to provide
access remains. The site lies within the settlement boundary, and the small scale of
development could present an infill development opportunity of the access constraint
can be overcome, subject to compliance with all relevant policies of the LDP.
Bid KN024
The site presents a logical extension to current site OP2 and can accommodate more
dwellings (20 homes) than what was proposed in the bid submission (10 homes).
Concern about potential disruption to the adjacent sub-station is noted.
The request made by SEPA for additional text (on FRA) to be added to the Settlement
Statement is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Bid KN025
One respondent states the site is grazing land, not agriculture however agriculture use
extends beyond crop growing, and the site is recognised as Class 2 Prime Agricultural
Land. The low density, small scale development, does not present a suitable fit to
justify extending the existing settlement boundary to include within the LDP. Access
constraints remain, even with the uncertain aspiration that a solution could be found
coming through the existing OP2 site.
Bid KN026
The site would infill the green space that separates the town from the A90 and providing
a defined setting and character of the southern part of Laurencekirk. Several
constraints were identified by respondents, and the site lies within the pipeline zone,
which limits the level of development that can be delivered.
The scale of development, potential landscape impacts, and constraints on site remain
a significant concern.
Bid KN073
Issues relating to the loss of agricultural land, woodland and landscape impact were
considered when consent was granted under applications from 2010, one of which
(APP/2010/2822) remains extant. The principal of development on this site has been
secured by the developer. Conditions on those consents limits occupation of the
development until such time as junction upgrades are complete, mitigating the road
safety concerns. The suggestion that the site should replicate what was consented
previously is noted. Development of the site will need to consider setting of Johnston
Lodge, West Lodge, a category C-listed building.

The request made by SEPA for additional text (e.g. on FRA and buffer strips) to be
added to the Settlement Statement is considered appropriate and should be included in
the Proposed LDP.
Bid KN083
The site, and scale of development proposed, could have significant landscape impacts,
as identified by SNH. Road safety concerns are noted, but the consented development
to the east (Bid KN073) is restricted, by condition, to not be delivered in full until such
time as road junction upgrades have taken place. Water and waste water capacity is
also limited for development of this scale. This site is not deliverable in the short to
medium term.
Bid KN114
The site is well located in relation to the settlement and amenities, but the proposed bid
represents an underdevelopment of the site. Whilst one respondent suggests the
numbers could simply be increased (969), concern remains about the long-term
aspirations for a western link road to serve wider development sites, and improve the
wider road network serving the settlement. Part of the site does have consent for 7
individual dwellings, and the settlement boundary could be extended to include those
sites as infill development.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.
Modify the Vision within the Settlement Statement to reflect the aspirations as
expressed in early consultation by local stakeholders, including the Community Council.

4. Recommendations
1. Modify the Vision for the settlement to give an update to the status of road
infrastructure upgrades to the A90 junction and identify the Community
Council’s desire to see grade separate junctions at both the northern and
southern junctions.
2. Identify in the Vision the lack of affordable housing and rental accommodation
as a concern for the community, as well as the desire for self-build plots
within new developments.
3. The Vision should capture the community’s desire to see connectivity
between new housing and the settlement, more car parking in the town
centre, and the retention of green space at the former academy’s playing
field.

4. Add a Protected Land designation to provide strategic landscaping for the
north end of the settlement.
5. Amend the flood risk section to state that an FRA will be required for sites
KN022 and KN073 and that one may be required for existing sites OP1, OP2
and KN024.
6. Due to issues surrounding the current OP1 site, amend the settlement
boundary and divide the current OP1 site to become OP1 for 310 homes,
OP2 for 247 homes, OP7 for 11 Ha of employment land, and strategic
reserve site SR1 (12.2 Ha of employment land). In addition, add that buffer
strips will be required adjacent to watercourses, which should be integrated
positively into the development, and to investigate opportunities to enhance
the straightened watercourses through re-naturalisation and removal of any
redundant features.
7. Modify the boundary of the settlement to include the self-build development
adjacent to Fordoun Road.
8. Amend existing site OP2 and update the description to acknowledge
development is underway, and that the site should provide access to the
adjacent OP4 site. In addition, add that a buffer strip will be required
adjacent to the watercourse running through the site, which should be
integrated positively into the development, and to investigate opportunities to
enhance the straightened watercourses through re-naturalisation and removal
of any redundant features.
9. Remove existing OP3 site (KN018) from the Proposed LDP due to access
constraints and delays in delivery.
10. Allocate bid KN024 for 20 homes, including reference to access provision,
regard for adjacent development, and provision of open space. An FRA may
be required.
11. Allocate bid KN022 for 11 homes, including reference to access provision,
design integration, hedge retention along High Street, and regard for the
habitat, need for a buffer strip along Gaugers Burn, which should be
integrated positively into the development, and investigate opportunities to
enhance the straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation and removal
of any redundant features. A Flood Risk Assessment will be required.
12. Allocate bid KN073 for 100 homes and commercial/business units and a
petrol station with ancillary retail provision. Accompanying description shall
identify that the site has permission for 77 homes and 8 commercial units,
which cannot be occupied until the upgrade to the A90 junction is complete.
Scottish Water infrastructure capacity may be a constraint to delivery. In

addition, add that buffer strips will be required adjacent to the watercourse,
which should be integrated positively into the development, and that a Flood
Risk Assessment will be required.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the recommendations 1 to 6 and
8 to 12 at their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee
agreed to amend recommendation 7 to read:
Allocate land for 15 homes, which includes 8 homes on bid site KN114, and the 7
self-build homes that have planning permission adjacent to KN114.

2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 138 Luthermuir
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
232
301
410
506
805
812
876
877
878
915
917
925
926
1051

Respondents
Mr Allan Jones
Mearns Community Council
J. W. Souttar
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Mrs Sylvia Cartwright
Woodland Trust Scotland
J.W.Souttar on behalf of Mr & Mrs John and Karen McWilliam
J. W. Souttar
Murray Architects on behalf of Aberluthnott Parish Church
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Luther Farm Services
Murray Architects on behalf of Aberluthnott Parish Church
Murray Architects on behalf of J. G. & W Duncan
Ms Kirsty McLean

2. Issues
General
There is a lack of recycling facilities in the village (878).
Recent developments have not resolved road width issues or provided adequate
pedestrian links (878). Access to the village hall is poor, buses and large vehicles
cannot pass (878) and there is concern regarding viability of bus services (877).
Protected Land
Site P1 is a field, not public open space (925).
Bid KN063
The development proposal has been revised since the original bid in March 2018, and
now proposes a reduced scale of development. As such initial concerns are no longer
valid. The proposed altered development proposal now meets the Council’s
aspirations for sustainable economic development and offers a new opportunity for food
and drink tourism development. Several elements of the proposal have been removed,
with the site reduced in size and avoiding prime agricultural land (917).
Bid KN098 (Existing Site - OP1) and KN099 (Existing Site - OP2)
Respondents have considered these sites to be deliverable with collaborative working
between different landowners to ensure shared costs, with access coming through the

existing OP2 site. Delays so far have been down to the housing market recession, but
the development would offer a mix of housing to reflect rural traditional character and
meet growing demand. If a shop was provided it should be closer to School Road to
maximise passing trade. Connectivity can be provided, and flood attenuation can be
achieved. Mature trees and hedgerows would be retained. The sites are a natural
extension to the settlement (915, 925, 926).
Respondents would prefer to see these sites delivered (915, 925, 926). OP2 should be
retained to allow for a phased development. Delivering both sites in smaller phases is
more marketable and deliverable (926).
One respondent considered KN098 was preferable to KN107 (232).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) would require a development brief for both sites, to
ensure adequate open space provision and tree protection, and development should
contribute to active travel infrastructure given the location and proximity to the school
(506).
It was not considered that KN099 would contribute to the overall sense of place, and it
is of viable agricultural use (301).
SEPA has supported the text provided in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
(LDP) for bid KN098/existing site OP1, but requested minor rewording in relation to
culverting, to state: "There will be no built development over the active culvert nor any
additional culverting" (805).
For existing site OP2, SEPA has advised that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) would be
required (805).
For both existing sites OP1 and OP2, each site requires a buffer strip adjacent to the
watercourse on the boundary which should be integrated positively into the
development. Enhancement of the straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation
and removal of any redundant features will require to be investigated (805).
Bid KN107
One respondent agrees this area is essential for wildlife, and states further loss of
woodland would be a disaster (232), and others emphasise the site of Ancient
Woodland should be protected (812, 876, 1051). SNH consider development should
be avoided on Ancient Woodland, and the Core Path should be retained (506).
Development of this site would impact on habitat and protected species (1051).
Respondents also disagree with some comments that this site is preferred (926, 1051).
It was highlighted that the majority of attendees at their meeting supported this site, as it
would bring a sense of place to the community, preserve the amenity of the settlement,
provide employment opportunities in the settlement, meet local housing need, add to
the primary school roll, and support local services and facilities. Furthermore, the

woodland is self-seeded and of low value, and should not be considered Ancient
Woodland. Potential access issues could be resolved (301).
One respondent sought the full inclusion of this site, along with the area currently within
the settlement boundary that has an extant consent for housing. They stated the
community support housing located close to what is considered the focus point of the
village (school, hall and recreation ground). Development would contribute to the
overall sense of place in the community, bring forward housing and mitigate concerns,
and protect woodland whilst enabling sustainable growth of the village, meeting housing
need and delivering 25% affordable housing. The site would help sustain the school
roll. Proposal would only develop half the total area of Caldhame Wood. The
ecological value of Caldhame Wood is questioned, whilst there are some community
benefits of the woodland, this could be enhanced and preserved through development.
Development of this scale will help sustain a bus service. Development will ensure
appropriate access, and emergency access provision. A much-needed community
recycling area can be reinstated, along with community benefits in terms of improved
access to Luthermuir Hall and Park. The Ancient Woodland designation was
questioned, the woodland is partially non-native, and of low value and not mature, and
development would meet Control of Woodland Removal policy due to the public benefits
of development outweighing the loss of woodland (877).
One respondent offered further support for the site, stating development of this site
would result in slight increase in air quality. Surface water can be adequately dealt
with. Historical flooding is no longer a problem. Being woodland, the site cannot also
be Prime Agricultural Land. Woodland is self-sown, not Ancient Woodland (878).
Development could enhance biodiversity through appropriate management and habitat
enhancements. It was noted that 20% of the trees have already been felled.
Community enhancement in the northern part of the site show what is possible in the full
development. Housing would be well related to the school. Inclusion of a local shop
would be an excellent facility for the village. Development has the potential to deliver
improved pedestrian links and several enhancements to existing amenities, along with
provision of retail and a village hub. Removal of some of the woodland would be
outweighed by the positives from development (878).
Bid KN125
One respondent highlighted that there is no flood risk or evidence of flooding on site.
They contest reference to prime agricultural land, stating the site has been amenity
space/paddock for over 20 years, with no crops in over 30 years. The site is easily
serviced and would integrate Muirfoot into the settlement. There is a need to consider
all information to fairly assess allocation. Site is deliverable, attractive, previously had
buildings on it, flat, well linked to bus route, a safe route to school exists, and house
designs can cater for all and be sustainable (410).

3. Actions
General
Concerns about poor access and connectivity to key amenities are noted. We agree
that new development could help sustain and ensure long term viability of public
transport, but that is an operational matter for the private provider and outwith the
control of the local development plan. Concern regarding the lack of shared recycling
facilities is noted. Such a facility would not accord with the recycling strategy approved
in 2018 by Aberdeenshire Council. References to small retail units are no longer
applicable, the viability of such a unit for such a small population is questioned and
reference should be removed from the LDP.
Protected Land
The point of clarity is noted, the site is green space, rather than public open space.
However, “green spaces” within towns do not need to be public, if they make a
significant contribution to the sense of place within the settlement.
Bid KN063
One respondent has suggested they have amended their proposals to try to address
matters stemming from the refused planning application (APP/2017/1366) and the
dismissed appeal. Certain elements have been removed, the site reduced, with the
proposal now seeking allocation for studio space, farm shop/retail and a café with
ancillary toilet facilities. The reduction in scale of proposal does not address the
locational concerns, particularly with the site (for tourist facilities) not being well related
to a settlement, with visitors relying on the private car to access the site, and road safety
concerns would remain due to intensification of use of the access with the A90.
Bid KN098 (Existing Site - OP1) and KN099 (Existing Site - OP2)
There has been a lack of progress on delivery of these sites, but the intentions for
collaborative working to deliver both are noted and welcomed.
Respondents suggest technical matters are being reviewed, with proposals likely to
come forward late in 2019.
The requirements of SNH for a development brief for both sites, can be referenced
within the allocation summary for each site.
Land south of KN098 has received consent for 25 dwellings (APP/2016/2326) and
shows a vehicular link to site OP1 (KN098) to the north, and site OP2 could therefore be
removed from the plan with its contribution to the housing supply being met via the
consented application. The consented application does relate better to the settlement,
with OP1 to the north retaining the close form of the village, whilst OP2 would elongate
the built form of Luthermuir, to the detriment of the wider landscape and setting of the
settlement.

The request by SEPA for an amendment to minor wording in relation to culverting, and
for stipulating the requirement for a buffer strip is considered appropriate and should be
included in the Settlement Statement.
Bid KN107
Positive comments do suggest the site is deliverable, can meet the aspirations of the
town and enhance the sense of place of Luthermuir. There is an historical consent in
place on part of the site, which has been included as “white land” in the current LDP
which does encroach into the woodland. Further allocation would erode the woodland,
to the detriment of the local landscape, amenity and sense of place.
The site is Ancient Woodland, and notwithstanding the notion of young trees and
openness within the site, the designation reflects the historical nature of the site and the
heritage within its soil, not necessarily the specific trees that are present today.
Development would drastically alter the established natural character of the site, to the
detriment of the wider landscape and have potentially significant impacts on habitat and
protected species. This matter was discussed at the Examination into the LDP 2017
and the site confirmed as within one of the classes of “Ancient Woodland” and therefore
a national resource.
Existing allocations and consented sites can meet the demand for housing in
Luthermuir. The site does not represent the best scale of development on the best
development site in the right place.
Bid KN125
The site is well located in relation to the settlement, but the access road is poor and
bound by protected trees. Development would require upgrades to the access, which
would endanger the trees that have local landscape value. While a revised drawing of
the proposed road access has since been submitted, it has not been reviewed by the
Council’s Roads Department. Drainage constraints could be overcome, but the site is
prime agricultural land and its loss would not be outweighed by development where
sufficient housing supply can be provided elsewhere.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Modify the Vision within the Settlement Statement to reflect the aspirations as
expressed in early consultation by local stakeholders, including the Community
Council. Remove reference to the need for a small retail facility in the vision for
Luthermuir, as this will likely be unviable.
2. Amend the description of Protected Land P1 to reflect the site is green space, to
avoid potentially misleading interpretation as public open space.

3. Increase allocation at OP1 to 31 homes, and remove reference to small scale
retail and employment land. Highlight that access should be taken via the site
to the south, and an emergency access will be required when the cumulative
total of dwellings from the single point of access in the site to the south reaches
50 homes. The need for a buffer strip to the minor watercourse should be
highlighted (see below), and tree removal should be minimised. Connectivity
and affordable housing should also be delivered.
4. Amend text in the Draft Proposed LDP within the allocation summary for OP1 to
state: "There will be no built development over the active culvert nor any
additional culverting", and that a buffer strip is required adjacent to the
watercourse on the boundary which should be integrated positively into the
development, with enhancement of the straightened watercourse through renaturalisation and removal of any redundant features to be investigated.
5. Remove the existing site OP2.
6. Allocate land subject to APP/2016/2326, for 25 homes, and exclude previous
references to small-scale retail and employment land. The site should take
access from School Road, and provide access to site OP1, and ensure
maintenance of the existing core path. Affordable housing should be integrated
into the design.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019 and also agreed to add bid
KN125 (for 13 homes).
2. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed to suspend standing orders at
their meeting on 24 September 2019 and allocate bid KN063, as revised, for a
farm shop, café and artisan studio space in the Proposed LDP.

3. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and agreed not
to allocate bid KN063, including at a reduced scale.
4. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 139 Marykirk
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
506
805
996
1009

Respondents
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
APT Planning & Development on behalf of FM Ury Ltd. & RSM Milne
Dykelands Ltd.
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
Flood Risk
SEPA request that the text “Marykirk lies within an area potentially vulnerable to flood
risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments
may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
Existing Site – OP1
SEPA has noted a buffer strip will be required adjacent to the watercourse on the
boundary, which should be integrated positively into the development. Enhancement
of the straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant
features will require to be investigated (805).
Bid KN088
One respondent has supported the development of the site and its reservation for future
Local Development Plan (LDP) (996).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has noted that text should be included into a site brief
to ensure adequate biodiverse open space and active travel provision are included
(506).
SEPA has identified the requirement for a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA), and for
consideration to be given to any bridges/culverts which may exacerbate flood risk. A
buffer strip will also be required adjacent to the watercourse on the boundary which
should be integrated positively into the development, together with enhancement of the
straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation (805).
Bid KN089
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) has noted that the site could have a potential
impact on the setting of a Scheduled Monument (SM5935) due to the proximity and
likely visibility from the church (1009).
SNH has noted that should the site be allocated, text should be included into a site brief
to ensure adequate biodiverse open space and active travel provision are included.

They also note that there is concern that development on this site would introduce a
significant adverse landscape and visual effect (506).
One respondent thinks that this site should be reserved within the Plan to provide a
balanced and reasonable option for future housing supply (996).

3. Actions
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed LDP.
Existing Site – OP1
The request made by SEPA for including the requirement for a buffer strip and
watercourse enhancement is considered appropriate and should be included in the
Proposed LDP.
Bid KN088
The support for the bid is noted. However, as reserved housing sites are not being
carried forward through to the Proposed LDP it is considered that in accordance with
the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan sufficient additional housing
land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. It is considered that
Marykirk has an appropriate amount of land identified for housing to meet local housing
needs during the Plan period through the OP1 allocation. Therefore, it is not
considered that there is any need to allocate any additional housing land in Marykirk at
this time.
Comments regarding biodiverse open space and connectivity are noted. Also, SEPA’s
requirements for FRA and development requirements for a buffer strip and watercourse
enhancement. However, as this site is not proposed to be carried forward into the
Proposed LDP no action is required.
Bid KN089
The comment from HES regarding the potential impact upon the setting of the
scheduled monument is noted. Comments regarding biodiverse open space and
connectivity are also noted. However, as this site is not proposed to be carried forward
into the Proposed LDP no action is required in this regard.
In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan sufficient
additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. It
is considered that Marykirk has an appropriate amount of land identified for housing to
meet local housing needs during the Plan period. This takes into account the OP1 site,
which is currently allocated, and there is therefore no need to allocate additional
housing land in Marykirk at this time.

