Public Consultation Outcomes Affecting the Banchory Development Plan Rev 1
Introduction

A Town Forum meeting hosted by Banchory Community Council was held on 3 May 2009 to discuss Aberdeenshire Council’s Major Issues Report (MIR). Some 60 people (including the three Ward 16 Councillors) attended the meeting. The vast majority of those present had been provided with the relevant parts of the Major Issues Report and other background information ahead of the meeting. 
Following a presentation to the Forum concerning the Major Issues Report, its proposals concerning Banchory and district and its relevance to the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan, five groups were formed, with facilitators for each group, to discuss the following questions:
· Proposed population strategy (the number of houses allocated to Banchory & district) 

· Impact on Banchory of surrounding development

· Locations for new housing in Banchory & district including the Council Planner’s position re housing south of river and around Sunset Seat 

· Location of new Banchory cemetery?

· Proposed policy changes and their alternatives

· Developer contributions for facilities serving sub-regional areas.

· Planning within the landscape.

· How can design quality be improved?
· Town Forum issues not considered in MIR

· Academy - rebuild & location

· Relief Road – reserving land for a possible future relief road

· North Banchory Infrastructure – the need for local facilities to match housing

· Town Centre – redevelopment possibilities

· Amount/type/location of affordable housing, including for the retired
· Town balance related to preferred development locations

· Council Planner’s view of business land area/location

· Sufficiency of sports fields

The groups’ comments were captured by the facilitators and then delivered by each group to the full Forum in a plenary session. All recorded comments have been placed on a spread sheet and sorted against the 20 questions raised by Aberdeenshire Council (hereafter referred to as “the Council”) planners in the MIR. 
The Forum comments have been analysed and, together with the outcomes of the Making it Real consultation (500 people involved) and the previous Town Forum meeting of 18 March 2009 (50 people involved), provide the basis for the commentary on the Major Issues Report given below. The commentary is written against the Council planners’ questions. All comments from the above sources can be found on the Community Website (www.banchory.org).
Commentary on the Major Issues Report
Q9. Is this an appropriate settlement strategy to follow for rural areas?
The allocation of 300 new houses to Banchory over the term of the Local Development Plan (2011-2023) was generally, although not unanimously, considered acceptable by the Forum as a modicum of growth was believed either necessary or best not objected to. More than this number of new houses was not supported (the MIR term “approximately 300” is noted but not supported) and it was observed that some 20 houses are currently under construction at Hill of Banchory and a further 140 houses remain to be built at that location under the existing Local Plan. 

Alongside this general acceptance of the Council planners’ housing number proposals is a very strongly held view that community facilities need to be significantly improved for existing housing development under the current Local Plan ahead of further development taking place and needs to be supplied in parallel with any new development that takes place. This is discussed in greater depth later under Q20.
Q10. Is this an appropriate approach & policy to adopt for developer contributions?

Given the community’s view of the facilities problems related to recent Hill of Banchory development discussed under Q20 below, there was strong support for the preferred policy declared under “Developer contributions for facilities serving sub-regional areas” and in Appendix i of the MIR of being clear up-front with developers concerning the type and scale of infrastructure needed to support any development and for the up-front funding by the Council for selected strategic new infrastructure. The provision of development master plans for specific areas was also strongly supported (also see Q20 below).
Q13. Is this an appropriate approach & policy to adopt to protect & enhance landscapes within Aberdeenshire? 

The issues addressed by “Planning within the landscape” were all well recognised as pertinent to Banchory and district’s situation and the policy set out in Appendix v of the MIR, including the designation of “valued scenic views”, is fully supported. In this respect, the river and Scolty Hill and its approaches were specifically mentioned by the Forum.
Q17. Is the use of the 8-fold rural classification appropriate for Aberdeenshire?

Although this question was not addressed directly, Banchory’s classification within the 8-Fold Urban Rural Classification was seen as correct.

Q18. Is this an appropriate policy to adopt to improve design quality?
Given its views on Hill of Banchory development, the Forum was in full agreement with the planners’ comment in “How can design quality be improved” that the standard of new developments could be significantly better, that good design just could not be added on to an already finished product and that a comprehensive approach is needed to all the issues involved. 
In the draft policy set out in Appendix vii of the MIR, it is apparent from Forum comment that item g) respect for its (the development’s) setting, should specifically include respect for the location’s environment. (This is perhaps implicit in item e) optimising biodiversity, but best reinforced in g)). Apart from this caveat, the draft policy is fully supported and the expectation that developers will involve communities from the outset concerning the design is noted with distinct approval.
Additional comments on design are included in the report’s response to Q20 below.

