
  Shetland Islands Council  

 
Executive Manager:  Jan-Robert Riise Governance & Law 

Director of Corporate Services:  Christine Ferguson Corporate Services Department 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Montfield 

Burgh Road 

Lerwick 

Shetland, ZE1 0LA 

 
Telephone: 01595 744550 

Fax: 01595 744585 

committee.services@shetland.gov.uk 

www.shetland.gov.uk 

 

If calling please ask for 

Louise Adamson 
Direct Dial: 01595 744455 
Email: louise.adamson@shetland.gov.uk 

 
 

 

Date:  29 May 2018 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
You are invited to the following meeting:  
 
Planning Committee 
Council Chamber, Town Hall, Lerwick 
Tuesday 5 June 2018 at 2pm 
 

Apologies for absence should be notified to Louise Adamson at the above number.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Executive Manager – Governance and Law 
 
Chair: Mr T Smith  
Vice-Chair:  Ms A Manson 
 
 
AGENDA 
 
(a) Hold circular calling the meeting as read. 
 
(b) Apologies for absence, if any. 
 
(c) Declarations of Interest – Members are asked to consider whether they have an 

interest to declare in relation to any item on the agenda for this meeting. Any 
Member making a declaration of interest should indicate whether it is a financial 
or non-financial interest and include some information on the nature of the 
interest.  Advice may be sought from Officers prior to the meeting taking place.  

 

(d) Confirm the minutes of the meeting held on 10 April 2018 (enclosed) 
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Items   

  
Local Reviews under Section 43A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) 
Act 1997 (as amended) to be considered by the Planning Committee sitting as 
Local Review Body:  
 

 

1. Local Review Ref: 2017/213/PPF – LR32 - Change of Use of Land, Excavation to 
Form Car Parking, turning and platform with access to public road and to construct 
General Purpose storage shed Class 6: North Strom, Stromfirth, Weisdale.   
 

 
 

 

Hearing:  
   
2. Planning Application 2018/040/PPF – To retain existing emergency helicopter 

landing site on a permanent basis, South Lochside, Lerwick (Retrospective 
Application) 
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  Shetland 

                   Islands Council 
 

MINUTE  A&B - Public 
 
Planning Committee 
Council Chamber, Town Hall, Lerwick 
Tuesday 10 April 2018 at 2pm 
 
Present: 

T Smith E Macdonald   
A Manson D Sandison  
C Smith G Smith   
   
Apologies: 
M Bell S Coutts 
D Simpson  
 
In Attendance (Officers): 
J Holden, Team Leader – Development Management 
J Barclay-Smith, Planning Officer – Development Management  
Y Goudie, Planning Officer 
D Hunter, Planning Officer 
C Summers, Planning Officer 
P Sutherland, Solicitor 
L Adamson, Committee Officer 
 
Also in Attendance 

A Cooper, SIC (Representing Delting Community Council) 
 
Chair 
Mr T Smith, Chair of the Planning Committee, presided. 
 
Circular 

The circular calling the meeting was held as read. 
 
Declarations of Interest 
None. 
 
03/18 Minutes  

 The Committee confirmed the minutes of the meeting held on 18 January 
2018 on the motion of Mr Sandison, seconded by Mr G Smith.  

 
Local Review under Section 43A of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 
1997 (as amended) to be considered by the Planning Committee sitting as Local 
Review Body:  

The Chair advised that the Planning Committee will be sitting as the Local Review Body 
(LRB), and will follow the guidance as provided in the covering report at Item 1.    The 
process will take the form of a Hearing, where the Planning Officer who handled the 
case will be asked to make a presentation on matters to be considered.  Persons 

 

 

 

(d) 
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entitled to make representations will be given the opportunity to address the Hearing. 
The applicant/agent will then be given the opportunity to present their case, and all will 
be restricted to a time limit of five minutes.   Members can ask questions throughout the 
process, but preferably at the end of each presentation.  When questions are 
completed, Members will debate the proceedings and make a decision.  Cross 
examination will not be permitted unless the LRB consider it required to ensure thorough 
examination of the issues.   
 
The Chair advised that the decision of the LRB is full and final.  Should the appellant be 
aggrieved by the decision, the only recourse is to the Court of Session in respect of the 
handling by the LRB.  
 
Before commencing the item, the Chair advised that the LRB would be given the 
opportunity to decide if a Site Visit is required to determine the application.  If so, this 
Hearing will be adjourned and reconvened at a later date.   It also has to be agreed if 
the Site Visit is unaccompanied or accompanied, and only Members who attend the Site 
Visit can make the final decision on the application. 
 
04/18 Local Review Ref: 2017/247/AMSC – LR31 - Application to discharge 

conditions 3a – 3d, as specified under approved Planning Permission in 
Principle 2016/280/PPP: Site 2, Strait, Mossbank, Shetland, ZE2 9RB.  

 The Committee considered a report by the Team Leader – Development 
Management [RECORD Appendix 1] for a decision following a Local Review.    

 
 Mr C Smith moved that a site visit was not necessary to determine the 

application.  Ms Macdonald seconded, and the LRB concurred.   
 
 The Planning Officer, case handler of the application, gave a presentation which 

illustrated the following: 
 

 Elevations of the proposed dwellinghouse 

 Aerial view location plan 

 Location Plan  

 Site Plan, indicating proposed location of bio plant treatment and discharge to 
roadside ditch 

 Key Issues 
 
 The Planning Officer referred to the earlier application for planning permission in 

principle, granted in 2016, to erect two dwellinghouses on the site with 
connection to the sewer.  He said that the application being considered today is 
the detailed application for approval of matters specified in conditions to erect a 
dwellinghouse with a septic tank, on the northernmost of the two sites.    
 
The Planning Officer advised on the reason for refusal of the application, being 
the proposal is in a settlement with a sewer but there is no connection proposed 
in the public sewer, which is contrary to Shetland Local Development Plan 
(SLDP) 2014, Policy WD2 Waste Water.  He said that while the application does 
provide details that meet with requirements of condition 3 parts a) - d) of the 
planning permission in principle (2016/280/PPP), the proposal to deal with foul 
drainage by a means other than a piped connection to the public sewer (which 
would require a separate planning application) departs from the ambit of the 
planning permission in principle granted, and the flow attention measure within 
the site to control both the flow of treated effluent and surface water from the site 
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prior to discharge to the watercourse as proposed is unacceptable under its 
terms.  The details as submitted will result in development that does not comply 
with SLDP 2014 Policy WD2. 
 
