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1 Environmental Report Non-Technical Summary
1.1 Purpose of this Environmental Report and key stages

We (Aberdeenshire Council) have written this Environmental Report (“the
report”) for the Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2023 (LDP) under the
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005. The process taken to write this
report is called Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). The reason for
undertaking this SEA is to identify and address all the effects the plan is likely to
have on the environment, with the overall aim of the process being to protect
the environment. Throughout this SEA process we have been taking the views
of others info account and will continue to do so until the plan is adopted.

The key stages of this SEA are pre-screening, screening, scoping, environmental
report and post-adoption statement. An explanation of these stages can be
found below:

l. Pre-screening

Pre-screening of a plan is done to show that a plan is not likely to have any
effect on the environment, or if it has any effects at all, they will be minimal.
After pre-screening, a plan, programme or strategy (PPS) will not be subject to
any further SEA. This stage does not apply to the LDP.

2. Screening

A PPS is screened to determine whether we should be doing an SEA for it.
When a planis likely to have significant (i.e. very bad, damaging, large orlong-
lasting) effects on the environment, we will do an SEA. If the effect is not
significant, no further action is taken and a pre-screening report would be
prepared (see Stage 1). In this case, it is clear that the environmental effects
of the LDP will be significant and therefore a full SEA is required.

3. Scoping

At the scoping stage, we set out how much information should be in the actual
Environmental Report, how we plan to assess the effects of the different
aspects of the plan, and how long we will consult with others on the report. We
then consult with Key Agencies on the contents of the Scoping Report, and
their recommendations help us to improve our approach.

4. Environmental Report

In the Environmental Report, we assess the effects of a plan on the environment
and explain how we could address those effects (through a process called
mitigation). We also describe how we will monitor any significant effects of the
plan on the environment. In January 2019, we published an Interim
Environmental Report alongside the Main Issues Report. This assessed the
environmental impact of the options and alternatives included in the Main
Issues Report. We revised and updated this report to take into account the full
content and detail of the Proposed LDP. In May 2020 we published the
Environmental Report alongside the Proposed LDP for public comment.



5. Post-adoption Statement

Once we have addressed and resolved the representations received through
consultation before adopting the plan, we must inform everyone about what
difference the SEA process and their views have made to the final plan. And
we do this through a Post-adoption Statement as the last stage.

1.2 The Context of the Strategy

The new Aberdeenshire LDP is to be adopted in 2012. In it we provide firm
guidance up to the period 2032, following which we will review it. We are
required to review the Plan to ensure compliance with the Planning (Scotland)
Act 2019, which updated how LDPs are produced. This Plan is for the whole of
Aberdeenshire, outside the Cairngorms National Park. We no longer include
Cairngorms National Park in our Plan due to the Cairngorms National Park
Authority now preparing their own LDP.

We have used the Main Issues Report (MIR) and the Proposed LDP 2020 to
engage with the public. The MIR and Proposed LDP formed the main focus for
discussions on the options for sites that would be developed in Aberdeenshire
and for the policies that will guide development. The engagement has helped
us to note changes we must make to the options. The LDP contains 31 policies
which will be supported with supplementary guidance on affordable housing
and developer obligations. Planning Advice also supports the policies, but
these have not been subject to the SEA process as they only provide clarity on
the LDP policies.

To guide and help us deliver what we plan to do in the Proposed LDP, we have
made use of documents and plans such as the Aberdeen City and the
Aberdeenshire Strategic Development Plan 2020, LDP 2017, Local Housing
Strategy 2018-2023, the Local Transport Strategy 2012, National Planning
Framework 3, Scofttish Planning Policy, Strategic Transport Projects Review,
Priorities for the North East, Regional Transport Strategy (2013-2035) and North
East Regional Economic Strategy (2016).

This Report covers the key issues, outcomes, topics and processes of the SEA
process listed at paragraph 1-9 of Schedule 3 of the 2005 Act. We have made
use of over 100 documents, which influence how we have written this strategy,
which affects Aberdeen, the North East, Scotland and the World. These
documents cover:

international conventions and European Directives

national frameworks and policies

climate and flooding

low carbon economy and energy

the water environment

biodiversity (plant and animal life on the land and in the water)
sustainable development
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transport and air quality issues
historic environment and landscape
housing

design

soil and pollution

waste management

equality and diversity

ageing, exercise and health

1.3 Baseline/Evolution, Characteristics of Areas and Environmental Problems

We have identified a number of problems and issues in Aberdeenshire. In this
section, we have listed the significant environmental problems and issues that
are considered in this Report. We have also used this section to set out the
baseline information for the area. These issues show that the challenges we
must deal with through this Plan are:

Although we do not have the serious air quality problems identified in
Aberdeen City, the increasing number of cars, trucks and vehicles that
pass through some towns in Aberdeenshire could worsen if the necessary
infrastructure is not available to accommodate new development.

We burn a lot of fuel to heat our homes and to drive our cars, which is
pumping more CO; into the air and causing our carbon and ecological
footprints to rise.

Lack of active travel opportunities.

Future climate change will have a number of effects on how much
water we will have and how stable our soils will be.

Petrol stations, factories, and other industries have all affected how
good or bad our soil and water is.

How we dispose of waste can also affect our soils, water and climate,
although new ways of managing waste has improved this.
Fragmentation and lack of green-blue networks, and habitat
connectivity.

Impact on sensitive landscapes (Aberdeen Green Belt or Special
Landscape Areas) from developments, and cumulative impacts.

While the area is rich in cultural heritage and has distinctive landscapes,
the houses we have built in the past have put pressure on these
resources. New housing development offers the opportunity to improve
the efficiency of our homes and create good landscapes.

New buildings are putting pressure on animal and plant life (biodiversity).
Where we have good parks or open spaces, people will want to build
and live around them.

Access to housing for all groups.

Pressure on potable water supplies and sources from the River Dee.

The make-up of the population is an issue that needs to be considered
in relation to the future provision of development. For example, while
there are arange of age groups living in the area, because we are living
longer, there will be an increased proportion of older people.
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1.4 Assessment of Significant Effects

We have put together a summary of how the LDP could significantly affect the
environment in Table 1.1 below.

Table 1.1 Assessment of effects

SEA Issue
Air

Plan Impact
The overall effects of the Plan on the environment are mixed
(i.e. positive, negative & neutral). Most people drive cars and
are served by lorries. Traffic congestion impacts our air quality
and climate. The effects are however not significant.
Some localised air quality issues are likely in towns in
Aberdeenshire.
Where biomass fuel is likely to be encouraged there could be
problems with air quality.
New buildings are more efficient and will use less heat and
electricity which will benefit the climate in the long term.
However; the process of development wil release
greenhouse gases into the atmosphere.
The developing along transport corridors helps to reduce car
dependency.
Because of the improvements we expect as we develop new
infrastructure, the effect of the Plan on air quality will also be
positive.

