


 

                     

22nd November 2013 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Dear Ms Kerr 
 

Persley Den (Woodside) OP135 Masterplan – public consultation 
  
I write with reference to your email dated 14th November 2013, requesting comments in 
relation to the Persley Den (Woodside) OP135 Masterplan.  
 
Scottish Water previously commented on the Draft Persley Den (Woodside) OP135 
Masterplan and we have no additional comments to make in regards to the foul and 
surface water drainage for the development.  We would always encourage early 
engagement between the developer and our Customer Connections Team, to discuss 
available strategic and network capacity, as well as proposed SUDS design if the system 
is to be vested with Scottish Water. 
 
In relation to Section 12 - Infrastructure and Developer Contributions, I would like to clarify 
that developers are not required to contribute to upgrades at our Water or Wastewater 
Treatment Works (Part 4 Assets).  They will however be required to lay any water mains, 
sewers, pumping stations or other Part 3 Assets essential to supporting their development 
and maintaining our existing customers’ level of service.  The developer will be eligible for 
a Reasonable Cost Contribution from Scottish Water towards these costs. 
     
I trust that the above information is acceptable in line with your consultation.  Should you 
require further clarification, please do not hesitate to contact me.  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Susanne Steer 
Development Planner – Asset Strategy 
 
 
 

SCOTTISH WATER 
 
The Bridge  
Buchanan Gate Business Park 
Cumbernauld Road 
Stepps 
G33 6FB 
 
 
T: 0141 414 47778 
 
W: www.scottishwater.co.uk 
E:  susanne.steer@scottishwater.co.uk 

Rebecca Kerr 

Masterplanning, Design and Conservation Team 

Planning and Sustainable Development 

Enterprise, Planning and Infrastructure 

Aberdeen City Council 

Business Hub 4 

Ground Floor North 

Marischal College 

Aberdeen  

AB10 1AB 

         































 

 

 
Our ref: PCS/130131 
Your ref: (OP135) Masterplan 

 
Rebecca Kerr 
Aberdeen City Council 
Planning & Sustainable Development 
Business Hub 4 
Marischal College 
Broad Street 
Aberdeen 
AB10 1AB 
 
By email only to: pi@aberdeencity.gov.uk 
 

If telephoning ask for: 
Alison Wilson 
 
16 December 2013 

 
 
Dear Ms Kerr 
 
Persley Den (Woodside) Masterplan OP135 
 
Thank you for consulting SEPA on the Masterplan for the above development proposal by way of 
your consultation e-mail which we received on 14 November 2013. We welcome this opportunity to 
comment on the Masterplan, Draft 2b, for Persley Den (hereby just referred to as the “Plan").  
 
As you will be aware we have previously provided written advice on the draft masterplan for this 
area in our correspondence of 27 September 2013 (our reference PCS/129047) and made a 
number of recommendations and comments. We are pleased to note that our recommendations 
have been incorporated into this draft of the Plan and have summarised these below for your 
information.  
 
1. Previous recommendations  

 Flood risk 
1.1 We can confirm receipt of the Draft Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) by way of your e-mail of 

26 November 2013. We have reviewed the draft FRA however Appendix A and B have not 
been completed and this information is needed to assess the flood risk at the site. As such 
we have no further advice or comments on flood risk at this stage to add to our comments 
on flood risk in section 1 of our correspondence of 27 September 2013. We look forward to 
receiving a copy of the full FRA for our further advice.  

 Protection of the water environment  
1.2 We are pleased to note that the recommended wording, in section 2.2 of our previous 

response, to investigate opportunities on site to redevelop water features has been added 
to page 20 of the Plan.  

 Construction environmental management and pollution prevention 
1.3 We are pleased to note that the recommended reference within section 5.2 of our previous 

response, to the requirement for pollution prevention and environmental management to be 



 

addressed by the applicant during the construction phase, has been added under a sub 
heading: Pollution Control within Section 12 of the Plan.  

 Space for waste management provision within the site layout and Site waste management 
plan (SWMP) 

1.4 We are pleased to note that the recommendations, in sections 6.2 and 6.3 of our previous 
response, to reference waste management and the requirement for a site waste 
management plan within the Plan have been added under a sub heading: Waste 
Management within Section 12 of the Plan.  

 Regulatory and best practice advice for the applicant 
1.5 We are pleased to note that the recommended reference, in section 8.3 of our previous 

response, to planning permission being separate from environmental licensing has been 
added under a sub heading: Environmental Licensing within Section 12 of the Plan.  

As such we have no further comments on the Plan at this time but would be pleased to provide 
further advice as this proposal progresses to the detailed planning stage.  
 