Q19. Do you have any views on the way in which AC delivers on the "over-development of allocated sites"?

A significant Forum concern was that there should be some mechanism to cap the number of houses on the allocated sites so that the numbers do not exceed those stated in the MIR. The question was raised, “What is the reality of 300 being the number of houses we end up having?”

Q19. Do you have any views on the way in which AC delivers on the "scale & procurement of affordable housing"?

It was considered by the Forum that, given Banchory’s particular circumstances, the needs of retired people/people coming towards retirement in Banchory should be specifically addressed when considering affordable housing and that there was a market (undiscovered by developers) for, inter alia, affordable warden-supported retirement flats. 

The definition of “affordable” was questioned by the Forum and it was considered that the term requires clarification. The Forum has also expressed its concern over the “ghettoising” of affordable housing in existing developments and considered that this aspect requires more consideration when giving planning permission.
Q19. Do you have any views on the way in which AC delivers on the "supply of employment land"?

There is a lack of detail in the MIR concerning the location of employment land in Banchory, with only a general statement that M45 could be utilised to accommodate “some of Banchory’s housing and employment land needs”. This is discussed further under Q20 below.
Q20. What are your views on the sites preferred for development? Do you agree that these represent the best locations for development in the area? Do you think that other sites should be promoted for development other than those preferred? 
A. Development within Banchory

i) Key design issues

There were no objections raised by the Forum to the MIR statement concerning Banchory  that prefaces the discussion of developers’ proposals (p M5). The planners’ notes concerning the C19 detailing of buildings, street-to-street nature of older development, the need to utilise and/or preserve views, safeguarding the town’s setting both for tourism and visual amenity and the opportunities the surrounding woodlands offer for informal recreational activities have been noted and supported.
Given the number of issues that emerge in the discussions below concerning housing development locations, Banchory Academy, a possible relief road, town centre redevelopment and sports pitches, it is considered that there is an urgent need for a Banchory master plan as envisaged by the developer contributions policy discussed previously in this commentary. In this respect, Council planners are aware that Banchory & District Initiative Limited (BDI) has invited Robert Gordon University (RGU) to prepare such a master plan and its final year students will work on this for the university year 2009/10. It is hoped that the Council will work with BDI and RGU on the preparation of this master plan and that many of the issues discussed below can be resolved through this mechanism.

ii) Number of houses
Regarding the number of houses, the MIR states (M7 para 1) that “approximately 300 houses… are thought appropriate for the needs of the town over the lifetime of the plan.” It also states (M7 para 2) that the M45 proposal envisages 35 housing units. The MIR goes on to list (M7 para 4) M82, M46, M25, M51, M92 and, it is believed, states that these sites should be limited to 300 houses plus associated development land over the whole life of the plan. However, the wording of the MIR is ambiguous as to whether M82 and M46 are included in the sites limited to 300 houses and, additionally, M45 is not mentioned in any limitation. Planners are asked to confirm that the intent is that, wherever development may take place in North and South Banchory, the total number of houses will be limited to 300 over the lifetime of the plan. If the term “approximately 300” is maintained then planners are asked to clarify what this means.
As commented under Q9, there was general (but not unanimous) Forum support for the provision of a total of 300 houses in North and South Banchory over the lifetime of the plan (2011-2023) subject to the provision of adequate community infrastructure. There was no support for more than this number and there was a large caveat that community infrastructure should be brought into line with current needs before more development takes place in North Banchory.
iii) Location of housing development
The planners’ preferred location for housing is in M45 and M46. Given that M45 appears to be supported for some 35 houses then this would leave some 265 houses to be built in M46.

While the M46 developer is commended for the efforts made to explain its proposals to the community, there are significant environmental issues concerning M46 that need to be addressed before M46 would be considered satisfactory by the Forum for development of housing and a Natural Heritage Value report for this and other areas has been prepared by a Forum member, a draft of which is attached to this commentary as Appendix 1. As the report says, “The area to the north of the Hill of Banchory housing development is a sensitive area with a very high natural heritage value for both wildlife and landscape…It also has value with regard to the cultural heritage of Banchory, since it contains an historic 18-19th century croft which still has the small fields, old dykes and double sided ancient lanes present.” The report acknowledges that development of some parts of M46 would not be too detrimental to landscape, heritage or biodiversity and meetings are being sought with the developer to start a dialogue on the issues involved.