The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to include a statement that the local community does not
support further development along Kirktonhill Road.
2. Add the following text to the Settlement Statement “Marykirk lies within an area
potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
3. Add text to the ‘Allocation Summary’ for site OP1 to require a buffer strip and

watercourse enhancement to be provided.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee also agree an
additional recommendation to read as follows:
Amend the Vision to include a statement that the local community have
aspirations for a safer road crossing on the A937 (at the Kirktonhill Road
junction).
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 140 Marywell
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
170
234
258
506
805
823
984

Respondents
Burness Paull LLP on behalf of Leiths (Scotland) Limited
Portlethen & District Community Council
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of EIS Waste Services
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Mr Harry McNab
GVA Grimley Ltd T/A Avison Young on behalf of Mr A Strachan

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan (Draft Proposed LDP) for Marywell. The settlement is only
partially sewered. However, the sewered area is part of the network served by Nigg
Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW). It should be confirmed with Scottish Water
that the proposed population growth is within the design criteria for the Nigg sewage
treatment works and network infrastructure (805).
Flood Risk
SEPA has requested that the text “Marywell lies within an area potentially vulnerable to
flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk
Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
Bid KN028
One respondent has objected to the inclusion of the site on the basis that there are no
education or health facilities in the area and the proximity to the A92 would be
detrimental to the health and wellbeing of any potential residents due to exposure to
pollution and noise (234). The site is also situated within the green belt (234).
Bid KN029
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has noted that there is peat/carbon rich soil
immediately adjacent to the site. They support a masterplan approach with community
involvement to develop the settlement, especially in the wider landscape context. SNH
commented that the quality of the landscape in this location of the green belt is
significantly eroded by infrastructure dominating the area including multiple roads and
quarrying. It was also noted by SNH that there is a need to consider biodiverse open
space provision and contribution to active travel cycle infrastructure into Aberdeen and
towards Portlethen. Finally, it was also noted that the site is within a strategic cycle
route between Stonehaven and Aberdeen (506).

One respondent has objected to the inclusion of the site on the basis that there are no
education or health facilities in the area and the proximity to the adjacent business site
would be detrimental to the health and wellbeing of any potential residents (234). It
was also noted that developing this site for housing is likely to have an impact on the
deliverability of the adjoining business land (823).
SEPA has welcomed the buffer requirement adjacent to the raised peatbog (805).
Bid KN031
SNH has noted that the site should contribute to active travel infrastructure in the
locality and also note that the National Cycle Network 1 is immediately adjacent to the
site (506). It is also noted by SNH that contrary to Officers’ assessment, the site would
incur a potentially significant cumulative impact on the coastal SLA and would require
mitigation of the impacts by improving the landscape structure and framework (506).
One respondent has supported the inclusion of the site for minerals but notes a buffer
strip should be provided between bids KN031 and KN111 (170).
SEPA has noted that this site was included in the Main Issues Report as a preferred
site, but does not appear in the Draft Proposed LDP. As the LDP is supposed to
safeguard potential mineral sites, we recommend this is included in the LDP, along with
any other mineral extraction sites that are known that may require protection from other
developments. A buffer strip will be required adjacent to the watercourse on the
boundary. Enhancement of the straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation and
removal of any redundant features would require to be investigated (805).
Bid KN066
One respondent objected to site KN066 on the basis that the land is contaminated,
potential convergence between industrial units in Marywell and the City and undermines
the openness of the green belt. It is also noted that it is unsuitable for development
and should be protected for wildlife (234).
Bid KN111
SEPA has noted that the site is adjacent to activities that are regulated under a Waste
Management License, Pollution Prevention and Control (PPC) or Controlled Activities
(CAR) License. There may be co-location issues due to the proximity to Leiths Quarry.
Environmental Health will need to advise on the compatibility of the site with the existing
adjacent regulated activities, and any required mitigation measures to be implemented
by the developer should be highlighted in the LDP (805).
SEPA has highlighted that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required for this
site. Also, a buffer strip would be required adjacent to the watercourse on the
boundary which should be integrated positively into the development. Enhancement of
the straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant
features will require to be investigated (805).

SNH has noted that the site development brief is required to ensure that there is
adequate biodiverse open space provision and that connection is made to the National
Cycle Network 1 which is immediately adjacent (506).
New Sites
Mains of Charleston
A comment was received to request that a new site be added into the Proposed Local
Development Plan as a potential development opportunity for alternative uses. It is not
the intention to promote high density development as that could potentially conflict with
neighbouring uses. It is however, thought that there are many uses that could come
forward as part of a mixed development by virtue of location at the edge of the
settlement with good accessibility including renewable energy, outdoor recreation
uses/facilities, tourism, bespoke housing or a garden centre (984).
The area was temporarily used for works associated with the AWPR. It is noted that
the site is well connected to existing infrastructure and the scale of development would
not be out of place or character given the surrounding context and wider setting of the
site (984).
It was not felt that the green belt, which currently covers the site, serves any meaningful
function as set out in policy. Removing the green belt within this location would remove
a potential barrier to the development of the site, and potentially energy and associated
infrastructure related developments in the future (984).
The site has also been subject to an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) screening
previously, which both Aberdeen City Council and Aberdeenshire Council agreed would
not require a formal Environmental Statement. The EIA screening also confirmed that
the site was a brownfield site with low grade characteristics from an
agricultural/ecological perspective (984).
The respondent also notes that they are not aware that the site is prime agricultural
land. It has been used for landfill purposes but is not thought to be contaminated
(984).
Land at South Marywell
The site to the north of the Findon junction, currently part of the BUS designation,
should be allocated for housing. It is noted that some loss of business land could be
supported as has been done at KN029. This site would be a reasonable site to add
flexibility and produce a more balanced community (823).
Land at Gallowhill, Marywell
One respondent has requested that the settlement boundary is amended to include EIS
Waste Services within the BUS allocation. It was also noted that a number of
permissions have also been granted and designation of green belt is no longer
appropriate (258).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water indicates there is sufficient capacity for
WWTW. However, it would be appropriate to add text for ‘Strategic drainage and water
supply’ to reflect the current situation with regard to sewage treatment and network
infrastructure, as highlighted by SEPA. Scottish Water has also identified the need for
a drainage impact assessment for bid KN029.
Flood Risk
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development
Plan.
Bid KN028
The site is well located in terms of the rest of the settlement. However, the site is
located within the green belt and there does not appear to be an overriding reason to
change this designation. It is therefore not proposed to include the site within the
Proposed Local Development Plan.
Bid KN029
We agree with SNH that a masterplanned approach to the delivery of this site showing
how this area would develop and also integrate into the larger development site, would
be beneficial.
With regard to the request made by SNH to ensure that adequate provision is made for
biodiverse open space, policies are in place that require all development to enhance
biodiversity and provide adequate public open space.
We agree with the risk of this development being in close proximity to the business site
and the impact of this. These uses are not always compatible. However, this site
would require to provide a buffer strip round the perimeter to ensure that it did not have
a negative effect on the already functioning business site. In terms of the lack of
infrastructure in the area including education and health, these facilities can be found in
neighbouring towns and should this development exceed capacity at either of these
facilities, developer obligations would be taken to counteract the impact.
Taking all of the above into account it is seen as appropriate to allocate the site in the
Proposed Local Development Plan (Proposed LDP), making note of the buffer strip to
be provided.
Bid KN031
We note the recommendation from SEPA to include this site in the Proposed LDP. The
comments from SNH are noted especially relating to the different assessment of the
impact that the site would have. It is thought that the development would have an

impact on the landscape in the area, but, given the built up employment area
surrounding the area it would seem like this would be able to blend in with its
surroundings. It is however, noted that mitigation works would be required, but this
would be assessed at the time of any planning application. The site is also acting as
an extension to a quarry that is already in the area and needs to be located in the area
where there is material to extract. In light of the above, it is proposed that this site is
added to the LDP appendix titled Areas of search and safeguarded for Minerals . Issues
on buffer strips and enhancing the watercourse can be considered at the time a
planning application is submitted.
Bid KN066
Bid KN066 was withdrawn from the Local Development Process and was not part of the
Main Issues Report, therefore no further action is required in this regard.
Bid KN111
With regard to the co-locational issue, as part of any planning application that was
submitted for the site, the Council would consult with relevant stakeholders in order to
check if adjacent uses are compatible. Also, given the size of the site it would be
subject to a major application meeting, which would allow all relevant stakeholders to
discuss the best way forward for the site. It should also be noted that the site is
currently within the BUS site safeguarded in the LDP 2017.
With regard to the request made by SNH to ensure that adequate provision is made for
biodiverse open space, policies are in place that require all development to enhance
biodiversity and provide adequate public open space.
The requirement for an FRA for this site will be captured under the wording proposed by
SEPA (see ‘Flood Risk’ above).
A comment can be included within the designation text to make reference to the need to
provide a connection to the National Cycle Network 1 and requirement for buffer strip.
New Sites
Mains of Charleston and Land at South Marywell
These sites have been proposed in this consultation, which were not included in the
MIR document itself, although a bid was received at Mains of Charleston (KN066), but
was later withdrawn. While this is not unknown, and is a circumstance recognised by
Circular 6/2013, it is noted that the public have not had an opportunity to assess these
developments. In addition, the rigorous assessment undertaken of other sites has not
been completed to determine suitability or environmental impact. Site KN066 was
assessed, but not for all the uses proposed by the respondent, and that assessment did
not support development on the site as it would result in coalescence (the site is within
the Aberdeen green belt), and affect carbon rich soils, wetland habitats and wildlife.
Although the land at South Marywell is currently in the Local Development Plan 2017 it

is currently safeguarded for a different use. It is, therefore, not proposed to allocate
these sites within the Proposed LDP.
Land at Gallowhill, Marywell
It is seen as appropriate to include some of the land in question within the BUS1
designation and therefore removing the land from the green belt. This is seen as
acceptable as the area is currently in employment use and is therefore not contributing
in a positive way to the overall value of the green belt. It is not considered that all of
the land included in the submission should be included within the BUS1 designation, as
there is a large area of woodland, which should be retained. It is therefore proposed to
include the areas that are currently already established employment land within the
Proposed Local Development Plan.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan on the
basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision the need for a masterplan covering the employment
BUS sites and the new housing allocation.
2. Add a new section, ‘Natural and Historic Environment’ and add, “Lowland Raised
Peatbogs are identified to the north and south of Marywell. Blanket bog/peat is
identified to the north of the settlement.”
3. Add the following text under ‘Flood Risk’: “Marywell lies within an area potentially
vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment.
Flood Risk Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement
Statement.”
4. Add the following text under ‘Services and Infrastructure’: “Strategic drainage and
water supply: The settlement is only partially sewered. It should be confirmed
with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within the design
criteria for the Nigg WWTW and network infrastructure.”
5. Divide the BUS designation in two (BUS1 and BUS2) and make reference to
providing the connection from the BUS sites to the National Cycle Network 1 and
for including a buffer strip within the BUS designations text.
6. Bid KN029 should be allocated for 52 homes with reference to providing a buffer
strip and a drainage impact assessment in the allocation summary.
7. Bid KN031 should be added to the Proposed LDP appendix titled Areas of
search and safeguarded for Minerals.

8. Modify the proposed BUS1 designation boundary to include only the established
employment land to the north of Marywell at Gallowhill (EIS Waste Services).
9. Modify the settlement boundary and include the new area of BUS1 within the
settlement boundary rather than in the green belt.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed recommendations 2 to 5 and
7 to 9 at their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. The Committee agreed not to support recommendation 6 (the allocation of bid
KN029 for 52 homes). Recommendation 1 should be amended to exclude
reference to the housing allocation.
3. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and agreed
to allocate bid KN029 in the Proposed LDP.
4. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed
that the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2020 provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see
adopted in 2021.

Issue 141 Mill of Uras
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
60
506
855

Respondents
Ryden LLP on behalf of Mr Gordon Duncan
Scottish Natural Heritage
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council

2. Issues
Settlement Status
The respondent highlights that Mill of Uras should remain as a settlement and not be
removed from the LDP 2021 (60).
Bid KN131
A respondent noted that road safety concerns are not considered to be an issue and the
site should not be removed on these grounds (60). An alternative view was presented
by another respondent who agreed with the Officers' recommendation that KN131
should be removed from the Local Development Plan (LDP) due to road safety
concerns (855). Scottish Natural Heritage noted that there is the National Cycle
Network 1 on the northern boundary of the site (506).
Existing Site - OP1
It was noted by the respondent that there are no road safety issues accessing the OP1
site from the A92 and therefore should not be removed from the Plan on these grounds.
It was also noted that the site should be retained to support Catterline Primary School
(60). Another respondent agreed with the Officers' recommendation that OP1 should
be removed from the LDP due to road safety concerns (855).

3. Actions
Settlement Status
The comments received by the respondent are noted. With regards to Mill of Uras
remaining as a settlement within the Proposed LDP, there are concerns that have been
raised in terms of the deliverability of the site. Currently, the site has not progressed
forward during the current Plan period. If, however, a planning application is received
by the Planning Authority and an agreed transport solution can be agreed then this can
be reassessed. It is therefore proposed to remove the settlement from the Proposed
LDP unless steps are taken towards delivery of the OP1 site.
Bid KN131
It is considered that there are currently sufficient existing development allocations within
the Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are effective or capable of becoming effective

to meet the SDP requirements. On this basis, there is not a strategic need to allocate
further development opportunities in Mill of Uras at this time.
The comments from SNH are noted, but as the site is not proposed to be allocated in
the Proposed LDP no further action is required.
Existing Site - OP1
As above, there are a number of concerns with access to the site. A planning
application was submitted in July 2019, and the proposal will be assessed in terms of
transport solutions and the acceptability of these. It is agreed that the site would
potentially support the school roll at Catterline Primary School, however road safety is
paramount and until this issue is dealt with it is not considered appropriate to maintain
the allocation. Again, as noted above, if this issue can be dealt with through the
planning application process then the allocation could be reassessed.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number changes were proposed in the draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Retain site OP1 only if planning permission is secured prior to October 2019.
2. Retain the Mill of Uras Settlement Statement only if planning permission is
secured on site OP1 prior to October 2019.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 142 Muchalls
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
37
137
187
210
224
422
506
767
768
927
954
971
1055

Respondents
Mr Alan Jones
Professor William Long
Ms Liz Brown
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Ms Rosy Long
Ms Gail Forman
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mr James Dunbar
Mrs Agnes Dunbar
Gladman Scotland
Mr Alexander Hunter
Dr Linsey Hunter
Ms Alison Daniels

2. Issues
General
There was objection to any development that would result in the coalescence of
Muchalls and Newtonhill (971). The boundaries of Muchalls should be kept as is and
trees could be planted to help with flood risk (971). Wildlife, including protected
species, are within the area between Muchalls and Newtonhill therefore this area should
be retained for enjoyment by residents and visitors. A green network should also be
identified (37).
Protected Land
A respondent suggested protecting the land between the railway line and the coast from
all development, as it needs to be preserved against coastal erosion and to be used for
walking and tourism in a responsible manner (971).
Bid KN059
Support was received for the Officers’ recommendation for not allocating the site (137,
1055).
Development of the site would alter the character of the conservation area within the
village (187, 210, 224, 422, 767, 768, 954, 1055). The development of this site would
also lead to overdevelopment of the village (210, 422).
Concerns were raised with regards to the impact that the site would have on wildlife in
the area (767, 768). There were also concerns that the site impacts a right of way,

which would affect the popular moorland, potentially affect attracting tourism to the area
(187). The natural environment around the village should be preserved as it has the
potential to increase tourism, which can contribute to economic growth (137).
Respondents noted the negative impact that this development would have on the
junction with the A92 (37, 187, 210, 422, 767, 768, 954, 1055), which already has safety
concerns, particularly at peak times (767, 768). There is a reliance on the private car
living within the village (422). There is no public transport within the village (137) and
there are major problems with traffic accessing the A92(T), which impacts the ability for
the village to grow (210). There is also no suitable road access to the development site
and promotes development in a location where bus connections are being reduced
(187).
It was noted that this site would have a heavy burden on infrastructure within the village
(954), and other respondents specifically note the impact on the local schools and
healthcare (37, 187, 767, 768). One respondent noted that there is no post office and
the pharmacy has limited opening hours (187), whilst another commented that there
was no amenities, shops or playparks (37). Another respondent suggested that
development should be located near to facilities, like what is happening at Chapelton
(187).
One respondent noted that there is very little employment within the village (37, 210),
whilst another respondent noted that there is no local employment (137). This lack of
employment would then increase traffic to other larger towns and Aberdeen (37).
One respondent noted that the land should be designated as permanently unsuitable for
development and flood mitigation measures should be undertaken, e.g. a planted buffer/
small area of woodland (954).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) agreed with the Officers’ assessment of the site that
although it is well located with respect to the rest of the settlement, the site would
dominate the area. SNH also noted that if the site was to be developed then
information relating to open space, active travel/linkages to the school and community
facilities in Newtonhill should be included in the development brief. Finally, SNH noted
that should the site be allocated the development should seek to enhance/restore the
watercourse to ensure it forms an attractive feature (506).
There was support from one respondent, who stated that the site should be allocated for
50 houses, as it can be delivered in such a way that it is in keeping with the
surroundings. The development would also enable benefits to the community including
maintenance and enhancement of the coastal paths. A statement has been
undertaken, which addresses the flood risk concerns raised by Officers in the MIR.
The land is free from constraints and should be allocated (927).