The Planning Officer then provided a summary of the terms of the appeal.  The 
LRB noted that the points raised included that the planning requirements for foul 
water infrastructure do not match that of SEPA and Scottish Water, the house 
site was sold by the Council to the applicants without details of the distance to 
the public sewer, the cost of connecting to the public sewer is prohibitive and 
SUDS are not required but were asked for anyway.   
 
In referring to Policy WD2 Waste Water in the SLDP 2014, the Planning Officer 
highlighted the following statements, “New developments which require waste 
water disposal and are located within or adjacent to settlements are expected to 
connect to the public sewer.  Where a connection to the public sewer is not 
achievable and a wastewater system such as a private septic tank is proposed 
the developer should demonstrate that there should be no detrimental effect, 
including cumulative effect, on the surrounding uses, natural, built environment 
and cultural heritage”.  He reported that in terms of the proposed development, 
Scottish Water confirmed that the developer would be responsible for connection 
to the sewer but did not state that a connection to the public sewer was not 
achievable.  In their response, SEPA provided a Controlled Activity regulations 
(CAR) Licence for the proposed septic tank, confirmed the CAR License is an 
assessment of the specific type of septic tank proposed and is not wholly site 
specific, and encouraged the applicant to connect to the public sewer but had no 
formal process for a requirement.   The Planning Officer reported that while there 
was no definition of a “sewered area” in the SLDP 2014, other than being “within 
or adjacent to a settlement”, the SLDP had however been adopted after 
consultation with Councillors, MSPs and Statutory Bodies including Scottish 
Water and SEPA, and no concerns had been raised with the policy on foul water 
drainage.   
 
The Planning Officer advised that the developer’s reason for appeal relating to 
the sale of the site by the Council was not a material planning consideration, and 
it was the responsibility of the developer to ensure compliance with Policy.    
 
Regarding the developer’s reason for appeal relating to the cost of connecting to 
the public sewer being prohibitive, the Planning Officer said that the agent had 
stated 100m sewer pipe was unviable due to the cost, and that a septic tank 
would be viable; it was however unclear from the submission which connection 
point had been referred to. He said that while personal finances are not a 
material consideration, the wider economic viability must be assessed.  The 
Planning Officer referred to the Report of Handling, which highlighted a similar 
application nearby (2017/292/PPF) which was recently approved with a 168m 
connection to the public sewer.  He advised also that the Report of Handling 
concludes that compliance with the Policy will not make development in the area 
economically unviable.   
 
In referring to the final point made in the appeal letter, that no SUDS are required 
for individual houses, the Planning Officer highlighted that the SLDP 2014, Policy 
WD3 SUDS states that “all development proposals that will give rise to surface 
water run-off should incorporate SUDS…” 
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In concluding his presentation, the Planning Officer advised that exceptions to 
Policies must be handled carefully, and that wider implications of an exception to 
policy could set a precedent.   The Planning Officer reported from discussions 
with the developer during assessment of the application that for the policy to be 
set aside, the developer would need to make a case in material planning terms, 
for example it was in the wider public interest.  The developer however cited cost 
of infrastructure for the individual dwelling, and therefore the application had 
been refused.   
 
The Chair thanked the Planning Officer for his presentation, and welcomed 
questions from Members. 
 
In referring to Policy WD2 Waste Water, in the SLDP 2014, Mr G Smith 
commented that he had noted with interest, the inclusion of the wording 
‘expected’ rather than ‘required’.   In his response, the Planning Officer advised 
there will obviously be circumstances where it is not possible to connect to the 
public sewer, and there can be exceptions.   
 
In noting there was no definition in the SLDP to the term “sewered area”, Mr 
Sandison questioned whether determination was entirely discretionary or 
whether there were criteria that can be applied to the definition.    The Planning 
Officer advised that in Shetland there are no settlement boundaries, with 
settlements being more dispersed, and that each application is considered on a 
case by case basis.  He added that in this case, the application is within the 
settlement of the village.   
 
During the discussion, clarity was sought on the disparity between Council and 
SEPA Policies in terms of foul drainage requirements.   The Planning Officer 
explained that SEPA would have stronger policies, for example, on areas of 
pollution control, chemicals into the water stream, etc.  The Council’s Policy 
would however go further than SEPA in terms of a requirement for a connection 
to a public sewer, if that was achievable.   
 
In response to a question regarding the requirement for a SUDS, the Planning 
Officer said that surface water SUDS were included as part of the proposed bio 
plant treatment, and would not be a reason for refusal in this case.   
 
The Chair referred to the aerial view slide of the location plan as had been 
referred to during the presentation, and sought clarity on the nearest mains 
drainage connection to the application site.  The Planning Officer advised the 
LRB on the two potential connection areas.      
 
In referring to the comments in the Report of Handling, relating to the 
development being contrary to Policy WD2, clarity was sought on the comments 
that provision of the connection to the public sewer will not make development in 
the area uneconomically viable, where it was previously advised during the 
presentation that the cost of connecting to the public sewer was not a material 
planning consideration.  The Planning Officer reported that there was a 
difference between individual costs and wider economic viability which is a 
material consideration. 
 
During the discussion, Mr Sandison commented on the proposed cost of the 
sewer connection for this application being approximately £38K, and to his 
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understanding there would be similar costs for parties interested in the other site 
when trying to encourage development in the area, which he said was at odds 
with the condition for sustainable development.  The Planning Officer advised 
that the focus for sustainable development is to use existing infrastructure and to 
build in the centre of a developed area where there is available land for housing, 
and to build houses together and near to each other which can connect to the 
same sewer.    
 
The Chair thanked the Planning Officer for the information provided.   
 
The Chair invited Mr Cooper, Chair of Delting Community Council to address the 
meeting. 
 
Mr Cooper confirmed that he was presenting as Chair of the Delting Community 
Council, and in no other role.  Mr Cooper reported that Delting Community 
Council over many years have been trying to encourage private housing 
development at Mossbank, however there were difficulties as some areas had 
not been zoned for housing development.  The last Local Development Plan 
however provides opportunities to build houses on Council land, and has 
encouraged young people to look to build in Mossbank, however sewerage is the 
constraint.   
 
