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RECOMMENDATION

Approve conditionally, subject to legal agreement



APPLICATION BACKGROUND

Site Description

A 2.44-hectare site, which can be divided into four distinct elements — a cleared brownfield site, a
surface car park, an area of landscaping (including trees) and a non-adopted road, all located within
Farburn / Stoneywood Industrial Estate, Dyce. These can be described in more detail as follows:

The cleared site is to the eastern side and previously saw the single storey Excel Leisure Club and
a five-storey car park (both associated to BP). This element is c.1.64 hectares and enclosed by
temporary hoardings.

The car park comprises c¢.60 spaces to the west side of the site and sits c.2m above the level of the
aforementioned adjacent cleared site. It is owned by the Council and leased to BP, and in use
associated to their offices to the south.

Wellheads Avenue, forms the southern and eastern boundaries, this is a non-adopted road which
provides access into the BP North Sea Headquarters car park and also connects Stoneywood Road
with Wellheads Road.

The north-western part of the site comprises an area of landscaping adjacent to Stonewood Road,
which contains several mature trees. To the west of this is Stoneywood Road (A947) beyond which
is the Aberdeen to Inverness railway line.

Beyond the northern boundary are industrial premises occupied by MB Air Systems, comprising a
workshop and office building, yard and car park. Further beyond is a petrol filling station. The north-
east boundary is Wellheads Road, with a car park and landscaping associated with the residential
development at Burnside Drive beyond.

The eastern boundary features the yards and rear of associated industrial buildings. To the south is
the BP North Sea Headquarters offices, with associated surface and decked car parking.

The site straddles the 60 dB noise contour for Aberdeen International Airport.
Relevant Planning History

e Planning permission in principle (130191) for demolition of all buildings within the site and the
erection of three office buildings (11,500 sqm) was granted on 16 August 2013.

e Two subsequent applications for matters specified in conditions relating to the design and layout
and technical matters associated with 130191 were approved (140458 in June 2014 and 141027
in May 2018). Although these consents are still live, no work (beyond the demolitions) has
commenced on constructing the development.

APPLICATION DESCRIPTION

Description of Proposal

The erection of 283 residential flats, across four blocks. Each building would be set over five storeys
and c¢.16.5m in height, all positioned on a north/south orientation, with each of the four blocks (W-
E) containing 56, 77, 83 and 67 flats respectively. Flats would be a mixture of sizes, as indicated in
the table below.

| Unit Size | Number of Units | Percentages of Total |




One bedroom 158 55.8%
Two bedrooms 113 39.9%
Three bedrooms 9 3.2%
Four bedrooms 3 1.1%

Hard and soft landscaped areas would be provided between the blocks, including: a grassed open
play area; two covered seating areas; and two equipped children’s play areas.

Car parking would primarily be located to the north, east and southern boundaries (the latter two
accessed directly off Wellheads Avenue), with an element between the two westernmost blocks.
178 parking spaces would be provided. Of these, 10 would be for disabled users and 3 reserved for
car club vehicles, with the remaining 165 for communal use by occupants of the development. 216
cycle (within and spread across the four blocks) and 19 motorcycle spaces are also proposed in the
north-western part of the site.

Changes since public hearing

The proposal has been amended from that presented at the public hearing on 11 October 2018.
The main changes are —

e number of blocks reduced from five to four;

e number of flats reduced from 302 to 283;

e increase in number of one bedroom flats, to better reflect demand on the housing waiting list,
and a corresponding reduction in two, three and four bedroom units;

number of parking spaces increased from 168 to 178

number of car club vehicles reduced from four to three

building heights are all now five storey, rather than a mixture of four and five; and

several minor consequential changes to the site layout and the layout & design of the buildings.

Supporting Documents

All drawings and supporting documents listed below can be viewed on the Council’s website at:
https://publicaccess.aberdeencity.gov.uk/online-
applications/applicationDetails.do?active Tab=documents&keyVal=PAVWTEBZMRJO00

The following documents have been submitted in support of the application —
e Design and Access Statement

Drainage Assessment

Geo-Environment Desk Study

Noise Assessment and Noise Impact Summary Report

Pre-Application Consultation Report

Transport Statement

Tree Survey Report

Reason for Referral to Committee

The application has been referred to the Planning Development Management Committee because:
e six or more letters of representation have been received
e Dyce and Stoneywood Community Council have objected to approval of the application

CONSULTATIONS
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Aberdeen International Airport — No objection. Advise that the latest form of development has
been examined from an aerodrome safeguarding perspective and could conflict with safeguarding
criteria, unless a condition is attached requiring submission and approval of a bird hazard
management plan and a landscaping scheme.

Archaeology Service (Aberdeenshire Council) — No objection. Recommend that as the former
Aberdeenshire Canal passes through the site, a condition should be attached to any planning
permission requiring the implementation of a programme of archaeological works. It is envisaged
that these archaeological works would consist of an archaeological watching-brief during ground-
breaking works.

ACC - Contaminated Land Team — No objection. Do not consider that the ground conditions
recorded on site represent a constraint to development from a contamination perspective and thus
no remedial works are necessary. However, advise that the western portion has not been
investigated and that investigations should take place to confirm ground conditions with the results
submitted for review.

ACC - Education — Advise that as a majority of units (158) contain one bedroom, thus not counted
for the purposes of education contributions, that there would be no impact on the school roll at Dyce
Academy or Dyce Primary.

ACC - Environmental Health — No objection. Advise that the development has potential to be
impacted upon by existing noise sources. Also that both helicopter and fixed wing aircraft noise
associated with nearby Aberdeen International Airport (AlA), approximately 360 metres to the west,
require consideration.

Note that for the three-month period from 15 June to 16 September 2017, those months most likely
to be the busiest of the year, there were on average 284 daily flights (or acute noise incidents) at
AlA.

Significantly, the site is impacted by airport noise from: ground movements; aircraft take off/landing
to the west; and aircraft noise due to flight paths to the north and south. There is also potential for
the site to be overflown by departing and arriving helicopters, which would be around 300-400ft
above ground level under certain conditions.

Environmental Health (EH) advise that their complaint database indicates that 30 aircraft noise
exposure complaints have been received since 1st January 2013. Information from AIA has further
advised that from 2014 to 2018 the airport received 80 complaints from parties within the vicinity of
the site, with 39 complaints from the Stoneywood Road area immediately to the south-east of the
airport and 41 from the wider area to the south-east (Bridge of Don, Mugiemoss).

It is noted that there is an existing planning permission condition restricting the times of general
helicopter flights, excluding emergencies. However, there is no planning condition restricting fixed
wing flight times. It is also understood by EH that since 2005 AIA has operated on a 24-hour basis
and only voluntarily adopts Department for Transport night-time noise restrictions, which limit noise
levels between the 2300 and 0600 hours. Therefore, the night time flight schedule may be subject
to change, thus altering the night-time soundscape at the proposed site.

Additionally, road traffic noise from the A947 immediately adjacent to the west was also considered
a significant noise source and considered to impact on the site but this was less concerning, as
ground level road traffic noise is easier to mitigate against.

Application of Airport Noise Contour Maps




¢ In considering aircraft noise the site location was compared to the relevant noise contour maps
produced by the Civil Aviation Authority (CAA) every 4 years, these are considered the foremost
source of airport noise data. These contours are derived from the common international measure
of aircraft noise, the summer 16-hour decibel Laeq measurement (Laeq 16 Hour-) The contour maps
provide average noise levels for the busiest 16 hours of the day, between 0700 and 2300 hours
over the busiest three months of the year, from mid-June to mid-September.

e On the current 2016 contour map sees the site intersected by the 60 dB Laeq 16 Hour CONtoUr, part
of the site closer to the airport is located within the louder 60 dB Laeq 16 Hour CONtour. Whilst the
larger part of the site falls well within the 57 dB Laeq 16 Hour CONtoUT.

e Furthermore, within the predicated noise contour map for the year 2020, practically all the site is
located within the louder 60 Laeq 16 Hour CONtOUT.

Applicable Standards and Policies

According to the 2016 and 2020 contours the UK Government threshold level of 57dB Laeq is
therefore considered likely to be exceeded at the site, resulting in ‘significant annoyance’.
Additionally, the World Health Organisation (WHO) Guideline Values for Community Noise advises
a noise level more than 55dB Laeq 16 Hour IN €Xternal amenity areas would cause ‘Serious Annoyance’.

Policy B4 of the Aberdeen Local Development Plan 2017 advises that applications for residential
development in areas where aircraft noise levels are in excess of 57dB Laeq (the summer 16-hour
dB LAeq measurement) as identified on the airport noise contour map will be refused, due to the
inability to create an appropriate level of residential amenity, and the need to safeguard the future
operation of Aberdeen International Airport.

Noise Impact Assessment Review

The Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) and supplementary information submitted by the applicant
provides noise measurement data obtained for 16 days between 18 February and 13 March 2018
(excluding days from 28 February to 6 March) due to exceptional weather conditions and snowfall)
on which the applicant’s predictions and mitigation measures are based.

e Comparison of actual levels with Noise Contour Map levels

The acoustic modelling duplicated the 2011 noise contours (i.e. the summer noise levels) without
the presence of buildings. The buildings and their barrier effect were then accounted for in the
model. The predicted levels with barrier effects were then compared to the measured levels
(established between19 February 2018 to 13 March 2018) and were very similar at ¢.57 dB Laeq
16 Hour» Which essentially demonstrates the predictions with buildings were correct and that the
noise levels at this location do not vary substantially between summer and winter. At this location
helicopters are contributing significantly, whilst the seasonal variation in helicopter flights is
minimal. Helicopters also come much closer to the site and therefore the noise of the helicopters
is also not affected by the buildings in the same way as the fixed wing aircraft. The wintertime
measurements in the noise assessment are therefore accepted.

o Daytime and Night-time Internal Amenity — Average Throughout 16- hour day and 8-hour night
The NIA advises that for noise levels within flats during the day, with windows open all but 27
relevant rooms, exceed the daytime limit of 35 dB Laeq,16n.

With windows closed and the stated mitigation measures applied, the internal daytime levels
vary from 17 to 32 dB Laeq,16n thus allowing the daytime limit to be met, with essentially a minimum
margin of 3dB remaining.



At night the report advises that with windows closed and the stated mitigation measures applied
the internal night time noise levels vary from 12 to 27 dB Laeqsnh Which would comply with the
night-time limit of 30 dB Laeqgn @gain, again with a minimum margin of 3dB remaining. Both the
internal daytime and night-time noise levels are therefore approaching the threshold of the
relevant standard with little margin for upward variation in noise levels available.

e Daytime External Amenity — Average Throughout 16 Hour Day
For external amenity areas, the applicant has applied a standard for the average 16-hour daytime
noise level limit of 55 dB Laeq16n. The submitted noise report concludes an average 16-hour
daytime noise level limit of 55 dB is acceptable and that minor exceedances of this level may
occur and would also be considered acceptable. EH note that the external noise levels are
currently predicted to be at the maximum noise level limit of the chosen standard.

e Night time Acute Noise Incidences
Individual noise events were considered primarily from aircraft movements. The associated
relevant noise parameter of Lavax Was used, which is essentially the maximum sound pressure
level in decibels within a specified measurement period.