3. Actions
General
Comments relating to the coalescence of Newtonhill and Muchalls are acknowledged.
This is something that we plan to avoid within the Local Development Plan (LDP)
process, which is why the two bid sites (KN133 and KN101) that would extend
Newtonhill south towards Muchalls, have not been supported. One respondent asked
for additional protection for this area. However, as identified above, this area is within
the coastal zone, which provides adequate protection for the area, although
opportunities for a blue-green network around Muchalls could be investigated.
Protected Land
There is a policy within the LDP, R1 Special Rural Areas which provides guidance on
coastal zone development. It should be noted that the area of land raised by the
respondent is all currently located within the coastal zone. This policy currently offers
sufficient protection to the area of land between the railway line and coast, therefore
there is no need for any further protection for this land. This designation is under
review within the Main Issues Report. In any event the land is “countryside”, which has
particular criteria to allow development.
Bid KN059
Comments were received in support of the allocation highlighting the benefits that
development of the site would bring to the village, but the majority of comments
received objected to the site being included within the Proposed LDP on various
different topics. Having reviewed all of the comments, there is not a strategic need to
allocate further development opportunities in Muchalls, and there are issues with
regards to accessing the site, overdevelopment and the potential for the site to
adversely impact upon the landscape. Coupled with this, there are currently sufficient
existing development allocations within the Aberdeen Housing Market Area that are
effective or capable of becoming effective to meet the Strategic Development Plan
requirements.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision, a statement regarding the local community’s desire to
review car parking in the village and identify a core path to Stonehaven. Also
include information about there being no potential to extend the village at present
due to the issues with the A92(T) junctions.
2. Consider opportunities for a blue-green network and retaining the coastal zone
designation around Muchalls.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 143 Newtonhill
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
37
137
187
210
224
506
555
805
822
829
954
971
1055

Respondents
Mr Alan Jones
Professor William Long
Ms Liz Brown
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
Ms Rosy Long
Scottish Natural Heritage
Emac Planning on behalf of Polmuir Properties (Newtonhill) Limited
SEPA
Mr Harry McNab
Mr Harry McNab
Mr Alexander Hunter
Dr Linsey Hunter
Ms Alison Daniels

2. Issues
General
Concern was raised about additional housing in Newtonhill, with some citing Newtonhill
is a village, not a town as referenced (954, 971), and several respondents highlighted
concern relating to inadequate road access, traffic impacts, and negative cumulative
impacts on local services (healthcare, retail and recreational) and school capacity (37,
137, 187, 210, 954), with some identifying that access to public transport is limited (137,
187, 954), with many believing housing delivery should be focussed to Chapelton (37,
187, 954, 971, 1055). Some considered there to be a lack of employment land in the
area to sustain more houses (37, 137, 210).
The setting of Newtonhill, and surrounding settlements, was the subject of several
comments. The boundaries around Newtonhill and Muchalls need to be formally
acknowledged (954) and all development must avoid coalescence with nearby
settlements (037, 187, 210, 224, 954, 971, 1055), particularly Muchalls. Concern was
raised that further allocation of land to the south would affect existing rights of way,
affecting recreation and tourism (187, 971).
Land surrounding the settlement is home to various habitats and protected species, and
should be retained (37, 137). Respondents also identified a lack of green space in the
village, and the need to protect the informal recreational space on the periphery of
Newtonhill (954, 971). Boundaries and space between settlements need protected to
avoid risk of flooding, water tables and coastal erosion, as well as protecting the

Pheppie Burn from damage from AWPR (971). However, there were suggestions to
enhance this space through exploring opportunities to enhance coastal walking routes
(954).
A respondent considered the existing BUS site, at West Monduff, should be removed
from the Plan due to its poor location due to limited and dangerous access from the
A92(T) (210).
Education capacity to cope with additional housing was raised as a concern (37, 137,
187, 210, 954). It was also highlighted that education forecasts take account of
Chapelton, which will soon reach triggers for a school that will ease pressure, and
contributions to facilitate solutions would be provided from new development (555).
The current/proposed settlement statement in the current Local Development Plan
(LDP) does not reference education capacity as a constraint (822).
In terms of longer-term planning, it was highlighted that Newtonhill is in the Strategic
Growth Area, yet has no ‘future opportunity sites’ (FOP) (555). One respondent did
feel that Newtonhill should not be the subject of strategic growth (971).
Flood Risk
SEPA has confirmed that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) may be required for the BUS
site. A buffer strip will also be required adjacent to the watercourse on the boundary,
which should be integrated positively into the development. Enhancement of the
straightened watercourse through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant
features should be investigated (805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that part of the settlement’s sewerage network is served by the Nigg
Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW). It should be confirmed with Scottish Water
that the proposed population growth is within the design criteria for the Nigg sewage
treatment works and network (805).
Bid KN056
Support was expressed for bid KN056 as it is well related to Newtonhill and Chapelton
(210). Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) note the bid site could erode the agricultural
separation between Newtonhill and Chapetlon, and suggest development is focussed to
the eastern part of the site to retain some landscaping (506).
Bid KN100
Several respondents suggested if the corresponding planning application’s pending
appeal is rejected then the site should be removed from the LDP (137, 187, 210, 224,
954, 971). One respondent considered that the increase in numbers is welcomed
(555), with one considering this increase in numbers alone is not sufficient to meet
market demand in the longer-term Plan period (822).

SNH has noted that a core path bisects the site, and a site brief should be provided to
include adequate biodiversity open space, suitable active travel provision, and seek to
utilise the core path as a cycle link between Muchalls and Newtonhill (506). SEPA
require an assessment of a well in the north east corner of the site, and assurances that
there will be no impact on groundwater (805).
Bid KN101
Many respondents considered that site KN101 should not be supported, as it includes
part of the green space network (187, 210, 954) and is within the South East Coast
Special Landscape Area (SLA) (187, 210). It encroaches and impacts on the Muchalls
Conservation Area (187, 210), is visually prominent (210), and is at flood risk (954).
One respondent suggested the site, whilst presently designated as green belt, this does
not protect the setting of Aberdeen City and through sensitive development could still
provide recreation. Being west of the railway line the site does not contribute to the
South East Coast SLA. Furthermore, whilst a Masterplan shows the site is accessible,
a full Transport Assessment would address any issues with access to the A92. In
relation to landscape impacts, the site sits low and any high points can inform the layout
and design, so the site would have minimal visual impact, helped further by sitting
further from Muchalls than the existing settlement boundary. The site is deliverable
and free from constraints, and if not allocated in the short term, should be a FOP site
(555).
SNH considered the site to significantly erode the southern landscape setting which
separates Newtonhill and Muchalls. If allocated a site brief should be required to
include adequate biodiversity open space, suitable active travel provision, and seek to
utilise the core path as a cycle link between Muchalls and Newtonhill (506).
Bid KN132
This site was not supported by respondents, who stated that there is little or no
employment in Cammachmore so new homes will force more commutes to work,
increasing traffic and causing pollution (132, 210). There is a lack of public transport,
and risk of flooding from a high-water table (210).
Reservations were expressed about the reinstatement of Cammachmore as a
settlement, with a desire to protect Cammachmore from development around its edge,
which infill development would achieve. They consider if the settlement boundary
enclosed a large field, then it could present an opportunity for large development to the
detriment of the village, with insufficient education capacity and potential contamination
issues. It was suggested that a large field should be excluded from any settlement
boundary (210).
One respondent considered that defining a settlement boundary would prevent sprawl
and potential coalescence with Chapelton, and the recently consented redevelopment
of Cammies Hotel will provide a firm edge to the south, and infill with 15 homes between
there and the village would not be intrusive. Contamination is not an issue on land

within Cammachmore (829). SNH considered Chapelton has a strong design ethos,
which could be impacted on, and measures should be included to protect and
strengthen this buffer as part of development (506).
Bid KN133
Some respondents consider this site should not be supported as it includes part of the
green space network, is within the South East Coast SLA and encroaches into the
Muchalls Conservation Area (187, 210). A contrary view was also provided, stating this
is a prime site for expansion of the settlement, with minimal impact on the green belt as
this is set against the backdrop of the existing town, and would round off the southern
edge utilising the Pheppie Burn as a natural defence (822).
SNH considered the site to significantly erode the southern landscape setting which
separates Newtonhill and Muchalls, if allocated a site brief would be required to include
adequate biodiversity open space, suitable active travel provision, and seek to utilise
the core path as a cycle link between Muchalls and Newtonhill (506).

3. Actions
General
We agree that the village of Newtonhill is limited in its potential to provide land for
homes without the significant risks of substantial growth leading to coalescence with
neighbouring settlements and long-term loss of identity. No new housing allocations or
Future Opportunity (FOP) Sites sites were identified for this reason. We are advised
that the plans as proposed do not create any new education constraints. We also
agree that there are many other opportunities for housing growth in the area, including
Chapelton and Portlethen.
Boundaries of the settlements in Aberdeenshire are set by the Settlement statements in
the Local Development Plan. Existing rights of way would require to be protected,
whatever the outcome. We note the value of land for wildlife surrounding the settlement,
but also recognise that this is not of a standard that can generally be protected by
additional Local Nature Conservation Site (LNCS) status. Suggestions from the
Community Council concerning the desirability of additional paths and for the enjoyment
of the area’s natural open space are proposed to be included in the vision for the
settlement. Otherwise green-belt, Coastal Zone, Special Landscape Area and LNCS
designations envelop the area out with the village and we are not of the view that extra
designations would afford any greater protection.
Existing Site - BUS at West Monduff
This site is allocated as a BUS site and has been the subject of a recent planning
application. Previous consents have lapsed. No other business use exists on the site.
We are of the view that the historic BUS designation is not appropriate as the site has
not been developed since this designation was made, but it is clear that a sensitively
designed proposal could be acceptable. It is therefore proposed to re-allocate this site
as OP3 for employment use, to give an opportunity for it to be removed from the plan at
a future date.

Flood Risk
Existing text within the Draft Proposed LDP has identified that an FRA may be required
for the BUS site, however text should be added to identify the need for a buffer strip
adjacent to the water course.
Services and Infrastructure
Information from Scottish Water has confirmed that there is sufficient WWTW capacity
and identifies the need for a Drainage Impact Assessment (DIA) for the existing site
OP1 (bid KN100). The DIA requirement should be included in the allocation summary
for the site.
Bid KN056
The Settlement Statement currently highlights the sensitivity of site KN056 (currently
OP2) in terms of landscaping and screening, and this should remain.
Bid KN100
The Draft Proposed LDP has included the increase in house numbers at bid KN100
(from 70 to 120) as a preferred option, and whilst there is general support for no further
allocations, with multiple respondents noting the significance of the pending planning
application, in which a Notice of Intention was issued by the Planning and
Environmental Appeals Division on 24 April 2019 intimating it is minded to grant the
appeal, subject to a Section 75 Legal Agreement, the preferred option remains viable.
The focus of additional housing contained within a previously allocated site prevents
extending the settlement into the protected areas and the green belt and avoids
coalescence with Muchalls to the south.
Issues relating to public transport, connectivity, open space within the site, education
capacity and provision, and environmental impacts were considered in the planning
application for the site. The Settlement Statement in the current LDP 2017 highlights
these matters. In light of the advanced progress of the pending planning application on
this site, it is not deemed appropriate to request an assessment of a well in the north
east corner or to seek assurances on groundwater impacts.
Bid KN101 and KN133
We agree that sites KN101 and KN133 reduce the separation between Muchalls and
Newtonhill and should not be promoted. Almost any site is deliverable as respondents
555 and 822 argue, but these sites do not represent the best development sites in the
right places.
In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan, taking
account of the Strategic Growth Area and adjacent large allocation at Chapelton, it is
considered that Newtonhill has an appropriate amount of land identified for housing to
meet local housing needs during the Plan period.

With regard to the request made by SNH to ensure that adequate provision is made for
biodiverse open space, policies are in place that require all development to enhance
biodiversity and provide adequate public open space. The lack of open space and
amenities in the settlement, and lack of good footpath connections to adjacent
settlements, shall be referenced in the Settlement Statement.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Modify the Vision to reflect the aspirations expressed in early consultation by
local stakeholders, including reference to the lack of recreation/amenity for the
local community and encouragement of pedestrian connectivity between
Cammachmore, Newtonhill and Portlethen.
2. Delete the BUS site at West Monduff and reallocate it as OP3 for business use.
3. Add the following text under ‘Flood Risk’: “A buffer strip will also be required
adjacent to the watercourse on the boundary of BUS which should be integrated
positively into the development, with enhancement of the straightened
watercourse through re-naturalisation and removal of any redundant features
investigated.”
4. Increase the allocation on site KN100 (existing site OP1) from 70 homes to 121
to reflect the pending planning application, which it likely to be allowed at
appeal, subject to a Section 75 Legal Agreement.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed recommendations 1 to 3 at their
special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee also agreed that
recommendation 4 should be amended to read:
Increase the allocation on bid KN100 (existing site OP1) from 70 homes to 121
homes to reflect the approved planning application.
2. The committee also agreed two additional recommendations to read as follows:



To note the consist use of the term “settlement” as opposed to
“town/village”.
Amend the overlays of the settlement maps to show protected land
outwith the house boundary (protected land P5).

3. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
4. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 144 Park
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
506
805

Respondents
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that the Drumoak Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) has
capacity but is 1.3km away. SEPA understands that existing site OP1 is within 600m
of an area with sewerage infrastructure, and any proposal not to connect to the public
network would have to be justified before SEPA would consider a private system. The
existing Local Development Plan (LDP) text needs to be revised if Scottish Water
confirm this (805).
Bid KN091
Scottish Natural Heritage has noted that bid KN091 is adjacent to Ancient Woodland
(506).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that the existing site OP1 should be
connected to Drumoak WWTW. The existing text under ‘Strategic drainage and water
supply’ is considered to be sufficient and as such no change is required.
Bid KN091
The respondent notes that there is Ancient Woodland adjacent to the site, bordering the
northern boundary of the site. This is not one of the constraints noted directly within
the Main Issues Report (MIR). The MIR does highlight that both bid sites KN090 and
KN091 each have a number of constraints that could constrain development, including
impact on prime agricultural land, remoteness in relation to non-motorised travel modes
and lack of public waste water treatment. Neither site would comply as “housing in the
countryside”. For these reasons they have not been carried forward into the Proposed
LDP.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.
To ensure that the density of existing allocations with no planning history are consistent
with Issue 8 Shaping Homes and Housing, which addresses concerns on the scale of

development that could take place, site OP1 should be increased from 6 to 13 homes,
based on 25 homes per hectare. It will also be necessary to reduce the size of the site
from 0.86 hectares to 0.5 hectares. It is proposed that the existing field boundary that
bisects the site will provide a defensive northern boundary. In addition, the existing
trees along the A93 should be retained to protect the setting of the settlement.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to reflect existing services.
2. Increase the number of homes on site OP1 from 6 to 13 homes and reduce the
size of the allocation, using the field as a defensible northern boundary.
3. Amend the ‘Allocation Summary’ for OP1 to state that existing trees on the site
should be retained.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 145 Portlethen
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
19
37
94
234
300
442
473
476
478
501
506
518
600
601
728
805
875
930
955
972

Respondents
Nestrans
Mr Alan Jones
Ms Alison Duncan
Portlethen & District Community Council
Mr & Mrs Graham & Jennifer Norrie
Lippe Architects + Planners on behalf of Mr H McDonald
Stewart Milne Homes
Stewart Milne Homes
Stewart Milne Homes
Stewart Milne Homes
Scottish Natural Heritage
Wardrop Strategic Planning Limited on behalf of Taylor Wimpey (East
Scotland) Ltd
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Keppie Planning on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Mr & Mrs Barry & Jo Valentine
SEPA
Ms Christine Lohoar
Norr on behalf of CALA Homes
Jigsaw Planning on behalf of Asda Stores Limited
Turnberry on behalf of Elsick Development Company (EDC)

2. Issues
General
Concern was raised about additional housing in Portlethen, with some respondents,
including the Community Council, considering the allocation at Chapelton will meet
housing need in the area (234, 875). Additional housing in Portlethen would require
upgrading of essential facilities such as the dentist and medical centre (94, 234).
There is a lack of education capacity (94, 234, 300) to cope with additional housing.
One respondent considers Portlethen is not a coastal town as described, but is a suburb
of Aberdeen (518).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has highlighted the need to avoid coalescence
between built up areas and retain open agricultural landscapes, and a design
framework for this area should be prioritised to mitigate this affect (506). Further

comments expressed a desire for areas of wild habitat/green belt between settlements
should be retained (37, 300).
The railway station has capacity and car parking could be increased on land owned by
Network Rail (19).
Flood Risk
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) require the wording “The settlement
lies within an area potentially vulnerable to flood risk, as identified in the National Flood
Risk Assessment to be added to the Settlement Statement. Flood Risk Assessment
(FRA) may be required” needs to go in the Settlement Statement (805).
SEPA has advised that an FRA would be required for the existing employment site OP2
and bid site KN027 (300 homes), and that an FRA may be required for bid site KN092.
SEPA supported the allocation summary text provided in the Draft Proposed Local
Development Plan for bid KN106. Additional wording is requested for bid KN027 for
enhancement of the straightened watercourses through re-naturalisation and removal of
any redundant features to be investigated (805).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan (Draft Proposed LDP) for Portlethen, and that the settlement is
sewered, and part of the network served by Nigg Waste Water Treatment Works.
SEPA has requested that it is confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed
population growth is within the design criteria for the Nigg Sewage Treatment Works
and network infrastructure to ensure sufficient capacity can be provided within the
sewage treatment works (805).
Bid KN027
This site is considered by one respondent to be of low ecological value, is urbanised by
adjacent infrastructure and is edge of settlement rather than green belt, with
development providing a good fit in landscape, with modest cut and fill to create levels
for development which would be a logical extension to the settlement. The site is
considered capable of responding to deficiencies in local resources and can connect to
existing foot and cycleways, and nearby core paths, with green corridors to be created,
with tree lined paths and woodlands within site being enhanced. The final design
solution would respect privacy and amenity of adjacent existing houses (518). One
respondent considered the established business uses close to A92 show there is little
landscape sensitivity, so development can be located adjacent to the road (442).
SNH consider the site should prioritise green infrastructure to mitigate impacts and
contribute to pedestrian/cycle links to Aberdeen and the rest of Portlethen, and that the
site is a priority for placemaking, and green networks will contribute to improvements
and sense of identity (506).

A respondent has been prepared to detail landscaping, ecology, transportation and
flood risk issues, informing parcels of development, and the point of access and travel
routes through the site with areas of green space and possible allotments (518).
Enhanced access from Findon junction will be good for Portlethen (518), but there is
concern about land ownership to facilitate an access solution (600).
Concern over allocation of this site was expressed, with respondents stating 300 homes
here is not the most sustainable option (478, 600, 972). Bid KN057 was cited as being
one better alternative (600), with bid KN082 being another (478). Some consider the
site to be prominent (518, 478), with part of the site at risk of flooding (518, 600).
Further concern was expressed in relation to the actual developable area constrained
by noise and air quality impacts (600), and the need for significant road upgrades (478).
The Draft Proposed LDP indicated the need for a landscape buffer, area P7, adjacent to
this bid site, as an amenity for the town. Such protection prejudices the redevelopment
opportunity of the nearby redundant petrol filling station, and Site OP2 in the proposed
draft LDP requires strategic landscaping between the A92, resulting in P7 seeming
onerous (442).
Bid KN039
One respondent outlined that there is an extant consent for class 4 office development
on this site, and this should be recognised in the Plan, and the site should not be
sterilised on the basis that it may deliver a Park and Ride post 2031, when it can deliver
a mixed use development in the short term (476).
Bid KN041
One responded highlighted that this is a consented site so should be allocated to
ensure awareness of proposed use (473). SNH require a site brief to identify
biodiversity open space and ensure active travel provision (506).
Bid KN042
Support was expressed for the proposed reduction of bid KN042 to 60 homes,
highlighting the need to provide amenity space and allow for improved facilities at
Hillside School (234). A contrary view was offered by one respondent, who stated the
principle of residential use is long established, and a reduction in numbers is contrary to
Scottish Planning Policy as development would not make full use of the site, and there
is ample open space within Hillside area, met by previous consents. Further
comments state the site is infill within the settlement and providing 176 homes on site
can meet current open space provision requirements. Furthermore, development
would deliver footpath provision and provide a safe route to school, where reserving
part of the site for open space would not deliver path links. The pending application on
the site is seeking to resolve education capacity issues, and this matter is subject of
ongoing discussion (501).