There has been no adverse comments made by the Forum or others concerning M45 Woodend development.

Additional to the environmental and heritage issues affecting M46, there was a general view expressed that new housing should not be in one location but “spread development rather than concentrate on HOB”. There is a continuing concern at the geographical imbalance of the town if development continues north of Hill of Banchory (“Is there a solution?”). It was commented that there was too much imbalance to the east and that the town should be reshaped to the north-west, west and south. It is apparent that M47/92 towards the north-west is closer to the town centre and development of this area starts to address the imbalance question to some degree. It is not, therefore, agreed that, as expressed in the MIR (pM7 para 3), development east of Raemoir Road would be less detrimental to the settlement’s amenity as a whole than development to the west of that road. However, the preservation of the Sunset Seat area to the west of Raemoir Road as a community asset was considered important.

Any comment made concerning locating a cemetery in M105 was positive.

The recent Forum had mixed views on development south of the river with some saying that some development could occur if sympathetically done. However, the previous Forum and the Making it Real inputs were strongly against such development for the reasons stated by planners in the MIR (pM7 para 6). (It is noted that the reference in the text to M76 (pM7 para 7) should be a reference to M75.)
No comments have been made concerning M130 Raemoir Lodge development.

iv) Banchory Academy

It is known that the redevelopment or replacement of Banchory Academy is not high in the Council’s list of school priorities. However, the community considers the matter urgent and, even if it cannot expect short term action would expect action (and has, it is believed, been led to expect action) within the next 10 years or so i.e. within the lifetime of the Plan (2011-2023). This being the case, it is noted that the MIR makes no comment on or provision for the land that would be required for a replacement Academy. The MIR’s only comment concerning the school is that new houses should be limited to 300 “to avoid impacts on school provision in the town” (pM7 para 4). 
There is a large community desire to retain the Academy as close to the centre of town as possible as the school’s (and its students’) connection with the town and the community use of its facilities are considered important to the town’s identity. While it is acknowledged that it would be impossible to provide 10 hectares at the present site, there are some views that there should be examination of the viability of i) moving the existing primary school and the Scolty Centre from the site thus making room for some expansion of facilities and ii) the viability of rebuilding on the current site while maintaining the education of the students. Against this proposition, many think that the existing school is not fit for purpose and that a new school is the only way forward to provide the quality of facilities needed for the present and the future.
It has been estimated by the Academy Parents Council that some 10 hectares of land would be necessary to supply an Academy fit for the 21st century and the failure of the MIR to address this issue is of great concern as failure to address it now will almost certainly mean that any future Academy replacement would become further removed from the town due to intervening housing development. Should the failure to address the matter in the MIR mean that the Council is not contemplating a future replacement Academy then this should be made clear to the community as a matter of urgency. (It is noted that the Council is forecasting a fall in the school roll but it is not known whether this takes account of MIR housing predictions for its catchment area.) A developer has mentioned a possible site for a new Academy but this is considered to be too far removed from the town centre and would mean much more pupil transport being required. It is believed that a joint meeting of interested parties to consider this matter should be arranged by the Council.
v) Banchory relief road

There is increasing community concern about the amount of traffic through the High Street to the point where many feel that the quality of the High Street environment is already coming under serious pressure. With Banchory forming the gateway to the strong visitor attraction of Royal Deeside (with four major routes to Deeside converging in Banchory) and with the population growth plans set out in the Aberdeen/Shire Structure Plan, it is apparent that the amount of traffic through Banchory will only increase over the period of the Structure Plan. It is difficult to forecast by how much traffic will increase but it could be of the order of 25-30%. As the MIR states (pM7 para 1), “In Banchory’s case two of the main (planning) considerations are the need to safeguard the settlement’s setting both in terms  of the contribution this makes to tourism and to the visual amenity it affords local residents…”

While not unanimous, there is a developing (majority?) view that there needs to be planning provision for a relief road around Banchory that might be needed at some time in the future to take A93 and A98 through traffic. It is considered that if provision for such a road is not made now then this opportunity will be lost for ever and future generations could damn the lack of vision shown at this time.