The limit for internal maximum sound levels is that Layax should not exceed 45 dB more than 10
to 15 times per night. The NIA advises the internal maximum noise levels were 36 to 40 dB Lawax
with windows closed, which is acceptable.

e Daytime Acute Noise Incidences
Unlike the night-time period, a relevant standard stipulating a daytime limit for the maximum
sound levels (Lamax) does not exist. However due to noise levels from aircraft passes experienced
on a number of visits to the site, this parameter was considered extremely relevant.

The following table includes average daytime (16-hour day between 0700 to 2300) numbers of
aircraft departures and arrivals at AlA during the relevant 16 days of the noise survey and
summarised information relating to daytime Lamax recorded at the two monitoring locations during
the same period.

Average No. Average No. Average No. Range of Average of
of Helicopter | of Fixed Wing | of Combined 9 ge Average of
L Amax,15 min upper limit of
Departures Departures Departures ( di3) Range L Amax,15 min (dB)
and Arrivals and Arrivals and Arrivals g
173 86 259 56 to 91 82 72

The most frequently occurring daytime LA.x obtained from the 15minute measurements
(rounded to the nearest whole number) was 75 dB Lamax 1smin- It is also noted that an event of
104 dB Lamax Occurred on 8 March (c.18.24 hours) and confirmed by the acoustician as a
helicopter pass noise. This was however considered unusual.

Additionally, when required and primarily dictated by weather conditions south-east bound
departing and arriving helicopters (primarily using runway 14/32) will pass closer to the site. Over
the 16-day monitoring period this runway was used by approaching or departing helicopters on
10 out of the 16 days, with daily movements ranging from 1 to 34 and 140 movements in total
during normal operational hours.

Conclusion
EH consider that the noise impact assessment has reasonably demonstrated the current average
noise levels at the site are lower than the 2011 and 2016 CAA noise contour map, due to barrier



effects of buildings between the site and airport. The measured external levels at the site were
essentially at the threshold of the significant 57dB Laeq 16 Hour NOISE leVel, before any noise mitigation.

However, the 2020 CAA contour map predicts that noise levels at the site will increase. AIA has
confirmed that passenger numbers and Air Traffic Movements have not risen in line with the
forecasts as noted in the 2013 Airport Masterplan and as such the noise levels predicted within the
2020 contours will not actually occur at that point. AIA has however advised the noise contours
remain linked to passenger figures and that the 2020 forecast contours are still relevant in relation
to 4 million combined fixed wing and helicopter passengers. Thus whilst these passenger numbers
will not be achieved by 2020, AlA assume that this threshold figure (and the related increased noise
contours) will be achieved thereafter and certainly by 2030.

AlA has also advised that, in addition to the oil and gas industry downturn which was attributed to
the predicted passenger numbers not being reached, other variables to consider include: that
changes by airlines to newer and quieter fixed wing aircraft has been slower than predicted; and
that the Eurocopter EC225 Super Puma helicopter in general has been replaced by the Sikorsky S-
92, which tends to be slightly noisier.

Furthermore, the NIA concludes that the predicted noise level at the site will have reduced to similar
levels as currently occurring by 2040, 21 years from now.

Whilst it is speculated that average noise levels across the site are predicted to increase in the future
and then decrease back to current levels by 2040, due to the numerous variables it cannot be said
with any certainty when these changes to the soundscape in the vicinity of the proposed site will
occur.

Overall, when considering the findings of the Noise Impact Assessment and current achievement of
the relevant standards with mitigation and in light of confirmation that the 2020 noise contours on
which this Service’s previous objection was essentially based, will not be achieved in the reasonably
foreseeable future, the initial objection to the proposal is withdrawn. Notwithstanding this, acute
noise incidences from aircraft may well have an impact on the site due to their frequency and noise
level. However, a relevant standard stipulating a daytime limit for maximum sound level (Lamax) t0
compare this parameter does not exist.

Should the application be approved it is recommended that noise mitigation measures, achieving at
least an equivalent effect of those measures currently contained within the report, be applied.

ACC - Flooding and Coastal Protection — No objection.

ACC - Housing — There is a requirement for increased provision of social housing in Dyce and
across the city. The flats would reduce the waiting lists considerably. The intention for this
development is to sell them to ACC for use as social housing as part of the Council house new build
programme.

ACC - Land and Property Assets — Confirm the Council owns the western part of the site, primarily
the car park and landscaped area.

ACC - Roads Development Management Team — The following matters are raised.

e Walking and Cycling — Public footpaths link the site to the nearby Dyce neighbourhood centre
located on Victoria Street, with convenience retail stores, banks, doctors, pubs and other
services within a 10-minute walk. The extensive Donside parklands are approximately 600m
away and are part of the Green Space Network, which can be accessed by public landscaped




footpaths along Riverview Drive. Dyce Train Station, Dyce Primary School & Dyce Academy are
also within 15 minutes’ walk. There is a shared on-road cycle route that passes immediately to
the west, linking to the wider cycle network.

Public Transport — There are a number of bus stops within 400m. These see regular bus service
in both directions. Dyce railway station is ~1km from the site, and Aberdeen International Airport
~4km away.

Parking — The updated submission shows there to be 216 cycle parking spaces proposed. ACC
standards only require 114 (1 space per dwelling up to 30 dwellings, and 1 space per 3 dwellings
thereafter), thus an overprovision of 102. The applicant may wish to consider adhering to the
standard.

There are 19 motorcycle parking spaces proposed. ACC standards require 1 space per 8 flats
— equating to 35 spaces. However, it is generally accepted that this maximum standard is
onerous and thus there is no concern with this shortfall.

It is assumed that the development will be rented social housing (i.e. eligible for lesser parking
requirements than other tenures). Given the ‘outer city’ location of the site, a standard of 0.8
spaces per unit is relevant. This equates to a total of 226 parking spaces. 175 spaces + 3 car
club (each car club space is the equivalent of 17 spaces) are provided which equals 226 spaces,
as such there is no shortfall. Given that a large number of cycle parking spaces are being
provided, as well as nearby public transport provision, the parking standard is accepted.

It is worth noting that if the applicant were to reduce the number of flats proposed, this would
have the double benefit of requiring less parking but providing more floor area upon which to
provide parking. This has already been undertaken between revision 1 and 2 of the roads
response.

It is noted that a large proportion of the parking would see perpendicular access off Wellheads
Avenue. Typically, such a large amount of perpendicular parking accessed off a main road would
not be allowed, however as this road is within the applicant’s site boundary and not proposed for
adoption there is no issue with this. However, these roads should maintain adequate width such
that they are fit for purpose, and that 6m aisle width is provided to facilitate parking.

All parking bays appear to be 5m x 2.5m, which is acceptable. No electric charging points appear
to be shown on the plan. The applicant should confirm how many are proposed and their location.

The narrowing on road 1 beside the road 1/ road 3 junction creates a road narrowing right at a
90° bend. Swept path analysis shows that a vehicle approaching from inside road 3, exiting onto
road 1, has to begin its’ manoeuvre on the wrong side of the road. The applicant should confirm
whether this narrowing necessary.

No electric charging points appear to be shown on the plan, nor are they mentioned in the parking
break down legend. The applicant should confirm how many are to be provided, and their
location.

Development Vehicle Access —It is noted that two junctions are proposed for adoption and
connect to the adopted road network (Wellheads Road). These are to be designed to Aberdeen
City Council standards.




A 3.5m wide unobstructed path with access from the north and south for fire service use is shown
through the two landscaped areas between blocks 2, 3 and 4. From a roads perspective this
appears acceptable and the fires service have confirmed they have no concerns.

Internal Road Layout — It is envisaged that a 20mph zone would extend from Wellheads Avenue,
and incorporate the adjacent advisory 20mph areas, however the details of this are to be agreed
with Traffic Management through a traffic regulation order (TRO). It is noted that visibility splays
have been shown assuming 20mph speed limits, however these junctions are all on 30mph
industrial roads, with only advisory 20mph signage. If the above TRO is applied these junctions
will be accepted.

Forward visibility has been shown for a design speed of 19mph, on the bend at the South-East
of the site. However, this forward visibility passes through multiple parking spaces, which is not
acceptable as these zones cannot guarantee forward visibility.

Traffic calming design is evident in several locations —

o To the east, a chicane is shown which is appropriate. Parking located to the rear of each
curve of the chicane will also encourage slowing of traffic.

o The applicant has provided a swept path which confirms that the parallel parking bay nearest
the chicane does not work — the vehicle overruns the grass by a significant amount. These
bays should be moved away from the chicane.

o To the south, a single long speed table is proposed, this is a betterment relative to what was
previously presented as it allows parking spaces to remain 5m from ramps.

The Long Sections provided show that the internal roads are to be in cross-fall and not proposed
for adoption. This is acceptable; however, the applicant should note that a cross fall arrangement
will likely prevent them from being adopted at a future date.

On the swept path analysis there are in a few instances a marginal overlap of the 250mm buffer,
however as these occur in areas without footways it is not a safety concern. The one major
overlap is with a large car parking in the aforementioned parallel parking bay. This should be
amended.

Traffic — The previously consented office development was required to provide a right turn lane
from Riverview Drive onto Wellheads Road. However, the proposed development will generate
significantly less traffic along this route. As such, it is felt that this improvement is no longer
necessary.

No strategic traffic mitigation measures are required.

Drainage Assessment — The applicant’s drainage proposals rely heavily on permeable surfacing
with stone filter trenches beneath. From experience, it is noted that porous lock-block is
ineffective — particularly when utilised on a non-level road. New surface water sewers are also
proposed to service the development and will be located within new roads and areas of open
ground. It is stated that run-off from internal roads and existing roads will drain to the areas of
permeable paving. As none of the roads are to be adopted, as adequate levels of SUDS
treatment are to be provided, and as no water is to drain onto any adopted roads, the proposed
drainage plan is sufficient.

Other — ‘Safe Routes to School’ assessment has been undertaken. This appears to be robust
and shows that there are safe routes from the development to both Dyce Primary and Dyce
Academy.



It is noted that no residential travel pack has been provided, this should be conditioned.

Internal bin stores are shown in blocks 1, 2 and 4, with block 3 and parts of blocks 2 and 4
utilising external bin stores. These external bin stores are within 30m from exit doors of
respective flats, and the distance from bin stores to pick up locations is acceptable, at a maximum
15.9m.

ACC - Waste Strategy Team — Layout generally acceptable in terms of waste collection
requirements.

Developer Obligations Team (Aberdeenshire Council) — Advise of the following developer
obligations to address the impact of a development on local infrastructure, and requirements under
affordable housing.

Primary Education — The catchment area is for Dyce Primary. Factoring this development into
the 2017 school roll forecasts will not result in the school going over capacity, thus no mitigation
is required.

