
201359/DPP– Review against refusal of planning permission 
for:

Erection of a detached house (change of house type of plot 2 of 
approved planning application Ref 170395/DPP)

Burnside Poultry Unit, Clinterty, Aberdeen

LOCAL REVIEW BODY
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Site Plan as Existing



Site Plan as Proposed



Block Plan 
(shown alongside other dwelling approved by 170395/DPP)



Proposed Ground Floor Plan

AS APPROVED CURRENT PROPOSAL



Proposed First Floor Plan

AS APPROVED CURRENT PROPOSAL



Proposed North Elevation (no change)



Proposed South Elevation

AS APPROVED

CURRENT PROPOSAL



Proposed East Elevation

AS APPROVED

CURRENT PROPOSAL



Proposed West Elevation

AS APPROVED

CURRENT PROPOSAL



Reasons for Appointed Officer Recommendation

Report provided to LRB indicates that appointed officer would intend to approve 
subject to conditions. Reasons as follows:

• Notwithstanding the conflict with Green Belt (NE2)  and Transport policies (T2 
and T3)  in the Aberdeen Local Development Plan 2017 (ALDP), given the 
previous approval and the minor nature of the changes,  this policy conflict is 
not considered to warrant refusal of the application.   

• The proposal would not result in any significant intensification of use or change 
of travel patterns relative to the planning approval.  

• The proposed revised house design is considered to accord with ALDP policy D1: 
Quality Placemaking by Design. 

• Conditions can be imposed in order to address the expectations of ALDP policy 
NE5: Trees and Woodland; NE6: Flooding, Drainage & Water Quality; D1: Quality 
Placemaking by Design; D2: Landscape; and R7: Low & Zero Carbon Build & 
Water Efficiency



Applicants’ Case

• Application introduces a modest extension to the previously approved house type 
(permission obtained via LRB ref 170395/DPP)

• Highlights that the original duration of that consent was extended by coronavirus-
related changes to legislation, therefore the consent remains ‘live’

• All pre-commencement conditions had been addressed prior to development 
being undertaken

• Demolition and site clearance works commenced in Oct 2020

• Validation Report relating to site contamination is enclosed, confirming that 
contaminants removed and soil samples tested

• A trench was dug for foundations in Jan 2021 (photo enclosed), therefore 
preventing expiry of the existing permission

• The additional space proposed would allow for home working needs to be met

• Contends that the application relates to a change of house type only, and 
therefore other matters need not be revisited



Applicants’ Case

• Specifically, it seems unreasonable for Roads DM Team to express concern 
regarding access and refuse collection arrangements when these matters had 
already been reviewed with no objections by the same team in the course of the 
earlier application

• Highlights that waste arrangements in relation to the existing permission had 
been agreed with ACC Waste Management Team

• Consultation with Waste Team on the current application delayed determination 
of the application unreasonably, however no concerns were raised in any case

• Considers the case officer’s suggestion of new or additional conditions 
unreasonable in the context of the existing live permission

• Considers the case officer’s request for drainage information unreasonable when 
this had already been approved in connection with conditions attached to the 
earlier consent

• Highlights that the case officer confirmed in correspondence that the changes to 
the approved house design appeared to be ‘non-contentious’ and did not appear 
to conflict with ALDP policy D1



Applicants’ Case

In response to publication of the case officer’s report to the LRB, the applicant has 
provided further comments (included in full in agenda pack). 

Main points as follows:

• Disputes the extent of the application site;

• Considers that conditions 2, 3, 4 and 5, as set out in the case officer’s report to the 
LRB are unnecessary, and that it would be ‘unreasonable and illogical’ to apply 
them to any new permission given those matters were already addressed in 
connection with the earlier permission;

• No issue taken with the proposed conditions 1, 6 and 7 (per case officer report to 
LRB);

• Should members be minded to grant permission, it is requested that the 
conditions applied to the earlier permission be ‘adopted without the need for 
further submissions on those matters’.



Policy NE2 (Green Belt)

• No development other than that which is essential for:
• Agriculture
• Woodland and forestry
• Recreational uses compatible with agricultural or natural setting
• Mineral extraction/quarry restoration
• Landscape renewal

• Note preamble on aim of green belt (below) – not merely for purposes of 
visual or environmental protection



Policy NE2 (Green Belt)

• Then sets out further list of exceptions:

• Small-scale expansion of existing uses in GB
• Essential infrastructure which cannot be accommodated other 

than in GB
• Conversion of historic/vernacular buildings
• Extension of buildings above as part of conversion scheme
• Replacement of existing houses on one-for-one basis

• Requirement that all development in the Green Belt is of the highest quality 
in terms of siting, scale, design and materials.



Policy D1 (Quality Placemaking by Design)

• Does the proposal represent a high 
standard of design and have strong and 
distinctive sense of place?



Policy D2 (Landscape)



Policy T2 (Managing the Transport Impact of Development)



Policy T3 (Sustainable and Active Travel)

• Emphasis on encouraging active and 
sustainable travel (e.g. walking, cycling, 
public transport)

• Need to protect existing links and form 
new ones where possible

• Scope to also encourage car sharing 
and low-emissions vehicles, with 
associated infrastructure



NE5: Trees and Woodlands

• Presumption against development that would result in the loss of, or 
damage to, trees and woodlands that contribute to nature 
conservation, landscape character, local amenity or climate change 
adaptation and mitigation.

• Buildings and services should be sited so as to minimise adverse 
impacts on existing and future trees.

• Measures should be taken for the protection and long-term 
management of existing trees and new planting, both during and after 
construction.

• Applications affecting trees to include details of tree protection 
measures, compensatory planting etc.



Policy NE6 (Flooding, Drainage and Water Quality)



Policy R2 (Degraded and Contaminated Land)



Policy R6 (Waste Management Requirements for New 
Development)



Policy R7 (Low and Zero Carbon Building and Water 
Efficiency)



Points for Consideration:

Principle: Does Green Belt policy NE2 allow for residential development of the type proposed?

Design: Is the proposal of high design quality, appropriate to its context (D1) - having regard for 
factors such as scale, siting, footprint, proportions relative to original, materials, colour etc? 

Landscape/Tree impacts per policies D2 and NE5?; Contamination and refuse/recycling 
arrangements?; Appropriate drainage infrastructure and public sewer connection?

How significant are the changes from the previously approved scheme? Do these changes 
introduce any new or additional policy conflicts that might suggest a different 
recommendation/decision is warranted in this case?

If not wholly in accordance with the development plan, are there other material considerations 
weighing in favour of approval? (e.g. existing consent capable of being implemented)

1. Does the proposal comply with the Development Plan when considered as a whole? 

2. Are there any material considerations that outweigh the Development Plan in this instance?

Decision – state clear reasons for decision

Conditions? (if approved – Planning Adviser can assist)

Do members consider that the conditions set out in the Case Officer’s report to the LRB are 
appropriate? Are there any additional or alternative conditions you consider to be necessary? 