SNH require a site brief to identify biodiversity open space and ensure active travel
provision (506).
Bids KN057, KN058 and KN109
It was outlined that healthcare, education and transport facilities cannot accommodate
these proposals (234). One respondent agreed the sites should not be allocated,
being green belt, and highlighted the site is wet for large parts of the year and
development would have a detrimental impact on the local environment (728).
Supportive comments were received stating the proposal is sustainable and deliverable
(600, 601), that development can be phased to regulate impacts on road junctions,
drainage design can ensure no flooding, and a Masterplan, consultation report and
landscape strategy have been submitted to show the site would not impact negatively
on the form and setting of Portlethen (600). Further comments stated the site was a
natural extension of the adjacent successful development (600), and would prevent
coalescence, fitting within the boundary of A90 (AWPR) (601). One respondent
specified that they consider this to be a better site than KN027 (875). Further support
identified that the site is flat, not constrained, and that a Masterplan highlights 3 points
of access, including a long term junction with the A90/AWPR, and a Transport
Assessment would model the junction. The bid submission addresses drainage
issues, safeguards peatland, and indicates that education provision and alternative
solutions can address capacity issues, including a new school within the full
development site. Allocation can assist in delivery of education facilities at other sites
(specifically Chapelton). The forest area would be retained. Provision of 450
affordable homes would be made within the full development. Mixed use/retail
provision is included. Open space would enhance the development. (930).
SNH agreed with Officers’ assessment that these sites should not be allocated, and
would result in coalescence of developed areas, and the resultant loss of agricultural
land would exacerbate concern regarding lack of identity and sense of place to
Portlethen. Should there be opportunities for future development along southwestern
edges of the overall site, these should be considered as part of a wider masterplanning
exercise for the area, and any development would require biodiversity open space and
active travel provision (506). Should development progress, any peat soil should be
protected, and any straightened watercourses should be restored/enhanced (506).
Bid KN082
Concern was raised in relation to bid KN082, stating it is within green belt and Special
Landscape Area, is prone to flooding, there are health and education constraints, and
development would not respect the need to avoid coalescence with Newtonhill (234).
Comments in support of the site suggest it should be allocated now or as a future site.
The site is not prominent, as highlighted in the MIR, and poses no landscape impact.
Flood risk is not a constraint and a SUDS scheme can accommodate adjacent high
surface water. Primary school capacity exists and the site is within walking distance to

a bus stop (478).
KN027 (478).

The site is considered less prominent and less constrained than

SNH would require restoration of the adjacent watercourse and active travel links
provided to the town centre and schools, and they note the potential presence of
lowland raised bog on the site, which if confirmed should be protected from
development (506).
Bid KN092
It was noted that a leisure facility would be welcomed by many, but they have concern
in relation to the proximity to Badentoy Junction. Plans to introduce traffic lights at the
flyover could affect the location of the health club. It was suggested that a thorough
reassessment of pedestrian and traffic issues was needed, and if issues can be
resolved the bid proposal could be acceptable (234).
SNH require active travel provision to/from the site to be included in development (506)
Bid KN093 and KN094
A respondent considered that the site is not a well-located retail asset, the proximity to
Badentoy junction is a problem, and traffic and pedestrian impacts need to be
considered further (234). A further respondent suggested the site should not be
supported as there is no deficiency in retail space in Portlethen, and the existing town
centre is elongated, and these sites would exacerbate that pattern. (955). A lack of
space for people to meet within the town centre would not be addressed by this site
(955).
SNH require active travel provision to/from the site to be included in development (506)
Bid KN106
SNH suggested that a buffer should be placed around any remaining peat (506). One
respondent highlights that the site will require the upgrade of the junction east of road
U58k to accommodate traffic (300).

3. Actions
Flood Risk
The FRA requirements identified by SEPA are noted. Text provided under ‘Flood Risk’
should be updated accordingly. The request for additional wording for bid KN027 (300
homes) is considered appropriate and should be included in the allocation summary for
that site.
Services and Infrastructure
It should be noted that it is currently stated under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’
that local network reinforcement may be required. Information received from Scottish
Water confirms that there is sufficient capacity for OP1/bid KN042 and that a Drainage
Impact Assessment is required for this site. Scottish Water would be required to

initiate a Growth Project once development meets their five growth criteria. The
existing text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ is considered to be sufficient.
As the planning application on this site is not yet approved, the requirement for a
Drainage Impact Assessment for OP1 / bid KN042 should be included in the allocation
summary.
Bid KN027
The Draft Proposed LDP identifies this site for 300 homes, seeking a masterplan and a
number of technical supporting documents. The sensitivity in terms of a buffer strip to
the watercourse, potential flood risk, woodland retention and enhancement and
strategic landscaping is also noted. Issues relating to the final design, landscaping,
noise and air quality, access, drainage and flood risk would all be considered during a
planning application, and assessed against relevant policies within the LDP.
Bid KN039
Questions remain over the validity of the historical consent for business use on the site.
Planning permission for a park and ride facility was granted in 2014 (APP/2011/2662)
and the extant consent referred to by the respondent only covers two-thirds of the bid
site. The site is reserved for a Park and Ride in the current LDP, this remains valid
and is supported through the Local Transport Strategy and Regional Transport Strategy
as a named project. Even if such a facility is not brought forward in the immediate
term, the site is a logical and sensible location for such a facility and the site should
remain “P” protected. Once lost to other forms of development it cannot be reinstated
for this use.
Bid KN041
The site has consent for 55 homes, the Housing Land Audit shows the site will be
completed by 2020, therefore there is no need to allocate this in the Plan for the period
2021-2031.
Bid KN042
Development on KN042 is pending determination (APP/2016/0934) and may affect the
allocation in the finalised LDP. Subject to resolving some outstanding technical
matters, and agreement through a formal re-zoning process, addressing primary
educational capacity issues, support may be given for the 176 houses as it would
comply with current LDP policies. As such, the entire bid site should be allocated for
176 homes. While there is a preference to safeguard some of the site for a public
park, as supported by the Community Council, land to the west of the Hillside Primary
School at the Causey Mounth should be protected for open space, as per the original
masterplan for the Hillside development.
Bid KN057, KN058 and KN109
We agree that development of this scale in the green belt, cannot be accommodated.
Almost any site is deliverable, as respondents 600 and 601 argue, but these sites do
not represent the best scale of development on the best development sites in the right
places.

Bid KN082
We agree that this site could lead to coalescence with Netwtonhill. The site is within
the green belt and Special Landscape Area, and allocation/development would affect
the established defensible southern boundary of Portlethen.
Bid KN092
The Draft Proposed LDP identifies the site as suitable for leisure use. The concerns of
the Community Council, relating to technical matters in relation to signalisation at the
adjacent road junction as well as wider pedestrian and vehicular connectivity, can be
addressed through appropriate supporting technical documents submitted within a
planning application. The comments of SNH are noted and can be addressed through
similar supporting documents within a planning application.
Bids KN093 and KN094
The Draft Proposed LDP identifies the site as suitable for modest food retail and a drive
through restaurant, or a garden centre with restaurant. The concerns of the
Community Council, relating to technical matters in relation to the adjacent road junction
as well as wider pedestrian and vehicular connectivity, can be addressed through
appropriate supporting technical documents submitted within a planning application.
The site would assist in enhancing the town centre in an accessible location and
diversify the core retail offering in the settlement. The comments of SNH are noted
and can be addressed through similar supporting documents within a planning
application.
Bid KN106
The site is currently allocated for 15.5ha of employment land, to which the proposed bid
for Class 6 (Storage and Distribution) use would fall under. The site has no significant
constraints, but delivery has not been forthcoming. Amending the allocation to clarify
the retention of 10ha for employment land and provision of 5.5ha for Class 6 land,
poses no issue, and may stimulate progress on the site.
The retention of green belt around Portlethen will help maintain the wild habitats and
green areas around the settlement and avoid coalescence with nearby settlements.
The current LDP and Draft Proposed LDP contain site specific reference to flood risk,
which captures SEPA’s general concern for the settlement in relation to flood risk.
The Draft Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Modify the Vision for Portlethen to identify issues in relation to the shortage of
amenities and meeting space for the community in accessible locations.

2. Highlight that the Findon junction with the A92(T) is at capacity, and development
to the north of the town will require to contribute to or facilitate a solution.
3. Update ‘Flood Risk’ section to include sites identified by SEPA that require a
Flood Risk Assessment and include the following text: “Portlethen lies within an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
4. Protect land to the west of Hillside Primary School as open space, including the
existing sports pitch, as per the original masterplan for Hillside.
5. Allocate bid KN092 for Class 11 (assembly and leisure) uses.
6. Allocate bid KN093 and KN094 for a mixed-use development of Class 1 (retail)
(up to 2500m2), a restaurant (including “drive through” facilities), and a garden
centre.
7. Allocate bid KN042 for 176 homes, noting the progress being made on the
planning application. Include in the allocation summary the requirement for a
Drainage Impact Assessment.
8. Allocate bid KN027 for 300 homes, and highlight in the allocation summary
known issues and sensitivities, and identify the requirement for enhancement of
the straightened watercourses through re-naturalisation, and removal of any
redundant features to be investigated.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed recommendations 1, and 3 to 7
at their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. The Committee agreed not to support recommendations 2 and 8 (Findon junction
and allocation of bid KN027 for 300 homes).
3. The Committee agreed three additional recommendations:




OP2 to be divided into two allocations for waste management and class 6
storage, (KN106).
Reserve the smaller oblong piece of land on bid KN042 for education uses
opposite Hillside Primary School.
Remove protected land P2, as it serves no purpose.

4. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee

considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and agreed
not allocate bid KN027 in the Proposed LDP.
5. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed

that the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2020 provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see
adopted in 2021.

Issue 146 Portlethen Village
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
805
971

Respondents
SEPA
Dr Linsey Hunter

2. Issues
SEPA has requested that the text "Portlethen Village lies within an area potentially
vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood
Risk Assessments may be required" be added to the Settlement Statement (805).
A respondent has suggested protecting the land between the railway line and the coast
from all development as it needs to be preserved against costal erosion, and to be used
for walking and tourism in a responsible manner (971).

3. Actions
The request made by SEPA for additional text to be added to the Settlement Statement
is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development
Plan (LDP). It is noted, however that in Portlethen Village there are no allocations for
development, but this statement should still be included in the text in the case of infill
developments.
Regarding the request to protect land, there is a policy within the LDP (Policy R1
Special Rural Areas) that provides guidance on coastal zone developments. It should
be noted that the area of land raised by the respondent is all currently located within the
coastal zone. This policy currently offers sufficient protection to the area of land
between the railway line and coast. Therefore, there is no need for any further
protection for this land. This designation is under review within the Main Issues Report
(see Issue 10 Shaping Development in the Countryside – Main Issue 6).
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan on
the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to include the community’s desire to improve the core path
network in this area.

2. Add the following text to Settlement Statement “Portlethen Village lies within an
area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 147 Roadside of Kinneff
1. List of Respondents
Number
506
805
855

Respondents
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council

2. Issues
Bid KN033/ Existing Site – OP1
One respondent has highlighted that the OP1 site should remain allocated in the Plan,
but the requirement for a shop should be removed from the allocation (855).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has raised the issue that sites OP1 and KN033 should
contribute to active travel facilities to the primary school (506).
The existing roads are narrow, including the junction with A92, and if this cannot be
addressed then another access would be appropriate (855).
SEPA has requested a re-wording of the allocation text provided in the Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan as development where no public waste water capacity is
available, is unlikely to contribute to long-term sustainability and therefore would pose
concerns for SEPA. A temporary waste water system as an interim measure would
only be considered by SEPA if a Scottish Water Growth Project has been initiated (805).

3. Actions
Bid KN033/ Existing Site – OP1
The support for the continued allocation is welcomed. With regards to the requirement
for a shop within this location this has been reassessed and it would appear unlikely
that a shop would be viable. Therefore, it is proposed to remove this requirement from
the allocation within the Proposed Local Development Plan.
The request from SNH relating to active travel facilities to the primary school is noted.
Information relating to safe routes to school is something that is looked at when a
planning application is submitted. However, it would be appropriate to include a
statement within the allocation summary for the OP1 site to reflect this information.
With regards to the road network and the junction with the A92, these issues would be
assessed through a transport assessment/statement when a planning application was
submitted. This means that any development delivered would ensure that there is an
appropriate and safe means for people to enter and exit the development.

The request by SEPA to re-word the allocation text is noted. Information from Scottish
Water confirms a growth project is required for the settlement and a Drainage Impact
Assessment is required for site OP1/bid KN033. It is considered appropriate that text is
added to the Settlement Statement to state that Scottish Water would be required to
initiate a Growth Project once development meets their five growth criteria. In addition,
the allocation summary should be amended to highlight that a temporary waste water
system as an interim measure would only be considered by SEPA if a Scottish Water
Growth Project has been initiated, and to identify the need for a Drainage Impact
Assessment.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Include within the Vision a statement to reflect the local community’s desire for a
better footpath or route to Kinneff Primary School.
2. Add text to ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ to state the following: “Scottish
Water would be required to initiate a Growth Project once development meets
their five growth criteria.”
3. Amend allocation summary text to highlight that a temporary waste water system
as an interim measure would only be considered by SEPA if a Scottish Water
Growth Project has been initiated and identify the need for a Drainage Impact
Assessment.
4. Amend site OP1 to an increased capacity of 46 homes (including KN033) to meet
the local housing need for Roadside of Kinneff.
5. Include a statement within the allocation summary to reference the need for the
OP1 site to contribute to active travel facilities to the primary school.
6. Remove reference to the requirement of a shop within the OP1 allocation.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.

3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 148 St Cyrus
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
214
403
461
506
805

Respondents
Lochhead Consultancy on behalf of Mr & Mrs Dunn
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of D&W Hourston
Mr D Milne
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA

2. Issues
General
All development, both proposed as bids and planned for, will contribute to increased
traffic on A92, which is presently dangerous due to heavy vehicles travelling through
and parked cars. Although OP1 will contribute to additional traffic, it does provide a
safe route to school, which KN003 does not (461).
All of the bid sites have constraints in that they all require additional water treatment
facilities, additional school capacity, some have drainage issues and all, including OP1,
will result in the loss of agricultural land (461).
A respondent has requested that the settlement boundary be extended to the northwest to include the existing homes and paddock (214).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has also queried the status of waste water drainage capacity, questioning the
current text in the LDP 2017, which states that there is limited capacity, but that Scottish
Water has initiated a growth project (805).
Existing Site – OP1
SEPA has noted that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) would be required (805).
Bid KN003
A respondent has noted that this site would not provide a ‘pleasant gateway to St Cyrus’
but would instead extend the existing ribbon of houses along the A92 (461).
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has agreed with the landscape justification included
within the Main Issues Report (MIR) for this site. SNH agreed that this site would lead
to the coalescence of St Cyrus and Lochside and suggests that masterplanning is
undertaken to ensure the area positively contributes to both settlements (506).
SEPA has noted that an FRA will be required. SEPA also identified the requirement for
a buffer strip adjacent to the watercourse on the boundary, which should be integrated
positively into the development, and enhancement of the straightened watercourse

through re-naturalisation. Removal of any redundant features should be investigated
(805).
Bid KN004 and KN043
There is concern raised by the respondent that if these sites were to come forward the
remaining agricultural land they encompass will require access directly onto the A92
(461).
Bid KN014
Development on the site should be reconsidered, as it would afford greater safety for
pedestrians/cyclists, help address shortfalls identified in the open space audit for St
Cyrus and add landscape and biodiversity advantages (461).
Bid KN065
One respondent has noted that this site should be allocated within the Proposed Local
Development Plan as it is a good extension and rounds off the settlement to the north.
The reasons for dismissing the site within the MIR are not accepted and it is also noted
that the constraints can all be overcome (403). It is also noted by the respondent that
the development could be accommodated without any adverse impact on the coastal
zone or the Special Landscape Area (SLA) (403).

3. Actions
General
It is acknowledged that any new development allocated in St Cyrus will increase traffic.
Any associated planning application would likely have to be accompanied by a transport
statement/assessment, which would identify any impacts the site would have, and also
identify any mitigation measures that the site would have to undertake, where
appropriate, in order to ensure road safety is not compromised. Subject to any
transportation issues that may occur being made acceptable, it is not anticipated that
the viability of the preferred sites would be affected.
In relation to the comment regarding safe routes to school, it is mentioned by the
respondent that the OP1 site is providing a safe route to school, but KN003 does not.
This has to be a consideration as to whether the KN003 site is a valid location for
development.
With regard to the respondent noting the constraints to all of the bid sites, this is
acknowledged. When the bid sites are assessed all known constraints are noted.
These constraints may mean that in some instances development would not be able to
be delivered on these sites. Many constraints can, of course, be overcome. These
will be assessed and relevant comments, including those by key stakeholders are noted
within the Settlement Statement.
In accordance with the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan enough
additional housing land allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. It

is considered that St Cyrus has an appropriate amount of land identified for housing to
meet local housing needs during the Plan period through the delivery of the OP1 site,
which means that none of the bid sites require to be allocated within the Proposed Local
Development Plan (LDP) at this time.
With regard to moving the settlement boundary as it currently stands, there is a
defensible boundary to the north of the settlement with the road. There does not seem
to be any advantage to moving the boundary to include the few properties to the north
of the road, therefore no changes are proposed.
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that Nether Knox Waste Water
Treatment Works that serves the catchments St Cyrus, Inverbervie, Johnshaven and
Gourdon has sufficient capacity, but the sewage pumping stations in St Cyrus and
Johnshaven are to be part of a growth project that requires to be delivered. A growth
project is to be promoted. The existing text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’
should be amended to reflect the current position with regard to waste water drainage.
The development brief for OP1 currently states that early engagement with Scottish
Water is required, and this text should remain.
Existing Site – OP1
It is noted from SEPA that an FRA will be required. It would be appropriate to add text
to the Settlement Statement to reflect this requirement. Construction of the site has
also begun, and the allocation summary should be amended to reflect this.
Bid KN003
The comments from SNH are noted with regards to landscape. The comments with
regards to the coalescence of St Cyrus and Lochside are also noted and the site would
require to be carefully designed in order to provide a gateway into the two settlements.
On the basis that the OP1 site has just started to deliver housing for the settlement and
is programmed to deliver houses each year up until 2028, it is felt that the OP1 site will
be able to meet the housing need of St Cyrus. It is therefore not recommended to
allocate site Bid KN003 within the Proposed LDP.
SEPA’s comments regarding the requirement for an FRA, buffer strip and watercourse
enhancement are noted, but on account of this site not being proposed for allocation no
action is required.
Bid KN004 and KN043
The concerns regarding the segregation of the field between the two above sites are
noted. As noted above, sufficient additional housing land allocations are identified in
the Rural Housing Market Area. It is considered that St Cyrus has an appropriate
amount of land identified for housing to meet local housing needs during the Plan period
through the delivery of the OP1 site.

Bid KN014
The respondents request to reconsider the allocation is noted. None of the constraints
identified within the MIR, as to why the site could not be delivered, have been
addressed through the representation. These constraints include the site being prime
agricultural land, poorly located with services in St Cyrus and that the road access to
the site is on a minor road. As noted above, sufficient additional housing land
allocations are identified in the Rural Housing Market Area. It is considered that St
Cyrus has an appropriate amount of land identified for housing to meet local housing
needs during the Plan period through the delivery of the OP1 site.
Bid KN065
It is acknowledged that the site is well located to the settlement. As noted within the
MIR, the site is on prime agricultural land and there are policies in place that help to
protect this type of land by a presumption against development. As also mentioned,
the site is located within the Coastal Zone, and this policy protects against development
in areas that would be vulnerable to development and only allows development to be
located within the Coastal Zone where the particular development needs a coastal
location. The respondent notes that the site would not have an adverse impact on
either the Coastal Zone or the SLA, but it is felt that this site would be very prominent
within the landscape. This would in turn, have a negative impact on the SLA.
Taking the above information into account and the need for additional housing in the
area, it is considered that St Cyrus has an appropriate amount of land identified for
housing to meet local housing needs during the Plan period through the delivery of the
OP1 site.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
Minor changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Amend the Vision to state the local community’s concerns regarding lack of
affordable housing, the lack of fit between the design of new homes and
character of existing buildings, and the need for improved pedestrian safety
around the primary school.
2. Include ‘Flood Risk’ in the Settlement Statement and add the following text: “A
Flood Risk Assessment will be required for site OP1.”
3. Amend existing text under ‘Services and Infrastructure’ to state: “Sewage
pumping stations in St Cyrus and Johnshaven are to be part of a Growth Project
that requires to be delivered. Scottish Water would be required to initiate a
Growth Project once development meets their five growth criteria.”