Mr Cooper advised from when the three applications for housing in Mossbank 
were considered by Delting Community Council, that concern had been raised 
around the issues with sewerage, as the existing sewerage scheme only 
connects to the Council houses and a few other houses in the area, with the 
houses all above the road having septic tanks.   Mr Cooper advised however that 
in first considering this application, the Community Council failed to clarify its 
concerns on how connection would be made to the public sewer, rather in their 
response submitted the Community Council asked for “knowledge on how the 
sewage discharges will be handled”.    Mr Cooper said that for the avoidance of 
doubt he would illustrate from the Aerial View slide, to the LRB, the sewerage 
connections in the area, and he reported that the shortest distance between the 
application site and a sewerage connection (below the Council houses) was 
137m, rather than 100m as had been indicated in the report.   
 
Mr Cooper advised on a number of constraints for the applicant to connect to the 
public sewer, including the need to put in a pumping station to pump uphill. 
During his address, Mr Cooper made reference to the application referred to 
earlier (2017/292/PPF), which had recently been approved with a 168m 
connection to the public sewer, and advised that there is however some question 
on whether or not the required flow can be achieved.   
 
In concluding, Mr Cooper said that the issues with this application highlights the 
inadequacies with the sewerage scheme in Mossbank, and he was aware that 
young people would want to build in Mossbank if the sewerage scheme can be 
sorted.    Mr Cooper said that on behalf of the Community Council, he hoped that 
the LRB would support the proposal for a septic tank to be installed and to pipe 
down across the beach, rather than to consider asking the applicant to pay the 
considerable cost to link to the nearest public sewer at a distance of 137m from 
the application site.   
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In response to requests for clarity, Mr Cooper advised that the ground from the 
application site to the public sewer connection was very rocky.  He added that 
while the Braehead connection would be the shorter distance, there would be 
issues due to the gradient of the land.   
 
(Mr Cooper left the meeting).  
 
The Chair invited the appellant to address the meeting. 
 
Mr C Giblin, the applicant, provided the LRB with background to the application, 
advising that they had purchased the land from the Council in November 2016, 
and had been aware from the planning permission there was connection to the 
public sewer.  However, after investigating proposals to connect to the sewer it 
was found to be at a huge cost, and they had therefore proposed a bio treatment 
plant.  He said that following discussion with Planning Officers in September 
2017 they had anticipated approval of the application within the coming days.   
 
In terms of Planning’s requirement for a connection to the public sewer, Mr Giblin 
advised that the connection would be some 100m away, and was uphill, which 
would involve the need for two domestic pumps, and to cut the road, at a cost of 
approximately £40K.   There would also be ongoing maintenance costs with the 
pumps, and there would be issues to maintain one pump that had be located 
outwith their plot of land.  He advised also that the LDP does not seem to match 
Policies from Scottish Water, and seems open to interpretation.     
 
(At the request of Mr Giblin, and with the agreement of the Chair, 2 Maps were 
circulated to the LRB; (1) included details of sewer connection points in 
Mossbank, and (2) the houses in Mossbank served by waste treatment (Copies 
attached as Appendices 1a and 1b).   
 
Mr Giblin advised that their proposal to service the site by an EN12566 bio 
treatment plant, estimated to remove 98% of bacteria, has been approved by 
SEPA.  The sewerage treatment plant would be contained within their land 
making monitoring and maintenance more accessible, and would be generally a 
more sensible option.   
 
Mr Giblin said that they are building a family home and do not have the funds to 
connect to the public sewer.  He reported that the Planning Service had 
suggested that they could club together with the owners of the adjacent site to 
split costs for the connection to the public sewer, he advised however that the 
other plot has not been sold and therefore there is no one to share costs.      Mr 
Giblin said that they had been made aware during the appeal, that a separate 
planning application would be required if their application is approved today, and 
he sought further guidance in that regard.     
 
During his address, Mr Giblin said that the whole process has put huge strain on 
the family, has had a negative impact on their health, they have lost their builder 
due to the delays and they have wished they had never bought the land.   He 
said that they have the support of the community, and Mossbank is in need of 
regeneration.  Mr Giblin added that they also had the support of T Scott, MSP, 
however they had been advised by the Planning Service that representation had 
been received outwith the consultation period.  He added that there are another 
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three families who want to start building in Mossbank, and are awaiting the 
outcome of this appeal.   
 
In concluding, Mr Giblin referred to the application (2017/292/PPF) which 
includes the 168m connection to the public sewer, and he believed the applicants 
are rescinding as there are issues in getting the required flow at this time.   
 
In response to a comment from the Solicitor, Mr Giblin provided the Planning 
Officer (D Hunter) with a copy of the two maps, which had been previously 
circulated to the LRB.   In response to a question from the Chair, the Planning 
Officer said that while he had no comments to make regarding the maps, it would 
have been helpful to have had earlier sight of the maps during the assessment 
process.    The Chair added that it would also have been beneficial to the LRB for 
the information in the maps to have been included within the report.   
 
The Chair welcomed questions from the LRB to the appellant. 
 
In response to a question, Mr Giblin advised that when they bought the site they 
were aware they had to look to connect to the public sewer, but there was no 
information on the location of the connection.   
 
During debate, Mr G Smith commented on the reluctance to set precedents, 
however he said there was an opportunity here to consider the wording of Policy 
WD2, in terms of the use of the word ‘expected’ rather than ‘required’, which he 
said allows for consideration of exceptions in certain circumstances.  He reported 
that the information in the maps provided highlighted the practical difficulties to 
connect to the public sewer in Mossbank, and the case to be made for an 
exception rather than a requirement to connect to the public sewer.  In that 
regard Mr G Smith said he was minded to support the appeal.   
 
Mr C Smith said that this Council, and previous Councils, have always 
encouraged people to build in rural areas of Shetland, and he advised on the 
need to continue to encourage people to do their best for what they can afford.   
In referring to the issue whereby Council and SEPA Policies do not correlate, he 
said that this needed to be addressed.  Mr C Smith moved that the LRB support 
the appeal, and to waive the cost for the second planning application that the 
applicant had presented might be required.    Mr G Smith seconded.   
 
During the discussion, Members spoke in support of the motion, where the need 
to have aspirational policies was acknowledged to make sure good planning can 
be achieved, however there was also a need to look for exceptions to policies 
when there are acceptable alternatives.  Comment was also made that a rigid 
conclusion had been reached by the Planning Service, when there was no actual 
definition locally of a “public sewered area”.   
 
In response to comments from the Chair in terms of the conditions that would be 
applied to approval of the application, the Planning Officer – Development 
Management reminded the LRB on a number of road conditions, relating to the 
access and parking, that had been set out by the Roads Authority, as outlined in 
the Report of Handling.   During a brief discussion, while it was noted that the 
roads conditions had not been raised previously during the presentations, the 
LRB acknowledged the requirement for the applicant to adhere to all the 
conditions should permission be granted.  It was suggested and agreed that 
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reference should be made to the detail in the updated site plan on page 91 of the 
report, to speed up the planning application process.     
 