Secondary Education — The catchment area is for Dyce Academy, again factoring the
development into the 2017 school roll forecasts will not result in the school going over capacity.
Thus no mitigation is required.

Community Facilities — In this instance, plans for expansion of community facilities are not at an
advanced enough stage to secure a contribution.

Sport and Recreation — A development of this scale will impact significantly on the capacity of
nearby sports facilities. The closest public facilities are Bucksburn Swimming Pool and Beacon
Sports Centre. Contributions (£49,450) are sought for these facilities, to increase capacity to
cater for the additional residents this proposal will generate.

Core Path Network — Core paths and links to the Core Paths Network are required for recreation
and sustainable active travel. New developments are required to install or upgrade core paths
that are designated within the site and contribute to any cumulative impacts on surrounding core
paths. In this instance, a contribution has been identified towards Core Paths CP6/AP6 and
CP71 which will serve this development. A contribution of £73,582 will be directed towards
resurfacing and making these paths more cycle friendly.

Open Space — Services have been consulted, however, no response has been received.
Therefore, in this instance, no contribution is sought.

Healthcare — Infrastructure requirements have been calculated with NHS Grampian, based on
national health standards and by estimating the likely number of new patients generated by each
proposed development. Contributions are calculated using nationally recognised space
standards and build costs, based upon the population requirements for GP surgeries, dental
chairs and community pharmacies. In this instance, contributions of £202,462 will be directed
towards replacing the existing health centre at Dyce, which will allow for a greater capacity of
patients.

Dyce and Stoneywood Community Council — Object on the finalised scheme on the following
basis:

The proposal is not consistent with policies H1 (Residential Areas) and H3 (Density) of the Local
Development Plan. The massing and bulk of closely spaced multi-storey blocks constitutes



overdevelopment of the site; the 'inner-city' style blocks are totally unsympathetic to the low-
density housing in Dyce village and therefore will have an unacceptable impact on the character
and amenity of low density surrounding area;

e The parking provision is not adequate and will lead to 'spillover' parking on adjacent streets, with
consequent road safety issues;

e In terms of Policy H2 (Mixed-Use Areas), the flats themselves will have poor amenity, being
aligned on a north-south axis and hemmed-in by business and industrial sites, not well connected
to Dyce village and subject of airport noise; in terms of Policy H4 (Housing mix) there is no
evidence that Dyce village requires this number of affordable units at this time. We note that this
site is not identified as a 'brownfield' or opportunity site for housing in the Local Development
Plan.

e Density of 124 dwellings per hectare (302d / 2.44ha) is excessive; it does not create an ‘attractive
residential environment’ in a suburban (rather than inner city) setting (Policy H3).

e Severe pressure on community facilities and services in Dyce village, especially the health centre
[the population of Dyce will be increased by about 12% (7000 to 8000)].

Taken together, the community council consider that the flats do not meet the criteria of Policy D1
(Quality placemaking by design).

NATS (En-Route) — No objection. The proposed development does not conflict with technical
safeguarding criteria.

Police Scotland — No objection. The general layout of the site is good from a Crime Prevention
through Environmental Design (CEPTED) perspective. The area is served by the Bucksburn Police
Office, the Bucksburn policing area has a generally low-level crime and this development causes no
extra concern in relation to crime and a policing perspective.

Scottish Environment Protection Agency — No objection. It is requested that a condition is
attached to any grant of planning consent requiring a construction environment management plan,
including details of the management of the water environment to prevent potential pollution and the
management of materials and waste to be submitted.

Scottish Water — No objection.

e The proposed development would be fed from Invercannie Water Treatment Works and serviced
by Persley Waste Water Treatment Works. Unfortunately, Scottish Water is unable to confirm
capacity at either site at this time.

e Once aformal connection application is submitted to Scottish Water after full planning permission
has been granted, the availability of capacity would be reviewed at that time and the applicant
advise accordingly. Where it is confirmed that mitigation works are necessary to support a
development, the cost of these works are to be met by the developer, which Scottish Water can
contribute towards through Reasonable Cost Contribution regulations.

e For reasons of sustainability and to protect customers from potential future sewer flooding,
Scottish Water will not normally accept any surface water connections into our combined sewer
system.

e There is a 16-inch PVC Trunk main within the site.



REPRESENTATIONS

On the initial submission of the application, 323 representations were received. 283 of these object
and 36 are in support.

On receipt of amended plans, reducing the number of units within the development, a second
round of neighbour notification and re-advertisement in the press was undertaken. Five
representations reaffirming an earlier objection to the proposal were received.

Objections

The matters raised in objections can be summarised as follows —

Scale, Layout and Design

1. The development does not consider the general characteristics of the surrounding area. It would
be more appropriate to build smaller developments across the city, rather than a large one.
Recent developments at Manor Walk and Smithfield School are good examples.

2. The number of flats and density proposed is unreasonable and excessive for the site, contrary
to Policy H1 (Residential Areas) and Policy H3 (Density). It is not comparable to the neighbouring
site at Burnside Drive, as is suggested by the applicant.

3. The height of the buildings is not in keeping with the character of the surrounding area and would
be overbearing on surrounding uses.

4. Dyce cannot cope with an increase in population of around 20%.

5. It does not appear as if there is a footpath provided along the length of Wellheads Avenue,
causing safety issues for pedestrians.

6. Houses rather than flats would be more appropriate at this site, providing better amenity for
families.

7. The proposed colours of the finishing materials are inconsistent with Dyce.
8. The development would result in the loss of trees and green space.

Amenity (Within the Development)

9. The site would be subject to noise from the airport, railway, roads and industrial uses.

10. There are no/limited areas within the development for the potentially 500+ children to play. The
nearest other play area is a 15-minute walk away across busy roads.

11.The areas of landscaping/open space between the buildings are inadequate for the large size of
the development. There is limited space for children to run around and play. This is not a city
centre location which is limited in what can be provided, so sufficient space should be proposed.

12.The site is zoned for and surrounded by an industrial estate, a location which is not suitable for
such a large residential development. The approved proposals for office use at the site would be
more appropriate.



Amenity (Impact on Existing Uses)

13.The privacy of existing residents would be compromised by the development.

14.The height of the buildings may overshadow existing homes.

15.Burnside Drive is a relatively quiet area; the proposed development would change this.

16. The development would increase the number of dog owners in Dyce, leading to more dog fouling.

Public Services and Infrastructure

17.The existing medical centre in Dyce is over capacity, the proposed development would
exacerbate the problem.

18.The existing schools in Dyce are already nearing or are over-capacity and are in poor condition
with inadequate facilities. A new school or an expansion of the existing should be built prior to
any new residential development.

19. The availability of childcare in Dyce is limited and would be further exacerbated by the proposed
development.

20.There are limited sports or recreational facilities in Dyce.

21.Green space in Dyce is well used and this development would place further pressures on these
spaces.

Transport

22.The level of parking proposed is very limited and as a result indiscriminate parking will take place
in the surrounding area. It is incorrect that those on lower incomes have lower car ownership
rates; parking provision should be increased to reflect this.

23.The existing car park (used by BP) at the western end of the site would be lost, resulting in
vehicles being displaced into the local area.

24.The location of the site is not suitable for a ‘low car development’, especially for those on low
incomes that would need to use public transport, which is already limited in capacity and
frequency.

25. Traffic congestion in the Dyce area is already a significant issue, especially at peak times. This
development would exacerbate the issue.

26.The AWPR would not alleviate traffic in Dyce as the problem is at peak times when traffic is
associated with people who live and work in Dyce.

27.Surrounding roads are already in a bad state of repair, with the development exacerbating the
problem.

28. It should be ensured there is access for emergency vehicles.



29. Stoneywood Park has no pedestrian crossing at its junction with Stoneywood Road. This road is
wide and difficult to cross at peak times which with increased footfall, including children, an
accident waiting to happen.

Other

30.New properties would decrease house prices and destabilise the market.

31.The type of housing proposed gives concern over crime and antisocial behaviour.

32.The development would have an adverse impact on local wildlife and the river, though an
increase in pollution and litter.

33.The housing at Burnside Road is owner occupied, whereas what is proposed would be rented,
potentially creating social divisions.

34.There would be disruption during construction.
35. Approval of the development would risk setting a precedent for future developments.

36. The site should be zoned for new community facilities and amenities such a school, a pharmacy,
a health centre or a leisure centre or similar.

37.The proposal has changed from Council to affordable housing.

Administrative

38. There was a lack of publicity for the application.

39. Notifications were delivered at the start of the school holidays when many families are away and
the time period for submitting representations was too short.

40.Many of the representations of support are from those involved in the proposal.

41.The developer has maximised the amount of development on the site, knowing that it would be
unacceptable, but in the knowledge that a lesser amount would be accepted.

Supportive Comments
42.More affordable housing is required in the city.

43.The development would provide an affordable place to live in a good location and help address
rising housing demand.

44.The development looks well planned and the site is ideal for large scale development.
45.Ground floor flats would provide opportunities to make provision for particular housing needs.

46.The development can take advantage of the existing infrastructure and community networks in
place in the area.

47.There is plenty of green space provided.

48.The development is in keeping with its surroundings



MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

Legislative Requirements

Sections 25 and 37(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 require that where,
in making any determination under the planning acts, regard is to be had to the provisions of the
Development Plan and that determination shall be made in accordance with the plan, so far as
material to the application unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

National Planning Policy and Guidance

e Scottish Planning Policy (2014)
e Designing Streets (2010)
e Planning Advice Note 1/2011 (Planning and Noise) and Technical Advice Note

Local Policy
Aberdeen Local Development Plan (2017)

Policy B4 (Aberdeen Airport)

Policy D1 (Quality Placemaking by Design)

Policy D2 (Landscape)

Policy H2 (Mixed Use Areas)

Policy H3 (Density)

Policy H4 (Housing Mix)

Policy H5 (Affordable Housing)

Policy 11 (Infrastructure Delivery & Planning Obligation)
Policy NE1 (Green Space Network)

Policy NE4 (Open Space Provision in New Development)
Policy NE5 (Trees and Woodland)

Policy NE6 (Flooding and Drainage)

Policy R2 (Degraded and Contaminated Land)

Policy R6 (Waste Management Requirements for New Development)
Policy R7 (Low & Zero Carbon Build & Water Efficiency)
Policy T2 (Managing the Transport Impact of Development)
Policy T3 (Sustainable and Active Travel)

Policy T5 (Noise)

Policy CI1 (Digital Infrastructure)

Supplementary Guidance and Technical Advice Notes

Planning Obligations

Affordable Housing

Transport and Accessibility

Noise

Trees and Woodlands

Flooding, Drainage and Water Quality
Green Space Network and Open Space
Resources for New Development



Other Material Considerations

e World Health Organization (WHO) — Guidelines for Community Noise (1999)
EVALUATION

Principle of Development

Noise
Scottish Government Planning Advice Note (PAN) 1/2011 promotes the principles of good acoustic
design and a sensitive approach to the location of new development. It promotes a pragmatic
approach to the location of new development within the vicinity of existing noise generating uses, to
ensure that quality of life is not unreasonably affected, and that new development continues to
support sustainable economic growth. Issues which may be relevant when considering noise in
relation to a development proposal include:

e Type of development and likelihood of significant noise impact,

e Sensitivity of location (e.g. existing land uses, Noise Management Areas, Quiet Areas),

e Existing noise level and likely change in noise levels,

e Character (tonal, impulsivity etc), duration, frequency of any repetition and time of day of

noise that is likely to be generated.