Water

The overall effects of the Plan on water are negative, as a
result of the volume of housing and employment land we
want to develop. This will increase the amount of water we
take from catchments and groundwater sources, in particular
the Dee River Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

The scale of development over a longer term is large and the
Plan will have long term impacts such as; water levels due to
abstraction, water pollution, run-off (both short term and long
term), localised flooding and altered morphology.

The MIR promotes water efficiency and sustainable
abstraction levels. However, the delivery of water efficient
technologies may not be sufficient to cover the impact of
water levels followed by abstraction.

Climate
Factors

The effects of the Plan on the climatic factors are mixed (i.e.
positive, negative & neutral).

The potential for increased emissions during development of
new housing and employment land, increased population
and resource use will have a negative impact.

Positive impacts will come from promotion of policies that
promote efficient resource use and sustainable transport use.
Because of the improvements we expect through new
infrastructure, the effect of the Plan on climatic factors is not
significant across Aberdeenshire.
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Sail

The overall effects of the Plan on soil are mixed (i.e. positive,
negative & neutral).

House building and development will cause; soil loss, soil
sealing, soil erosion and soil degradation. In addition, other
types of development like; wind farms, renewables and
associated infrastructure could have impacts on carbon rich
soils.

Waste generation will lead to more landfill, which can cause
leeching into soil and groundwater.

Positive impacts will come from promotion of policies which
reduce waste to landfill and channel development away
from areas with carbon rich soils or prime agricultural land,
which will help to protect soil integrity.

The development of polluted/contaminated sites will benefit
soil because it will clean up the pollution

Biodiversity
(Flora and
Fauna)

The overall effects of the Plan on plants and animals are
mixed. In order to develop the new houses we need, it will
require the development of greenfield sites, the loss and
fragmentation of habitats and the resulting disturbance of
species. However, policies are put in place to mitigate
potential effects. Sites that avoid woodland are preferred,
and buffer strips between the development and frees and
watercourses could mitigate effects and improve biodiversity.
The River Dee and other protected areas are the home to
indigenous mammals, salmonid species and invertebrates
and development may harm their habitats.

The need to increase the rate of abstraction from the River
Dee may have a negative effect on habitats and the status
of protected species.

Landscape

The overall effects of the Plan on our visual surroundings are
mixed, some positive and others negative.

Development that can be seen from multiple views or is
prominent in nature can have negative effects on views and
scenery.

Landmark developments with considerate design will add to
the area’s reputation for quality architecture and design.
There will be some positive impacts through the
redevelopment of degraded brownfield sites.

Loss of woodland can affect the character of landscapes.
Cumulative impact on new development affecting the
integrity of the green belt, and to a lesser extent, Special
Landscape Areas.

Material
Assets

The overall effect of the Plan on wealth creation through new
infrastructure buildings is very positive.

However, some pressure may be placed on existing assets in
the short term until upgraded assets and services come
online.
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Population | e The overall effects of the Plan on population is positive if the
level of development and investment in infrastructure aspired
to in the Plan is delivered.

e Many people will be able to: find a home to rent or buy; have
increased and improved local and regional services; and
improved fransportation links.

Human e The overall effects of the Plan on peoples’ health will be

Health positive. There will be positive health impacts as a result of
new homes, services, areas of open space and connected
pedestrian and cycle routes.

e Af the same fime traffic from new development can have a
negative impact on air quality which may have a negative
effect on human health.

e New open spaces and green networks will be provided to
encourage recreation and active travel. Safeguards will be
put in place to ensure that public open spaces and access
ways are not lost.

Cultural e The effects of the Plan on special (listed/conservation areaqs)

Heritage or old buildings are mixed (i.e. positive, negative & neutral).

e Where the effects are negative, these are generally small.
Design policies will also make the impact smaill.

e In terms of lager scale sites of cultural significance
development is focused in areas away from sites such as
battlefields.

1.5 Broad Mitigation Measures

In Table 1.2 below you will see how we have addressed all the significant
positive and significant negative effects of the preferred policy and land
allocation options. We will seek to mitigate the significant negative impacts
and enhance the significant positive impacts as we work with other partners in
the development of new sites. Some proposed developments in the LDP will
need an environmental impact assessment (EIA). Other new developments,
which have not been assessed in detail, but may have significant effects on
Ramsar sites, must undergo appropriate assessment (i.e. the assessment
required under the Habitats Regulations).

Table 1.2: Proposed mitigation measures

SEA Issues | Mitigation Measures

Air e The application of robust criteria during assessment of land
allocations will, fo an extent, mitigate the negative impact on
air from increased car travel. It will also enhance the positive
impacts on air by promoting active travel, wheeling and public
transport. Policies that promote good connectivity, active
travel, wheeling and public transport provision will also be
applied.

e The masterplanning process will provide the opportunity to
maximise this provision in large scale developments.
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Development Management teams will work together and,
where appropriate, with the Environment Team and SEPA, to
enhance the positive and mitigate the negative impacts on air
quality in Aberdeenshire.

Water

We will develop policies that protect and conserve the water
environment, encourage the use of SuDS (Sustainable
Drainage System) to manage surface water, and ensure
buildings do not use excessive amounts of water.
Development Management teams and, where appropriate,
the Environment Team and SEPA, will work with applicants from
the pre-planning application stage to make sure that positive
effects are enhanced, and the negative effects mitigated.
The masterplanning process will also provide the opportunity to
maximise these opportunities in large scale developments.
We will avoid building on land that floods.

Climate
Factors

We will have a mix of houses, jobs, shops and schools close
together so that development will not damage our climate
and air.

We will make sure buildings need less heat and electricity thus
making them more efficient and reducing energy
consumption.

The positive impact of reducing fossil fuel-based energy use
through supporting renewable energy development will be
enhanced by the proposed new Climate change policies, the
existing layout, siting and design policies, and the provision of
specialist planning advice on Wind Turbines.

Development Management will work together with applicants
from the pre-planning application stage to make sure that a
consistent and robust approach is taken to the determination
of planning applications.

The negative impact on CO; emissions from increased car
travel was, to an extent, mitigated through the application of
robust criteria during assessment of the land allocations.
Policies promoting good connectivity and active travel and
public transport provision will be applied. The expected
increase in domestic energy use from future development will
be mitigated through existing policies such as on using
resources in buildings, and renewable energy will promote
alternative forms of energy. The masterplanning process will
also be used to maximise opportunities in large developments.
The positive impact of supporting sustainable flood
management will be enhanced through the application of
policies such as Policy RD1 Providing suitable services, which
requires SuDS. The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, which
accompanies the proposed LDP, will also support/enhance
sustainable flood management. We will also make sure that
areas of significant flood risk will be avoided or zoned as an
open space within development sites.
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Development Management will work together with applicants
from pre-planning application stage to ensure that positive
effects are enhanced, and negative effects minimised.

Soll

We will require new developments to clean up harmful
pollution where appropriate.

We will recycle more waste, redirect and reduce the waste
going to landfill.