If you have any queries relating to this letter, please contact me by telephone on 01224 266656 or 
by e-mail to planning.aberdeen@sepa.org.uk. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 
Alison Wilson 
Senior Planning Officer 
Planning Service 
 
 
  
  
 
Disclaimer 
This advice is given without prejudice to any decision made on elements of the proposal regulated by us, as 
such a decision may take into account factors not considered at the planning stage. We prefer all the 
technical information required for any SEPA consents to be submitted at the same time as the planning 
application. However, we consider it to be at the applicant's commercial risk if any significant changes 
required during the regulatory stage necessitate a further planning application and/or neighbour notification 
or advertising. We have relied on the accuracy and completeness of the information supplied to us in 
providing the above advice and can take no responsibility for incorrect data or interpretation, or omissions, in 
such information. If we have not referred to a particular issue in our response, it should not be assumed that 
there is no impact associated with that issue.  If you did not specifically request advice on flood risk, then 
advice will not have been provided on this issue. Further information on our consultation arrangements 
generally can be found in How and when to consult SEPA, and on flood risk specifically in the SEPA-
Planning Authority Protocol. 

http://www.sepa.org.uk/idoc.ashx?docid=55a92a07-60eb-403c-9d73-ac80f5e61b88&version=-1
http://www.sepa.org.uk/about_us/idoc.ashx?docid=5768590c-8a08-41ee-bad9-47640aa1b08a&version=-1
http://www.sepa.org.uk/about_us/idoc.ashx?docid=5768590c-8a08-41ee-bad9-47640aa1b08a&version=-1




Roads Development Control 
Woodside Masterplan Comments 
 
4.4 
Core Path 7 should be upgraded within the confines of the site.  This does not necessarily have to be 
to an adoptable standard unless it is subsequently identified as forming part of the pedestrian access 
infrastructure.  The core path should however be lit, of a suitable surface material, drained and 
generally 3m in width to render it suitable for pedestrians and cyclists.  Multiple points of access to 
the site from Core Path 7 should be provided. 
 
The National Cycle Route provision through the site must be maintained and the infrastructure 
upgraded.  There are a variety of means by which this can be delivered, the detail of which will be 
ascertained through the Transport Assessment process.  However this should be a route segregated 
from vehicular traffic and be to an adoptable standard, which will include drainage and lighting. 
 
Figure 30 needs to be altered so that the 400m distance from the bus stops identified makes use of 
actual and proposed walking routes, and is not based on radii.  This gives the impression that the site 
is more accessible by public transport than it actually is.  The table on page 16 should identify which 
routes are accessible from which bus stops, and whether these are within a 400m walk distance of 
all properties.  Paragraph 168 of Scottish Planning Policy stipulates that planning permission should 
not be granted for development sites that are outwith a 400m walk distance of public transport 
services.  It appears from my initial considerations that the majority of the site would be outwith 
meaningful public transport access.  The apparent lack of public transport access to this site is one of 
my primary concerns in respect to this site, and is something that must be adequately addressed at 
this masterplan stage. 
 
In principal it will be possible to access the site on foot from Mugiemoss Road and from the east via 
Don Terrace etc.  At present there is no continuous pedestrian infrastructure on this route, and as 
such if this is to be presented as a pedestrian access route, adequate provision will need to be put in 
place. 
 
The current proposals of a singular access point would not meet with the Councils standards.  It is 
understood that an enhanced access from Mugiemoss Road will be provided, however further 
details should be provided having been discussed with this section.  All options will need to be 
considered.  Consideration will need to be given to either upgrading, restricting or preventing 
vehicular access from Don Terrace etc. as appropriate. 
 
4.8 
A Drainage Impact Assessment will be required at the appropriate stage of the development in order 
to ensure that infrastructure which will be adopted will not flood in the required timescales and 
conditions. 
 
4.11 
Any new or altered utilities should not be located under the carriageway of new roads, but rather in 
service strips, which will be adopted, adjacent to the roads. 



 
5.0 and 6.8 
Further information should be provided in the masterplan as to exactly what each street type in the 
hierarchy will consist of.  This should be included within the masterplan and be subject to review by 
Roads Development Control prior to its inclusion.  Access for private houses vehicular parking should 
not be taken from the High Street or those streets at the top of the street hierarchy, and it may not 
be appropriate from some streets lower down the street hierarchy.  On street parking throughout 
the development should be at an absolute minimum, and discouraged through design.  Wherever it 
is envisaged that this may occur, designated parking areas the purpose of which is clear to drivers 
should be provided. 
 
On all residential streets, all individual residential car parking should be located to the rear of 
properties, and accessed along lanes.  This is in accordance with the requirements of Designing 
Streets, leaving the street to the front of properties as an enhanced multi-modal environment. 
 