When considering applications for new noise sensitive development close to an existing noise
source, the likely level of noise exposure at the time of the application and any increase that may
reasonably be expected in the foreseeable future are likely to be relevant, as will the extent to which
it is possible to mitigate the adverse effects of noise.

On residential development specifically, PAN 1/2011 states that it is preferable that satisfactory
noise levels can be achieved within units with windows sufficiently open for ventilation. Local
circumstances, particularly relating to the existing noise character of the area, should influence the
approach taken to noise levels with open or closed windows. It may be appropriate to take a different
approach to noise levels in different areas. Satisfactory internal noise levels with open windows may
not always be achievable, but are always preferable. Where satisfactory levels with open windows
are not achievable, practicable mitigation solutions should be explored, taking into account their
possible impact on the built environment. Design solutions may be possible, such as locating living
rooms and bedrooms on the opposite side of a building to the source of the noise or use of windows
designed to provide for ventilation while providing improved sound reduction. In some circumstances
however, closed windows with alternative means of ventilation may be unavoidable. Passive
systems may be considered but mechanical ventilation should only be used as a last resort. Sound
levels in gardens and amenity areas may also need to be considered in terms of enabling a
reasonable degree of peaceful enjoyment of these spaces for residents.

As the main sources of noise is from the nearby airport, to avoid any ambiguity, the roles that
different organisations associated with the airport are explained below —

e The Civil Aviation Authority is the UK’s civil aviation regulator and produces noise contour maps
for the airport every four years. The CAA are not a statutory consultee on planning applications
and would not be expected to comment thereon.

e Aberdeen International Airport (AlA) is a statutory consultee for airport safeguarding, to ensure
that development does not affect the safe operation of aircraft operations. It is also a commercial
organisation like any other and can submit a representation on any application should it feel its
interests would be affected. On this occasion no representation has been received from the



airport, other than on statutory safeguarding matters.

e NATS are a statutory consultee for the safeguarding of the Perwiness radar. They have no role
in the consideration of the impact of aircraft noise.

As detailed above the CAA airport noise contours are considered to be the authoritative source of
airport noise data. Based on the UK Aircraft Noise Index Study published in 1985, the CAA consider
that if the average noise level in an area from 0700 to 2300 is more than 57 decibels (57dB |aeq 16
hour), it Will be "significantly annoying" to the community that live and work there. As such the Local
Development Plan does not support residential development within the 57dB contour which
surrounds Aberdeen International Airport. Policy B4 (Aberdeen Airport) states —

“that applications for residential development in areas where aircraft noise levels are in
excess of 57dB LAeq (the summer 16-hour dB LAeq measurement) as identified on the
airport noise contour map will be refused, due to the inability to create an appropriate
level of residential amenity, and the need to safeguard the future operation of Aberdeen
International Airport. For proposed development which would be located within the
remaining noise contours, applicants may be required to submit a noise assessment
demonstrating that an appropriate level of residential amenity could be achieved.”

More generally, Policy T5 (Noise) indicates that housing and other noise sensitive developments
will not normally be permitted close to existing noisy land uses without suitable mitigation measures
in place to reduce the impact of noise.

The most recently produced AIA noise contours are for 2016, which show the application site
straddling the 60dB contour, well within the 57dB contour. In accordance with Policy B4, the starting
point is therefore that the principle of new residential development will not be supported.

As well as the current noise contours forecast contours are available which show that by 2020 noise
levels are to increase to around 90% of the site within the louder 60dB contour and 10% within the
57dB contour. The airport has advised that the increase in passenger numbers and corresponding
increase in flights and aircraft noise will not occur at 2020, but by 2030.

By 2040, or potentially later given the later increase in noise, noise levels are forecast to have
reduced, with around 75% of the site sitting within the 57dB contour and the remainder within the
60dB contour. Therefore, at all times within the short and long term, the expected noise environment
for the site is predicted by the CAA to exceed the 57dB noise level.

In order to address the noise matter, the applicant has submitted a noise impact assessment (NIA),
this has been reviewed by the Council’s Environmental Health officers. This is a significant material
consideration in the determination of the actual impact of noise on the amenity of residents of the
proposed development.

Internal Noise

Within residential properties, it is desirable that ambient daytime (0700 — 2300) noise levels should
not exceed 35dB Laeg,16 hour iN living rooms and bedrooms. At night (2300 — 0700) the limit is 30dB
Laeq,8 hour- The layout of the development has been designed to minimise the impact of noise, typically
by the orientation of the buildings and use of noise barriers at certain locations. The findings of the
NIA indicate that during the daytime, with windows open for ventilation, noise in all but 27 of the
relevant rooms across the development would exceed the daytime limit of 35dB.

It is therefore suggested in the NIA that higher specification glazing and trickle-vents could be used
to lower noise levels to an acceptable level, with windows closed. Mechanical ventilation would also



be required so that windows are not required to be open for ventilation purposes, other than purge
ventilation (quick dispersal of smoke or odour from burnt food for example).

With these significant mitigation measures in place and windows closed it is anticipated that internal
daytime noise levels would vary from 17 to 32 dB Laeq,16n, Within the 35dB limit. At night the NIA
advises that with windows closed and the stated mitigation measures applied, the internal night time
noise levels vary from 12 to 27 dB Laeqsn, Which would comply with the night-time limit of 30 dB

L Aeq,8h-

However, single loud noise events also need to be considered independently, as opposed to only
the average over 16 hours. The limit for internal maximum night-time sound levels (Lamax) is that
Lamax Sshould not exceed 45 dB on more than 10 to 15 occasions per night. The NIA advises the
internal maximum noise levels at night were 36 to 40 dB Lamax With windows closed. This is below
the maximum limits and, therefore, considered acceptable in this context.

Unlike the night-time period, a relevant standard stipulating a daytime limit for the maximum sound
levels (Lamax) does not exist. However due to noise levels from aircraft passes that residents would
experience in this location; Environmental Health officers believe consideration of this impact is
required. In this regard, during the relevant period which the NIA examined, there were an average
of 259 flights per day (0700 — 2300) from the airport as a whole (173 helicopter and 86 fixed-wing
on average), with the Lamax being in the range of 53 to 91 dB and an average Lamax Of 72 db. Although
there is no standard to measure against, it is apparent that there would be many acute noise
incidences throughout the day which are likely to be disruptive to residents. The number of such
incidences is likely to be at its peak when a south easterly flight path is in use which passes close
to the south of the site.

External Noise

For external noise, PAN 1/2011 and the WHO guidance indicates that sound levels in gardens and
amenity areas may also need to be considered in terms of enabling a reasonable degree of peaceful
enjoyment of these spaces for residents.

Specifically, for external areas that are used for amenity space, it is desirable that the external noise
level does not exceed 50dB Laeq,16n (the point at which moderate annoyance occurs) with an upper
guideline value of 55dB Laeq 16n (representing serious annoyance). This latter level is acceptable in
noisier environments, such as a city centre.

The NIA indicates that with mitigation in place in the form of noise barriers, significant areas of the
strategic amenity areas would exceed the upper 55dB guideline limit, with large parts between 59dB
and 61dB. Most of the remaining areas, between blocks 3 and 4 which would be used for sitting
outside and to accommodate the play areas, would be in the region of 53dB to 55dB Laeq,16n, Which
is within the guideline limit.

The NIA concludes that an average 16-hour daytime noise level limit of 55dB is acceptable and that
minor exceedances of this level may occur and considers this acceptable. Whilst this is accepted
by Environmental Health officers, for new developments, the WHO guidance advocates an average
16-hour daytime noise level maximum limit for external amenity areas of 50 dB to be more
appropriate where feasible. However, where development is desirable, the upper limit of 55 dB is
acceptable.

The external noise levels for most of the amenity areas are therefore clearly at the maximum noise
level limit of the chosen standard (but does not achieve the WHO guidance level which recommends
a lower limit) with no available margin for any increases in noise levels. The areas which would
predominately be used for sitting out would generally be in excess of the WHO 50 dB lower limit but
within the upper 55 dB limit



Summary of noise matters

With their only being a 3dB margin between the achievable internal noise level and upper limit; and
the external noise level exceeding the level recommended by the WHO, there are several factors to
consider when deciding if this is acceptable.

e Although noise levels aren’t expected to increase as predicted in 2020, they are expected to
reach these higher levels at some point before 2030, as passenger and flight numbers increase.
At that point it is likely that noise levels experienced by future residents will exceed the limits
applicable. However, although these higher levels are expected to reduce to current levels in the
longer term, there is no clear indication of how quickly noise levels would reduce between 2020
and 2040.

e Fixed wing aircraft may operate at the airport 24 hours a day, therefore there is no control over
when flights may operate or any guarantee that any increase in flight numbers would be
accommodated during daytime hours, as opposed to night-time — when there are recognised
limits in relation to acute noise incidents. A planning condition does not allow helicopter flights
between 2300 and 0600.

e The transition of airline fleets to newer and quieter aircraft has not been as quick as anticipated
in the CAA’s noise contours, potentially resulting in noise levels decreasing at a lower rate than
anticipated. In addition, AIA advise that in recent years Eurocopter EC225 Super Puma
helicopters have been largely phased out of North Sea offshore operations and replaced by the
larger Sikorsky S-92, an aircraft with a higher noise impact.

e The noise assessment also considered industrial noise from surrounding uses, which was found
to be negligible. In this regard, although neighbouring industrial uses may not at presently
undertake noisy activities, the lawful use of the premises as ‘general industrial’ would allow any
industrial activity to take place without further planning approval, and noise levels could fluctuate
such that the period measured did not reflect the potential of the existing operation. Thus,
activities could be noisier than present.

e PAN 1/2011 (Planning and Noise) indicates that it is preferable that satisfactory noise levels
should be achieved within dwellings with the windows sufficiently open for ventilation. The
planning authority’s typical approach in the case of large developments, is that it can be accepted
that a small number of properties may experience less than ideal noise levels and may have to
utilise significant mitigation measures, such as: closed windows and alternative means of
ventilation. However, in this proposal, the majority of the development would require closed
windows to achieve acceptable internal noise standards. This significant difficulty in achieving
amenity standards is reflected by the fact that the Council has adopted Policy B4 as part of the
LDP, which does not accept the principle of residential development in this area.

The submitted noise impact assessment, demonstrates that with the significant mitigation measures
in place the specified internal noise limits would be met, although noting a 3dB margin. There are
several variables which may or may not result in noise increasing over the next decade, before
potentially returning to current levels. For external noise, small areas of the site would see levels
below the lower limit where ‘moderate annoyance’ would be expected to occur. The majority of
sitting out areas and the play areas would be within the upper limit, whereas the remainder of the
site is above that limit, at the level where ‘serious annoyance’ is likely to occur.