We will channel development into corridors so that prime
agricultural land or carbon rich soils are not developed.
Development Management will work with applicants from the
pre-planning application stage to make sure that positive
effects are enhanced and that the minor negative effects do
not worsen. The masterplanning process will also be used to
enhance opportunities in large scale developments.
Developments likely to have significant effects on carbon rich
soils and peatland will be avoided.

Biodiversity
(Flora and
Fauna)

Development Management will work together with applicants
and, where appropriate, the Environment Team, from the pre-
planning application stage to make sure that positive effects
will be enhanced (e.g. including wildlife areas in new
developments) and that the negative effects of the preferred
options are reduced.

The masterplanning process will also be used to enhance
opportunities in large scale developments.

When we continue to build structures called “SuDS” to take
surface water from urban areas, we will make sure that they
can encourage biodiversity (i.e. some plant and animal life) to
live and grow within these systems.

The positive impact of creation of green networks will be
supported/enhanced through the application of existing
protective  environmental policies, which also seek
environmental enhancements.

We will encourage the provision of open spaces, including
wildlife areas, in new developments.

We will also protect and enhance special areas where we find
plants and animals (small and large).

We will keep areas for animals to move from place to place
and avoid habitat fragmentation.

Landscape

We will use existing LDP policies that protect landscape and
encourage a high level of masterplanning and design.
Development Management will work together with applicants
and, where appropriate, the Environment Team, from the pre-
planning application stage to make sure that positive effects
are enhanced, and negative effects mitigated.

We will not build on the areas that are prominent and visible
from multiple places.

Material
Assets

We will make sure that roads, schools, hospitals, drains and jobs
required for new developments are put in place by the
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application of robust criteria during assessment of the land
allocations. Policies such as ‘RD1 Providing suitable services,
‘RD2 Developers Obligations’ and supplementary guidance
‘Developer Obligations: Methods for Calculation’ will ensure
that new development, which has a negative impact on
existing infrastructure, will make sufficient contributions to
mitigate this impact.

Positive impacts through the creation of new material assets
will be enhanced through developer contributions policies and
layout, siting and design policy. This requires a mix of housing
and therefore supports the provision of affordable housing.
Development Management will work fogether with the
Developer Obligations team, applicants and, where
appropriate, the Council’s Education and Transportation
Services and external agencies such as Scottish Water, from
pre-planning application stage, to make sure the positive
effects on material assets are enhanced and the negative
effects minimised.

The masterplanning process will provide the opportunity to
maximise this provision in large scale developments.
Applications likely to have significant effects on material assets
will be referred to SEPA who play a significant role in licensing
Scofttish Water assets. Where connection to the public sewer is
constrained due to capacity issues, applications will be
referred to SEPA for temporary environmentally acceptable
private drainage systems before applications are approved.

Population

We will encourage the provision of services, jobs, houses and
facilities that cater for all sectors of society, old, young and
those with impairments.

The positive impact on the provision of a mix of housing types
will be supported by the application of a policy on layout, siting
and design in new development, which requires a housing mix.
The masterplanning process will be used to ensure that the
provision of a housing mix is maximised in larger developments.
Development Management and the Developer Obligations
Team will work together from pre-planning application stage
to make sure that positive effects are enhanced.

Human
Health

We will avoid building where there are risks to health such as
areas of poor air quality or foul smells.

We will design development so that people can access areas
of open space close to their homes/places of work, be less car
dependent and can have more physically active lives.

We will locate development in areas which are better
connected to a variety of fransport systems to ensure
individuals and communities are not isolated.

Development Management will work together with applicants
from planning application stage to make sure that positive
effects are enhanced, and the negative effects mitigated.
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Policies in the Plan that protect human health will be applied.
The masterplanning process will also be used to enhance
opportunities in large scale developments.

Cultural o
Heritage

We will look to protect and enhance our most valued features
wherever possible and encourage design in new
developments which values and complements our heritage.
Development Management will work together with applicants
from planning application stage to make sure that positive
effects are enhanced (e.g. protecting areas with the most
valued features and encouraging good design in new
developments).

The masterplanning process will also be used to enhance
opportunities in large scale developments.

We will work with and cooperate with developers to make sure
that the minor negative effects on cultural heritage are
minimised.

1.6 Monitoring

The Planning Policy Team will monitor the significant negative and positive
effects of the Plan through the Monitoring Plan which we have set out in this
Environmental Report. We have set out what actions must be carried out, who
must carry out each of the actions and when the Planning Policy Team must

carry them out.

1.7 How to Comment on the Report

If you would like
your comments

to express your views on this environmental report, please send
to:

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Economy
Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Council

Woodhill House,
Westburn Road
AB16 5GB

Phone: +441467

Aberdeen,

537289

Email: Idp@aberdeenshire.gov.uk

For more information on how to respond to the Environment Report visit:
hitps://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/Idp-2023/.
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2 The Environmental Report
2.1. Introduction

The purpose of this Environmental Report is fo provide information on the
Aberdeenshire LDP 2023, identify, describe and evaluate the likely significant
effects of the Plans, Projects and Strategies (PPS) and its reasonable
alternatives. The SEA process for the LDP involved the preparation of a
scoping report followed by the undertaking of a strategic environmental
assessment of the Main Issues Report (2019). Following analysis and
incorporation of comments from consultees, we have prepared this
Environmental Report of the Proposed LDP 2020 and offered opportunity for
stakeholders to comment. The proposed LDP has now been subject to
scruitiny by Scottish Ministers.

With regard to format, the report begins with a Non-Technical Summary in
Section 1. Section 2 provides an introduction, key facts and SEA activities to
date. Next, Section 3 describes the content and the alternatives of the PPS,
while Section 4 discusses the issues that set the context for the strategy, such
as other PPS and environmental protection objectives, baseline data, the
evolution of the baseline without the PPS; and environmental problems
relevant to the plan. Section 5 then looks at the scope and level of detail to
be assessed, comprising alternatives, the assessment framework, cumulative
effects assessment, mitigation and monitoring, as well as general weaknesses
and limitations of the report and difficulties faced. The next steps are outlined
in Sections 6. Section 7 defines the acronyms used; with the Appendices
following this section.

The key facts relating to the PSS are set out in Table 3.1 below.

Table 2.1: Key Facts relating to the PPS

el CXI RN L S EWN G (WA Aberdeenshire Councll

Title of the PPS Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2023
What Prompted the PPS Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act

1997 (Planning etc (Scotland) Act 2006 and
Planning (Scotland) Act 2019)

Subject Land Use

Period Covered by the PPS 2022-2032

Frequency of Updates Every 5 years

Area covered by the PPS The whole of Aberdeenshire excluding
Cairngorms National Park

(U] {oToX{-e ] e VAT i1 I \/-Y Il The purpose of the LDP is to provide a
the PPS framework for the sustainable development
of land covering its area. It does not provide
a framework for all development, only
actions defined as “development” in
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legislation, and for which planning permission
is a legal requirement.