Reference was then made to the earlier comments in terms of other families 
looking to build in Mossbank, where the LRB agreed that each application should 
be considered on its own merits.   
 
Decision: 
The Local Review Body agreed to uphold the appeal and APPROVE the 
application to discharge conditions 3 a – d as specified under approved Planning 
Permission in Principle 2016/280/PPP, with the conditions requiring adherence to 
the approved plans, including the site Plan in relation to access and parking.  

 
 
The meeting concluded at 2.55pm.  
 
 
 
 
………………………  
Chair 
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Shetland Islands Council 
 

Meeting(s): Planning Committee  
(sitting as Local Review Body) 

5 June 2018 

Report Title:  
 

 
Guidance on Local Review under Section 43A of the Town and 
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) to be 
considered by the Planning Committee sitting as Local Review 
Body Local Review Ref: 2017/213/PPF – LR32 - Change of Use 
of Land, Excavation to Form Car Parking, turning and platform 
with access to Public road and to construct General Purpose 
storage shed Class 6: North Strom, Stromfirth, WEISDALE. 
 

Reference 
Number:  

 

Author /  
Job Title: 

John Holden – Team Leader, Development Management 
 

 

1.0 Decisions / Action required: 

 
1.1 Review the decision on an application for planning permission for a local 

development that has been taken by an officer (the appointed person) under the 
Planning Scheme of Delegations in terms of Sections 43A (8) to (16) of the Town 
and Country Planning Scotland Act 1997 (as amended), and in so doing: 

 
1) Decide as a preliminary matter the procedure to be followed and, in particular, 

(a) whether to determine the review on the basis of the papers before them 
without further procedure, or to hold a public hearing, and (b) whether to 
undertake a site visit (either accompanied or unaccompanied) or other 
procedure and, where a site visit is to be undertaken, whether to adjourn for that 
purpose before hearing evidence.  

 
2) After all relevant evidence and submissions have been received and considered, 

determine whether to uphold, reverse or vary the decision under review, giving 
reasons for the Local Review Body’s decision by reference to the relevant 
sections of the development plan and any other material considerations to which 
they had regard in determining the application. 

 

2.0 High Level Summary: 

 
2.1 The Planning Scheme of Delegations that has been approved by the Council, as 

well as that which has been approved by the Scottish Ministers, identifies the 
appropriate level of decision making to ensure compliance with the 1997 Planning 
Act. 

 
2.2 A decision on an application for planning permission for a local development that is 

taken by an officer (the appointed person) under the Scheme of Delegations has the 
same status as other decisions taken by the planning authority except as regards 
the method of reviewing the decision. Sections 43A (8) to (16) of the 1997 Act 

Agenda Item 

1 
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remove the right of appeal to the Scottish Ministers, and put in place arrangements 
for the planning authority to review these decisions instead. 

 
2.3 The Full Council resolved on 12 May 2011 (Minute Ref: 57/11) that the remit of the 

Planning Committee be extended to include the functions of the Local Review Body, 
who would review the decision taken. 

 
2.4 The Council as planning authority has received a notification of review in respect of 

a planning application for proposed development described as “Change of Use of 
Land, Excavation to Form Car Parking, turning and platform with access to Public 
road and to construct General Purpose storage shed Class 6: North Strom, 
Stromfirth, WEISDALE.” (Planning Application 2017/213/PPF) 

 
2.5 The proposal was found by the appointed person to be unacceptable when 

considered against the policies contained within the Shetland Local Development 
Plan (2014), and refusal of permission by them was given, reason being “Business 
and industrial developments should be located in Sites with Development Potential 
for industry, industrial areas, brownfield sites or within settlements unless a 
sufficient justification has been provided for the use of an alternative site. The 
proposal is located on greenfield open crofting land which is not within a settlement 
and while justification has been provided for the location it does not provide 
sufficient material weight for the choice of location for the development. The 
proposed development is contrary to Shetland Local Development Plan 2014 
Policies GP1, GP2, ED1 and ED2.” 

 
 

3.0 Corporate Priorities and Joint Working: 

 
3.1 A decision made on the review that accords with the development plan and any 

other material considerations would contribute directly to the Single Outcome 
Agreement through the outcome that we live in well designed, sustainable places. 

 

4.0 Key Issues:  

 
4.1 Review proceedings require to follow the provisions of the Town and Country 

Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review Procedure) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2013.  Those regulations allow the Local Review Body a certain 
amount of discretion in determining its procedure.  If the Review Body considers 
that the review documents before it provide sufficient information to enable it to 
determine the review, the Review Body may determine the review without further 
procedure.  Otherwise the Review Body may require further representations or 
information by means of either written submissions, or holding one or more hearing 
sessions, or a site visit, or a combination of any of these methods. The procedure 
by which the case is to be reviewed however should be confirmed by the Review 
Body before proceeding to consider evidence.  

 
4.2 The necessary administrative steps and intimations have been made to allow the 

present meeting to proceed as a hearing session.  However, the Review Body may 
still determine the review on the basis of the review documents as outlined above if 
it sees fit. If the Review Body decide as a preliminary matter, before parties begin 
presenting their evidence, that a site visit will be necessary it can simply adjourn for 
that purpose before hearing evidence. If the site visit process is adopted only those 
members of the Review Body that attend the site visit should then take part in the 
subsequent decision making meeting. Any members not present when preliminary 
matters are dealt with can still attend the site visit and hearing provided they have 
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been present when all evidence and submissions have been made. Notice of the 
date, time and place of the adjourned hearing session to follow the site visit may be 
announced before the adjournment. 

 
4.3 In respect of review in this case the applicant has indicated that in the event the 

Review Body decides to have a site visit, the site can be viewed entirely from public 
land, and that it is possible for the site to be accessed safely, and without barriers to 
entry. Where the Review Body decides to make an unaccompanied site visit the 
applicant is to be informed of the proposal. Where the Review Body decides to 
make an accompanied site visit the applicant and any interested party is to be given 
such notice of the date and time of the proposed inspection as may appear to the 
Review Body to be reasonable in the circumstances. It should be noted however 
that neither an applicant nor any interested party is permitted to address the Review 
Body on the merits of the review during an accompanied site visit. 

 
4.4 Where a decision has been taken that the review is to follow the public hearing 

procedure, the Review Body is required to follow Hearing Session Rules under 
Schedule 1 of The Town and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local 
Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2013. In doing so they are to confirm the 
matters to be considered and the order in which persons entitled to appear are to be 
heard. 