4. Retain existing OP1 site and amend the allocation summary stating construction
on the site has begun and that early engagement with Scottish Water is
encouraged.
5. Delete existing OP2 site on basis that it is now built out.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee also agreed two
additional recommendations:


Amend the vision statement to remove the text regrading the car park
opposite the school.



Amend the vision statement to include aspirations for a safer road crossing on
the A92.

2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 149 Stonehaven
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
19
66
130
204
295
302
303
304
305
407
411
412
450
485
506
523
559
591
592
596
698
789
805
855
876
883
906
907
922
928
931
971
972

Respondents
Nestrans
Ms Jane Cruickshank
Mr Peter Rowbotham
John Handley Associates Ltd on behalf of Shell UK Limited
Mr Alistair Watson
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Barratt North Scotland
Ryden LLP on behalf of Bancon Homes
Ryden LLP on behalf of Bancon Homes
Ryden LLP on behalf of Bancon Homes Limited
Stewart Milne Homes
Stewart Milne Homes
Scottish Natural Heritage
Bancon Homes Ltd
Dr Keith N Stewart
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Barton Willmore on behalf of Stewart Milne Homes
Clarendon Planning & Development Ltd on behalf of The Sluie Estate
Trust
Mr Sam McMillan on behalf of Ian and Helen McMillan
Emac Planning on behalf of Kirkwood Homes Ltd
SEPA
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
Woodland Trust Scotland
Mr Donald Bouma
Ms Susan E Grimes
Mr Douglas Grimes
Clarendon Planning & Development Ltd on behalf of The Sluie Estate
Trust
Stonehaven & District Community Council
Norr on behalf of CALA Homes
Dr Linsey Hunter
Turnberry on behalf of Elsick Development Company (EDC)

996
1009

APT Planning & Development on behalf of FM Ury Ltd. & RSM Milne
Dykelands Ltd.
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
General
A respondent considered that more houses will overstretch amenities in Stonehaven as
they believe there is a lack of facilities, schools, healthcare, supermarket, employment
opportunities and sport/leisure facilities in Stonehaven (928). Some respondents
considered sites in Stonehaven were unlikely to contribute to strategic housing delivery
(407), and this is better met by Chapelton (883, 972). One respondent also highlighted
education, healthcare and infrastructure capacity as a concern (971).
Some recognised that development is needed to enhance the town (66, 883), and the
link road through Ury Estate should be a priority, but up front deliverability by the
developer is unlikely (928). It was also highlighted that developments need to do more
to provide amenities, such as community woodland, gardens or allotments (928).
A settlement the size of Stonehaven should have a suitably sized foodstore (596, 883),
and the lack of progress on a consented site is a concern (922, 928).
Respondents highlighted the sensitive landscape setting (66) of Stonehaven, and that
open space on edge of the town should be protected (883), as should all land between
the railway and coast (971). One respondent believed the Settlement Statement
should confirm the South East Coast Special Landscape Area covers land to the north
east, at Cowie, and south of Stonehaven, and due to topography, these areas should be
protected, as development could have significant landscape and visual impacts (922).
SNH considered development opportunities were constrained, with current and planned
changes eroding the wider landscape setting of Stonehaven, particularly developments
at Ury Estate and the Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route (AWPR). Previous
landscape capacity work should be reviewed to inform the LDP, taking account of
development pressures and the wider sensitive and valued coastal and landscape
setting (506).
A number of respondents highlighted the potential positive impacts the opening of the
AWPR could have, with enhanced demand for housing in Stonehaven (596), and that
this should be referenced in the “Vision” to highlight possible economic benefits to
enhance Stonehaven as a location for new investment and become an important subregional centre (922), and with the area being adjacent to A90/A92 interchange, it is the
logical location for employment generating development (596). The Stonehaven
Community Council consider such land should be utilised (928).
Railway station car park cannot meet demand, and this is likely to worsen in future.
Additional parking should be identified in the long term (19).

Spatial Strategy for Stonehaven
In terms of the general locations for growth and allocations, some respondents
suggested sites west of the A90 are not well related to the town due to a lack of public
transport and connectivity, thus are car dependant, and could have delivery issues that
constrain housing land supply (485, 922). One respondent stated Ury Estate can
absorb more housing through a number of Plan cycles, easing pressure on more
sensitive sites (996). Another respondent highlighted that 90 houses consented at
North Lodge (APP/2015/0541) should be identified and recognised as an “existing
development site” (596).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted there is no reference to waste water drainage in the Draft Proposed
Local Development Plan (LDP) for Stonehaven. The settlement is sewered, and part
of the network served by Nigg Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW). It should be
confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed population growth is within the design
criteria for the Nigg sewage treatment works and network infrastructure (805).
Existing Site – BUS1
If BUS1 is to be extended, land at Smithy House should be included (698).
Existing Site – BUS2/OP5
Some support to retain this site was received, stating consent on BUS2 is extant, with a
further application expected soon for OP5 (523).
Some respondents considered the site(s) should be removed from the LDP due to there
being no progress (596, 922). One respondent considered the site is disconnected
and could result in adverse landscape/visual impacts, and is constrained due to poor
connectivity (922). A respondent highlighted their disappointment that the site shall
remain (928).
Bid KN016
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) noted that the site is currently woodland with a core
path on the northern boundary, and if allocated, a site brief should ensure development
incorporates sufficient biodiverse open space, woodland protection and links to core
path network and provision for active travel (506). One respondent offered support for
this non-preferred site on the basis that this site is by a small private developer (883).
Bid KN032
SNH consider the landscape impacts should prevent allocation, but acknowledge that
active travel links are better than some “preferred” sites. If allocated, a site brief should
be provided for biodiverse open space and links to the core path network (506).
A respondent has expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bid KN032 (855), whereas another respondent considered the site should be
allocated, with the site being a natural extension of the town and meeting housing
demand would outweigh the loss of prime agricultural land. Potential landscape

impacts can be mitigated, and education capacity met through contributions.
Development would enhance the local road network to allow bus service access (931).
Bid KN050 and KN051
SNH considered the landscape impacts should prevent allocation. If allocated, a site
brief should be provided for biodiverse open space and active travel (506). One
respondent highlighted that the site is visually intrusive and not well related to the
settlement, and there is no strategic need for this level of development (883). Historic
Environment Scotland (HES) highlight potential impacts on Scheduled Monument
SM9742 (Castle of Cowie) and SM5584 (Cowie Chapel), but locating development
adjacent to existing development at Cowie could assist in minimising impact (1009).
Some support for allocation was received, with comments stating the site would deliver
all required facilities in line with additional housing, alleviating the concern over the
town’s capacity to absorb development, delivering a much needed food retail store and
primary school. The site is deliverable and would meet housing need in the short term,
and is contained by existing landform and infrastructure. The supporting bid
documents show an appropriately scaled residential-led mixed use development (591,
592).
Bid KN068
SNH considered the site would impact on the landscape pattern and balance of open to
enclosed space, and be highly prominent. The site has high landscape and visual
sensitivities, but this has to some extent, been impacted upon by existing consented
development (506). Other respondents added to those concerns, with one stating the
site is unsuitable, detached from amenities, prominent, carries potential flood risk from
surface water run-off, and contains archaeological findings (130), whilst another raises
concern about the site being isolated, having a negative impact on the built heritage of
Fetteresso, including the conservation area and listed buildings (559).
Further concern suggested the topography would be difficult to develop, particularly for
SUDS (559), development would impact on protected species (295), and the site is
unsuitable for such a historic area, being prominent and would adversely affect the rural
setting of the existing town (906, 907)
Bid KN076, KN077 and KN078
A respondent has expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bids KN076, KN077 and KN078 (855).
Respondents identified that the bid sites are closer to the town centre than sites at Ury
Estate and constitutes infill development between residential development at Braehead
and business land at East Newtonleys. The site is deliverable, and is a logical and
sustainable site, with good access to the trunk road. The site was previously allocated
in the 1998 Plan, and during the 2017 LDP process the Reporter identified some
positives, but was not persuaded the whole site would be appropriate in landscape
terms. This bid addresses the landscape matters; a shelter belt shall be provided, and

there would be no detrimental impact on coastal setting. The loss of prime agricultural
land is no different to other sites, and this is a better option than sites at Ury Estate.
Provision within the full development of a new primary school would address education
issues (407, 411, 412).
One respondent suggests bid KN076 would improve connectivity by providing footpaths,
cycle networks and creating sufficient mass for public transport (411).
If allocated, SNH would require a site brief to ensure development incorporates
sufficient biodiverse open space, woodland protection and links to the core path network
and provision for active travel (506).
Bid KN080
One respondent suggested the Local Development Plan should remove reference to the
2013 consent and appeal decision, and remove references to two points of access and
delivery of affordable housing in early phases (450). Another respondent supported
the increase in housing numbers within the site, stating it is justified by the housing
market (596).
SNH has indicated that a site brief should be required to ensure development
incorporates sufficient biodiverse open space, woodland protection and provision for
active travel, and highlights the woodland around the site should be retained (506).
Bid KN081
A respondent has expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bid KN081 (855). Another respondent stated the site should be allocated, it is
deliverable in the short term and has good pedestrian and public transport links,
including a safe walking route to school, and is well related to the town. The site would
utilise an existing access, and was previously considered suitable for a primary school
(485).
Bid KN086
Concern has been raised in relation to overprovision of houses already in Ury Estate,
with a lack of progress on delivery and little progress on works at Ury House, and there
is no identifiable need for further housing to meet strategic requirements (883). One
respondent outlines the Masterplan for Ury Estate is outdated and does not reflect this
site or how others have progressed, and a revised Masterplan should be provided to
ensure over-development is avoided (559).
Some support was received, caveated that the site should be considered as a future
allocation to provide effective land to complement other development ongoing in the
area, but should not be considered as part of the Proposed LDP (996).
Bid KN087
Caution was highlighted from the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) in relation to the
site’s close proximity to a number of oil and gas pipelines. Any increase in

numbers/density may have issues and further consultation with HSE should be had
(204).
If allocated, a number of respondents highlighted the need for clarity within the
Settlement Statement to reflect the delivery requirement for the link road (922),
accurately reflect the planning permission on site (559), and identify and exclude the
riparian strip and ancient woodland on site (876).
SNH require a site brief to ensure development incorporates sufficient biodiverse open
space, woodland protection and links to the core path network and provision for active
travel. Ancient woodland around the site should be retained, and delivery of the link
road should not impact on the amenity of the core path (506).
HES has identified potential impact on the setting of Scheduled Monument SM6438
(1009).
One respondent highlighted the Masterplan for Ury Estate is outdated and does not fully
reflect the site, a revised Masterplan should be carried out to ensure over-development
is avoided (559). One respondent considers there is an overprovision of houses
already in Ury Estate, with no progress on Ury House, and the area is becoming a
dense suburban development (883), but this was countered by a respondent stating the
increase in numbers makes efficient use of an already allocated site (996).
Bid KN102
Support for the bid site was received, highlighting the increase in numbers on an
established site would allow development to respond to market conditions, and can
progress without impact on Ury House (996). One respondent highlighted Ury Estate
could accommodate new housing and relieve pressure on other more sensitive sites
around Stonehaven (789). Further support for the increase in numbers also suggested
the link road and bridge should be capture by phasing, and with affordable housing
provision already established off-site, this should not be a requirement specified in the
Settlement Statement (789).
One respondent highlighted the Masterplan for Ury Estate is outdated and does not
reflect this site, a revised Masterplan should be carried out to ensure over-development
is avoided (559). Furthermore, the Settlement Statement needs to accurately reflect
existing planning permission on site (559).
Concern was raised in relation to potential impact on the setting of Ury House and poor
connectivity (485), and general concern in relation to too many houses supported on
Ury Estate already, with failure to deliver development (883).
Bid KN103
There is some support for the allocation for 60 homes, and issues relating to access
and link road provision, affordable housing and proximity to pipelines can all be
addressed. However, the tie-in of delivery with nearby retail development should be

removed, the retail site is a standalone commercial operation (789). The inclusion of
the P9 protected area to the north to screen/integrate the site was welcomed, but it may
need to be flexible to accommodate the housing numbers (789). Further support
stated the site would build on the success of the adjacent allocated site, with potential to
provide new homes in an attractive and accessible location (996). One respondent
suggested that link road delivery should be referenced in the allocation and delivered
prior to development (922).
SNH highlighted a greater potential for significant effects on the setting of Ury House,
compromising the balance of open to enclosed spaces which typify this historic
parkland. A detailed site brief to look at siting and massing of housing on the lower
slopes, with a landscape structure to reflect the character, scale and species of the
existing policy woodlands on the estate, with planting delivered early to ensure
establishment, should be provided. Opportunities to reinforce historical character of
the locale should also be explored. A site brief should be provided to ensure
development incorporates sufficient biodiverse open space, woodland protection and
links to the core path network and provision for active travel, ensuring the amenity of
core path/existing links is retained when the link road is delivered (506).
Concern was raised relating to consented enabling development not being delivered,
and there is no further need for housing (883), the site is visually prominent and lacks
connectivity to the town, and delivery relies on a link road which is not forthcoming
(485).
One respondent highlighted the Masterplan for Ury Estate is outdated and does not
reflect this site, a revised Masterplan should be carried out to ensure over-development
is avoided (559).
Bid KN104
There was support for the allocation for 84 homes (789, 996). The draft statement on
a landscape buffer and pipelines can be addressed, but reference to the link road being
in place prior to completion cannot be a finite requirement and should be deleted.
There is no record of flood risk, and such reference should be deleted. The consented
development on the site offers 100% affordable provision and should be delivered in
advance of adoption of the Plan (789). The Settlement Statement needs to correctly
reflect the planning applications on the site (559).
Concern was expressed that the site replaces part of the consented site for a hotel and
restaurant that accompanied consent for a retail store, and this may impact on
deliverability of the retail store (922).
SNH require a site brief to ensure development incorporates sufficient biodiverse open
space, woodland protection and links to core path network and provision for active
travel. Ancient woodland that overlaps the site should be retained (506).

One respondent highlighted the Masterplan for Ury Estate is outdated and does not
reflect this site, a revised Masterplan should be carried out to ensure over-development
is avoided (559).
Bid KN115, KN116 and KN117
Respondents identified that this site is commercially attractive, suitable and deliverable
for the provision of employment land (596, 922). The site is accessible by the local
and strategic road network, can be accessed by sustainable modes of transport, and is
readily deliverable, and provision of the link road within Ury Estate will only improve
connectivity. Furthermore, the site is well located, being adjacent to the settlement
boundary, close to the AWPR interchange and is a logical site for development. A
Transport Assessment submitted with a 2015 application for retail on this site concluded
development would not impact on adjacent road junctions (596).
In relation to KN115, the site is suitable for retail and would compete with retail at
Portlethen and Ury Estate (if built), not the town centre. This site is considered more
suitable for retail than that consented at the Ury Estate site. (596, 922).
SNH require active travel links, if allocated (506).
One respondent opposes development on this site, stating it is too early to understand
traffic flow from new junctions/roads so no development should take place yet (883).
Bid KN118
Respondents identified the site is well located adjacent to the settlement boundary,
close to the AWPR interchange so is a logical site for hotel development. There is a
lack of hotel facilities on the A90, and this site would attract passing trade, and
development would generate a significant number of employment opportunities (596,
922).
The site is considered to be well connected via existing footpaths, National Cycle
Network Route 1, and nearby public transport links, and is well related to Ury Estate,
and the link road would further improve connectivity. A hotel here would serve tourists
visiting the north east of Scotland as a whole, being well related to the strategic road
network (596).
There are no plans to upgrade the fastlink junction, and no plans for any future road
junction in the area surrounding the site. There is no national or strategic priority that
prohibits developments in such locations. A hotel and restaurant would not impact on
the adjacent road interchange (596).
SNH require active travel links, if allocated (506).
One respondent opposes development on this site, stating it is too early to understand
traffic flow from new junctions/roads so no development should take place yet (883).

Bid KN119
Respondents highlight the site is well located and commercially attractive, being
adjacent to the settlement boundary and close to the AWPR interchange so is a logical
site for development. There is currently a deficiency of roadside services, only
Stracathro between Dundee and Aberdeen, and the site can provide all essential and
desirable requirements set out in SPP and PAN75 for service stations. A Transport
Assessment has outlined that the AWPR junction would continue to operate comfortably
as a result of the proposed development. In terms of landscape and visual impact, the
Landscape Character Assessment confirms clear views of the site are limited, as
topography limits visibility. Development would have minor impacts, particularly in the
current context of the road and associated lighting now in place (596, 922).
The site is visually disconnected from Stonehaven, but the nature of roadside services
is to be adjacent to the road, and this site is suitable for such use. Connectivity to
Stonehaven does exist from existing footpaths, and nearby bus stops (596). One
respondent adds the primary function would be to serve road users, but connectivity
would also serve and be accessible for residents of Stonehaven (922). There is no
national or strategic priority that prohibits developments adjacent to the AWPR (596).
One respondent opposes development on this site, stating it is too early to understand
traffic flow from new junctions/roads so no development should take place yet (883).
Bid KN120, KN121 and KN122
A respondent has expressed support for the Officers’ recommendation (“not preferred”)
for bids KN120, KN121 and KN122 (855). Respondents highlighted the history of the
site being repeatedly deemed not suitable for development (130), and there is little
justification for development of this scale (559, 883). Concerns relating to the loss of
prime agricultural land, education capacity impacts, flood risk (559), and impact on
ancient woodland (876) have been raised. One respondent highlighted the lack of
connectivity, landscape impacts, and natural and cultural heritage impacts from
development of this scale (883).
SNH agreed that landscape impact justifies non-allocation, but if allocated, a site
brief/strategic framework for biodiverse open space and active travel provision is
provided (506).
Support was received, with respondents stating the site was previously supported in the
Main Issues Report in 2013, and there is strong demand for new housing in the area.
The site is a sensitive and measured extension to Stonehaven, with the precedence for
crossing the A90 set at Ury Estate. The site is in a sustainable location, close to rail
and road, local services and facilities, and would improve walking and cycling routes.
KN120 is a Catalyst for further development (KN121 and KN122) which could support a
new road/paths over the A90, increasing viability of forming a neighbourhood core.
The loss of ancient woodland can be mitigated, and quality open space and landscaping
could be provided, and the small part of the site at risk of flooding can be addressed
through sustainable measures. Education impacts of the full development are no

different to other sites. It is considered that the bid submissions have not received full
consideration, inconsistent to others (303, 304, 305).
Development can be designed and phased to mitigate road impacts on Kirkton of
Fetteresso, and the loss of Prime Agricultural Land is not a credible reason for rejection
(305).