Planning Policy

Planning and Economy

Environment and Infrastructure Services
Aberdeenshire Councill

Contact Point Woodhill House

Westburn Road

Aberdeen

AB16 5GB

TEL: 01467 532685

CAIRNGORMS
NATIONAL PARK

ABERDEENSHIRE
N LOCAL DEVELOPMENT

;'\\ PLAN AREA

o V1 r U
£ Crown Copyright. OS Licence No. 0100020757 Copynght:(c] 2014 Esni

Figure 1 Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan Area
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2.2 SEA activities to date

Table 2.2 Summairises the SEA activities to date in relation to the Aberdeenshire
Local Development Plan 2023.

Table 2.2 SEA activities to date

SEA Action/Activity

When carried out

Notes
(e.9. comment on data availability,

particular issues or any advice from the
Consultation Authorities that has now

been taken into account)

report

Scoping the consultation 1-30 April 2018 Advice and meetings with consultation
periods and the level of authorities inputted into the process.
detail to be included in the

Environmental Report

Consultation on the scoping | 5 July 2018 When SEA Gateway was notified

Updated Scoping Report
Agreed

10 August 2018

without the PPS

Outline and objectives of August 2018 Based on the evolving Main Issues

the PPS

Relationship with other PPS August 2018 Comments from consultation authorities
and environmental were inputted

objectives

Environmental baseline August 2018 Revised the existing baseline
established incrementally

Environmental problems August 2018 Revised known issues based on current
identified understanding and discussions
Assessment of future of area | August 2018 Revised the existing information

available

Alternatives considered

September 2018

Policies, settlement, areas, and sites

Environmental assessment
methods established

September 2018

Involved a number of policy planners

Scoping in/out of policies

September 2018

Discussed based on positions papers
writften by policy planners and all SEA
topics have been scoped in.

Scoping in/out of
allocations

September 2018

Discussed based the proposals in the
SDP and considering the possibility that
the outcome of examination and the
SEA willinfluence the choice of preferred
sites. And all SEA topics have been
scoped in.

Selection of PPS alternatives
fo be included in the
environmental assessment

September 2018

Main issues, existing policies, existing
allocations and new bids, as well as
changes to existing policies formed the
basis of debate on alternatives

Idenfification of
environmental problems
that may persist after
implementation and
measures envisaged o
prevent, reduce and offset
any significant adverse
effects

October 2018

Focused on significant issues idenfified
following the assessment

Monitoring methods
proposed

October 2018

Considered deliverability of mitigation
measures to address significant effects
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SEA Action/Activity

When carried out

Notes
(e.g. comment on data availability,

particular issues or any advice from the
Consultation Authorities that has now

Preparation and
Consultation on the Interim
Environmental Report for
the Main Issues Report

January to  April
2019

been taken into account)

Followed the timetable of the main
issues report. Twelve-week consultation
period on Interim Environmental Report.

Preparation of the
Environmental Report to
accompany the Proposed
LDP 2020 following public
consultation (detailed
below)

July to October
2019

Comments received through
representations  effecting the SEA
inputted.

Collating views on the SEA
consultation

July to August 2019

Submissions from the Consultation

Authorities and others on the Interim
Environment Report considered and
amendments made where appropriate.

Using the views of the
consultation as the basis for
proposed plan SEA

August to October
2019

Submissions and views on the Interim
Environmental Report were considered
in the context of the preparation of the
Proposed Plan.

Agree on the Options

August 2019

Update the assessment of
effects of the LDP policies
and sites

August to October
2019

Update Draft Environmental Report

Update Mitigation and
Monitoring Reports

October 2019

Update Draft Environmental Report

Consultation on the
Environmental Report to
accompany the Proposed
Plan 2020

May to July 2020

Followed the timetable of the Proposed
Plan. Eight-week consultation period on
Environmental Report

Preparation of the finalised
Environmental Report to
accompany the LDP 2023
following examination.

June to August 2022

Changes made to reflect Reporters
recommendations.

Prepare and publish Post

November 2022 to

Demonstrates how views on the various

Adoption Statement January 2023 Environmental Reports were considered.
Sent to SEA Gateway upon adoption of
LDP 2023.

Revise the finalised December 2022 The finalised Environmental Report was

Environmental Report to updated to reflect comments in the

accompany the LDP 2023 Post-Adoption Statement.

following its adoption

Notification/publicity action | January 2023 Joint advert with the LDP 2023 after the

Scottish Ministers adopt the LDP.
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3  Outline and Objectives of the Aberdeenshire LDP 2023
3.1 Background

The Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 requires that the
Environmental Report includes “an outline of the contents and main
objectives of the plan or programme”. The purpose of this section is to
explain the nature, contents, objectives, and timescale of the Aberdeenshire
LDP 2023.

The Aberdeenshire LDP 2023will replace the current adopted Aberdeenshire
LDP 2017. The LDP sets out the land use strategy for Aberdeenshire to the end
of 2032.

3.2 Strategic Development Plan 2020 Spatial Strategy

The Proposed Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2018
(SDP2) was published on 21 January 2020 with minor amendments by the
Reporter examining the plan. The SDP2 was approved by Scofttish Ministers in
August 2020. The LDP must be consistent with SDP2. The SDP2 rolls forward
the strategy from the Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan
(2014), which has been in place since the Aberdeen City and Shire Structure
Plan 2009. The SDP2 spatial strategy identifies four Strategic Growth Areas
(SGA’s), where most of the development is directed, but it does not identify
where development should go within these areas. The remainder of the area
is classified as ‘Local Growth and Diversification Area’.

However, a key difference from the SDP 2014 is that the proposed housing
allowances in the SDP2 are allocated by Housing Market Area rather than by
Strategic Growth Area. It also includes figures for affordable homes. The
employment land allocations are sfill allocated by Strategic Growth Area.
Figure 2 illustrates the spatial strategy. The SDP2 proposes that 80% of homes
will be in the Aberdeen Housing Market Area and 20% Rural Housing Market
Area. Table 3.1 breaks this down further.

Paragraph 3.4 of the SDP2 states:

“The Spatial Strategy plans for growth to be focused in a limited
number of places. These are locations where public and private
investment in schools, community facilities and fransport infrastructure
can take place in order to benefit wider quality of life and provide the
flexibility to meet the needs of local communities.”
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Strategic Growth Areas Trunk Roads Aberdeen Housing Market Area (BO%)

Local Growth and Diversification Areas Regeneration Priority Area Rural Housing Market Area (20%)

Banff Macduff  raserburgh
o0

20%

O Turriff :- Peterhead

*
. Elldn
*.Inverurie [

Alfordo

Figure 2: The SDP2 Spatial Strategy and housing market areas (2020)

Table 3.1 SDP2 housing and employment land figures

Housing Supply Housing Employment land Strategic Reserve
2016 - 2032 Allowances 2020- allocations to 2032 Land 2033-2040
2032 (all hectares) (all hectares)

Aberdeen Housing | 26,325 8,172

Market Area

Rural Housing | 6,361 2,042

Market Area

Aberdeen City [ 16,719 5,107

Council

Aberdeenshire 15,967 5,107

Council

Aberdeen City 105 70

SGA

Aberdeen to 45 43

Blackdog SGA

Aberdeen to Huntly 42 28

SGA

Aberdeenshire to 62 42

Laurencekirk SGA

Source: SDP2 Table 3 and Table 5
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3.3 LDP Settlement Strategy

The LDP will identify a sub-regional settlement strategy to implement the SDP2
strategy. This will identify the distribution of development within
Aberdeenshire. Where change is necessary, this will be guided by issues of
environmental sustainability, infrastructure availability and community
development.