There appears to be a central ‘square’ area within the middle of the development, adjacent to the 
High Street.  This is identified as a primary street in the hierarchy.  However, it is likely that this area 
will have larger numbers of pedestrian movements accessing communal facilities and areas.  This 
central square area should therefore be largely pedestrianized, with adequate car and cycle parking 
in designated areas in order to prevent on street parking.   
 
6.0 
There are a number of crossroads within the masterplan layout shown in various figures, but with 
most clarity in Figure 61.  While these are permitted in accordance with Designing Streets they can 
only be permitted where traffic flows are very low, for example in shared surface areas where each 
street serves only a very small number of houses.  Crossroads in the masterplan  must be removed 
from all other streets. 
 
There are two squares identified within the masterplan that appear to be large areas of hardscaped 
street material.  If these areas are left as shown, substantial traffic management and parking 
restrictions will be required.  It would therefore be advantageous if these could be designed to be 
pedestrian only areas, with traffic routes provided and identified parking areas for cycles and cars 
included. 
 
I note that foot and cycle paths will be provided connecting Hutcheon Low Parade with the 
development.  These should be to an adoptable standard and must link with existing adopted 
infrastructure, and that proposed as part of the development. 
 
6.7 
The development access road should have a shared use foot and cycleway on one side of the 
carriageway, and a footway on the other.  Other streets within the development may require this 
provision and further comment will be made on receipt of the street hierarchy information 
discussed above.  Account should also be taken of links to infrastructure within the development 
and NCN Route 1. 
 



The masterplan states that facilities on Great Northern Road are available within 1km walk and 
Woodside Primary School is within 1600m.  No information is given in respect to secondary school 
provision, and this should be included at this stage.  Information should include which school 
children will attend and that it is within an acceptable walk distance using acceptable infrastructure. 
 
It is stated that the most attractive public transport facilities will be those on Great Northern Road as 
these are the nearest city centre bound services, and the only service operating all day every day.  
The masterplan states that these bus stops are 800m from the site, however it is unclear from where 
this is measured.  It is likely that many houses will be substantially further than this.  In any case this 
distance is in excess of the minimum requirement of policy for new developments.  It will therefore 
be a likely requirement that a city centre bound service penetrate the site to the extent that all 
housing units are within 400m.  This should be outlined in the masterplan. 
 
While the road connections section acknowledges that the access will allow for the future scheme of 
Haudagain improvements and the dualling of Mugiemoss Road.  The masterplan should emphasise 
that the development will allow for the Councils preferred scheme, outline of which has been 
provided to the developers transport consultants.  The third paragraph in the Road Connections 
section states that ‘satisfactory’ access for all parties for the upgrading of Mugiemoss Road will be 
provided.  The word ‘satisfactory’ should be replaced with ‘full’. 
 
Figures 61 and 77 contradicts Figures 54-57 in terms of the pedestrian accessibility to Core Path 7.  
Figure 77 identifies a pedestrian route towards Don Terrace that at present has no pedestrian 
infrastructure.  It should be acknowledged that this will be upgraded to an adoptable standard.  The 
diagrams throughout the masterplan should show consistency in terms of the links to Hutcheon Low, 
and at present they do not, for example Figure 77 shows infrastructure not shown in Figure 61, 
although this is prevalent throughout the report.  If a bus route cannot be provided through the 
development, then the developers should consider providing a pedestrian and cycle bridge from the 
development across the railway to the A96, to establish the extent to which this improves public 
transport accessibility.  In addition a pedestrian/ cycle bridge across the River Don to connect with 
Laurel Drive and the First Aberdeen service 1 should be provided.  These should be shown in Figure 
77.  An alternative would be the provision of a subsidised bus service through the site for a 
substantial number of years. 
 
6.8 
In Figure 55 the village square is identified as a primary street, however in section 6.8 it has its own 
designation.  This should be clarified.  The hierarchy in Figure 55 (main streets, secondary streets and 
lanes/ courts/ mews) does not accord with that in section 6.8 (village square, primary route, 
residential courtyard and residential street).  Again, this should be clarified, and the document 
should be consistent throughout. 
 
Figure 81 shows a courtyard which is dominated by car parking.  This does not accord with the 
policies of designing streets. 
 
7.2/7.3/7.4 



At all times the Councils car parking standards will require to be adhered to in terms of off street 
parking.  It will not be acceptable to provide parking for flatted, housing or other parts of the 
development on street. 
 
12 
I note that the developer will provide a contribution towards the upgrade of Mugiemoss Road.  
Further road infrastructure improvements may be required, depending on the outcome of the 
Transport Assessment.  A full residential Travel Plan will be required, of which a Residential Travel 
Pack will form part.   
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