Council planners have stated that half a relief road exists already in the Hill of Banchory East and Hill of Banchory West roads but have commented that any extension of this road to the west would have to be funded from future housing development along the route of the road as it cannot be seen that the Council could fund such a road. It is acknowledged that, if the latter comment is true, there are concerns at what this might mean in the way of future housing development but it is an issue that needs addressing squarely at this time in relation to developers’ current proposals if the possibility of a relief road is to remain open.

A developer has shown a tentative route for such a relief road off the A93 that uses part of Hill of Banchory East road at the eastern end of the town and rejoins the A93 to the west of the town beyond Burnett Park. However this route is not considered satisfactory for the reasons discussed in A iii) above due to its penetration of land in M46. 

It is considered that Council planners, developers and the community need to come together on this issue in order to consider a way forward. 
vi) Town centre development
There has been a belief expressed throughout the last year’s various community discussions that much improvement could be made to the attraction and attractiveness of Banchory town centre by judicious and sympathetic redevelopment of the areas containing the present Bellfield retirement home, Bellfield car park, the recreation grounds and, perhaps, the caravan park together with upgrading of the Town Hall and Bellfield and KGV parks (including the provision of the proposed KGV pavilion). Such redevelopment would increase the very limited size of the town centre and, it is believed, make the town significantly more attractive to both residents and visitors. (Additionally, there is considerable concern over possible relocation of the Health Centre) Although there are no proposals in the MIR for any such redevelopment it is considered that this could be commercially attractive and that a master plan as envisaged by the MIR developer contributions policy should be drawn up. In this respect, as discussed in i) above Banchory & District Initiative Limited has invited Robert Gordon University to prepare a master plan for the whole of Banchory that will, of course, include the town centre. It could be that such a proposal could be included in the 2016 review of the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan. 

One matter that has come to the attention of the community concerning the town centre is its very limited official area as shown in the current Local Plan. It is considered that this official area designated as the town centre requires expansion to include areas that the community would always consider part of the town centre e.g. Town Hall, Burgh offices, shopping area to the east of the High Street traffic lights, the south side of Bridge Street, Bellfield Retirement Home, Bellfield Park, Health Centre, recreation grounds. The Council’s position on this matter is sought.

vii) Football pitches

The MIR does not address the urgent resolution necessary concerning the provision of adequate land to supply the demands of the football teams in the town. Tillybrake becomes unusable after significant rainfall and other pitches are overused or at a distance from the town. Council is asked to clarify its thinking on this matter which has been an issue for several years.
viii) Design quality of new developments
As noted under Q18, the proposed policy concerning the design quality of developments is fully supported. 

Expressed community views are strongly against the style of development of Hill of Banchory to date with its car dominated, closed-in, cut-off nature with separate developments catering for different economic groups. It is felt that a reversion to older styles of development – “Road design - maintain traditional character - no cul-de-sacs” – is necessary (as mentioned in the MIR (pM5 para 8)) and that cycle and walking paths to the town centre are important. Mixed housing development with large and small houses (including affordable housing) is favoured as is smaller individual developments rather than large estates. The town and Scottish identities need to be retained in new development. Community facilities need to be designed in and supplied in parallel with housing development. The retention of views, good woodland and existing paths is important and areas of outstanding biodiversity also need to be retained.
ix) Community facilities at Hill of Banchory
A continuing theme of Making it Real and the two Town Forum discussions has been the lack of community facilities in the Hill of Banchory development, other than a primary school and some east-west pathways. It has been commented, inter alia, that the present Hill of Banchory development has no heart and that it is a housing ghetto without quality. The development is almost entirely car-dependent for any transactional movement.
Facilities that are seen as important are local shops, post boxes, leisure/natural park, good transport (e.g. Westhill), north/south paths connecting with the town centre, cycle-friendly access. There has been a universal view that these facilities need to be put in place before there is any further development in Hill of Banchory. How this might occur has not been concluded but there is a conviction felt that planning permissions should have insisted on such provision in parallel with development and that Council and developer do not appear to have worked together on this. (We are advised that Council has not yet even accepted the main roads into its care.) 
It is acknowledged that aspects of these facilities involve commercial investment and that the developer has indicated a site for a neighbourhood centre that could accommodate some of these facilities but there is no knowledge within the community that development in this area has been sought for by the developer. The developer’s website makes the following statement, “The proposed neighbourhood centre will incorporate a range of community uses, including some small scale retail development. The exact final uses are not yet agreed, but the plan shows an indicative layout for the site. The development will allow a number of facilities to be located within easy walking distance from the current and proposed housing in the town, thereby reducing the need for car journeys.” This would be excellent if only action on this centre could be seen.
As indicated above, it has been commented that Hill of Banchory lacks a heart and part of this heart is a community hall. The Hill of Banchory Primary School was designed in conjunction with the community to serve this purpose but the nature of the PPFI development of the school has put large barriers in the way of community use of the facility that have not been overcome to date. The Council and the community need to work together to resolve this problem and this will be pursued by the Community Council or Banchory & District Initiative Limited..