The settlement strategy will retain and carry current LDP proposals forward
into the next LDP. Allocations that have not been developed since the
adoption of the Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2006 will be reviewed and deleted
if necessary. New sites will be added in accordance with the allowances set
out in the SDP2.

However, there are options in terms of the pattern of development we would
expect over the next ten years. Table 3.2 shows these strategic options.

Table 3.2: Settlement Strategy
Options and Alternatives

Preferred Promote growth in the three Strategic Growth Areas in

Option Aberdeenshire and remove the sections within the spatial
strategy that refer to the six different

administrative areas in Aberdeenshire (see LDP 2017 sections 5
to 10) and, instead give a wider context to the settlement
strategy as it applies over the whole area.

Alternative 1 | Promote growth in the three Strategic Growth Areas and keep
the statements for each administrative area as a form of
promotion and marketing to attract business interests to locate
in these areas. Other documents produced by the Council
achieve this aim.

3.4 Description of PPS Content of LDP

The LDP, which has now been prepared, contains a vision, strategy, policies
and site-specific proposals for land allocations. The content of the plan and
its options are listed in Table 3.3 and Table 3.4.

3.5 LDP Vision and Objectives

The vision for the Plan replicates the vision set out in the SDP2, but there is a

need to clarify the role of the vision and why the LDP contains the policies
that it does. The two options are set out in table 3.3 below.
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Table 3.3: LDP Vision
Preferred Keep the existing vision statement unchanged, but to provide
Option significantly greater guidance on the value of the vision and
how it links together.

Alternative Reduce the weight we would like to give to the vision for the
plan to something which is more accessible and less detailed,
and make it into a broad statement of infent which has no real
use in decision making.

The SDP2 amends the vision so that is has a greater focus on the natural and
historic environment and the sustainable use of the region’s resources. The
SDP2 vision is below:

By 2040, Aberdeen City and Shire will have grown and evolved to
become an even more attractive, prosperous, resilient and sustainable
European City Region. It will be an excellent place to live, visit and do
business.

We will be recognised for:

e our enterprise and inventiveness in the knowledge economy and
high-value markets — with a particular focus on energy,
biopharmaceuticals, tourism, food and drink, fishing and the primary
industries; and,

» the City Region’s unique built, historic and natural environment,
which will be protected and, where appropriate, enhanced as a
key asset in underpinning a high quality of life and place.

Decision makers will have acted confidently and taken the
courageous decisions necessary to further develop a robust and
diversified economy.

Both Councils will have taken a proactive approach towards
development that: ensures the sustainable use of natural resources, the
ability to live within the area’s environmental capacity, can deal with
climate change, and creates a more open, inclusive society.

The vision was assessed under the SDP2.
3.6 LDP Policies and Appendices

The policy content remains largely unchanged from the LDP 2017, although
amendments were proposed in light of the Main Issues Report 2019
consultation and the Proposed LDP Examination 2021 to provide exira
clarification, further detail, corrections or technical updates. However, in light
of the Planning (Scotfland) Act 2019, the maijority of the supplementary
guidance that accompanied the LDP 2017 have be included as Appendices
in the LDP.
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Table 3.4 lists the proposed LDP 2023 policies. Appendix 8.6 provides a full
assessment of the policy options.

Table 3.4: LDP 2023 Policies

Shaping Business Development

Policy B1 Town Centre Development and Appendix 2 Retail Centres

Policy B2 Employment and Business Land and Appendix 1 Employment
Land Allocations

Policy B3 Tourist Facilities

Policy B4 Special Development Areas and Appendix 3 Regeneration
Priority Areas

Shaping Development in the Countryside

Policy R1 Special Rural Areas and Appendix 4 Boundaries of the Green
Belt and Appendix 5 Coastal Zone

Policy R2 Development Proposals Elsewhere in the Countryside

Policy R3 Minerals

Policy R4 Hill Tracks

Shaping Home and Housing

Policy H1 Housing Land and Appendix 6 Housing Land Allocations

Policy H2 Affordable Housing

Policy H3 Special Needs Housing

Policy H4 Residential Caravans

Policy H5 Gypsy/Travellers

Shaping Places

Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design and Appendix 8 Successful
Placemaking Design Guidance and Appendix 9 Building Design
Guidance

Policy P2 Open Spaces and Access to New Developments and Appendix
10 Standards for Open Space

Policy P3 Infill Developments within Settlements and Householder
Developments (including home and work proposals)

Policy P4 Hazardous and Potentially Polluting Developments and
Contaminated Land

Policy P5 Digital Infrastructure

Policy P6 Community Facilities and Public Amenities

Natural Heritage and Landscape

Policy E1 Natural Heritage and Appendix 12 Local Nature Conservation
Sites

Policy E2 Landscape and Appendix 13 Aberdeenshire Special Landscape
Areas

Policy E3 Forestry and Woodland

The Historic Environment

Policy HE1 Protecting Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and
Archaeological Sites (including other historic buildings)
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Policy HE2 Protecting Historic, Cultural and Conservation Areas and
Appendix 11 Conservation Areas

Policy HE3 Enabling development to safeguard Historic Buildings at Risk

Protecting resources

Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources and Appendix 14 Areas
Safeguarded or Identified as Areas of Search for Minerals

Policy PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites

Policy PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste and Appendix 15 Recycling and

Waste Facilities

Climate Change

Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings

Policy C2 Renewable Energy

Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores

Policy C4 Flooding

The Responsibilities of Developers

Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services

Policy RD2 Developers’ Obligations

3.7 LDP Site Allocations

Additional housing land allocations are required to meet the housing
allowances set out in the SDP2, (see Table 3.1). However, not all bids
submitted during the ‘Call for sites’ stage in 2018 were necessary or had
constraints that made them unsuitable for development at this time. The
examination of the Proposed LDP 2020 finalised the location of sites to be
allocated for development.

Table 3.5: Opportunity Sites and Alternatives

Preferred
sites

Description
Existing LDP 2017 allocations will be carried forward into the next
LDP, unless these sites have remained undeveloped since their
allocation in the Aberdeenshire Local Plan 2006 or are unlikely
to come forward before 2032. New sites were identified and
assessed as Officer’s preference or by the Reporter during the
examination of the Proposed LDP 2020 (detailed assessments
are contained in Appendices 8.6 to 8.8).