 
4.5 Such hearing sessions are usually held in a similar manner to the current Planning 

Committee, with the Planning Service Case Officer presenting on the matters to be 
considered, followed by those persons entitled to appear other than the applicant, 
followed by the applicant, with its being the case that Members of the Review Body 
can ask questions throughout the process. The hearing session can similarly 
proceed in the absence of any person entitled to appear at it. The Review Body 
should confirm this order and confirm the time each person entitled to appear is to 
be afforded beforehand. Persons entitled to appear have been informed that they 
will each be given a maximum of 5 minutes. 

 
4.6 The Hearing Session Rules prescribe that the hearing shall take the form of  
 a discussion led by the Review Body and cross-examination shall not be permitted 

unless the Review Body consider that this is required to ensure a thorough 
examination of the issues. Persons entitled to appear are entitled to call evidence 
unless the Review Body consider it to be irrelevant or repetitious. The Review Body 
may also refuse to permit the cross-examination of persons giving evidence, or the 
presentation of any matter where it similarly considers them to be irrelevant or 
repetitious. 

 
4.7 The matters that are attached for the purposes of consideration by the Review Body 

in this case comprise: the decision in respect of the application to which the review 
relates, the Report on Handling and any documents referred to in that Report 
(including: the planning application form, and any supporting statement and 
additional information submitted, and consultation responses and representations 
received prior to the decision notice by the appointed person being issued); the 
notice of review given in accordance with Regulation 9; all documents 
accompanying the notice of review in accordance with Regulation 9(4); any 
representations or comments made under Regulation 10(4) or (6); and any ‘hearing 
statement’ served in relation to the review. 
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4.8 In making a decision, as well as having regard to the review documents, and, in the 

case of a public hearing, any hearing statements served, the Review Body needs to 
take into consideration any new evidence which is material (a planning 
consideration) to the determination of the review that it finds through conducting any 
further procedure of a site visit and/or public hearing. The Review Body needs also 
to be minded that the application must be individually decided on its merits, and be 
determined in accordance with the provisions of the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. 

 
4.9 The Local Review Body then needs to give notice of its decision, which can be to 

uphold, reverse or vary the decision under review, in accordance with The Town 
and Country Planning (Schemes of Delegation and Local Review Procedure) 
(Scotland) Regulations 2013, giving reasons for its determination by reference to 
the relevant provisions of the development plan and any other material 
considerations to which it had regard in determining the application. Where relevant, 
the decision notice the Local Review Body resolves to issue shall: include a 
description of any variation made to the application in accordance with section 
32A(a) of the 1997 Act; specify any conditions to which the decision is to be subject; 
include a statement as to the duration of any permission granted or make a direction 
as to an alternative; and if any obligation is to be entered into under section 75 of 
the 1997 Act in connection with the application state where the terms of such 
obligation or a summary of such terms may be inspected. 

 

5.0 Exempt and/or confidential information: 

 
5.1 None 

 

 
6.0 Implications:  

 

6.1  
Service Users, 
Patients and 
Communities: 
 

None. 

6.2  
Human Resources 
and Organisational 
Development: 
 

None. 

6.3  
Equality, Diversity 
and Human Rights: 
 

None. 

6.4  
Legal: 
 

The Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as 
amended) permits appeals against the decision of the Local 
Review Body to the Court of Session, but only on the grounds of 
legal or procedural error, not on the merits of the planning 
application. Decisions of the Local Review Body may also be 
subject to judicial review. 
 

      - 14 -      



6.5  
Finance: 
 

None. 

6.6  
Assets and Property: 
 

None. 

6.7  
ICT and new 
technologies: 
 

None. 
 

6.8  
Environmental: 
 

There are no adverse environmental impacts arising from this 
report. 

6.9  
Risk Management: 
 

If Members are minded to approve the application, it is 
imperative that clear reasons for proposing the approval of 
planning permission contrary to the development plan policy and 
the Appointed Person’s decision be given and minuted. This is in 
order to provide clarity in the case of a subsequent judicial 
review against the Local Review Body’s decision. Failure to give 
clear planning reasons for the decision could lead to the 
decision being overturned or quashed. In addition, an award of 
costs could be made against the Council. This could be on the 
basis that it is not possible to mount a reasonable defence of the 
Council’s decision.  
 

6.10  
Policy and Delegated 
Authority: 
 

The application is for planning permission made under the terms 
of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. As an 
appeal has been lodged against the decision taken by the 
Appointed Person on the proposal that is classed as Local 
Development, the decision to review the decision is delegated to 
the Planning Committee sitting as the Local Review Body under 
the Planning Scheme of Delegations that has been approved by 
the Scottish Ministers. 
 

6.11  
Previously 
considered by: 

Not previously considered.  

 

Contact Details: 
John Holden, Team Leader – Development Management, Development Services 
john.holden@shetland.gov.uk 
Report written: 28 May 2018 
 
Appendices:   

Local Review documentation 
 
Background Documents:  Shetland Local Development Plan (2014) 

Draft Supplementary Guidance on Business and Industry 
2012 (SGBI) 
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Shetland Islands Council 
 

Meeting(s): Planning Committee 
 

05 June 2018 

Report Title:  
 

2018/040/PPF – To retain existing emergency helicopter landing site on 
a permanent basis (Retrospective Application) 
 

Reference 
Number:  

PL-03-18-F 

Author /  
Job Title: 

Richard MacNeill - Planning Officer, Development Management 
 

 

1.0 Decisions / Action required: 

 
1.1 That the Planning Committee RESOLVE to grant approval of the application, 

subject to conditions.   
 

2.0 High Level Summary: 

 
2.1 This is an application for full planning permission to retain the emergency helicopter 

landing site at South Lochside, Lerwick, on a permanent basis. This application is 
recommended for approval.  

 

3.0 Corporate Priorities and Joint Working: 

 
3.1 A decision made on the planning application that accords with the development     

plan would contribute directly to the Single Outcome Agreement through the 
outcome that we live in well designed, sustainable places. 

 

4.0 Key Issues:  

 
4.1 Policy CF1 of the Shetland Local Development Plan 2014 encourages proposals 

for the provision of community facilities, services and infrastructure. Policy GP2 
aims to ensure that development will not have a detrimental impact on the 
surrounding natural or built environment. The main thrust of the policy is that 
development should not have a significant adverse effect on existing uses and 
should not compromise acceptable health and safety standards or levels. 