It is considered that the strict application of the proposed policies concerning developer contributions and design quality must be made on all developments that do not yet have planning permission so as to ensure the adequacy of community infrastructure in parallel with housing development.
xi) Employment land
The MIR states (pM7 para 1), “… an additional 2ha of employment land (is) thought appropriate for the needs of the town over the whole life of the plan.” The only other comment made in the MIR on this subject (pM7 para 2) is that M45 could be used to accommodate “some of Banchory’s …employment land needs”.
The developer’s proposal for M45 includes the following: 

“What use do you propose for the site? Opportunity for developments related to tourism, appropriate to edge of town location. Playing fields, additional allotments, church (has outline planning permission), café/bistro (has detailed permission), park and ride, clan centre, eco village, Scotcat facility incorporating eco chalets.” The developer also proposes “that Aberdeenshire Council identify the Woodend area as a development opportunity site, within specific guidelines that developments must be of a sustainable, tourist or community use, and be of the very highest standards of environmental impacts.”
It is not clear how the developer’s proposals sit with the MIR statements concerning M45 accommodating (some of) Banchory employment land needs as there appear to be restrictions placed by the developer on what the land will be used for. While there is no objection to the developer’s proposals for this area which, indeed, are considered appropriate, it is apparent that greater clarity is needed as to where the Council planners consider that employment land for more general purposes would be located. Without this clarity, it is impossible for the community to make a considered judgement.
There is concern expressed by the community as to whether 2ha of employment land is adequate for Banchory over the lifetime of the plan as there is a wish to see much more local employment of a type appropriate to Banchory that offers opportunities to avoid commuting and for young people growing up in Banchory the opportunity to remain in the town. It is believed that the lack of land (particularly for larger, office-based enterprises) is severely stifling economic viability, real sustainable development and increasing the commuter problem. It is acknowledged that there is not currently an organisation in place promoting Banchory as a place for business opportunities but there is a wish to try to put such an organisation into place.

B. Development outside of Banchory
i) General 

There was general support for the MIR proposals concerning development in Drumoak and Crathes, no comments on Strachan or Torphins proposals and some specific comments made concerning Inchmarlo and Bridge of Canny proposals. 
ii) Inchmarlo

While it was noted that the MIR justification for its preferred development of additional retirement units at Inchmarlo (M97) was to maintain the viability of the existing health care facilities on the site, there is Banchory community concern that the proposal would increase the overload on the Banchory health service facilities and that this needed proper consideration in approving any such proposal.

The proposed M63 or M64 developments give rise to concerns over their impact on Banchory infrastructure and facilities as there are virtually no facilities in Inchmarlo itself. If they were to proceed then this impact would need to be met through developer contributions to the impacted infrastructure and facilities. It is also noted that these developments would mean that Banchory and Inchmarlo would be tending to merge into one settlement.
iii) Bridge of Canny

It is believed that there should be no new villages developed in countryside but that small increases to existing villages are supportable. Given the above, the M77 proposal is not supported.
Regardless of any more development there is an urgent need for a pedestrian/cycle way from Bridge of Canny to Inchmarlo to Banchory

APPENDIX 1

DRAFT

The Natural Heritage Value of Land around Banchory which is currently being assessed for future development in the Main Issues Report  June2009

This report highlights the Natural Heritage Value of some of the land around  North Banchory which is currently being considered for development. Time has not allowed assessment of other sites  to the south and west of the town such as Auchattie , Glassel and Corsee Wood . A habitat map has been drawn up showing important habitats, target notes give further details about the site. Where a site is particularly species-rich a full species list of plants has been recorded.

1. The Biodiversity of Hill of Banchory  North ( East of Raemoir Road) M46 

The area directly to the north of the Hill of Banchory housing development is a sensitive  area with a very high natural heritage value for both wildlife and landscape . Wild orchids are frequent in the species –rich marshland and grassland. Bird life is abundant with nesting Lapwing, Whitethroat ,long-tailed tit, willow warbler and many others.  It also has value with regard to the cultural heritage of Banchory, since it is contains   an historic 18 -19th century croft  which still has the  small fields, old dykes and double sided ancient lanes present . 