Alternatives

These are existing LDP 2017 allocations that have failed to
come forward since the adoption of the Aberdeenshire Local
Plan 2006 and new development bids received in 2018. They
are not preferred because they are either constrained or are
not required to meet the Strategic Development Plan 2020 and
Proposed LDP allocation requirements.
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4 Plan, Programme or Strategy Context
4.1 Relationship with other PPS & environmental protection objectives

The Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 requires that the
Environmental Report includes an outline of the relationships with other relevant
PPS and how environmental protection objectives have been taken into account
in the preparation of the LDP 2023. This section covers these issues and describes
the policy context within which the LDP operates, and the constraints and targets
that this context imposes on the LDP. The other PPS thought to have an influence
on or be influenced by the strategy are identified in Table 4.1 and in more detail
in Appendix 8.3

Table 4.1 List of other PPS and environmental protection objectives of the LDP
International Level

Nature Conservation
— The Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC
— The Birds Directive 2009/147/EC
— Convention on Wetlands of International Importance 1971 (Ramsar)
— Nature Conservation - the Ramsar Convention
— EU Biodiversity Strategy 2020
Water
—  Water Framework Directive 2000/60/EC
— Nitrate Directive 91/43/EC
Waste
— The Landfill Directive 99/31/EC
— The Waste Framework Directive 2008/98/EC
— Taking Sustainable Use of Resources Forward: A Thematic Strategy on the
Prevention and Recycling of Waste (2005)
Landscape
— European Landscape Convention 2000
Climate Change
— UN Framework Convention on Climate Change 1992
— The Second European Climate Change Programme (currently in

preporo’rioni

Overarching Planning Policy
— Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997
— The Planning (Scotland) Act 2006
— National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3) (2014)
— Scottish Planning Policy 2014
Air and Climate Change
— Scottish Climate Change Delivery Plan (2009)
— Air Quality Strategy for England, Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland
(2007)
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2020 Routemap for Renewable Energy in Scotland

SEPA’s National air quality report (2008)

Towards a Low Carbon Economic Strategy for Scotland (2010)

Changing Our Ways- Scotland’s Climate Change Programme (2006)

Tomorrow's Climate, Today's Challenge: UK Climate Change Programme
(2004)

Online Renewables Advice (Replaces PAN 45) for specific renewable
energy technologies.

Calculating Carbon Savings from Windfarms on Scotland’s peat lands
(2008)

Heritage, Design and Regeneration

Our Place in Time: The Historic Environment Strategy for Scotland (2014)

Historic Environment Policy for Scotland (2019)

Designations Policy and Selections Guidance (2019)

Scheduled Monuments Consent Policy (2019)

Managing change in the historic environment: Demolition of Listed
Buildings (2019)

Managing Change in the Historic Environment: Use and Adaptation of
Listed Buildings (2019)

Managing Change in the Historic Environment: Gardens and Designed
Landscapes (2020)

Managing Change in the Historic Environment: Historic Battlefields (2020)

Managing Change in the Historic Environment: Setting (2020)

Guidance on the Principles of Listed Building Consent (2019)

Guidance on Conservation Areas (2019)

Historic Environment Scotland Act 2014

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1997

Planning (Listed Building Consent and Conservation Area Consent
Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2015

Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979

Creating Places - A policy statement on architecture and place for
Scotland (2013)

Designing Streets: A Policy Statement for Scotland (2010)

People and Place: A Policy Statement for Scotland (2006)

Green Infrastructure: Design and Placemaking (2011)

Soil and Landscape

The Scottish Soil Framework (2009)

Scottish Landscape Forum: Scotland’s Living Landscape (2007)

Scotland’s Living Landscapes: Places for People (2007)

Guidance on Local Landscape Designations (NatureScot, Historic
Scotland, 2006)

Fitting Landscapes (2014)

Cross-Sectoral

Natural Resource Productivity (2009)
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Low Carbon Infrastructure Transition Programme 2014

Making things to last: Circular Economy Strategy for Scotland 2016

National Performance Framework 2016

Low carbon economy strategy 2010

Scotland’s Agenda for Cities 2016

Scottish Economic Strategy (2015)

Getting the best from our land: A land use strategy for Scotland 2016-
2021

Scotland’s National Transport Strategy (2006)

Strategic Transport Projects Review (2009)

Choosing Our Future: Scotland’s Sustainable Development Strategy
(2005)

Building a Better Scotland Infrastructure Investment Plan: Investing in the
Future of Scotland (2005)

PAN 63: Waste Management Planning (2005)

PAN 65: Planning and Open Space (2008)

PAN 75: Transport and Planning (2005)

PAN 77: Designing Safer Places (2006)

PAN 78: Inclusive Design (2006)

SEPA One Planet Prosperity — Our regulatory strategy (2016)

Homes, Population and Health

Homes Fit for the 21st Century: The Scottish Government’s Strategy and
Action Plan for Housing in the Next Decade 2011-2020 (2011)

All Our Futures: Planning for a Scotland with an Ageing Population (2007)

Reaching Higher- Building on the Success of Sport 21 (2007) (Scotland’s
Sport Strategy)

Firm Foundation — The Future of Housing in Scotland: A Discussion Forum
(2008)

Let's Make Scotland More Active: A Strategy for Physical Activity (2003)

Let's Get Scotland Walking — The National Walking Strategy (2014)

Cycling Action Plan for Scotland 2017-2020

A Long-Term Vision for Active Travel in Scotland 2030

Equality Act 2010

Disability Discrimination Acts 1995 and 2005

SEPA Report: Incineration of Waste and Reported Human Health Effects
(2009)

Scottish Executive Reaching Higher — Building on the Success of Sport 21
(2007)

‘Making the Links: greenspace for a more successful and sustainable
Scotland’ (2009)

Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003

Scottish Outdoor Access Code (2004)

Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015
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Natural Conservation and Biodiversity

— Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended)

— The Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004

— Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) (Act) 2011 (e.g. in tackling
invasive non-native species)

— Protection of Badgers Act 1992 (as amended)

— 2020 Challenge for Scotland’s Biodiversity: A Strategy for the
Conservation and Enhancement of Biodiversity in Scotland (2013)

— Scotland's Biodiversity: It's in Your Hands. A strategy for the conservation
and enhancement of biodiversity in Scotland (2004)

— The Conservation (Natural Habitats etc.) Regulations 1994 (as amended)

— The Conservation (Natural Habitats) Amendment (Scotland) Regulations
2007

— The Habitats Regulations 2010 (in relation to reserved matters)

— Scottish Landscape Forum' (2007) Scotland’s living landscapes

— State of Scotland’s Green Space 2009

— UK Biodiversity Action Plan 1994

— Scottish Government’s Policy on Control of Woodland Removal (2009)