 
4.2 The application concerns the retention of the helipad and not the actual landing of 

the Search and Rescue helicopter which uses the infrastructure which has been 
put in place. It is accepted that the pilot has the right to land at this location 
irrespective of the landing pad being in place. However, the provision of the 
helipad infrastructure directs the focus of the landings to the application site.  

  
4.3 Monitoring has established that if Statutory Nuisance criteria were employed 

(which cannot be in this instance as aviation noise is excluded from statutory 
nuisance) the activity at the helipad would be regarded as causing disturbance to 
local residents. The frequency of landings has been monitored as averaging 1.6 a 
month.  

 

Agenda Item 

2 
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4.4 The decision needing to be made, on the basis of consideration of the attached 
report of handling and representations received, is whether the adverse impact on 
amenity of the surrounding area in terms of noise arising from the resultant short 
term events of an emergency helicopter landing and taking off through use of the 
helipad, is offset by the important benefits the facility brings in compliance with 
Policy CF1 of the Shetland Local Development Plan 2014 i.e. is the proposal 
considered an acceptable departure from Policy GP2 of the Shetland Local 
Development Plan 2014. 

 

5.0 Exempt and/or confidential information: 

 
None. 
 

6.0      Implications  
 

6.1  
Service Users, 
Patients and 
Communities: 
 

Lerwick Community Council was consulted and had no 
objections to the proposals. Four representations were received 
from neighbouring properties. 
 

6.2  
Human Resources 
and Organisational 
Development: 
 

None. 

6.3  
Equality, Diversity 
and Human Rights: 
 

None. 

6.4  
Legal: 
 

In the event of a refusal of the application, the applicant has a 
right of appeal to the Scottish Ministers in terms of the Town and 
Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 as amended.  Decisions 
of the Committee may also be subject to judicial review. 
 

6.5  
Finance: 
 

None. 

6.6  
Assets and Property: 
 

None. 

6.7  
ICT and new 
technologies: 
 

None. 

6.8  
Environmental: 
 

It is considered that the 2 year monitoring has established that 
each landing of the aircraft has resulted in a level of noise and 
disturbance which would be a Statutory Nuisance if that 
legislation was capable of being applied to Search and Rescue 
aircraft. It is not considered that it is therefore necessary to 
impose an ongoing monitoring condition as the facts of the level 
of impact have already been established.   
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6.9  
Risk Management: 
 

If Members are minded to refuse the application, it is imperative 
that clear reasons for proposing the refusal of planning 
application contrary to the officer's recommendation be given 
and minuted. This is in order to provide clarity in the case of a 
subsequent planning appeal or judicial review against the 
Planning Committee’s decision. Failure to give clear planning 
reasons for the decision could lead to the decision being 
overturned or quashed. In addition, an award of costs could be 
made against the Council. This could be on the basis that it is 
not possible to mount a reasonable defence of the Council’s 
decision. 
 

6.10  
Policy and Delegated 
Authority: 
 

The application is for planning permission made under the terms 
of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as 
amended). Section 43A of the 1997 Act, which provides for 
applications for local developments to be determined by a 
person appointed by the planning authority for that purpose, 
states that ‘The planning authority may, if they think fit, decide 
themselves to determine an application which would otherwise 
fall to be determined by a person so appointed’. As the decision 
on the original application was made by the Planning 
Committee, and was for approval for a temporary two year 
period to allow for a period of monitoring for noise and 
disturbance to local residents, it is considered that the decision 
to determine this application should be presented to the 
Planning Committee. 
 

6.11 
Previously 
considered by: 

Not previously considered.   

 

Contact Details: 
Richard MacNeill - Planning Officer, Development Services 
Richard.macneill@shetland.gov.uk / 01595 744803 
24 May 2018 
 
Appendices:   

 
Appendix 1 Report of handling on planning application 
Appendix 2 Location Plan R/L/A 19-01 
Appendix 3  Site Plan R/L/A 19-5  
 
Background Documents:   
 
Shetland Local Development Plan 2014 
Planning Permission 2014/190/PPF 
Planning Permission 2015/301/PPF 
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Delegated Report of Handling 
 

Development: To retain existing emergency helicopter landing site on a permanent basis 
(Retrospective Application) 
 

Location: South Lochside, Lerwick, Shetland, ZE1 0PJ,  

 

By:  Ingrid Gall 
 

Application Ref:  2018/040/PPF 
 
1. Introduction 

 
This is an application for full planning permission to retain the emergency 
helicopter landing site at South Lochside on a permanent basis.  
 
On 25th September 2014 full planning permission was granted for the construction 
of a helipad with a 10 diameter landing circle and an associated 3.5 metre wide 
access road with a turning head at South Lochside, Lerwick. (2014/190/PPF) 
 
A proposal made to increase the 10 metre landing circle to 15 metres in diameter 
was granted under Planning Permission 2015/301/PPF in November 2015. 
 
The approvals were made the subject of a condition that the permission timescale 
of two years would commence on the date of the first helicopter landing.  This has 
been recorded as taking place on the 12th March 2016.   
 
A noise monitoring scheme was also required by condition which had a 
commencement date to coincide with the first landing. 

 
2. Statutory Development Plan Policies   

 

 Shetland Local Development Plan 

   

 GP3 - All Development: Layout and Design  

 CF1 - Community Facilities and Services (incl. Education)  

 GP2 - General Requirements for All Development 
 WD 3 SuDS 
  

3. Safeguarding 
  
5m Contour Area - 5m Contour Area: 1 
  
Main Areas of Best Fit - Main Areas of Best Fit: Lerwick 
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Core Paths - Core Paths: CPPL03 
  
Sites with Development Potential - Sites with Development Potential: Staney Hill 
Lerwick 
Landowner: SIC 
  
Landscape Character Assessment - Landscape Character Assessment: Inland 
Loch 
  
Landscape Character Assessment - Landscape Character Assessment: Farmed 
and Settled Voes and Sounds 
  
Landfill - TBL Landfill: 2A1 - Clickimin phase 1 
  
Military Unclassified - Military Unclassified info:: ammo dump military b 
  
Ministry Of Defence - MOD Area: Meteorological Station Lerwick 
Details: Any new construction or extensions >150ft in height (45.7m) above 
ground level 
  
Tingwall 10km Safeguarding - Tingwall 10km Safeguarding: Wind Turbine 
applications require consultation with Airport. 
 