3. Actions
General
The concerns relating to existing amenities and potential impacts from new
development are noted, and new development should have positive impacts where
possible and seek to contribute to the amenities of the town.
Opportunities and development pressure from the opening of the AWPR should be
acknowledged.
Green space around the settlement should be protected from development.
Concerns relating to the car parking capacity at the railway station are noted, but so are
the difficulties in identifying available space to allow expansion.
Services and Infrastructure
Information from Scottish Water indicates there is sufficient capacity at Nigg WWTW
with a requirement for Drainage Impact Assessments. Text should be included for
“Strategic drainage and water supply” to reflect the current position with regard to waste
water drainage.
Site - BUS1
The existing BUS1 site is not proposed to be altered from the Draft Proposed LDP.
Site - BUS2/OP5
The Draft Proposed LDP did suggest their removal, but one respondent considers
permission to be extant on BUS2, and there are intentions to progress OP5. The sites
do provide the only new employment land in Stonehaven and as such should be
retained in the Proposed LDP.
Bid KN016
The scale of development sought is that of small-scale, which does not contribute
significantly to strategic housing supply and better assessed through Policies in the
Plan, which would be unlikely to support residential development in this specific
location.
Bid KN032
We agree with the findings of SNH, that the landscape sensitivity and potential impact of
development in this location prevent allocation. Positive comments received in relation

to mitigation and local enhancements are noted, but the general siting and scale of
development, in a prominent location to the south of the settlement is not an appropriate
form of development.
Bid KN050 and KN051
We agree with the findings of SNH, and other respondents, with concern relating to
landscape sensitivity and potential impacts, and the site not being well related to the
settlement. The refused application (APP/2015/3324) and dismissed appeal for mixed
use development on this site both heavily referenced landscape impact and prominence
within the reasoning for refusal, and those concerns remain. Therefore, the site is not
considered suitable for development.
Bid KN068
We agree with the findings of respondents, including SNH in relation to the site’s likely
impact on the pattern of development in the area and the topographical prominence and
visual impact development could have, along with concerns in relation to impacts on
built and natural heritage. Therefore, the site is not considered appropriate for
development.
Bid KN076, KN077, KN078 and KN081
Respondents outline positive measures in terms of minimising impacts and providing
connectivity, and references certain issues are no different to other sites that are
preferred for development. Officer’s opinion remains that sites are detached from the
town, and due to topography, the sites would be visually prominent. These sites do not
represent the best scale of development on the best development sites in the right
places.
Bid KN080
The existing allocation on site OP1 has been superseded by an appeal decision and
planning consent (APP/2016/1986), and the Draft Proposed LDP responds to the
numbers consented. It remains pertinent to retain this site as it correctly identifies the
number of units within the original consent that were built, and the second application
fulfils the balance of development. We can review the request that affordable housing
delivery aligns with the consented development.
Bid KN086
Concern relating to delivery of existing allocated sites within Ury Estate is noted (883),
and this is a common feature on a number of sites due to the current economic
situation. Comments relating to the future allocation of the site is noted, but there is
sufficient supply in the Draft Proposed LDP to negate the need for allocation as a future
opportunity (FOP) site. The site sits prominently in the landscape north of Stonehaven,
and other sites that sit lower in the landscape are preferable.
Bid KN087
Concerns relating to numbers and density within the pipeline zone are noted. The
pipeline middle consultation zone does dissect the site, and is therefore likely to inform

the layout, and early engagement from developers on this matter is encouraged to
ensure that delivery can be accommodated within the site.
The concern about overprovision and urbanisation of Ury Estate is noted, but Officers
agree with the counter view that references making best use of the existing allocated
site through increasing housing numbers.
Additional development on this site would have to tie-in with infrastructure delivery and
existing consents within Ury Estate, as identified by respondents. SNH and HES
requirements can be factored into the consideration of any future planning application
on the site. Reference to the outdated Masterplan is noted, and the scale of
development would benefit from a Masterplan for the site, and a full revised Masterplan
for Ury Estate to capture existing consents and allocations to achieve a holistic
approach to delivery. A revised Masterplan would also allow for the wider setting of
Ury House and the other associated listed structures to be carefully considered.
Bid KN102
Officers welcome the support to increase the housing numbers on the existing allocated
site. References to tying the allocation in with phasing triggers within existing consents
and referencing the established off-site provision of affordable housing are noted.
Reference to the outdated Masterplan is noted, and the scale of development would
benefit from a Masterplan for the site, and a full revised Masterplan for Ury Estate to
capture existing consents and allocations to achieve a holistic approach to delivery, and
allow for the wider setting of Ury House and the other associated listed structures to be
carefully considered.
Concerns about overprovision at Ury Estate is noted, but this is an active site seeking a
modest increase in housing numbers to respond to current market trends and maximise
the efficient use of the site.
Being already identified for development, and well screened from Ury House by
woodland on the Cowie Water, the site is not considered to pose significant impact on
the setting of Ury House.
Bid KN103
The support to allocate this site for 60 dwellings is welcomed. Measures to integrate
and facilitate development must be secured, particularly SNH’s request for a detailed
site brief to address landscape, woodland and built heritage impacts. Delivery will also
have to tie-in with other developments adjacent, and the delivery of key infrastructure.
Reference to the outdated Masterplan is noted, and the scale of development would
benefit from a Masterplan for the site, and a full revised Masterplan for Ury Estate to
capture existing consents and allocations to achieve a holistic approach to delivery, and
allow for the wider setting of Ury House and the other associated listed structures to be
carefully considered.

Bid KN104
We welcome the support for allocating this site and note the need to accurately reflect
the planning consent on site, and apply appropriate references to infrastructure delivery.
Reference to the outdated Masterplan is noted, but development on this site has
consent and is expected to be delivered prior to adoption of the Plan. However, in
relation to other sites, a full revised Masterplan for Ury Estate to capture existing
consents and allocations to achieve a holistic approach to delivery would be beneficial,
and allow the wider setting of Ury House and the other associated listed structures to be
carefully considered.
Bid KN115, KN116 and KN117
Responses identify the site as a viable and well located opportunity for development,
but concern remains about the scale and nature of development in this location. It is
accepted that the context and character of the area has changed significantly in recent
years, with residential and infrastructure projects altering the out of town/rural character
of the site, making the site less visually sensitive than it once was. However, the site
remains visually sensitive, and development could pose issues in relation to potential
road and transport impact, with road safety on the B979 and the junction with the AWPR
a concern.
In relation to retail development (KN115), the implementation of a retail consent
(APP/2015/3716) at Ury Estate solidifies that as the retail opportunity for Stonehaven.
To identify a further site for such use would be irresponsible and potentially damaging to
the vitality and viability of Stonehaven town centre.
Residential use (KN116) would be compatible with adjacent land uses, but the site does
remain sensitive in relation to its visual prominence, and alternative provision to meet
housing demand can be better met elsewhere. There is no justification for promoting
housing on this site.
Regarding the employment bid (KN117), sufficient supply exists at BUS2/OP5 at East
Newtonleys, with consents in place. Further allocations are therefore not required at
this time.
Bid KN118
There are policies in the LDP to support development of tourist accommodation,
therefore such a proposal can come forward without being allocated or reserved in the
Plan. The site is noted to be accessible for passing trade (596, 922), and provide
opportunity for tourists to explore the region due to ease of access to the A90 (596), but
the site topography does raise concern in terms of visual and landscape impacts, and
the existing road network and connectivity may require significant upgrade. Concern
does remain in relation to access to the B979 and potential implications on the
functionality of the AWPR interchange.

Bid KN119
The site is well related to the A90 interchange as outlined by respondents, but the
demand for such a facility is questionable, particularly with the recent granting of
consent for a service station with modest retail offering and two drive-thru outlets at
Badentoy, Portlethen has been granted consent (APP/2018/2848). Development could
have impacts in relation to the function of the AWPR interchange.
Bid KN120, KN121 and KN122
Respondents highlight the lack of justification for development of this scale and the
history of refusal of development on this site. We agree with SNH that the landscape
impact merits non-allocation, and this is further evidenced by refused applications
APP/2015/3583 and APP/2010/3646 both citing the inappropriate scale of development
and associated landscape impacts and detrimental impact on the setting of Stonehaven.
Supporting comments identify the demand for housing in the area, and development at
Ury Estate has set a precedent for the settlement growing beyond the A90. Whilst the
supporting comments outline that technical matters can be met and mitigated against,
this can be said for most developments. However, due to the siting, scale and
associated landscape impacts, these sites do not represent the best scale of
development on the best development sites in the right places.
The Draft Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.
Since the Draft Proposed LDP, it is proposed that the settlement boundary is amended
to run parallel to the housing development at Braehead Drive.

4. Recommendations
1. Modify the Vision to reflect the aspirations as expressed in early consultation by
local stakeholders, including the Community Council. Update the Vision for
Stonehaven to reflect the updated status of the application for retail development,
which has now been implemented. Also to add a paragraph to outline the lack
of employment opportunities, small scale and affordable housing; facilities for all
ages to meet and engage; the need to upgrade/replace some education facilities;
issues regarding car parking at the train station; and pedestrian safety at Evan
Street and Market Square.
2. Under ‘Services and Infrastructure’ add the text “Strategic drainage and water
supply” and reflect the current position with regard to waste water drainage
including the requirement for Drainage Impact Assessments.
3. Require a new masterplan for Ury Estate to take account of consented, existing
and new allocated sites, including non-residential developments and

infrastructure requirements, to ensure a holistic approach to delivery is taken.
This will apply to sites KN087, KN102, KN103 and KN104.
4. Increase the housing numbers within allocated site OP1 to reflect the planning
application. Provide reference to the planning history, and identify a preference
for two points of access, in line with current policy expectations. Add a
reference to the aspiration for affordable housing delivery in the early phases of
development, in line with current policy expectations.
5. Increase the housing numbers within allocated site OP2, and acknowledge that
the first phase of development on this site is under construction. Provide clarity
about the trigger for the provision of the link road from B979 to A957, including a
bridge over the Cowie Water, being required prior to the occupation of the 86th
dwelling, in line with controls in place on planning consents within Ury Estate.
6. Increase the housing numbers within allocated site OP3. Update references to
consented dwellings on the site to be accurate, 51 dwellings have been granted
on the site, but have not progressed. Accurately reflect the trigger for link road
from B979 to A957 as being required prior to the occupation of the 86th dwelling
on the western side of the Cowie Water (cumulatively with other sites). Add
reference to highlight the need to avoid the riparian area and ancient woodland,
signalling the need for a minimum of 12m buffer strip from the Cowie Water.
References to affordable housing being in line with Policy H2 should remain, but
should reflect the consent that exists for off-site provision, as approved at site
OP4 to clarify construction and delivery is underway.
7. Update site OP5 to highlight planning in principle consent was granted in October
2016, with a further update to confirm if a further application is submitted within
timescales (prior to end of October 2019).
8. Allocate land to the north of site OP2, for 60 homes. Reference in the Draft
Proposed LDP in relation to postponing development until the consented retail
development is built should be removed, but clear emphasis must be made to the
need for the link road between the B979 and A957 must be made, taken
cumulative account of other allocated/consented developments. To aid
integration, site P9 is proposed to the north of the site to preserve the setting of
the site, ensuring retention of an existing tree belt and land subject of
compensatory planting associated with consented development. Affordable
housing should be provided on site and integrated through the development, and
proximity to nearby pipelines should be highlighted.
9. Allocate new site but amend the housing number in the draft Proposed LDP to 91
homes to reflect the number of units consented within APP/2018/2227 and
APP/2018/2228, and amend the text in the Draft Proposed LDP to reflect what
has been secured and implemented in the consents, rather than set aspirations
for the site. This site should accurately identify that the 91 units are all

affordable housing and provide the affordable housing requirements of the
consented and implemented enabling development for Ury House, and the
consented and implemented development at North Lodge for housing and a golf
course (APP/2015/0541). This still does not meet the obligation for 25%
affordable homes across the whole Ury development and 9 units could be
provided elsewhere in Ury Estate.
10. The trigger for the link road between the B979 and A957 should be clearly stated,
with no more than 85 units (cumulatively with other developments in Ury Estate)
on the west of the Cowie Water being capable of occupation until the link road is
in place, as set out in conditions on the consents.
11. Amend the settlement boundary to run parallel to housing at Braehead Drive.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed recommendations 1 to 10 at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019, although the first
recommendation was amended to include the word “specifically”, “…including the
Community Council. Specifically, the vision for Stonehaven…” The Committee
agreed not to support recommendation 11 as the settlement boundary is correct.
The Committee also agreed the following additional recommendations:


Amend the vision to take into consideration and protect the natural skyline
around Stonehaven.



Include the Ury Estate link road on the settlement map.



Update the settlement map to reflect the care home built on reserved land R2.

2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 150 West Cairnbeg
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
506
805

Respondents
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA

2. Issues
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted that the waste water treatment issue identified in the Vision should be
included under ‘Services and Infrastructure’ for consistency (805).
SEPA has advised that the private communal sewerage works is at capacity, there is
unlikely to be any capacity in the water environment to accept any more flow, and
ground conditions are poor. The developer should have early discussion with SEPA to
ascertain whether waste water disposal from the proposed development will be feasible
(805).
Bid KN052 and KN097
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has agreed with Officers’ recommendation to “not
prefer” bids KN052 and KN097 on the grounds of landscape, as is noted in the Main
Issues Report (MIR). Both of these sites are otherwise well located to the rest of the
village. SNH has recommended that should either bid be allocated, text should be
included in the allocation summary to ensure there is adequate provision for
biodiversity, open space and active travel (506).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
The request made by SEPA for including waste water treatment under ‘Services and
Infrastructure’, identifying that the private communal sewerage works is at capacity, and
there is a need for early discussion with SEPA prior to any development, is considered
appropriate and should be included in the Proposed Local Development Plan (LDP).
Bid KN052 and KN097
Developing these sites would disrupt the distinctive character of the flat Howe
contrasting with the ridge of the Mounth. Other constraints to development are also
highlighted in the MIR. For these reasons, it is recommended that neither bid is
included within the Proposed LDP.

The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Add text to the Vision to reflect community aspiration for a community centre.
Text should also be added to reflect concerns raised regarding private treatment
works.
2. Add new bullet point under ‘Services and Infrastructure’ to state the following:
“Strategic drainage and water supply: Private communal sewerage works is at
capacity and ground conditions are poor. Early discussion with SEPA is
required for any proposed future development.”
3. Reserve land for a community centre.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed recommendations 1 and 2 at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee also agreed to
amend recommendation 3 to read:
Reserve land for a community space.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

Issue 151 Woodlands of Durris
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
469
496
506
632
706
803
805
913
919
999
1005
1009

Respondents
Ryden LLP on behalf of Cabardunn Development Company Limited and
Dunecht Estates
Friends of Durris Primary and Crossroads Nursery
Scottish Natural Heritage
Mrs Catriona Woodburn
Dr Frank and Pauline Charleson
Mrs Margaret Sutherland
SEPA
Forbes Homes Ltd
Ms Susan Lindsay
Crathes Drumoak and Durris Community Council
Mrs Dorothy Grant
Historic Environment Scotland

2. Issues
General
Respondents generally felt the primary school cannot cope with additional development
(496, 632, 706), that the local road network is in poor condition (496, 632), and
upgrades to the Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) would be required (496, 632,
999). A number of respondents considered the existing OP1 site was sufficient to meet
local housing demand and should be fully built out before any further sites are allocated
(496, 632, 706, 999).
Services and Infrastructure
SEPA has noted there is no available capacity at Durris WWTW, but a growth project
could be initiated. While some improvements to the works have been agreed between
SEPA and Scottish Water, any increase in flow to the works from future development
would need further discussions between Scottish Water and SEPA before they could be
agreed. The Local Development Plan (LDP) needs some rewording in consultation
with Scottish Water (805).
Bid KN074
Bid KN074, which proposes additional housing on the existing OP1 site, has received
some support and is preferred to other bid sites (469, 496). Scottish Natural Heritage
(SNH) considers KN074 a suitable planned approach to development, but wish to
ensure adequate biodiversity enhancement, open space provision, and active
travel/safe routes to school (506). General concern was raised about the accessibility
of the site in terms of a second/emergency access (632, 706), with suggestion of local

road upgrades and existing 30mph speed limit being moved further from the settlement
(913). One response noted that the current road leading to the B9077 (South Deeside
Road) is sufficient, as are other roads in/out of the settlement, whilst the site itself is well
connected to the existing settlement and provides a safe route to school (469).
Bid KN136 and KN138
Bids KN136 and KN138 drew concern in relation to being too remote from the school to
have a safe route of access (496, 706), with SNH raising concern about potential
landscape impacts (506), and another respondent supporting the non-allocation of this
site due to a lack of road and other infrastructure, and to avoid pushing the school roll
over capacity (999).
There was some support (803, 919), particularly in terms of the sites delivering
recreational walking and cycling paths, enhancing open green space, and providing a
village square with local amenities for future and existing residents whilst maintaining
the local school roll (803), they are within walking distance of the school and would
sustain the growth of the settlement (1005), and support for a long term plan to link the
sites to deliver a community hub to enhance the amenities of the settlement (913).
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) supported not allocating these sites due to
potential adverse impacts on the setting of a nearby Scheduled Monument (1009).
However, one respondent considered the sites to be located well away from the nearby
historical cairn (913).

3. Actions
Services and Infrastructure
Information received from Scottish Water confirms that a Growth Project may be
required. This would be initiated once development meets their five growth criteria.
The existing text under ‘Strategic drainage and water supply’ is considered to be
sufficient and as such no change is required. Scottish Water also identify the need for
a drainage impact assessment for existing site OP1 (bid KN074).
Bid KN074
Bid KN074 would continue the delivery of the current OP1 site, providing sufficient
support for the school roll in the short to medium term. Comments regarding
accessibility of the site are noted and will be resolved by direct comment in the
Settlement Statement.
Bid KN136 and KN138
Sites KN136 and KN138 are remote from the settlement, and the current school roll is
unlikely to be able to cope with this additional development in the short term. Concern
from SNH regarding landscape impacts, and HES, in relation to a nearby Scheduled
Monument, are noted.

Additional development in Woodland of Durris would not be in scale with the existing
settlement. Sufficient additional housing land allocations are identified in the Aberdeen
Housing Market Area. It is considered that Woodlands of Durris has an appropriate
amount of land identified for housing to meet local housing needs during the Plan
period.
Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan on
the basis of early consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the
recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Modify the Vision to reflect the community’s concern for lack of affordable
housing.
2. Increase the area and allocation of site OP1 to 50 homes including bid KN074,
and identify within the allocation summary the requirement for a Drainage Impact
Assessment.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed recommendation 1 at their
special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019.
2. The Committee agreed to not support recommendation 2 (to increase the
number of homes on site OP1 from 30 to 50 homes, as put forward in bid KN074,
and amend the settlement boundary to exclude bid KN074).
3. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and agreed to
allocate existing site OP1/ bid KN074 in the Proposed LDP.
4. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.
5. Members considered proposals for the inclusion of bid site KN138 at land at
Woodlands of Durris in the Proposed Local Development Plan. Members voted
as follows – 12 for the motion that the Council includes site KN138 in the
Proposed Local Development Plan 2020, and 52 for the amendment that the
Council not include bid site KN138 in the Proposed Local Development Plan
2020. One Member declined to vote.