— Scottish Forestry Strategy 2006

— Making the Links: Greenspace for a more successful and sustainable
Scotland (2009)

Food and Agriculture

— Scotland’s National Food and Drink Policy (2009)

— Scottish Rural Development Programme 2014-2020

—  Whole farm review scheme (2014)

— Farming For a Better Climate (website)

Water, Marine and Coastal

— Water Environment (Controlled Activities) (Scotland) Regulations 2011 (as
amended)

— Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003

— The Flood Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009

— River Basin Management Plan for the Scotland river basin district: 2015-
2027

— Scottish Water Strategic Asset and Capacity Development Plan (2009)

— SEPA Groundwater Protection Policy for Scotland v3: Environmental Policy
19 (SEPA)

— Action Programme for Nitrate Vulnerable Zones (Scotland) Regulations
2008)

— Qur Seas — a shared resource. High Level Marine Objectives (2009)

— Marine (Scotland) Act 2010

— Marine Strategy Regulations 2010

— SEPA Indicative Flood Map 2014

32




— CIRIA SUDS manual C753 — All SUDS (with regards to water quality and
quantity) proposals should be designed in accordance with the manual
(2007)

— Scotland’s National Marine Plan 2015
— UK Marine Policy Statement 2011
— Scottish Executive Marine and Coastal Strategy (2005)
Waste
— Scotland’s Zero Waste Plan (2010)
— SEPA Guidelines for Thermal Treatment of Municipal Waste (2014)
— One Planet Prosperity — A Waste to Resources Framework (2016)
REGIONAL

Cross-Sectoral
— North East Scotland Fish Processing Strategy Report 2015
— The Land Based Sector in NE Scotland 2016
— Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire Tourism Strategy 2013
— North East Scotland Food and Drink Strategy 2015

— NE Sustainable Energy Action Plan (Aberdeen City, Shire, Moray and
Angus) Draft

— Economic Growth Framework for North East Scotland
— 'Building on Energy Delivering the Vision for 2025’ The Economic Action
Plan for Aberdeen City and Shire 2013-2018

— Regional Transport Strategy 2008

— NESTRANS Revised Regional Transport Strategy Refresh 2013-2035

— Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic Development Plan (2020)

— North East Regional Economic Strategy (2016)
Nature Conservation & Biodiversity

— North East of Scotland Local Biodiversity Action Plans (under review)
Water

— River Dee Catchment Management Plan (2007)

— North East Flood Risk Management Strategy 2015

— North East Local Flood Risk Management Plan 2016-2022

— Local Flood Risk Management Plans 2015
Local Level

Air & Climate
— Aberdeenshire Council Climate Change Action Plan 2011 - 2015
— Aberdeenshire Air Quality Reports (annual) (2017)
Soil
— Aberdeenshire Council Contaminated Land Strategy 2011
Access, Landscape, Population & Human Health
— Aberdeenshire Core Paths Plan 2013
— Qutdoor Access Strategy (2019)
— Aberdeenshire Council Parks and Public Open Spaces Strategy 2010
— Banff and Buchan Landscape Character Assessment Report (1997)
— South and Central Aberdeenshire LCA (1998)
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— Aberdeen City Landscape Character Assessment Part 5 Landscape
Sensitivity Assessment (2018)

— Aberdeenshire Open Space Audit (2008)

Waste

— Aberdeenshire Council Integrated Sustainable Waste Management
Strategy

Community Planning

— Aberdeenshire Community Plans (by Areq)

— Aberdeenshire Community Local outcomes improvement plans

Historic Environment

— Aberdeenshire Council Built Heritage Strategy 2018-2021

Housing

— Aberdeenshire Local Housing Strategy 2018-2023

Land Use

— Aberdeen City Local Development Plan 2017

— Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan 2017

— Region Land Use Strategy Pilot - Aberdeenshire Council (2015)

— Aberdeenshire Forest and Woodland Strategy (2016)

Economic Development

— Aberdeenshire Regeneration Strategy 2016

— Aberdeenshire Economic Development Strategy 2013-2016 (and 2016
addendum)

From the analysis of the relevant plans, programmes and environmental
protection objectives, the key points arising from this analysis are that the LDP
should:

e Promote sustainable development within Aberdeenshire;

e Limit or reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases through development
of more efficient ways of exploring, extracting and processing fossil fuels;

e Sustainable transport: identification and facilitation of alternatives to

vehicular use, including active travel such as cycling and walking routes.

Promote mitigation of and adaption to the effects of climate change;

Promote the sustainable use of natural resources;

Protect and enhance biodiversity, species and habitats;

|dentification and promotion of habitat networks;

Promote the sustainable management and enhancement of soils;

Maintain, protect and enhance landscape character and cultural assets;

Promote sustainable and efficient use of water and enhance the

environmental quality of water and the biodiversity it supports;

e Avoid adverse effects on the water environment and any increase flood
risk. Actively promote sustainable flood risk management;

e Support sustainable food production;

e Enhance opportunities for public access to the natural environment;

e Promote the safeguarding of open space and its provision as part of new
developments;
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Increase community engagement with the natural environment;
Promote strategies that do not degrade the coastal environment;
Reduce social exclusion and inequalities; and

Consider the availability and accessibility of land for development.

4.2 Relevant aspects of the current state of the environment

Schedule 3 of the Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 requires the
Environmental Report to include a description of “the relevant aspects of the
current state of the environment and the likely evolution thereof without the
implementation of the Plan or Programme”, and “the environmental
characteristics of areas likely to be significantly affected”. The provision of this
information allows a description of the relevant environmental context within
which the strategy will operate and the constraints and targets that this context
imposes on the PPS. The detailed tabulation of the baseline data is presented in
Appendix 8.4.

4.3 Likely evolution of the environment

It is important to clarify that this is a review of the current LDP, which was adopted
in April 2017, and that without review the current LDP would remain. The likely
evolution of the environment without the LDP is likely to focus on anything that is
likely to change between the current plan and the next plan. There are also other
PPS listed in Table 4.1 under “Regional” and “Local”; for example the Aberdeen
City and Shire Strategic Development Plan 2020, Local Transport Strategy, the
Local Housing Strategy and the Core Paths Plan, which will involve physical
development that will have environmental consequences; both positive and
negative.

It is envisaged that future changes to the environment are inevitable due to
natural processes, but also due to human interventions that are unconnected
with the LDP. The existing environmental problems described in the previous
section would likely persist in the absence of an LDP. Potential changes to the
environmental baseline without the LDP are listed in Table 4.2 below.

Table 5.2: Likely Evolution of the Baseline without LDP

SEA Topic Likely Evolution of the Baseline

e Air quality may continue to decrease in Aberdeenshire.

e Ofther PPS will affect air quality issues such as the regional and
local fransport strategies.

e Air quality issues in urban centres are likely to become a focus
of plans and polices with significant efforts to improve quality.
Measures may include green infrastructure such as trees.

e The focus on water environmental quality and management

Water provided by European directives will confinue with

improvements in quality.