4. Consultations 
 
Planning - Flooding Drainage Coastal was consulted on the 3 April 2018.Their 
comments dated 4 April 2018 can be summarised as follows: 
 
Background  
This is an application to retain an emergency landing site at Lerwick on a 
permanent basis. 
The application form states that SUDs drainage will not be used. 

 
Comments 
To comply with the Water Framework Directive the drainage design should 
include sufficient attenuation to at least reduce flows during 1 in 10 year rainfall 
events to the level which would have occurred before the development.  
The application form states that SUDs drainage will not be used, but the landing 
site is drained by sheet run off from the access road and landing pad unto the 
surrounding grassed playing field, and that arrangement is effectively a SUDs 
filter strip, which is a device which would meet the SUDs requirements. 
 
There do not appear to be any drainage issues with the proposals.   
 
Outdoor Access Officer was consulted on the 3 April 2018.Their comments 
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dated 18 April 2018 can be summarised as follows: 
 
Core Path CPPL03 runs adjacent to the development to the east and west (see 
below), but should not be directly affected by the development. During 
construction safe passage would need to be ensured for members of the public 
using the route.  
 
To the best of my knowledge there are no public rights of way affected by this 
development. Please note that this does not preclude that possibility that public 
rights may exist which are yet to be claimed.  
 
Tingwall Airport was consulted on the 3 April 2018. There was no response 
from this consultee at the time of report preparation. 
 
Lerwick Community Council Clerk was consulted on the 3 April 2018. The 
response received on the 8th May is below; 
 
This item was discussed at the Lerwick Community Council this evening and 

there were no objections to the application. 

Environmental Health was consulted on the 19 April 2018. Their response 
received on the 3rd May 2018 is below: 
 
As stated before, Statutory Nuisance law enforced by this department specifically 
excludes aviation noise. Some of the elements of a Statutory Nuisance 
assessment are however relevant to concerns raised. Data collected in a 
nuisance assessment would include: impact, locality, time, frequency, duration, 
convention, importance and avoidability. These are areas that could also be 
taken into account in any objective assessment of the noise from the helipad. 
 
Monitoring has established that if statutory nuisance criteria were employed 
(which we know they cannot be) the activity of the helipad would cause 
disturbance to local residents. There is a balance the infrequent short term noisy 
events, which may negatively impact some individuals and their health, against 
the important benefits that the facility delivers. 
 
Emergency situations are infrequent and obviously cannot be anticipated. 
Helicopters are by their nature noisy and these are emergency situations where 
the creation of the noise cannot be avoided. In addition, the Search and Rescue 
helicopter does not need to use a helipad would very likely choose that location 
regardless of planning controls. 

 
5. Statutory Advertisements 

 

The application was advertised in the Shetland Times on 06.04.2018  
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A site notice was not required to be posted.  
 

6. Representations 
 

Representations were received from the following properties: 
    
Mrs Philomena Leask, 11 South Lochside, 
Lerwick 
  
Mrs Loretta Leask, 7 South Lochside, 
Lerwick 
   
M Groat, 9 South Lochside, 
Lerwick 
   
Gail & Alexander McMillan, 13 South Lochside, 
Lerwick 
  
The issues raised can be summarised as follows. 
 
The site is causing me health problems. 
I have suffered two heart attacks and still in poor health. 
Why would Council consider keeping heli-pad in this highly populated area close 
to school and halls of residence? 
There are other areas not any further from the hospital which would be safer if 
anything went wrong with aircraft. 
The SIC and the CAA have a duty to reassess the site now with the high school 
very close by. 
The site is only 80 metres from my house and causes problems with several hours 
of missed sleep. 
Aircraft coming in at all times of day and night. 
SIC were meant to get back to residents about noise readings. 
Who will be responsible for damage to property? 
SIC or CAA should fit triple glazing to limit noise. 
Why have other sites not been considered? 
No form of transport has a hundred percent safety record. 
Vehicles slowing down and stopping to watch helicopter. 
Emergency services do a super job. 
I have severe Tinnitus which can be made worse by bouts of high volumes of noise. 
House vibration and glass moving in and out. 
Is helicopter permitted to fly over houses to land? 
Decibel levels are higher than permitted level of 55 Decibels. 
Helipad was supposed to be temporary. 
No choice made to live next to helicopter landing site, reduction in rates? 
If I was to buy helicopter would I be able to get use of it? 
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7. Report 
 

Section 25 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) 
states that: 
 
Where, in making any determination under the Planning Acts, regard is to be had 
to the development plan, the determination is, unless material considerations 
indicate otherwise to be made in accordance with that plan. 
 

There are statutory Development Plan Policies against which this application has 
to be assessed and these are listed at paragraph 2 above. The determining issues 
to be considered are whether the proposal complies with Development Plan Policy, 
or there are any other material considerations which would warrant the setting 
aside of Development Plan Policy. 
 
The Shetland Local Development Plan (2014) is the current development plan for 
Shetland and contains policies that guide all new development. The general 
policies GP1, and GP3 set out the basic requirements for all development and 
require new development to be located within or adjacent to existing settlements 
that have basic services and infrastructure, and to be sited and designed to respect 
the character and local distinctiveness of the site and its surroundings.  
 
Policy GP2 sets out the general requirements for all development and its aim is to 
ensure that the development will not have a detrimental impact on the surrounding 
natural or built environment. The main thrust of the policy is that development 
should not have a significant adverse effect on existing uses and should not 
compromise acceptable health and safety standards or levels.  

 

As described in the introduction full planning permission was granted on the 25th 
September 2015 for the construction of a helipad with a 10 diameter landing circle 
and an associated 3.5 metre wide access road with a turning head at South 
Lochside, Lerwick. (2014/190/PPF).  A proposal to increase the 10 metre landing 
circle to 15 metres in diameter was granted under Planning Permission 
2015/301/PPF in November 2015. 

 
No issues or concerns have been raised by the Planning Engineer in relation to 
water run-off as the site has a SuDS capability and is considered to comply with 
Policy WD 3.   
 
The Outdoor Access Officer has not identified any conflicts with Core paths 
accessibility or use and there are no public rights of way affected.  
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The Lerwick Community Council has been consulted on the application and no 
objections by it have been raised. 

 
The supporting statement submitted with the application contains comments from 
the Search and Rescue Helicopter Unit based in Sumburgh, the HM Coastguard 
Shetland and National Air Ambulance Service, which have all supported the 
retention of the helipad.  