Considering that the variables contributing to the future noise environment are uncertain, they
cannot be relied upon for decision making in terms of whether noise will increase or decrease in
future years at this stage. Internal and external noise limits are currently met (albeit external noise



is generally at the very limit of acceptability), and therefore it is considered that findings of the NIA
and associated mitigation measures would be acceptable, in accordance with Policy T5 and thus
considered a material consideration which would outweigh the automatic presumption against
residential development contained within Policy B4 of the Local Development Plan. (/ssue 9)

Land Use Zoning

The site is zoned for mixed use development (Policy H2) within the ALDP. However, there is no
automatic assumption that residential use is acceptable within such areas and the policy requires
that all proposed development therein must take into account the existing uses and character of the
surrounding area, and avoid undue conflict with the adjacent land uses and amenity. Where new
housing is proposed, a satisfactory residential environment should be created which should not
impinge upon the viability or operation of existing businesses in the vicinity.

In this regard the existing character of the area is predominately commercial and industrial, with
residential also present further to the north-east. The BP North Sea Headquarters with associated
car park is to the south and generally considered a benign use which wouldn’t conflict with residential
use. However, to the north and east are industrial uses, which are generally potentially incompatible
with residential use. In response the noise assessment carried out by the applicant indicates that no
sound was audible within the site from industrial properties. It should however be noted that the
planning authority have no control over the industrial activities which take place at these premises
and whilst no disruptive activities appear to have taken place during the time of the noise
assessment, this is not to say that this would never be the case. However, it is not anticipated that
any particularly loud uses would take place, based on the available information. Additionally, no
complaints are known to have been received from the existing residential development at Burnside
Road or Burnside Park which have a similar relationship to the adjoining industrial uses.

It is inevitable that redevelopment of the site would introduce more activity into the Burnside Road
area. However, residential development is not considered to be a disruptive use in itself and
therefore this is not of concern. (Issue 15)

In summary, given the existing mix of uses, it is considered that residential use could be satisfactorily
accommodated on the site without automatically or obviously prejudicing the existing uses, thus can
be considered in accordance with Policy H2. (Issue 9 and 12)

Transportation

New developments are required by Policy T2 to demonstrate that sufficient measures have been
taken to minimise traffic generated and to maximise opportunities for sustainable and active travel.
Additionally, Policy T3 requires developments to be accessible by a range of transport modes, with
an emphasis on active and sustainable transport, and that the internal layout of developments must
prioritise walking, cycling and public transport penetration. Links between residential, employment,
recreation and other facilities must also be protected or improved for non-motorised transport users,
making it quick, convenient and safe for people to travel by walking and cycling. With a view to
demonstrating compliance with these policies, a transport assessment (TA) has been submitted.

Accessibility
The existing networks of pavements link the site to the surrounding areas of Dyce. A new footpath

would be provided within the western part of the site, to provide more direct access northwards
towards the nearby bus stops on Stoneywood Road, Dyce neighbourhood centre and railway station
which are approximately 1km away, although the Tesco Express store is closer at around 550m.
There is also a small convenience store at the BP petrol service station which is around 30m from
the site boundary. The accessibility of the site is acceptable, with adequate links to local services



and to train and bus services serving the wider area. Revised proposals have introduced a path to
the length of Wellheads Avenue. (/ssue 5)

Concern has been raised that the Stoneywood Road / Stoneywood Park junction is difficult to cross
at busy times. This junction is on the way to the Co-Op and M&S retail units at Stoneywood, just
over 1km away. However, no requirement for a pedestrian crossing has been identified by the TA
or the Roads Development Management Team. (Issue 29)

No upgrading of bus stops is considered to be required. Safe routes to Dyce Primary School and
Dyce Academy, which are approximately 12 minutes’ walk away, have been identified, with no works
to the routes required. (Issue 24)

Traffic
Analysis of the two nearest junctions (Riverview Drive / Wellheads Road and Wellheads Avenue /
Stoneywood Road) was undertaken as part of the TA.

e The greatest impact is during the evening peak hour with 20 development trips travelling
northbound on Stoneywood Road, a 2.5% increase. When considering the combined 2-way
impact on Stoneywood Road the development impact would be 1.9%.

e Most of the development traffic would be expected to route via the Wellheads Avenue /
Stoneywood Road junction. On the Wellheads Avenue approach to the Stoneywood Road
roundabout the percentage impact in the morning peak hour would be 73.4%. Whilst this would
initially appear high, this is because with the base traffic flow being only 48 vehicles with an
additional 35 being generated by the development. In the evening peak hour, the percentage
impact is 9.5%, with a development traffic flow of 21 in addition to the base traffic flow of 220.
Given the low base traffic flow, it is considered that this impact is minimal.

e On Riverview Drive, the development would generate sixteen two-way vehicle movements
between Wellheads Road and Victoria Street during the morning peak hour, an impact of 1.3%
going towards Victoria Street and a 1.9% impact towards the site.

At the same junction, during the evening peak hour the development would generate 14 two-way
vehicle movements. This would result in a 2.1% impact heading west towards the Victoria Street
roundabout. Travelling east from the Victoria Street there would be a 1% impact.

The AWPR is expected to result in significant reductions along the A947 Stoneywood Road / Victoria
Street corridor and Riverview Drive and therefore it is considered that the traffic impact is not of a
level that requires any further assessment. (Issue 26)

The traffic analysis has been reviewed by the Roads Development Management Team and found
to be acceptable. The impact on the junctions considered is below the threshold at which any
intervention would be required. The development would have a significantly less impact than the
previously consented office development. (Issue 25)

The existing state of the roads is not a matter which can be addressed through a planning
application. The Council are responsible as roads authority for the appropriate maintenance of
adopted roads. (Issue 27)

Access and Parking

Existing junctions on Wellheads Avenue and Wellheads Road would be upgraded to provide access
into the internal roads and car parks. Car parking would be located around the edge of the site,
predominately along the northern boundary and at right angles along the two lengths of Wellheads




Avenue. ACC guidance indicates that for social housing developments, 0.8 spaces per flat should
be provided, a total of 226 parking spaces. The applicant has proposed —

e 178 physical car parking spaces (10 of which are reserved for disabled users and 3 for car club,
leaving 165 for general use, including visitors — an overall rate of 0.63 per unit or 0.58 spaces
per flat taking account of disabled and car club spaces)

e 3 car parking spaces for car club vehicles (which in accordance with supplementary guidance
account for 17 spaces each, or 51 in total).

e 216 cycle spaces spread across four stores internal to each block
¢ 19 motorcycle spaces

The Roads Development Management Team consider the site to have a good level of accessibility
and in combination with the high level of cycle parking proposed, results in an adequate level of
parking.

Notwithstanding, there are concerns with the arrangement of spaces and how parking would be
controlled. To prevent unauthorised use of parking spaces, it is normal in flatted developments to
install an access barrier to control access. Indeed, the basis of the standard is that all spaces would
be available only to those residents within the development. However, a total of 61 spaces would
be located on Wellheads Avenue, a non-adopted street advised to be under the control of the
applicant, but which is available for public use (linking Stoneywood Road and Wellheads Road) and
also provides access to the BP office car park. As these spaces access directly onto the road, control
of their use may be difficult. Solutions such as a hinged locked parking bollards, which only one
person had access to would not be suitable and in any case could result in cars waiting on the road
whilst the pole was unlocked.

What makes this matter of particular concern is the risk of indiscriminate parking taking place,
restricting the level of parking spaces available to occupants of the development.

In addition the removal of the existing car park on the site would result in the loss of around 60
parking spaces, which it is understood are currently used by BP employees. The applicant’'s TA
does not consider the loss of this car park, or what the alternative arrangements for those users may
be, or what the impact upon parking demand may occur. Whilst the BP office building would have
had a level of parking provided with it which was suitable for its size, based on the relevant
considerations of the time, the fact that they are leasing the 60 spaces off site, suggests that their
main car park is operating at capacity. Parking standards are set at levels which attempt to provide
adequate parking provision, however overprovision can also reduce travel by alternative forms of
transport through the promotion of car use, resulting in the worsening of congestion and air quality.
Therefore, whilst from a policy perspective there may be no desire to replace the 60 spaces, it is
likely that in the short term, until BP employees have adjusted to having less parking available, that
indiscriminate parking may take place in the area. This may include those spaces proposed as part
of the development, unless adequate controls are put in place.

In response, the applicant has proposed several measures. In the first instance it would be proposed
to install signs indicating that the parking is private, BP would be made aware of this. If indiscriminate
parking still became a problem, it is indicated that a parking warden would be introduced, at the
expense of residents, to manage parking associated to the development. If further controls were still
necessary, then physical interventions such as: cameras or remote-controlled barriers within spaces
would be implemented. The potential effectiveness and practicality of some of these solutions has
not been formally assessed, however overall it is considered that measures could be put in place to



prevent unauthorised parking. A condition is attached requiring the spaces to be used only by
vehicles associated with the development and to be demarcated with appropriate signage. (/ssue
22 and 23)

To ensure sufficient access for emergency vehicles between buildings, clear routes are identified
which it is proposed emergency vehicles could utilise. Such access would be a Building Standards
requirement. (Issue 28)

Layout, Design and Amenity

Scale of Development

Policy D1 states that all development must ensure high standards of design and have a strong and
distinctive sense of place which is a result of context appraisal, detailed planning, quality
architecture, craftsmanship and materials. Well considered landscaping and a range of
transportation opportunities ensuring connectivity are required to be compatible with the scale and
character of the developments.

Housing developments larger than 50 units are required to achieve an appropriate mix of dwelling
types and sizes, as per Policy H4. In this instance the development exclusively consists of flats,
although of one, two, three and four bedroom sizes. This mix has been proposed in response to the
requirements of the Council’'s housing waiting list and therefore is welcomed, as it would address
identified demand. It has been suggested in representations that housing rather than flats would be
more appropriate, however the planning authority must consider the application as presented. In
this instance, Dyce already has a high proportion of houses and low proportion of flats, therefore in
the interest of creating sustainable mixed communities with different cross sections of society within
them, a development of flats is not considered to be unreasonable. It is therefore considered that
the aims of Policy H4 are met. (Issue 6)

The density is considered high, at just under four times the guideline minimum requirement within
Policy H3 (Density), set at 30 units per hectare. In this case the site is around 2.4 hectares, giving
a guideline minimum requirement of 72 units. However, this is a minimum and the development of
flats generally sees an expectation of higher densities. Specifically 283 flats results in a density of
117 units per hectare. Such densities are common in certain contexts, such as the city centre where
there are plenty of amenities and good public transport links. It is noted that Dyce is not a city centre
and that amenities are less expansive, and public transport is not as extensive. However, a high
number of units allows efficient use of the land and the delivery of social housing.