The amendment was carried, and the Council agreed not to include bid site
KN138 for land at Woodlands of Durris in the Proposed Local Development Plan
2020.

Issue 152 Kincardine and Mearns Landward
1. List of Respondents
MIR Ref
89
142
154
172
230
271
277
278
287
288
296
306
307
308
317
352
370
371
448
496
506
561
567
619
631
632
643
644
648
706
707
708
709
711
713
773
782
785
805

Respondents
Mr Frederick Parkinson
Ryden LLP on behalf of Balgranach Properties
Aurora Planning Limited on behalf of Gravitate North East
WCP Architects on behalf of Mr & Mrs Dorwood
Mr & Mrs Graham & Sue McLean
Mr Stephen Coutts
Ms Anco Maan
Ms Lorraine Maan-Beck
Ms Nicola Maan
Mr Loran Maan
Mr Alistair Watson
Mr Graham White
Professor Carole Gray
Ms Gael Sangster
Mr & Mrs A.J. Ross on behalf of Protect Banchory Devenick
Protect Banchory Devenick
SAC Consulting
Mr Robert Begg
Mr Richard Woollcombe
Friends of Durris Primary and Crossroads Nursery
Scottish Natural Heritage
Hermiston Securities Limited
Mr Ed Colver
Ms Pat Brodie
Banchory Devenick Primary School
Mrs Catriona Woodburn
Mr Nigel McLean
Dr G.W. McLean
Mr D Lawtie
Dr Frank and Pauline Charleson
Mr Alan Haig
Ms Heather Haig
Mr Nigel Griffiths
Mr Ian Smith
Mr G Neil McKay
Ms Louise Taylor
RSPB Scotland
Halliday Fraser Munro on behalf of Drum Property Group
SEPA

851
855
876
908
921
936
945
946
950
953
956
965
970
1009
1013
1016
1046
1059
1063

Mrs Jennifer Thomson
Catterline, Kinneff & Dunnottar Community Council
Woodland Trust Scotland
Norr on behalf of Dunecht Estates
Mr Christopher Hennigan
Mrs Caroline McTaggart
Ms Moira Mapley
Roundhouse Architecture Ltd
Forbes Homes Ltd
North Kincardine Rural Community Council
Mr Phil Allan
Forbes Homes Ltd
Forbes Homes Ltd
Historic Environment Scotland
Savills on behalf of The Comer Group
Mr Fraser McTaggart
Ms Ruth Gillies
Ms Winifred Young
Mr Euan Gillies

2. Issues
Ardoe and Mid Ardoe
Bid KN030
One respondent highlighted an inaccuracy in the Main Issues Report regarding a
garage that is stated as being approved as part of a separate planning application for a
house. In fact, the building was the original building/garage for the large gardens of
Mid Ardoe, and the replacement house has a new garage, deeming the original building
redundant. It was also considered inaccurate to state that the site is not within walking
distance of services as the site is within 200m of South Deeside Road that sustains
public transport (172).
Bid KN124
One respondent considered that development of a single home would be in keeping
with the character of the area (within the green belt), and disagrees this would
encourage ribbon development. The respondent stated the site is not within the Ardoe
House Designed Landscape and also asserts that the terminology of ‘Ancient
Woodland’ relates to woodland prior to 1873, and that it is the current trees on site that
have relevance. Currently, the only trees on the proposed site are along the curtilage
providing boundary screening and therefore minimising landscape impact. Also the
respondent considers the site to be highly accessible by cycle or public transport,
highlighting that the Blairs development will deliver a footbridge across the River Dee
providing further connectivity, and moreover, does not consider the site as being remote
as the location has strong linkages to Aberdeen (648).
Banchory Devenick

Bid KN069, KN070, KN071 and KN072
There has been substantial agreement with the Officers’ assessment of bids KN069,
KN070, KN071 and KN072 (Land at Tollohill Wood, Phases 1-4) as ‘not preferred’
(89, 230, 271, 277, 278, 287, 288, 296, 306, 307, 308, 317, 352, 448, 506, 567, 619,
631, 643, 644, 707, 708, 709, 711, 713, 782, 876, 921, 945, 953, 956, 1046, 1059,
1063).
Respondents have highlighted the negative impact these proposals would have on the
green belt, and expressed a desire to preserve the green belt in the Banchory Devenick
area (89, 230, 271, 277, 278, 287, 288, 306, 307, 308, 317, 448, 567, 619, 643, 644,
707, 708, 713, 921, 945, 956, 1046, 1059, 1063).
There was strong agreement that development of these bids would have a negative
visual impact on the landscape setting and character. In particular respondents are
concerned about the scale and suburban nature of the development proposed (89, 230,
271, 277, 278, 287, 288, 296, 306, 307, 308, 317, 352, 448, 506, 567, 619, 631, 643,
707, 708, 713, 782, 876, 921, 945, 953, 956, 1046, 1059, 1063). Scottish Natural
Heritage (SNH) agreed with the landscape justification for not including these sites and
considers this establishes a principle of no development due to the significant
constraints imposed by this highly sensitive landscape and visual resource. However,
should the sites be allocated SNH state a development brief/strategic framework would
be required to ensure the provision of adequate biodiverse open space, including for
informal recreation, and active travel provision (506).
Respondents also agreed these bids should not be allocated due to the detrimental
impact development would have on natural heritage in the Banchory Devenick area,
and that it is important to conserve wildlife habitat and protected species, and to protect
the River Dee Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Den of Leggart Local Nature
Conservation Site (LNCS), Tollohill Wood LNCS (89, 271, 277, 278, 287, 288, 296, 306,
307, 308, 317, 352, 448, 506, 619, 631, 643, 707, 708, 711, 713, 782, 876, 921, 945,
953, 956, 1046,1059,1063). RSPB consider there would be significant environmental
harm caused development of such a scale (782).
Respondents welcomed the Officers’ recommendation on account of protecting
resources, as the proposals would impact on trees and woodlands (including Ancient
Woodland), which people value for wildlife habitat, recreation and outdoor learning (89,
271, 277, 278, 287, 288, 306, 307, 308, 317, 352, 448, 506, 619, 631, 643, 707, 708,
711, 713, 782, 876, 921, 945, 953, 956, 1046, 1059, 1063).
Respondents expressed concern about the impact the proposals would have on the
historic environment, in particular the historical features of Tollohill Braes and the
Causey Mounth ancient drovers’ road (89, 230, 271, 277, 278, 287, 288, 306, 307, 308,
448, 619, 631, 643, 707, 708, 711, 713, 921, 953, 956, 1046, 1059, 1063).

There were concerns regarding road access, and respondents do not support the
proposed dual carriageway link to access the A92(T) (formerly the A90) south of the
Bridge of Dee, particular now that the AWPR has significantly eased traffic pressure in
this area (89, 277, 278, 296, 306, 307, 567, 707, 708, 711, 713, 956, 1046, 1059, 1063).
Concerns about waste water treatment and drainage were raised (271, 277, 278, 287,
288, 317, 643, 707, 708, 713, 921, 953, 956, 1046, 1059, 1063).
There was agreement regarding lack of education capacity, and respondents objected
to the siting of the proposed new school impacting on the Camphill community of
Beannachar (271, 277, 278, 287, 288, 306, 307, 308, 317, 631, 643, 707, 708, 711,
713, 921, 953, 956, 1046, 1063).
Particular concern was expressed regarding over supply in the area and potential
impact on the delivery of developments that are already underway to ensure the
delivery of promised infrastructure and schools, highlighting that the bid sites at
Banchory Devenick are not required given there are other large scale proposals yet to
complete which are making slow progress, e.g. Chapelton and Blairs (89, 271, 317,
448, 567, 643, 709).
It was also highlighted that the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) provides
overall cumulative negative and significant negative effects including post-mitigation for
bids KN069 to KN072, and that this assessment should not be ignored (306, 1046,
1063).
One respondent objected to bids KN069 to KN072 on the basis that there is not one
landowner and the developer’s views do not represent the views of other land/home
owners (567).
It is considered that any benefits provided by the development such as non-vehicular
access to recreation do not outweigh the negative aspects of the development (713),
and that the site is unlikely to encourage active travel (89). It is also considered that
the sites collectively constitute a new settlement, which has not been recognised in the
Strategic Development Plan, and that this would amount to a ‘dormitory’ for Aberdeen
City, and provide no benefit to Aberdeenshire (89).
Support
One response was received from the bid proposer in support of the development at
KN069 to KN072, but for a smaller portion of part of bid site KN069/ KN070. The
proposer submitted a proposal with a masterplan for 100 homes at Leggart Brae to the
south of the B9077 (South Deeside Road). The proposer considers the site is in a
suitable location for sustainable growth, appropriate for public transport links and
pedestrian access, and has suitable road links to service the site. It is also considered
there would be no visual intrusion or loss of amenity, no significant adverse effects on
built heritage or the historic environment. Furthermore, no flood risk is anticipated,
and the proposer does not consider that inclusion of a section of the Den of Leggart

LNCS, and a burn, which feeds into the River Dee SAC, should preclude development
of the proposed site for 100 homes (1013).
Blairs
Bid KN110
Historic Environment Scotland (HES) urged the Council to prioritise restoration and reuse of the listed former Blairs College complex. The main concern is that the buildings
remain in poor condition with no Listed Building Consent or planning permission
submitted yet for restoration and re-use, with the exception of the Chapel, which is
under different ownership and in good condition. HES also highlighted the need to
protect the landscape setting of this site in line with the approved enabling scheme
(1009).
SNH highlighted that measures to protect the interests of the River Dee SAC will be
required, particularly addressing water quality. The River Dee needs appropriate buffer
strips/water margins, and disturbance of the riverbank, which is a habitat for protected
species, will need to be minimised. SNH also noted that the site contains ancient and
other woodland, and considers that a site brief/strategic framework is required to ensure
there is adequate biodiverse open space and active travel provision (506).
SEPA has requested that the text, “Blairs lies within an area potentially vulnerable to
flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk
Assessments may be required” should be added to the Settlement Statement. SEPA
also highlight that buffer strips will be required adjacent to the small watercourses
running through the site which should be integrated positively into the development. In
addition, enhancement of straightened watercourses through re-naturalisation and
removal of any redundant features will require to be investigated (805). Furthermore, it
is requested by SEPA that it should be confirmed with Scottish Water that the proposed
population growth is within the design criteria for the existing sewage treatment works
and sewer network infrastructure. If not, an upgrade may be required to be highlighted
in the Plan (805).
One respondent considered that Blairs and Chapelton should remain the focus of largescale development in the area and there is no compelling case to support any of the
other bids of a size in the area due to the slow rate of build-out (953).
Another respondent welcomes the Officers’ recommendation to include land covered by
live planning consents for residential development to be removed from the countryside
and green belt, and be allocated for development in the LDP. This respondent would,
however, wish to see the land at Blairs identified as a settlement in accordance with the
updated masterplan, which is anticipated to be approved late 2019 (561). A proposed
revised settlement boundary was submitted by the respondent.

In relation to the Draft Proposed Local Development Plan the respondent highlights that
the boundary of Blairs Hamlet as drafted is incorrect by omitting a house (plot 22) lying
immediately to the west of Burnside Cottages (561).
In relation to ‘Services and Infrastructure’ the respondent highlights that although
agreement was reached over the future of secondary school pupils arising from the
Hamlet part of the development, there remains uncertainty over plans for secondary
school provision arising from the remainder of the site. It is also considered that the
reference to contributions for community facilities in the wider catchment area at
Portlethen should be replaced with the developer’s commitment to provide a new
community hall at Blairs, and furthermore considers healthcare contributions erroneous
as these cannot be applied retrospectively to Blairs Hamlet and Blairs Village
components. However, it is indicated that if additional houses were to be approved at
Blairs as further enabling development to help deliver the pedestrian bridge over the
River Dee and conservation of the Listed Buildings, Section 75 Agreements would be
updated to take account of this (561).
Durris Forest
Bid KN129
RSPB support the proposed development in this location as this could bring multiple
benefits including diverting recreational pressure away from more sensitive woodlands
in mid/upper Deeside. However, the respondent seeks clarification regarding the
‘potential to enhance biodiversity’, highlighting that there are important issues to take
into account, including potential disturbance to protected species and impacts on peat
(782). SNH recommend that a site brief should seek to conserve peat soils (506).
HES has expressed concern about the potential impact of KN129 on the setting of the
Scheduled Monument Cairn-mon-earn, in particular from any structures close to the
summit of the hill. HES requested that impact is assessed and mitigated with HES
involvement at an early stage of any proposal advancing (1009).
SEPA advise that a Flood Risk Assessment may be required. SEPA also highlighted
the requirement for a buffer strip adjacent to all watercourses running through/around
the site which should be integrated positively into the development, together with
enhancement through re-naturalisation, and that removal of any redundant features is
investigated (805).
Three respondents support KN129 for a sports/adventure centre, but with safety
concerns in relation to increased traffic in the vicinity of Durris Primary School, tied in
with wider concerns about the need for development in the wider Durris area (496, 632,
706). It was considered that the road safety issues related to the school need to be
investigated (496).
A fourth respondent supported KN129 together with the need for a Phase 1 Habitat
Survey. The wording ‘Sports/Adventure Centre’ in the title and the proposal to

safeguard the site ‘for outdoor recreation facilities associated with a sport/adventure
centre’ is welcomed in order to provide flexibility to accommodate a range of adventure
sports without being restricted to a ‘mountain biking centre’. At the same time, the
respondent expresses a desire for the site to be specifically allocated for the proposed
use, rather than being a reserved site, making reference to Scottish Planning Policy
which advocates promotion of tourism and recreation in development plans (154).
The specific opportunities the site provides are highlighted in relation to mix of
gradients, good ground conditions, the summits and views, the obvious location for the
facilities benefiting from passing trade, together with easy access are highlighted. It is
also considered that visual impact will be minimal given the current plantation use,
surrounding hills, and pylons (154).
Maryculter
Bid KN044
Four respondents disagreed with the Officers’ assessment of ‘not preferred’ and would
like the site allocated (773, 936, 950, 1016). It is considered that this development is
needed to maintain the new Lairhillock Primary School (1016). Others considered the
housing is needed due to its good proximity to the school (773, 950), and should be
allocated as the site is deliverable, and would contribute to local housing supply and
provide an addition to an existing group of houses (936, 950). It was stated that the
site could be served by a private communal waste water system, and that any trees
felled would be for health and safety reasons but would be replanted (950).
One respondent agreed with the Officers’ recommendation not to allocate KN044 (709).
It was considered the site is out of character with the surrounding rural area, and due to
restricted access and lack of amenities and supporting infrastructure (709).
Bid KN045
Four respondents disagreed with the Officers’ assessment of ‘not preferred’ and would
like the site allocated (773, 936, 950, 1016). Respondents also considered that this
development is needed to maintain the new Lairhillock Primary School (1016) and
because housing is needed close to the school (773, 950, 965). It was also considered
that the site would provide an addition to an existing cohesive group, and that flood risk
is minimal and can be resolved through provision of open space (965). Furthermore,
the development would contribute to local housing supply, providing a flexible design to
cater for all needs (936, 965).
One respondent agreed with the Officers’ recommendation and considered the
development out of character with the surrounding area with its scattered vernacular
buildings in open farmland, and due to limited access with no amenities or supporting
infrastructure (709).

Bid KN046
There was agreement with the Officers’ recommendation of ‘not preferred’. The
respondent considered this development would be out of character with the surrounding
farmland area, there are also access issues and a lack of amenities and infrastructure
to support the development (709).
Bid KN123
Woodland Trust Scotland expressed support for the Officers’ assessment of bid KN123
and agree the site should not be allocated (876). SNH noted that the site includes
woodland (506). Another respondent disagreed with the Officers’ reasons for not
supporting this site with regard to location, impact on the wooded landscape, and
accessibility to services. This respondent argued that rural settlements are central to
Aberdeenshire’s character and a small extension to an existing settlement will not
compromise this and would have minimal landscape and woodland impact. Rather, the
respondent stated that proposed landscape improvements would enhance the local
woodland and landscape structure, and considers there are other examples of homes
next to woods in the area, demonstrating how KN123 site will integrate with a sense of
coherence and order that the wooded landscape provides (785).
The respondent proposed a slightly altered bid for KN123 in light of Main Issues Report
comments, offering a ‘small-scale, modern interpretation of rural sustainable living’,
stating that this would be more affordable to the wider community. Community growing
space plots large enough to support home offices/garden offices, and a small scale rural
business space designed to reflect vernacular steading buildings and offering
opportunities for people to live and work in the hamlet are proposed. The revised bid
also considered that the proposed development is of the same scale as those already
developed recently in the settlement, and it is highlighted that the proposed steading
based rural business, is on a site once occupied by a steading. Overall, it was
considered that rural communities should not be ruled out because of their location and
car dependency, and with reference to a site given support in the MIR in Kirkton of
Maryculter that has infrastructure constraints, a consistent approach should be adopted
(785).
Netherley
Bid KN015
SNH noted that the site includes woodland (506). One respondent objected to the
Main Issues Report not identifying this site and considers KN015 a low density
development that would cause minimal impact (142). It is acknowledged that some
tree removal would be required, but these would be replanted, and the landscape
character and the setting of the house would be retained within a discrete and sensitive
layout, siting and design (142).
The respondent did not accept the site would encourage unsustainable modes of
transport and considers that KN015 is well connected to Maryculter to the north and
Stonehaven to the south, is supported by bus services, and that despite a lack of

amenities within walking distance, there is a need for homes in the area. It was also
considered that there is capacity in the water treatment works, and that flood risk would
be investigated as per any planning application with appropriate mitigations identified
(142).
It was asserted that the measured approach presented in Policy R2 of the LDP should
be applied to allow for KN015 to take place in the wider countryside where it does not
cause adverse impacts such as suburbanisation or social isolation, and to allow the
right development in the right place (142).
It was also considered that Netherley should be identified as a settlement in its own
right, comparable to Cookney, and as such capable of organic growth through the
inclusion of site KN015 as a small extension (142).
Bid KN047
Two respondents considered this development is needed to maintain the new Lairhillock
Primary School (851, 1016). Also in support of this site, another respondent stated that
this development would be an extension of an existing site with planning permission in
principle for 8 homes, and the bid proposal would replicate the same semi-urban
character of houses. However, the respondent did not consider the development
would introduce urbanisation in the countryside and the proposed sensitive landscaping
and open space will ensure the development is sensitively absorbed into the landscape,
as well as enhance biodiversity (970).
In response to the Officers’ assessment that bid KN047 is not within walking distance to
services, the respondent stated that interconnecting footpaths would be provided linking
the site to the nearby Stripeside development, and there would be a bus stop layby
created to allow for connection with Lairhillock School (970).
With regard to infrastructure capacity, the respondent considered that private sewage
treatment is a viable solution based on testing already carried out as part of the
planning application process for the adjacent site. The respondent disagreed there
would be a school capacity issue since Netherley was at 75% in 2018. Overall this
respondent promotes KN047 as a deliverable site that would help sustain local school
roll and services, add to and diversify the local housing provision, and provide a flexible
design to meet all needs with a contemporary finish, whilst at the same time preserving
the rural vernacular (970).
The development is also supported for increasing housing supply in the countryside
(936).
Bid KN049
There was agreement with the Officers’ recommendation to not take this site forward
(709). The respondent considers there are already significant existing developments
nearby at Chapelton and Blairs, and the proposal would be out of character in the
surrounding open farmland typified by scattered development, and the access is poor

(709). SNH recommended that if KN049 is allocated, a site brief is required to ensure
adequate biodiverse open space and active travel provision.
Bid KN060
Woodland Trust Scotland object to development of this site due to impact on ancient
woodland (876). This impact was also noted by SNH (506).
Bid KN062
There was agreement with the Officers’ recommendation to not take bid KN062 forward
(709). The respondent considered that the proposal seeks to ‘tie’ the starter homes to
nursery workers. By describing these as ‘starter homes’ the proposal also alludes to
them as being ‘affordable homes’, but without local amenities, shops or public transport,
this is not a suitable location, and affordable homes should be located in the nearby
existing planned settlements (709).
Bid KN067
SNH noted that this site includes peat soils (506).
Netherley (Sunnyside)
Bid KN053
SNH agreed the landscape justification provided for non-preference of this site (506).
Bid KN054
SNH agreed the landscape justification provided for non-preference of this site (506).
Stonehaven south (Mains of Dunnottar and Gallaton)
Bid KN108
HES has highlighted that careful consideration would need to be given to the potential
impact of this development on Dunnottar Castle, which is a Scheduled Monument
(1009). SNH noted that this site borders woodland, that Fowlsheugh SPA/SSSI is to
the east, and that a National Cycle Network route passes by the site (506).
There was agreement with the Officers’ assessment of KN108 as ‘not preferred’, and
that the visitor centre should be considered under LDP 2017 (855).
It was requested by the proposer that further consideration is given to the development.
Whilst the supportive position in the Officers’ assessment is welcomed with regard to
the visitor centre, it is acknowledged that further detail is required to justify the enabling
development, but the respondent considered that with appropriate mitigation the
constraints identified would be outweighed by the benefits of the visitor centre. Key
points disputed by the respondent in relation to the enabling development are lack of
connectivity with Stonehaven, landscape and visual impact, the relevance of the
landowner owning more land than is proposed, and the lack of need for houses in the
identified location (908).