It is very concerning that this area  (M46)has been selected as the preferred  area for housing development in the Main Issues Report (MIR) which recommends that 300 houses be built here.  This sensitive wildlife habitat which is currently completely undeveloped should be protected under Scottish Law from a large housing development. Some parts of M46 would not have such an impact on wildlife. Any development  here needs to take careful account of Natural Heritage issues.

A of total of 12 priority habitats covering approximately 50% of the area, and 15 priority species  are present  (listed below). The priority habitats and species  are as defined in the Scottish biodiversity list which satisfies requirements under section 2 (4) of the Nature Conservation (Scotland ) Act 2004. 

Priority Habitats on M46

· Lowland Mire/ wetland – (over 40 species recorded)      Approx 20-25 acres



· Dry acid grassland (lowland ) 70m  - Species rich ( over 30 spp recorded)Approx 15-20 acres

· Semi-natural broadleaved woodland  Birch,Gean, Oak,Aspen, Ash      Approx 10-15 acres

· Wet and riparian woodland – willow carr

· Aspen stand

· Arable and cultivated land ( Lapwing nest here)

· Field Margin and Boundary habitats

· Lowland wood pasture and boundary trees

· Scots pine woodland with mature ‘granny’ trees

· Lowland heathland

· Rivers and burns

· Ponds and open water 

Priority Species on M46

· Red Squirrel - breeding

· Otter (seen close by)

· Pipistrelle ( possibly other bats)

· Toad

· Frogs breeding

· Lizards/slow-worms

· Skylark- breeding

· Linnet

· Lapwing – Breeding

·  Bullfinch

· Songthrush – Breeding

· Snipe

· Yellow Hammer – Breeding

· Aspen

Birdlife is also abundant here, and should be surveyed.

The following target notes refer to numbers on the attached map.
M46 Hill of Banchory North ( East of Raemoir Road)   Grid Ref. 705 973
1. Line of mature Cherries  (15-20) Prunus avium with birch Betula sp and other species along historic settlement dykes and boundary walls. Grid ref 7020 :9730
2. Old Croft lane –double sided with Ash Fraxinus excelsior, Rowan  Sorbus aucuparia and Gorse Ulex galii Grid ref :7025 9734

3. Line of old willows , broom and Gorse

4. Area of wet heath   Calluna vulgaris/Erica cinerea and wet woodland Willow Salix sp and cherry Prunus avium. Birdlife abundant here with willow warblers, Chiff Chaff and many more. Grid ref :7015 9706
5. 1-2 acre birch woodland with Cherry, oak, rowan, Holly and Willow.7025 9722
6. Scots Pine woodland. Has been replanted though contains some magnificent mature ‘granny’ trees. It is now a fantastic wildlife habitat with  red squirrel dreys and many red squirrels living in the wood. Birdlife is also abundant here. Grid ref :7015 9720
7. Damp open riparian birch woodland with Rowan and  Cherry and gorse scrub with species rich ground flora . A total of 40 species were recorded here.  Grid ref :7032 9705 Appendix 1
8. Old dykes and lane system from historic croft with Birch, Rowan, Gorse and Broom . Yellow hammers appear to be nesting here. Grid Ref 9042 9722
9. Birch woodland (1 acre approx) with Cherry and Rowan  Grid ref 7040 9720
10. Marshy area with  many orchids Dactylorhiza purpurella  Grid ref:7045 9709

11. Extensive area  (3-5 acres) of broadleaved woodland unusually with a Bog Myrtle  Myrica gale understorey and gorse scrub on the edge. The ground flora is interesting and includes ;Tormentil  Potentilla erecta, Heath bedstraw Galium saxatile, Sweet vernal grass Anthoxanthum odoratum, Trientalis europeus. Dog violet Viola riviniana, Sedges Carex nigra, Marsh violet and Shagnum Moss.Grid ref 705 0 9705
12. Aspen Populus tremula stand approx 30 stems some quite mature.Grid ref:7050 9721