Generally, it is seen as desirable that residential units benefit from a dual aspect, i.e. have windows
which face out from two separate elevations/in different directions. This is due to the recognition that
the provision of more than one aspect can result in multiple benefits for internal amenity. These
benefits include: greater internal natural light and the ability to achieve through ventilation by
opening windows on two elevations, thus helping to minimise overheating and bringing benefits from
solar gain. However, of the 283 units proposed, 206 (72%) would only benefit from a single aspect.
Although assessments show that they would receive adequate daylight these single aspect flats
would also have a restricted outlook as their own aspect is towards the building opposite. It is often
accepted that a small proportion of units within a large flatted development will be single aspect,
due to the characteristics of the site dictating such and to make best use of space. It is worth noting,
however, that at other recently completed affordable housing developments, there are significantly
less or no single aspect units. For example —

e The St Machar Road development, currently under construction by the same developer,
features 172 flats, 55 (or <32%) of which are single aspect;

e Craiginches has 98 flats, 21 (or >21%) of which are single aspect; and



e The Council’s Manor Walk development, featuring 52 flats, has no single aspect units, with
all enjoying a dual aspect as well as balconies.

Although not ideal and limiting resident’'s amenity, the significant number of single aspects flats
allows for a higher number of units to be developed, maximising the use of the land and level of
social housing which can be provided. (Issue 1 and 2)

The height of the buildings, at five storeys or ¢.16.5m, is acceptable in terms of how they would sit
in the surrounding area. Generally, the areas of site to be developed sits at a slightly lower level
than Stoneywood Road to the east, and the surrounding area is characterised by a mix of different
building heights. The BP building being largely four storeys and a similar height to the proposed
buildings; otherwise residential properties at Burnside Road comprises flats of four storeys and two
storey houses, both featuring pitched roofs. Due to differences in levels across the area, the new
flats would not be noticeably taller (AOD) than many surrounding buildings, allowing it, in long and
medium views, to sit comfortably in its surroundings. It is recognised that Dyce predominately consist
of 1-2 storey suburban housing; however, this does not preclude taller buildings from being
permitted where appropriate. In addition, the site is some distance from the main two storey housing
areas in Dyce; with industrial premises, Riverview Drive and the Marriot Hotel sitting in the
intervening space. The closest residential property would be at Burnside Park, c.40m to the north-
east. The proposed buildings would therefore not be overbearing on surrounding uses or cause any
issues with privacy or overshadowing. (Issue 13 and 14) The Stoneywood Road area is also not
unaccustomed to larger buildings, with the aforementioned BP building in close proximity and flats
at Stoneywood Estate, further to the south, also being of five storeys. All these buildings sit
comfortably within the townscape in accordance with the principles of Policy D2 (Landscape). (Issue
3 and 48)

The layout and orientation of the buildings, whilst helping in terms of noise and daylight, are
considered to result in an institutional character for the development, due to the high density and
scale of the blocks. Notwithstanding, the buildings themselves would be relatively simple in design
and use of materials, with buff coloured brick, white render and the use of metal cladding to the top
storeys providing a contemporary finish. The generous full height windows would help to break up
the elevations and provide natural light for occupants.

In summary the buildings would sit comfortably within their surroundings, in terms of their general
scale. There is considered significant room to improve the design and layout of development itself,
but this shortcoming is not considered to be significant enough, in itself, to warrant refusal of the
application

Waste Management

Policy R6 requires all new flatted developments to have communal facilities with sufficient space for
the storage of general waste, recyclable materials and compostable wastes where appropriate.
Three internal stores have been provided, one each within blocks one, two and four; whereas
occupants of block three would use an external store adjacent to Wellheads Avenue. The proposed
scheme of refuse storage and collection has been considered by the Council’s Waste Management
Service and found to be generally acceptable in terms of its their capacity and accessibility. Concern
is however raised with the access route to the southern external bin store which require bins to be
manoeuvred by Council waste operatives around two corners and past parked vehicles, for more
than 20m. This distance being double the 10m stated in the supplementary guidance. Otherwise
the remaining bin stores would be a suitable distance from all residents and would allow access to
refuse collection vehicles.




Open Space

On-Site Open Space

Policy NE4 (Open Space Provision in New Development) and associated supplementary guidance
of the LDP requires at least 2.8ha per 1,000 people of “meaningful” and “useful” open space in new
residential development. For a development of the size proposed, this equates to 1.26 hectares of
such space. However, on brownfield sites the requirement may be relaxed if developers can satisfy
the Council that there are exceptional development costs associated with a site. In this case no such
exceptional costs have been brought to officers’ attention and with the site already having largely
been cleared and with no apparent significant contamination, no such issues are obvious.

The applicant’s position is that there would be 1.32 hectares of open space provided. The main area
of which would be the western portion of the site, adjacent to Stoneywood Road and which features
tree on a slope up to the road. This area is to include a path route heading northwards from the
site, but is recognised as suffering from significant noise levels. As this existing area of public open
space, between the existing car park and Stoneywood Road would be retained, there would be no
loss of open space and the integrity of the Green Space Network would be maintained in accordance
with Policy NE1. (Issue 8).

There are 59 trees on the west side of the site, adjacent to Stoneywood Road. Four trees would be
felled for development, and two transplanted, with the rest remaining. Those being removed would
not be significant in terms of there value and their loss would be balanced out by significantly more
tree planting as part of the landscaping of the site. The proposal is considered to be in accordance
with Policy NE5 (Trees and Woodland)

Private gardens would be provided for a number of properties on ground floors, although none on
the west elevation of block 1, the westernmost building. Two play areas and hard landscaped seating
areas with covered sections are proposed between blocks 2, 3 and 4.

A review by officers suggests that a more accurate assessment would see a total open space figure
of approximately 1.03 hectares. The discrepancy resulting from the applicant including areas of
‘Space Left over after Planning’ (SLOAP) in their calculations. These areas are typically narrow
strips of landscaping between parking spaces and buildings and the edge of the site which serve no
useful purpose in terms of open space and should not be counted as such.

Importantly, as well as the quantity, the quality of the space needs to be considered. In this respect
around 0.18 hectares of the open space is identified as gardens, to provide amenity for some ground
floor flats. These semi-private areas are welcomed as they provide a defensible outdoor space for
those at ground floor and valuable amenity. However, those in the upper floors, have no private
space, such a balconies or communal terraces and therefore would be reliant on the remaining open
space within the development. Again, it is worth noting that other recent affordable housing
developments do feature external terraces and balconies, such as Craiginches and Manor Walk.
However, in this case balconies may not be appropriate due to the high noise profile of the area.

The quality of the communal open space, which would be used for activities such as sitting outside,
or allowing children to play close to the home, is considered below.

e The majority of the external amenity space would enjoy direct sunlight at various points
throughout the day, with only very small areas adjacent to the corners of buildings receiving less
than two hours sunlight on the Spring equinox.

e Much of the open space comprises areas around buildings and are relatively small or directly
outside the windows of ground floor flats, leading to potential disturbance for occupants or little



use by upper floor residents who do not wish to be perceived as invading the privacy of those
within the ground floor flats.

e The largest individual volume of space is in the western part and close to high levels of noise
from aircraft and Stoneywood Road. This would compromise its use for passive recreation to a
certain extent, but it still has value for active leisure (walking and cycling). An ‘open play area’ is
some 30m x 20m at its greatest extent, however it is irregular in shape and is located directly
outside flat windows and close to Wellheads road and the northern junction thereof. A ‘toddler
play area’ 17m x 17m is positioned again immediately adjacent to ground floor flats, and close
to the northern access road and no indication is provided as to how it would be differentiated
from any other area is provided.

e Two areas are identified as being ‘woodland trails’ between 3m and 6m wide and with little trees
present, as well as being positioned close to buildings, which may compromise their intended
purpose.

e The two equipped play areas would be located between block 2 and 3 and 3 and 4, which is
welcomed. When combined the two play areas are approximately 675sgm, whereas the
supplementary guidance requires play areas to be a minimum of 1,500sgm However it is
acknowledged that the play areas would generally serve only the development and that due to
the high number of one-bedroom flats, the number of children living there is likely to be modest.
Although they would benefit from natural surveillance, it is considered that they are poorly
positioned, at a minimum 6m from bedroom windows, thus have potential to cause annoyance
to residents whose flats are in close proximity. (Issue 10 and 11)

Accessibility to Public Open Space

In terms of the proximity of existing public open space, the location is outside the threshold distance
for: major open space (standard is 1.5km whereas the nearest is 7.8km away); local open space
(standard is 400m whereas Riverside Park is 460m away); and allotments (standard is 800m
whereas Stoneywood allotments are 1,180m away). The site is within the accessibility standards for
neighbourhood local space, outdoor sports facilities and natural green space at Stoneywood. Given
the close proximity of these spaces and the only marginal failure in proximity to Riverside Park local
open space, it is considered that this is acceptable. No improvements to open space have been
identified through the Developer Obligations process.

To summarise, although the quantity and quality of the open space which is proposed on site falls
somewhat short of that expected by Policy NE4 (Open Space Provision in New Development) and
the associated supplementary guidance, the presence of readily accessible public open near the
site means that, on balance, the open space provision is considered acceptable. (Issue 44 and 47)

Community Infrastructure Capacity / Developer Obligations

Concern is raised in objections that community facilities in Dyce would struggle with accommodating
the uplift in population that the development would create. Based on the average household
occupancy in Aberdeen the development would be expected to accommodate 483 people.
Specifically, concern is raised with the provision of capacity at the primary and secondary schools,
medical centre and sports facilities (issue 4).

The planning service use a set methodology to determine the level of contributions a developer must
provide to offset the impact of their development. The Planning Obligations supplementary guidance
emphasises that any infrastructure or contributions sought are proportionate to the development
proposed.



e The catchment schools of Dyce Primary School and Dyce Academy have capacity. Otherwise
any current issues with the provision of education at the schools is a matter for the Council in its
capacity as education authority to address (issue 18). Childcare provision is not covered by
developer obligations (issue 19).

¢ In terms of community facilities, in this instance, plans for expansion of community facilities are
not at an advanced enough stage to reasonably secure a contribution.

e The closest publicly available sports facilities are those at Bucksburn Swimming Pool and the
adjacent Beacon Sports Centre. A contribution of £49,450.00 has been sought for these facilities
to increase capacity. (issue 20)

e Provision of healthcare is the responsibility of NHS Grampian and infrastructure requirements
have been calculated with the NHS based on national health standards. In this instance, a
contribution of £202,462.00 would be directed towards replacing the existing health centre at
Dyce. The delivery of a replacement health centre or any existing capacity issues would be for
the NHS to address (issue 17)

e New developments are required to install or upgrade core paths that are designated within the
site and contribute to any cumulative impacts on surrounding core paths. Contributions would be
directed towards A contribution of £73,582.00 is sought which would go towards resurfacing and
making Core Paths CP6/AP6 and CP71 more cycle friendly. (issue 21)

e Services have been consulted on open space, however, at this juncture, no response has been
received. Therefore, in this instance, no contribution is sought (issue 27).