 
The principle of siting a helipad (on a temporary basis) has been established with 
the granting of the previous consents. The issues of noise and potential damage 
to property as a result of downdraft have been considered previously by the 
Planning Authority, and resulted in the imposition of conditions relating to noise 
monitoring and helicopter landing management measures. What requires to be 
considered now is whether this temporary permission can be made permanent 
taking into account the results of the monitoring and the impact on the amenity of 
the area. 

 
The applications previously approved were made the subject of a condition that 
the permission timescale of two years would commence on the date of the first 
helicopter landing.  This first landing has been recorded as taking place on the 
12th March 2016 and the supporting statement has shown that the total number of 
landings between then and the 10th December 2017 was 40. A further number of 
landings were made at Sumburgh Airport which totalled 22, and at Tingwall Airport 
which totalled 60.  
 
The figures show that that while some months have had as many as 5 landings 
other months have had only 1 or none at all. The calculated average using the 
figures provided for the recorded period, ending on the 10th December 2017, is 1.6 
landings a month.  
 
A main concern of those that have objected to the proposal is that of noise and 
disturbance and the impact that this has on health.  The safety element of the 
operation of the aircraft in the area of the school and the residential area is also 
raised.  

 
A noise monitoring report as required by condition has been submitted with the 
application and as such Environmental Health (EH) were consulted on the 
proposal. EH have responded that the current Statutory Nuisance law enforced by 
them specifically excludes aviation noise.  
 
EH further commented that some of the elements of what can be classed as 
Statutory Nuisance assessment are however relevant to concerns raised by 
objectors. The type of data collected in a nuisance assessment would include: 
impact, locality, time, frequency, duration, convention, importance and avoidance. 
These are areas that could also be taken into account in any objective assessment 
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of the noise from the helipad. 
 
Monitoring has established that if Statutory Nuisance criteria were employed 
(which cannot be in this instance) the activity at the helipad would cause 
disturbance to local residents. It is accepted that the persons who have objected 
to the activity of the helicopter landing do consider that there is a negative impact 
in terms of noise and disturbance to their lives and potentially their health.  

 
It is noted that this application concerns the retention of the helipad and not the 
actual landing of the Search and Rescue helicopter which uses the infrastructure 
which has been put in place. It is accepted that the pilot has the right to land at this 
location irrespective of the landing pad being in place.    
 
However, the provision of the helicopter landing infrastructure cannot be 
considered in isolation in terms of the impact on the amenity of the surrounding 
area when taking into account the provisions of Policy GP2 cited above and the 
evidence now provided as a result of the monitoring, that at the time of the landings, 
noise levels equivalent to those of a statutory noise nuisance are likely to occur.  

 
 In assessing the acceptability of this proposal a balance has to be made between 
the impact on the surrounding uses and the important community benefit which 
results from the proposal. The evidence strongly suggests that at the time of the 
helicopter landings the noise generated would result in a departure from the terms 
of policy GP2 in that there is a significant adverse impact to the amenity of the 
surrounding area.  
 
However the balance that has to be made is between a short term adverse impact 
on nearby residents and the long term benefits to those requiring emergency 
medical treatment of having such a facility in close proximity to a medical facility. 
Notwithstanding that the helicopter does not require implicit permission to land 
anywhere, it is accepted that the provision of the helipad infrastructure directs the 
focus of the landings to the application site, resulting in an activity which can be 
regarded as a departure from Policy GP2.  

 
This is not however considered to be a significant departure from policy as the 
landing site is still to be used for emergency helicopter use only and is not intended 
for routine transport needs. Emergency landings have operated now for two years 
and any additional amenity impact experienced by the nearest residential 
properties and recreational users has been kept to a minimum as evidenced by the 
figures on the amount of landings which have been submitted. The supporting 
information submitted with the application has shown that only emergency landings 
have taken place, other landings having occurred at Sumburgh and Tingwall 
airports.  
 
This restriction of the site for 'emergency' use only and the demonstrated frequency 
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of that use, an average of less than 2 per month, and the proposal to continue 
limiting the use of the site only in 'emergency' situations allows the proposal to be 
considered as being an acceptable departure from Policy GP2 of Shetland Local 
Development Plan.  
 
It is considered that the 2 year monitoring has established that each landing of the 
aircraft has resulted in a level of noise and disturbance which would be a Statutory 
Nuisance if that legislation was capable of being applied to Search and Rescue 
aircraft. It is not considered that it is therefore necessary to impose an ongoing 
monitoring condition as the facts of the level of impact have already been 
established.  

 

8. Recommendation 
 

Grant subject to conditions.  
 
Reasons for Council’s decision: 
 

( 1.) The landing site is still to be used for emergency helicopter use only and is 
not intended for routine transport needs. Emergency landings have operated now 
for two years and any additional amenity impact experienced by the nearest 
residential properties and recreational users has been kept to a minimum.  The 
supporting information submitted with the application has shown that only 
emergency landings have taken place, other landings having occurred at 
Sumburgh and Tingwall airports. This restriction of the site for 'emergency' use 
only and the demonstrated frequency of that use, an average of less than 2 per 
month, and the proposal to continue limiting the use of the site only in 'emergency' 
situations allows the proposal to be considered as being an acceptable departure 
from Policy GP2 of the Shetland Local Development Plan 2014, with the adverse 
impact on amenity of the surrounding area in terms of noise arising from the 
resultant short term events of an emergency helicopter landing and taking off 
through its use being offset by the important benefits the facility brings in 
compliance with Policy CF1 of the Shetland Local Development Plan 2014.   
 

9. List of approved plans: 
 

 
• Location Plan R/L/A19-01    15.03.2018 
 
• Site Plan R/L/A19-5    27.03.2018 
 
 

10. Conditions:   
 
( 1.) The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out other than 
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wholly in accordance with the following plans and details (as may be amended 
and/or expanded upon by a listed document following afterward) unless 
previously approved in writing by the Planning Authority: 
 
Reason: For the avoidance of doubt as to what is being authorised by this 
permission. 
 
 
( 2) Notwithstanding the details on the approved application, the landing site 
shall be used for emergency transport only. The landing pad shall not be used for 
routine transport needs. 
 
Reason: To ensure the development continues as approved for emergency use, 
to limit non essential movements in order to protect the amenity of residential 
properties within the area, in compliance with the principles of Shetland Local 
Development Plan 2014 Policies GP2 and GP3. 

 

11. Further Notifications Required 

 
Letters to objectors regarding decision. 
 

12. Background Information Considered 

2014/190/PPF and 2015/301/PPF 
 

 

 
 

2018/040/PPF_Delegated_Report_of_Handling.doc 
Officer:  Richard MacNeill 

Date:8 May 2018   
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