The proposer considered that the KN108 enabling development site was sensitively
located, within a cluster of existing agricultural buildings and bound by trees, and also
considers that being sited within a Special Landscape Area should not preclude
development. It was highlighted that the loss of prime agricultural land is small and
would be offset by the benefits created by the visitor centre, and whilst relocating the
development to the east is an option, this would be in a more sensitive location (908).
With regard to funding, the proposer identifies that the venture would not be able to
attract significant grant funding, and whilst more details on funding avenues are offered,
the respondent highlights that a cost benefit analysis would be provided at the time of a
planning application (908).
Bid KN112 and KN113
SNH has noted that these sites border woodland, that Fowlsheugh SPA/SSSI is to the
east, and that a National Cycle Network route passes by the site (506).
Three respondents considered bids KN112 and KN113 should be allocated as they are
additions to a cohesive group, and there would be no or negligible environmental impact
on the site and surrounding landscape (370, 371, 946). It was considered there is
economic benefit in developing these sites (370), and that development would meet
local demand for housing and support the local schools (370, 371). It was also
highlighted that development of these sites would have little effect on the overall farmed
area as KN112 is currently grassland of poorer quality and a more difficult corner of land
to farm efficiently, and that KN113 is of little or no agricultural value as it was previously
part of the steading complex at Gallaton (370). Another respondent believed these
sites should be considered as organic growth around the small settlement already there
(855).

3. Actions
Ardoe and Mid Ardoe
Bid KN030
It is acknowledged that the building referred to on the site was previously part of the feu
of the original adjacent Mid Ardoe House and used as a maintenance building, and that
the house adjacent to this building has been replaced incorporating a new garage. To
clarify, the bid proposer is seeking to replace the redundant maintenance building as a
brownfield site. However, we maintain that the site is not of sufficient scale to be
allocated within the LDP, constrained on account of being situated within the Aberdeen
green belt and in an unsustainable location. We do not agree that permission for that
house was based on a different and separate brownfield opportunity being exploited.

Bid KN124
We acknowledge that whilst the site is not within the current Ardoe House grounds, the
site is however, part of the former Ardoe House Designed Landscape and as such
impact on landscape character, setting and identity are key considerations.
We also note the respondent’s comment that trees are only along the curtilage and that
the ancient woodland has no relevance. However, it should be noted that any felled or
re-configured woodland is still considered a resource to be protected, regenerated or
restored due to the unique conditions of an ancient woodland site. Notably, it is the site
that has significant natural heritage and conservation value.
We maintain that the site is not of sufficient scale to be allocated within the LDP, is
constrained being situated within the Aberdeen green belt, on an Ancient Woodland
site, and not be in keeping with the character of the area.
Banchory Devenick
Bid KN069, KN070, KN071 and KN072
We acknowledge the substantial objection to these sites in line with the Officers’
recommendation of ‘not preferred’. It is also acknowledged that the bid proposer has
submitted a revised bid for a reduced scale of development, on a smaller portion of land
on part of sites KN069/KN070. However, notwithstanding the difference in scale
between the original and the revised proposed development, we consider there remains
an impact on green belt, visual impact, and erosion of the quality of the landscape
setting and character, as this amounts to suburbanisation in a highly sensitive
landscape. This is also an environmentally sensitive area risking negative impact on
wildlife habitat, protected species, and nature conservation sites, some loss of and
impact on Ancient Woodland. It should be noted that whilst respondents from the local
community have referred to Tollohill Wood as a Local Nature Conservation Site, it does
not in fact have this designation. Nonetheless, it is Ancient Woodland with high natural
heritage and landscape value.
We note that RSPB have highlighted concern regarding the potential environmental
harm from development in this area. We also acknowledge respondents’ concerns
regarding impact on the historic environment, infrastructure capacity including roads,
waste water treatment, and education, together with concerns about impact on the
Camphill Community, should future phases of work proceed. The Banchory Devenick
community are evidently strongly opposed to development in this location, and we share
their concern that development would result in a new ‘dormitory’ settlement for the
benefit of Aberdeen City without providing real benefit to Aberdeenshire.
Whilst the proposer presents a case for overcoming the various technical constraints
the site presents, the key consideration is whether this is the right development in the
right place. Taking into account the Chapelton and Blairs sites which have yet to be
delivered, we consider this site (even at the reduced scale presented in the revised bid)
would result in an oversupply of housing in the area. No further action is required.

Blairs
Bid KN110
We note HES’s concerns regarding the poor condition of existing buildings and the need
to protect the landscape setting. With regard to the Menzies Apartments and theatre,
280 homes have been approved to enable this restoration. With regard to the
landscape setting, in conjunction with SNH’s concerns regarding protection of the River
Dee SAC, the need to minimise disturbance of the riverbank and to include buffer
strips/water margins, these requirements can be identified in the allocation summary for
any future applications should a separate planning application be submitted. Likewise,
we acknowledge the request from SEPA regarding buffer strips along the small
watercourses running through the site, and for these to be integrated positively into the
development including re-naturalisation of straightened water courses.
With regard to the request made by SNH to ensure that adequate provision is made for
biodiverse open space, policies are in place that require all development to enhance
biodiversity and provide adequate public open space.
The request made by SEPA for additional text regarding flood risk to be added to the
Settlement Statement is considered appropriate and should be included in the Proposed
LDP. With regard to SEPA’s separate points raised regarding waste water treatment,
information received from Scottish Water confirms that there is capacity available. It is
also identified that a Drainage Impact Assessment would be required. This would be
determined and carried out as part of the planning application process.
We agree that Blairs should remain true to the consented application as a focus for
large scale development in the area. We note the comment regarding an omitted
house (plot 22) from the proposed allocation, and will rectify this accordingly in the Draft
Proposed LDP. However, we consider it premature to identify Blairs as a settlement at
this point in time, but can be reassessed in future when the development is built out and
actively functioning as a community.
For the next Plan period we maintain it is important for the land surrounding the
approved planning consents to be protected as green belt to maintain proper control of
the development.
We note the comments raised over developer obligations and would point out that
obligations are subject to negotiation, and the developer retains the right to appeal over
any proposal.
Durris Forest
Bid KN129
We note there is support for the development and the multiple benefits this would bring.
With regard to RSPB’s request for clarification on the ‘potential to enhance biodiversity’,
and the need to take into account potential disturbance to protected species, policies

are in place that require all development to enhance biodiversity, and RSPB would be
consulted with as part of any future planning application process.
With regard to impact on peat, we agree with SNH that the site should conserve peat
soils, and as such the need for a Phase 1 habitat survey due to approximately 50% of
the site having Type 5 Peat will be stated in the Proposed LDP as a requirement for the
site in the ‘Settlement Statement’ for Durris Forest.
We note Historic Environment Scotland’s concern regarding impact on the Cairn-monearn. Impact on the historic environment would be assessed as part of any future
planning application process, which would include consultation with HES. In addition,
we note the request from SEPA regarding treatment of watercourses. Both of these
issues can be stated in associated text within the ‘Settlement Statement’.
We also note there is support for the development but with safety concerns regarding
increased traffic in the vicinity of Durris Primary School. However, we do not consider
there is any causal link between the proposed use of KN129 and impact on the school.
We acknowledge the support given to identifying the site for ‘Sports/Adventure Centre’
as this provides flexibility for a range of potential uses for outdoor recreation on this site.
However, with regard to the request to allocate the site rather than safeguard the land,
we do not consider it appropriate to allocate a site which is neither residential nor
business/employment land. We maintain that by identifying the site as reserved land
for outdoor recreational use is entirely appropriate given that the conceptual nature of
the proposal at this stage and the consent that is being sought. Furthermore, we
consider that safeguarding this site is in line with Scottish Planning Policy by promoting
an opportunity for tourism or recreation facilities in the proposed LDP.
Maryculter
Bid KN044
In response to those respondents who argue that the site is needed to maintain the
primary school, it should be noted that the school is projected to be over capacity post
2022. With regard to the assertion that the development is needed to contribute to
local housing supply, we maintain the site is not in a sustainable location, and not within
walking distance of amenities and community facilities. We also maintain that the
proposed 8 units would introduce an element of urbanisation in this countryside setting,
which is largely characterised by scattered houses, and we do not consider it
appropriate to build an addition to an existing group of houses in this pressured housing
market area.
We note the comment that the site could be served by private communal waste water.
However, we maintain that this is not a desired solution. We also note that any trees
felled would be replaced if the site was developed, but note there is a policy
presumption against loss of trees and woodland.

We acknowledge that one respondent agrees with our conclusion that the site is
unsuitable for development. No action is required.
Bid KN045
In response to those respondents who argue that the site is needed maintain the
primary school, it should be noted that the school is projected to be over capacity post
2022. It was also argued that the site is needed to contribute to local housing supply,
but we maintain the site is not well located, and is not within walking distance of
amenities and community facilities and so encourages car dependency. We also do
not accept the argument for including the site as an addition to an existing cohesive
group in this pressured housing market area.
With regard to flood risk, we acknowledge that open space provision can be used to
accommodate the required buffer to mitigate flood risk from the Crynoch Burn, but we
reiterate, that due to the role of this Burn in the River Dee SAC, the buffer would need to
be substantial for the size of the site.
We note that one respondent agrees our conclusion that the site is unsuitable for
development. No action is required.
Bid KN123
We acknowledge that Woodland Trust Scotland and SNH agree this site should not be
allocated. We note that one respondent argues the site would have minimal landscape
and woodland impact, and whilst we acknowledge the revised bid includes a small-scale
rural enterprise opportunity and other interpretations of sustainable living together with
10 homes, we maintain that the development is neither sustainable nor appropriate.
The site does not relate well to Maryculter West, and development in this location would
erode the structural integrity of the landscape character due to the important role of the
adjacent woodland in providing coherence and order.
The site is distant from key services and would encourage car dependency, and we do
not consider there are any parallels to be drawn between this site and the site referred
to in Kirkton of Maryculter: that differs by being a site that is tightly bound to an existing
settlement.
Netherley
Bid KN015
In response to the assertion that the low density development proposed would cause
minimal impact, we maintain that the development would have a negative and
irreversible impact on the setting of the Category B listed Netherley House and its
designed landscape. This is due to the close proximity of the proposal, despite the
argument presented for a sensitive layout, siting and design, with replacement tree
planting.

We also maintain the site is in an unsustainable location due to being distant from key
services, nor is it in a desirable location being situated in a flood risk zone. With regard
to waste water treatment, whilst capacity may not be an issue, private drainage
arrangements risk environmental harm on the adjacent watercourse, which is part of the
River Dee catchment.
We note the respondent’s assertion that the ‘measured approach’ to development in
rural areas as referred to in the Main Issues Report should be applied to KN015.
However, our priority is to consider where development can best be located across
Kincardine and Mearns overall in relation to where local services exist and can be
sustained. Taking into account all of the above, we conclude this is not the right
development in the right place.
Regarding the suggestion that Netherley should be an identified settlement comparable
to Cookney, it should be noted that the latter remains identified on account of it having
land with protected status. Also, Cookney is an identifiable village with a community
hall, rather than a cluster of houses. Finally, Cookney does not qualify for organic
growth and neither would this be appropriate for Netherley. No action is required.
Bid KN047
In response to the assertion that the development is needed in order to maintain
Lairhillock Primary School, and that the proposal would be an extension of an existing
site and not urbanise the countryside, we maintain that the site is in an unsustainable
location that is distant from key services, with limited waste water treatment available,
and may result in capacity issues at Lairhillock Primary School. The school is meant to
accommodate the wider rural area including ‘clusters’ of houses. Furthermore, whilst we
acknowledge that a design is proposed that will reflect the rural vernacular, the
proposed 8 homes in conjunction with the adjacent 8 approved homes, represents a
sizeable encroachment into the countryside in this exposed site location. No action is
required.
Bid KN049
We acknowledge there is agreement with the Officers’ recommendation to not take this
site forward.
Bid KN060
We note that Woodland Trust Scotland and Scottish Natural Heritage concur with our
assessment regarding detrimental impact on ancient woodland. We maintain that there
is no justification for this development, which is in an unsustainable location.
Bid KN062
We note that planning permission (APP/2018/1279) has now been approved for the
Children’s Nursery and related development, but, we maintain the site is not suitable for
the proposed 3 homes as the location poorly relates to key services and facilities, and
would encourage the use of unsustainable modes of transport. No action is required.

Bid KN067
We note that the site is located on peat soils and uphold our conclusion that this
development is not in a desirable location being in the countryside with no services.
No action is required.
Netherley (Sunnyside)
Bid KN053 and KN054
We acknowledge there is agreement these sites would have an impact on the
countryside. No submissions were received in support of these sites, and on account
of the multiple constraints and disadvantages of these proposals as outlined in the Main
Issues Report, we maintain these sites are unsuitable for development.
Stonehaven south (Mains of Dunnottar and Gallaton)
Bid KN108
We acknowledge there is support for the proposed visitor centre to be considered under
the current LDP 2017. With regard to the proposer’s request that the enabling
development aspect of the proposal is reconsidered, we respond to key points as
follows.
In respect of landscape impact, we note that it is argued the homes would be located
within a cluster of agricultural buildings bound by trees. Whilst we agree this location
would have less impact than being located to the east, 10 homes in this highly sensitive
landscape setting would significantly erode the distinctive local coastal character,
introduce suburbanisation in the countryside, and impact on the qualities of wildness in
this distinctive landscape where farmland meets the sea.
It should also be noted that the cluster policy would not apply in this pressured housing
market area and we maintain that the need for houses in this unsustainable location that
is not within easy walking distance of Stonehaven and services, and on prime
agricultural land, is not justified.
With regard to funding, we would point out that a fundamental point of conflict with
regard to this proposal is that outwith the Regeneration Priority Area (north
Aberdeenshire) there is no policy framework to allow for enabling development for
economic purposes, only for the restoration of historic buildings ‘at risk’. Whilst we
support the visitor centre in principle, we note it has a significant commercial element,
with café and retail included. This strongly suggests that if funding cannot be secured
through available grants, a business investor should be sought.
We note there is one respondent agreeing our stated position, and that careful
consideration needs to be given to impact on Dunnottar Castle, environmental impact
and that there is a national cycle route adjacent to the site. All of these factors would
be taken into consideration as part of any future planning application, should the visitor
centre be taken forward. No action is required.

Bids KN112 and KN113
With regard to the potential for the proposed homes being additions to a cohesive group
or as organic growth, we would point out that there are no policy grounds for either.
Firstly, we do not support ‘clustering’ in this pressured housing area, and furthermore,
organic growth would only apply to specific settlements and would not be applicable to
this small existing cluster of buildings in the countryside. No action is required.
The Draft Proposed Local Development Plan
A number of changes were proposed in the draft Proposed LDP on the basis of early
consultation with stakeholders. These are captured in the recommendations below.

4. Recommendations
1. Create new Settlement Statements for Blairs and allocate OP1 for 325 homes
(note: the site overall is to remain an allocation, and not be classed as a
“settlement”), and for Durris Forest, reserve land to safeguard the site for outdoor
recreation facilities associated with a sport/adventure centre.
2. Modify the boundary of KN110 in the Blairs ‘Settlement Statement’ to include plot
22 in the allocation.
3. Add the following text to Blairs ‘Settlement Statement’: “Parts of Blairs College
Estate are in an area potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the
National Flood Risk Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
4. Add the following text to the allocation summary for bid KN110, Blairs College
Estate: “For future planning applications caveats will apply to protect against
riverbank disturbance. Also, buffer strips will be required along watercourses
which are to be positively integrated into the development, including renaturalisation of straightened watercourses”.
5. Add the following text to Blairs ‘Settlement Statement’: “Blairs lies within an area
potentially vulnerable to flood risk as identified by the National Flood Risk
Assessment. Flood Risk Assessments may be required”.
6. Include the following text in the Durris Forest ‘Settlement Statement’ under
KN129/Reserved Land: “As approximately 50% of the site has Type 5 Peat, a
Phase 1 habitat survey will be required”.
7. Add the following text to KN129/Reserved Land, Durris Forest: “Any impacts on
the adjacent scheduled monument, Cairn-mon-earn, cairn, will need to be
investigated and mitigated. A buffer strip will be required adjacent to all
watercourses running through/around the site which should be integrated
positively into the development” and state that a Flood Risk Assessment may be
required.

5. Committee Decisions
1. Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee agreed the above recommendations at
their special meeting on 20 and 21 August 2019. The Committee also agreed an
additional recommendation:
Add text to the allocation summary for bid KN110, Blairs College Estate, to state
the restoration works that must be carried out, as per the conditions set out in the
approved planning application.
2. At their meeting of 3 October 2019, Infrastructure Services Committee
considered the views of Kincardine and Mearns Area Committee and no further
recommendations were identified.
3. At the meeting of Aberdeenshire Council on 5 March 2020, Members agreed that
the content of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2020
provides the settled view of the Council on the Plan they wish to see adopted in
2021.