In summary, developer obligations would be sought to offset the impact of the development on the
relevant community infrastructure in accordance with Policy I1. (Issue 46)

The development is for social housing and it is planned that it would be operated by the Council.
Therefore, it complies with Policy H5 (Affordable Housing).

Flooding, Drainage and Water Quality

Policy NE6 makes provisions to avoid flooding and ensure that surface water and foul drainage are
dealt with satisfactorily. A drainage impact assessment (DIA) has been submitted which shows that
there are existing combined sewers in the area which can be connected to — a prerequisite in areas
where sewers are available. With regards to surface water, permeable paving and stone filled filter
trenches would be utilised to provide run-off with two levels of treatment as per the SUDS guidance.
Cellular storage would attenuate flows which would finally be discharged into the culverted
watercourse located to the north on Formartine Road. The drainage proposals have been reviewed
by SEPA and the Council’'s Flooding Team and found to be acceptable, subject to detailed designs
being confirmed by condition.

Potentially Contaminated Land

The site was historically a car park and a health club and has undergone demolition; it is currently
undeveloped with some of the historic hardstanding left in-situ. A Geo-Environmental Desk
Study has been undertaken by the applicant to determine whether there is any risk from
contamination on the land. It has been reviewed by Environmental Health officers who are in
agreement that the ground conditions recorded onsite do not represent a constraint to development
from a contamination perspective and no remedial works are necessary. However, the western
portion of the site where the existing car park is has not been investigated to-date and officers would



recommend that this area should be investigated to confirm the ground conditions and absence of
significant contamination. Subject to further investigation taking place which would normally be
subject of a condition, the proposal would comply with Policy R2 (Degraded and Contaminated
Land).

Aviation Safeguarding

Policy B4 — (Aberdeen Airport) states that any proposed development must not compromise the
safe operation of the airport. Matters such as the height of buildings, external lighting, landscaping,
bird hazard management and impact on communication and navigation equipment are taken into
account in assessing any potential impact. Aberdeen International Airport have been consulted and
confirm that a bird hazard management plan would be required and that they would need to be
consulted on the landscaping scheme for the development. These would normally be dealt with
through a condition.

NATS, operator of the Perwiness Radar was also consulted to determine if proposed buildings and
structures would have an adverse impact upon the operation of the radar. NATS has confirmed that
there would be the proposed development does not conflict with technical safeguarding criteria.

Therefore, the proposal is in accordance with Policy B4.
Other Matters

Conditions are attached requiring details to be submitted relating to compliance with water efficiency
low and zero carbon building requirements, in accordance with Policy R7 (Low & Zero Carbon Build
& Water Efficiency). A further condition relating to submission of a Dust Management Plan to
mitigate against any dust problems during construction in accordance with Policy T4 - Air Quality,
and Construction Environmental Management Plan (at the request of SEPA) have also been
attached.

Policy CI1 (Digital Infrastructure) expects all new residential development to have access to modern,
up-to-date high-speed communications infrastructure. Given the location of the development it is
expected that such infrastructure would be readily available.

Other Matters Raised in Representations

e Dog fouling is a criminal offence. It would be unreasonable to refuse a planning application on
the basis that dog fouling may increase as there is separate legislation to address it and this is
not a material planning consideration. (Issue 16)

e The impact new development has on property prices is not a material planning consideration.
(Issue 30)

e Any matters of crime and anti-social behaviour would be matters for Police Scotland and the
Council as landlord. Police Scotland Architectural Liaison Officer has advised that the area has
a generally low-level crime and this development causes no extra concern in relation to crime
and a policing perspective. (Issue 31)

e The LDP encourages mixed communities with a variety of tenure types and unit sizes, to
encourage a diverse range of people to live in an area. Therefore, there is no concern with



allowing rented accommodation adjacent what is reportedly owner occupied only housing at
Burnside Road. (/ssue 33)

e Disruption during construction is not generally a material planning consideration as it is inevitable
that this would be the case. Notwithstanding it would be normal practice to attach a condition
requiring submission of a construction environmental management plan and dust management
plan to protect the environment and to prevent excessive nuisance to residents. Otherwise
excessive construction noise is under the control of the Council’s Environmental Health service
(Issue 34).

e Each planning application is considered on its own merits against planning policy and the context
of the site. Approval of one application does not set a precedent for another. (/ssue 35)

e The planning authority is required to consider the application before it, rather than potential
alternatives that may or may not happen. Therefore, even if an alternative use was a preference,
this application must be considered on its own individual merits. (/ssue 36)

Administrative Matters Raised in Representations

e The required neighbour notification of properties within 20m of the application site and
advertisement in the local press was undertaken in accordance with the Development
Management regulations, which allows 3 weeks for responses to be sent to the planning
authority. Additionally, the applicant carried out the statutory pre-application consultation
process, which comprised: two public events attended by 70 individuals. They also issued 200
letters to homes and business within the vicinity. Over 320 representations were received to the
application, which is significantly more than most applications. Therefore, the assertion that there
was a lack of publicity for the application is considered unfounded. (/ssue 38)

e The planning authority do not make allowance for school holidays in terms of notifications as to
do so would unacceptably affect the efficient processing of applications. (/Issue 39)

e The planning authority are aware of a small number of representations being received that
appear to be from individuals with business associations to the applicant. Nothing prevents such
submissions, and anyone is entitled to submit a representation. (/ssue 40)

e The planning authority are required to consider the proposal before it, which has be done. (Issue
41)

Conclusion

The provision of affordable homes is welcomed and would contribute towards the Council’s aim of
providing more affordable homes as identified in the Strategic Business Plan. Additionally, the mix
of units proposed has been shaped by the requirements of the Council housing waiting list, with
specific focus on families. Accommodation is also earmarked for military veterans (Issue 42, 43 and
45).

Internal noise limits can be achieved, as a result of significant mitigation measures and when
measured with windows closed (albeit external noise is generally at the very limit of acceptability).
Acceptable external noise levels can be achieved in many of the identified amenity areas, although
significant sections would not. On balance it is therefore considered that the findings of the NIA and
associated mitigation measures would be acceptable and constitute a material consideration which
would outweigh the automatic assumption against residential development contained within Policy
B4 of the Local Development Plan. The variables contributing to the future noise environment are



fairly uncertain in terms of whether noise will increase or decrease in future years and therefore,
cannot be relied upon, at this stage as a material planning consideration in determining this
application.

Heads of Terms of any Legal Agreement

A legal agreement would be required to secure the payment of developer obligations outlined earlier
in the report.

RECOMMENDATION

Approve conditionally subject to legal agreement

REASON FOR RECOMMENDATION

The variables contributing to the future noise environment are fairly uncertain and cannot be relied
upon in terms of whether noise will increase or decrease in future years. The noise impact
assessment demonstrates that internal and external noise limits are achievable (albeit external
noise is generally at the very limit of acceptability and some amenity areas would exceed recognised
standards). Taking this into account it is considered that acceptable levels of internal and external
noise could be achieved in accordance with the threshold noise level identified by Policy T5 (Noise).
This detailed site-specific information on noise levels is considered a material consideration which
would outweigh the automatic presumption against residential development within the 57dB noise
contour contained within Policy B4 (Aberdeen Airport).

Given the existing mix of uses, it is considered that residential use could be satisfactorily
accommodated on the site without automatically or obviously prejudicing the existing surrounding
uses, thus can be considered in accordance with Policy H2 (Mixed Use Areas).

The integrity of the green space network would be maintained in accordance with Policy NE1 (Green
Space Network)

With regards to the requirements of Policy T2 (Managing the Transport Impact of Development) and
Policy T3 (Sustainable and Active Travel) the proposal has adequate links to the surrounding urban
environment and services, and the traffic impact on nearby junctions is below the threshold at which
any intervention would be required. Notably, the development would have a significantly less impact
than the previously consented office development. Overall the site is considered to have a good
level of accessibility and in combination with the high level of cycle parking proposed, results in an
adequate level of parking. However, this parking will require to be robustly managed to ensure that
it is not used by parties not associated to future residents.

A sufficient mix of unit sizes is proposed and therefore it is considered that the aims of Policy H4
(Housing Mix) are met. With regards to Policy H3 (Density) despite the density being high, the extent
of amenities in Dyce being less expansive, and public transport not as extensive as the city centre,
the high number of units allows efficient use of the land and the delivery of social housing. Similarly,
although more prevalent that other recent development and limiting resident's amenity, the
significant number of single aspects flats allows for a higher number of units to be developed in the
manner proposed.

Whilst the scale of the buildings would sit comfortably within their wider surroundings, in terms of
their general mass, there is considered significant scope to improve the design and layout of the
development from that presented. Although the quantity and quality of the open space proposed



within the site falls somewhat short of that expected by Policy NE4 (Open Space Provision in New
Development) the presence of accessible public open elsewhere in the locality means that, on
balance, the open space provision is considered acceptable. However, there remains tension with
Policy D1 (Quality Placemaking by Design) both in terms of the design and layout of buildings and
the spaces surrounding them.

Suitable developer obligations would be sought to offset the impact of the development on the
relevant community infrastructure, so as to accord with Policy 11, and the development would be
considered to comply with Policy H5 (Affordable Housing) as it is entirely proposed as social
housing.

Technical matters relating to drainage Policy NE6 (Flooding and Drainage), Policy B4 (Aberdeen
Airport), Policy R2 (Degraded and Contaminated Land), Policy R6 (Waste Management
Requirements for New Development) and Policy R7 (Low & Zero Carbon Buildings & Water
Efficiency) have been addressed satisfactorily or would be subject of conditions.

CONDITIONS

(01) SITE INVESTIGATION AND RISK ASSESSMENT

No development shall take place unless a scheme to deal with any contamination on or within the
land forming the surface car park part of the site has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the planning authority. The scheme shall follow the procedures outlined in Planning Advice Note 33
(Development of Contaminated Land) and shall be conducted by a suitably qualified person in
accordance with best practice as detailed in BS10175 (Investigation of Potentially Contaminated
Sites - Code of Practice) and other best practice guidance and include:

(i) an investigation to determine the nature and extent of contamination;

(i) a site-specific risk assessment; and

(i)  a remediation plan to address any significant risks and ensure the site is fit for the use
proposed.

Thereafter no block shall be occupied, unless for that block:

(i) any long-term monitoring and reporting that may be required by the approved scheme of
contamination or remediation plan or that otherwise has been required in writing by the
planning authority is being undertaken; and

(i) a report specifically relating to the block has been submitted and approved in writing by
the planning authority that verifies that remedial works to fully address contamination
issues related to the block(s) have been carried out, unless the planning authority has
given written consent for a variation. The final block shall not be occupied unless a report
has been submitted and approved in writing by the planning authority that verifies the
completion of the remedial works for the entire site, unless the planning authority has
given written consent for a variation.

Reason - In order to ensure that the site is fit for human occupation in accordance with Policy R2 -
Degraded and Contaminated Land.