13. Cherry copse in field corner about 15 trees some very old. Grid ref 7052 9725

14. Extensive  species –rich mire/wetland / willow carr Approx 10-15 acres Over 40 species recorded ( Appendix 2 ) including many frequently located orchids Dactylorhiza purpurella, Bogbean Menyanthes trifoliate, Marsh cinqfoil Potentilla palustris and many other sedges grasses and wetland plants. Birdlife was strong here.Grid ref;7050 9727
15.  Species rich Bog Myrtle fen with abundant orchids (2 Species) , sedges (possibly 5 species) . A total of 38 species recorded  including 3 orchid species.(see appendix 2 ). A small area of wild time Thymus praecox  and Rockrose  Heliathemum numularium  can be found at the drier eastern end  Grid ref  711 971 Snipe and dragonflies seen here

16. Amalgamated with 11
17. Remnant (1 acre )  Calluna/Erica wet heath  with Myrica gale , sphagnum, Trientalis europea, Molinia, tricophurum and fantastic mature scots pine. Great for birdlife.Grid ref 7075 9705
18. Birch woodland (2-3 acres) undergrazed.

19. Lowland acid grassland –species rich with abundant orchids. Approximately 30 species found ( see Appendix 3)  Nesting Lapwing found on this site Grid ref 7085 9722

20. Riparian Ash woodland with birch willows and marshy areas with some open water used as a spawning area for frogs. Connecting field to south  is species-rich acid grassland with orchids. Grid ref 7038 9740   

This area has fantastic natural biodiversity, its value comes not only in the species-richness of the component habitats but in the mosaic they make up which provides  a network of interconnecting wildlife habitats , which further increases its natural heritage value.

 This site has huge potential as a  Local Nature Reserve which the residents of Banchory could walk or cycle to. Its development would be a great loss to Banchory  and it should be protected as a valued asset for both residents and tourists in the future.

2. Biodiversity  of Upper Lochton (West of Raemoir Road) M47 and M92

The natural heritage value of this site is low, about a third is  recently felled  spruce plantation which is currently covered in dead brash. The landscape value to Banchory as a whole is minimal as the land is either clear felled spruce woodland or rough pony paddocks. The area is surrounded by coniferous woodland to the west and north and sits close to the functioning centre of Banchory. There are some small copses of Birch and  rows of Cherry which should be preserved. 
Listed below are features of this area marked as target notes 21-29 on the attached map.

21. Paddocks with post and rail ( stone dykes removed)

22. Paddocks backing onto clear felled woodland

23. Boundary trees Birch, Rowan and cherry

24. Small patch of birch ½ acre – undergrazed

25. Birch scrub/regeneration

26. Pony paddocks

27. Mature spruce woodland – open with some bird interest,  possibly red squirrels here . 

28. Clear felled coniferous woodland

29. Clearfelled coniferous woodland

Appendix 1 –Target note 7 Hill of Banchory North . damp birch woodland
	Birch
	Betula sp

	Rowan
	Sorbus aucuparia

	Wild cherry or gean
	Prunus avium

	Whins
	Ulex galii

	Broom
	Cytus scoparius

	Sheep’s fescue
	Festuca ovina

	Red  Fescue
	Festuca rubra

	Tufted –hair grass
	Deschampsia caespitosa

	Soft Creeping Grass
	Holus mollis

	Cocksfoot
	Dactylus glomerata

	Sedge
	Carex nigra

	Tormentil
	Potentilla erecta

	Bird’s-foot trefoil
	Lotus corniculatus

	Red clover
	Trifolium pratense

	Sorrrel
	Rumex acetocella

	Angelica
	Angelica sylvestris

	Jointed rush
	Juncus articulatus

	Buttercup
	Ranunculus acris

	Wild raspberry
	Rubus idaeus

	Blackberry
	Rubus fruticosus

	Dog violet
	Viola riviniana

	Primrose
	Primula vulgaris

	Bugle
	Ajuga reptans

	Meadow sweet
	Filipendula ulmaria

	Sneezewort
	Achillea ptarmica

	Knapweed
	Centaurea nigra

	Soft rush
	Juncus effusus

	Bitter vetch
	Lathyrus montanus

	Yellow vetchling
	Lathyrus pratense

	Broad-leaved dock
	Rumex obtusifolius

	Dandilion
	Taraxacum officinalis

	vetch
	Vicia sativa

	Valerian
	Valerian officinalis

	Willowherb
	Epilobium sp

	Foxglove
	Digitalis purpurea

	Nettle
	Urtica dioica

	Common chickweed
	Stellaria media

	Male Fern
	Dryopteris felix-mas

	Silver weed
	Potentilla anserina

	Herb Robert
	Geranium robertianum


Appendix 2 ( Target notes  14 and 15 )Hill of Banchory North . Lowland Mire/wetland. Orchids frequent
	Trees/shrubs
	