(02) PROGRAMME OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL WORKS

No development (including site stripping, service provision or establishment of site compounds) shall
take place unless an archaeological written scheme of investigation (WSI) has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the planning authority and a programme of archaeological works has



been carried out in accordance with the approved WSI. The WSI shall include details of how the
recording and recovery of archaeological resources found within the application site shall be
undertaken, and how any updates, if required, to the written scheme of investigation will be provided
throughout the implementation of the programme of archaeological works. Should the
archaeological works reveal the need for post excavation analysis the development hereby
approved shall not be occupied unless a post-excavation research design (PERD) for the analysis,
publication and dissemination of results and archive deposition has been submitted to and approved
in writing by the planning authority. The PERD shall be carried out in complete accordance with the
approved details.

Reason - To safeguard and record the archaeological potential of the area, specifically in relation to
the former Aberdeenshire Canal which crosses the site, in accordance with Policy D4 - Historic
Environment

(03) TREE PROTECTION

No development (including site stripping or service provision) shall take place unless the tree
protection fencing shown on Astell Associates drawing WRD-1805TP (Rev.A) has been
implemented. Thereafter the fencing shall remain in place for the duration of construction of the
development.

Reason — To protect trees from damage during construction. in accordance with Policy NE5 - Trees
and Woodlands.

(04) CONSTRUCTION ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (CEMP)

No development (including site stripping, service provision or establishment of site compounds)
within any phase or block shall take place unless a site-specific construction environmental
management plan (CEMP) for that particular phase or block has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the planning authority in consultation with SEPA. The CEMP must address (i) surface
water management; (ii) site waste management; and (iii) pollution prevention. Thereafter
development shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved CEMP.

Reason - In order to minimise the impacts of necessary demolition / construction works on the
environment.

(05) DUST MANAGEMENT PLAN

No development (including site stripping or service provision) within any particular phase or block
shall take place unless a Dust Management Plan for the construction phase of development has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority. Such management plan shall
specify dust mitigation measures and controls, responsibilities and any proposed monitoring regime.
Thereafter development (including demolition) shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved
plan.

Reason - In order to control air pollution from dust associated with the construction of the
development in accordance with Policy T4 - Air Quality.

(06) BIRD HAZARD MANAGEMENT PLAN

No development associated with any particular phase or block shall take place unless a Bird Hazard
Management Plan has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority in
consultation with Aberdeen International Airport. The submitted plan shall include details of the
management of any flat/shallow pitched roofs (pitch less than 15°) on buildings within the site which



may be attractive to nesting, roosting and “loafing” birds. The management plan shall comply with
Advice Note 8 ‘Potential Bird Hazards from Building Design’.

The Bird Hazard Management Plan shall be implemented as approved, on completion of the
development and shall remain in force for the life of the building. No subsequent alterations to the
plan are to take place unless first submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority in
consultation with Aberdeen International Airport.

Reason - It is necessary to manage the development in order to minimise its attractiveness to birds
which could endanger the safe movement of aircraft and the operation of Aberdeen Airport.

(07) NOISE MITIGATION SCHEME (FLATS)

No development associated with any particular block shall take place unless a scheme
demonstrating that the design specification for (i) facades, windows and glazing for that block, and
(i) the living wall acoustic screens, are capable of achieving the necessary noise mitigation
contained within the Noise Assessment (60566497 _NIA_v5 011118) and dated 1 November 2018,
produced by AECOM, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.
Thereafter that block shall not be occupied unless the block has been constructed in accordance
with the agreed scheme.

Reason - In order to ensure that residents of the development are adequately protected from
external noise.

(08) ALTERNATIVE MEANS OF VENTILATION

No development associated with any particular block shall take place unless a scheme
demonstrating that suitable ventilation for each of the units within that block has been submitted to
and approved in writing by the planning authority. Thereafter no unit within that block shall be
occupied unless the buildings have been constructed in accordance with the agreed scheme.

Reason - In order that satisfactory ventilation can be provided to flats without windows being opened,
which could result in exposure to excessive noise levels.

(09) WATER EFFICENCY

No development associated with any particular block shall take place unless a scheme of water
efficiency for that particular block has been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning
authority. The statement should take into account the advice provided in CIRIA publication C723
(Water sensitive urban design in the UK) and specify the measures proposed to incorporate water
saving technology into the development so as to achieve gold standard for water use efficiency in
domestic buildings. Thereafter no block shall be occupied unless the approved measures have been
implemented in the construction of the development.

Reason - In order to reduce pressure on water abstraction from the River Dee and the impact on
water infrastructure.

(10) LOW AND ZERO CARBON BUILDINGS

No development associated with any particular block shall take place unless a scheme detailing
compliance with the Council's 'Low and Zero Carbon Buildings' supplementary guidance has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority. Thereafter no units shall be occupied
unless any recommended measures specified within that scheme for that unit for the reduction of
carbon emissions have been implemented in full. Reason - to ensure that the development complies



with requirements for reductions in carbon emissions specified in the City Council's relevant
published Supplementary Guidance document, 'Low and Zero Carbon Buildings'.

(11) EXTERNAL FINISHING MATERIALS

No development associated with the external finishing materials of any particular block shall take
place unless a scheme detailing all external finishing materials to the roof and walls of the proposed
buildings has been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority. Thereafter the
development shall be finished in accordance with the approved scheme unless a written variation
has been approved by the planning authority.

Reason - In the interests of visual amenity.

(12) LANDSCAPING

No development associated with the landscaping of the site shall take place unless a detailed
scheme of hard and soft landscaping covering all areas of public and private open/green space has

been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority. The scheme shall include
details of —

i) Existing and proposed finished ground levels;

ii) Existing landscape features, trees and vegetation to be retained or removed;

iii) Existing and proposed services and utilities including cables, pipelines and
substations;

iv) Proposed woodland, tree and shrub numbers, densities, locations, species, sizes and
stage of maturity at planting;

V) Location, design and materials of walls, fences, gates and street furniture;

Vi) Arrangements for the management and maintenance of existing and proposed open
space and landscaped areas; and

vii)  Proposed hard surface finishing materials.

All soft landscaping proposals shall be carried out in accordance with the approved scheme and
shall be completed during the planting season immediately following the commencement of each
respective phase of the development or such other date as may be agreed in writing with the
Planning Authority. Any planting which, within a period of 5 years from the completion of each phase
of the development, in the opinion of the Planning Authority is dying, being severely damaged or
becoming seriously diseased, shall be replaced by plants of similar size and species to those
originally required to be planted.

Reason - In order to integrate the development into the surrounding landscape, increasing the
biodiversity value of the site and creating a suitable environment for future residents and to
safeguard the operations of Aberdeen International Airport.

(13) EXTERNAL LIGHTING

No development associated with the external lighting scheme shall take place unless a scheme of
external lighting for the footpaths and car parks has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the planning authority. Thereafter no block shall be occupied unless the external lighting covering
the car parking spaces, footpaths and communal areas associated with that block has been
implemented in accordance with the approved details.

Reason - In order to create a suitable residential & visual amenity and ensure public safety.

(14) CAR CLUB PARKING SPACES



That no development associated with the provision of the car parks shall take place unless a scheme
showing the location of three ‘car club only’ parking spaces has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Planning Authority. Thereafter, unless otherwise agreed in writing with the planning
authority, no unit shall be occupied unless (i) the car club only parking spaces have been constructed
and are available for use and any associated signs or road markings have been implemented, in
accordance with a phasing plan if necessary; and (ii) a traffic regulation order (TRO) is in place to
restrict the use of the parking spaces to car club vehicles only.

Reason - In order to encourage modal shift away from the private car.
(15) BOUNDARIES

No development associated with boundaries of the proposed development shall take place unless
a scheme (including phasing) of any site boundary enclosures across the entire development has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. Thereafter no unit shall be
occupied unless the said scheme has been implemented, in accordance with the phasing plan.

Reason - In order to create a suitable residential and visual amenity.
(16) PROVISION OF ACCESS ROAD AND CAR PARKING

No block shall be occupied unless a phasing plan for the provision of the junctions with Wellheads
Avenue and Wellheads Road and car parking spaces (in accordance with Halliday Fraser Munro
drawing 10611 P(00)003H) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority.
Thereafter no block shall be occupied unless the infrastructure associated with that block and
identified in the phasing plan has been constructed and is available for use. In the case of parking
spaces located on Wellheads Avenue, prior to the occupation of any flat within the development the
spaces shall be demarcated with signage as private spaces associated with the development.

Parking areas shall not thereafter be used for any purpose other than the parking of vehicles
ancillary to the development.

Reason - In the interests of public safety and the free flow of traffic.
(17) PLAY AREA

No block shall be occupied unless (i) details of the proposed play areas; and (ii) a phasing plan for
their provision, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Planning Authority. In
designing the scheme reference should be made to Part 8 of the Council's Open Space
Supplementary Guidance.

Reason - In order to ensure satisfactory provision of play facilities.
(18) DRAINAGE

The development shall not be occupied unless all drainage works detailed in the approved Drainage
Assessment (121951-SA — May 2018, Issue 4) produced by Fairhurst or such other plan as may
subsequently be approved in writing by the planning authority for the purpose have been installed
in complete accordance with the said plan.

Reason - In order to safeguard water qualities in adjacent watercourses and to ensure that the
proposed development can be adequately drained.

(19) WASTE STORAGE PROVISION



No block shall be occupied unless the waste storage area for that particular block has been provided
in accordance with Halliday Fraser Munro drawings 10611-P(00)003B and 10611-P(00)019A or
such other drawing as may be approved in writing by the Planning Authority.

Reason - In order to ensure suitable waste storage facilities are available for residents and to protect
public health.

(20) CYCLE PARKING

No block shall be occupied unless (i) the residents cycle store within that block has been constructed
and is available for use and (ii) a scheme of short-stay cycle parking for that block, showing the
location and design of cycle stands for visitors, has been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Planning Authority and such approved scheme has been implemented.

Reason - In order to encourage cycling.
(21) RESIDENTIAL TRAVEL PACK

No block shall be occupied unless a residential travel pack, aimed at encouraging use of modes of
transport other than the private car, has been submitted to and approved by the Planning Authority.
Thereafter the pack shall be provided to each flat on occupation.

Reason - In order to encourage use of more sustainable modes of transport.
(22) 20MPH SPEED LIMIT

No block shall be occupied unless a scheme showing a 20mph speed limit along Wellheads Avenue
has been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning authority.

Thereafter, no unit shall be occupied unless (i) all signs and markings for the 20mph speed limit
scheme have been implemented; and (ii) a traffic regulation order is in place to ensure the 20mph
speed limit has effect.

Reason — In the interests of road safety.
(23) ELECTRIC VEHICLE CHARGING POINTS

That no flats shall be occupied unless

(i) details of the type and location of electric vehicle charging points and bays;

(i) markings and signage to identify the bays, have been submitted to and approved in writing
by the Planning Authority;

(i)  a phasing plan for their provision, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the
planning authority.

(i)  the charging points and bays shall be provided in accordance with the agreed phasing
plan.

Reason - In order to provide for and encourage the use of electric vehicles.