	Willow
	Salix sp

	Ash
	Fraxinus excelsior

	Gean
	Prunus avium

	Rowan
	Sorbus aucuparia

	Bog myrtle
	Myrica gale

	Gorse
	Ulex galii

	Grasses/Rushes
	

	Sweet vernal grass
	Anthoxanthum odoratum

	Soft creeping grass
	Holcus mollis

	Tufted-hair grass
	Deschampsia caespitosa

	Meadow grass
	Poa pratensis

	Jointed rush
	Juncus articulates

	Soft rush
	Juncus effuses

	Horse tail
	Equisetum fluviatile

	 Bottle Sedge
	Carex rostata ?

	Black sedge
	Carex nigra

	Green- ribbed sedge
	Carex binervis

	Carnation sedge
	Carex panacea

	Flowering plants
	

	Sneezewort
	Achillea ptarmica

	Bugle
	Ajuga reptans

	Angelica
	Angelica sylvestris

	Marsh Buttercup
	Caltha palustris

	Water cress
	Cardamine nasturtium-aquaticum

	Cuckooflower
	Cardamine pratense

	Knapweed
	Centaurea nigra

	Marsh Thistle
	Cirsium palustre

	Early purple orchid
	Dactylorhiza purpurella

	Spotted orchid
	Dactylorhiza sp

	Marsh willowherb
	Epilobium sp

	Meadow sweet
	Filipendula ulmaria

	Marsh bedstraw
	Galium palustre

	Heath bedstraw
	Galium saxatile

	Penny wort
	Hydrocoyle vulgaris

	Bitter vetch
	Lathyrus montanus

	Yellow vetchling
	Lathyrus pratense

	Duck weed
	Lemna sp

	Water mint
	Mentha aquatic

	Bogbean
	Menyanthes trifoliate

	Marsh forget-me-not
	Myosotis sp

	Marsh cinqfoil
	Potentilla palustris

	Tormentil
	Potentilla erecta

	Cowslip
	Primula veris

	Primrose
	Primula vulgaris

	Spearwort
	Ranunculus flammula

	Buttercup
	Ranunculus acris

	Sheeps sorrel
	Rumex crispus

	Lesser stitchwort
	Stellaria graminea

	Nettle
	Urtica dioica

	Valerian
	Valeriana officinalis

	Speedwell
	Veronica chamaedrys

	Common vetch
	Vicia sativa

	Dog violet
	Viola riviniana


Appendix 3 (target note 19) Species-rich acid grassland. Orchids frequent.
	Grasses and sedges
	

	Sweet vernal grass
	Anthoxanthum odoratum

	Soft creeping grass
	Holcus mollis

	Tufted-hair grass
	Deschampsia caespitosa

	Meadow grass
	Poa pratensis

	Annual Meadow grass
	Poa annua

	Mat-grass
	Nardus stricta

	Sheep’s fescue
	Festuca ovina

	Red fescue
	Festuca rubra

	Black sedge
	Carex nigra

	Green- ribbed sedge
	Carex binervis

	Carnation sedge
	Carex panicea

	Jointed rush
	Juncus articulatus

	Soft rush
	Juncus effusus

	Hard rush
	Juncus inflexus

	Conglomerated rush
	Juncus conglomeratus

	Field wood-rush
	Luzula campestre

	Flowering Plants
	

	Sorrel
	Rumex acetocella

	Sneezewort
	Achillea ptarmica

	Bugle
	Ajuga reptans

	Angelica
	Angelica sylvestris

	Cuckooflower
	Cardamine pratense

	Knapweed
	Centaurea nigra

	Marsh Thistle
	Cirsium palustre

	Early purple orchid
	Dactylorhiza purpurella

	Tormentil
	Potentilla erecta

	Bitter vetch
	Lathyrus montanus

	Yellow vetchling
	Lathyrus pratense

	White clover
	Trifolium repens

	Red clover
	Trifolium pratense

	Dandilion
	Taraxacum officinalis

	 Lesser Stitchwort
	Stellaria graminea

	Daisy
	Bellis perennis

	Milkwort
	Polygala vulgaris

	Buttercup
	Ranunculus repens

	Buttercup
	Ranunculus acris

	Speedwell
	Veronica chamardrys
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