Air
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However, climate change and associated land use changes,
including potentially an intensification of agriculture, will
increasingly impact on the water environment.

Adverse effects on water quality would remain in the absence
of the strategy. The pressure for water abstraction is related to
the level of development proposed, which in the longer term
could affect water flows and riparian habitats in the River Dee
SAC.

Construction associated with other plans would still occur and
agricultural run-off would continue to cause pollution of water
bodies.

Climatic
Factors

The effects of climate change on the environment, economy
and society will increase.

Some opportunities for early planning and activity to mitigate
and adapt to these changes will be missed.

Developments could occur in inappropriate locations and
result in increased commuting and greenhouse gas emissions.
Without a strong policy framework energy efficiency measures
in new developments may not occur.

Other PPS will affect climatic factors.

There may be increased risk of flooding due to the effects of
climate change and also cumulative effects of development
and pressure on flood plains.

Soll

In the near future, soil quality is unlikely to get the focus it
deserves given its significance to society. There is currently no
specific international or national legislation for the protection of
soils.

In the medium to long term soil impacts and soil quality issues
are likely to become significant enough for an increased focus
and effort in their protection and enhancement.

Impacts on soil caused by development of the strategy may not
occur although impacts on soils and agricultural land with
proposals within other plans and human activities would remain.
Other PPS such as the Local Housing Strategies are likely to
affect soils.

Continuation of current trend/issues with no remediation
leading to loss of ground water resource, soil resource and
adverse effects on public health.

Biodiversity,

flora &
fauna

Adverse and positive effects on biodiversity caused by other
plans and activities will continue.

Despite a range of PPS to tackle the issue current trends still
suggest contfinued loss and fragmentation of habitats and the
loss of species numbers and biodiversity.

The potential protection offered through the LDP would not
occur. This may result in further fragmentation of habitats, loss
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of biodiversity due to unplanned development in potentially
sensitive and/or designated areas.
Other PPS may reduce the impact of current frends and issues.

Landscape

The steady evolution of the landscape in relation to human
activity, biological process and climate will continue.
Landscape will continue to be influenced by a range of plans,
polices and by culture.

Greenfield sites may be built on rather than brownfield sites, thus
affecting landscape character, and not addressing the issue of
regenerating brownfield sites, which may have land
contamination issues.

There would be a greater risk of unplanned and sporadic
development potentially affecting sensitive landscape
characters and diluting rural character. Sporadic development
would result in pockets of noise and light pollution.

The absence of a design policy could affect the quality of the
built environment and affect sense of place.

Material
Assets

Continuation of current trend although other PPS may have an
impact on reducing reliance on landfill.

Without planned development and a strategic approach to
infrastructure shortfalls may occurin the level of facilities to meet
the needs of the population.

Other PPS such as the Regional Transport Strategy may have an
impact on material assets.

Population
& Human
Health

Despite the short-term fall in the population due to the decline
in the oil sector between 2015 and 2018, the population is likely
to continue to increase in Aberdeenshire.

Health issues associated with inactivity and old age are likely to
increase. Population of the region would continue to grow in the
65+ age group.

Without development and positive action there will be a falling
demand on schools and an increase of pressure on health
facilities.

Return to previous trend leading to higher house prices, lack of
availability of homes and increasing pressure on infrastructure,
the built and natural environment.

Sporadic and unplanned development may limit or restrict
access to greenspace and active travel opportunities.

Air quality may continue to deteriorate in Aberdeen City.
Other PPS will affect air quality issues such as the regional and
local fransport strategies.

Cultural
Heritage

Existing impacts and benefits on the historic environment in
relation to economic development will remain.

The absence of design policies could affect the built and historic
environment.
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e Negative and positive effects on the historic environment may
not occur if the Plan is not in place (this includes regeneration
and preservation).

4.4 Significant baseline changes since the LDP 2012 and LDP 2017

When comparing the baseline data from the LDP 2012 Environmental Reoprt,
there are no significant changes to the baseline data since the adoption of the
LDP 2012, except for material assets and population (house completions).
However, there are notable differences affecting air, soil and water quality, and
climatic factors worth mentioning.

While the policies in the LDPs have been amended to reflect Scottish Planning
Policy 2014 and other relevant PPS, their principles remain largely the same, and
the low build-out rate across Aberdeenshire has meant that many land-use
allocations identified in the LDP 2012 have been carried forward in the LDP 2017
and the next LDP. As a result, impacts on the baseline data remain largely
unchanged.

However, the increased generosity in the rural development policy, which
currently allows up to 3 houses on previously developed land, has meant the
number of homes being approved in the countryside has remained constant
(e.g. from redeveloping redundant farm buildings). This has resulted in an
increase in the number of septic tanks in the countryside. As such, this could
have a long-term negative impact on water quality and landscape character.
To help mitigate these effects, the LDP 2017 reduced the distance houses could
be built from identified settlements (from 400m to 200m). However, to avoid
suburbanisation of the countryside, the preferred rural development policy in
the LDP 2023, places more focus on the design of rural developments and
generally allows up to 7 new homes on brownfield sites, to avoid incremental
planning applications. The rural development policies were a main issue in the
LDP Main Issues Report 2019.

While Aberdeenshire has no areas identified as Air Quality Management Zones,
the annual air quality reports show that air quality is still an issue in some of
Aberdeenshire’s larger settlements. Traffic congestion due to road capacity
being breached is the main issue. This has resulted in places like Westhill not
receiving new housing allocations and most recently Inverurie, as sites cannot
be considered until a preferred route for dualling of the A%96 has been selected
and the fimescale for delivery is known.

Domestic CO2 emissions have dropped, but road transport CO2 emissions are
slowly rising. However, in 2016 there was a sharp decrease.

The River Basin Management Plan (Scotland) was infroduced after the LDP 2012,
but overall, there has been a slow improvement in the status of surface water

38



quality, but bad surface water quality remains unchanged. This is most likely
due to agricultural practices rather than land use planning.

There has been an increase in abstraction pressure physically occurring on the
River Dee Special Conservation Area.

The number of domestic properties that are within Potentially Vulnerable Areas
(to flooding) has doubled and for non-domestic has quadrupled. Between 2011
and 2016, SEPA updated their flood risk maps, which can explain the difference.

In relation to soil quality, it was noted that while the recycling of household
waste has increased, the overall production of household waste has increased.

The SEA topics on air, biodiversity, landscape, population, human health and
cultural heritage note only minor differences.

4.5 Characteristics of Areas likely to be significantly affected

The analysis of the baseline information (in Appendix 8.4) indicates that the LDP
is likely to have more significant effects on certain areas than others. This is due
to the sensitivity of those areas in terms of international, national and local
designation. Although other areas may not be designated the effects on those
sites from the strategy could be cumulative.

Table 4.3 below contains information relating to which policies and sites are
likely to significantly negatively affect an environmental receptor, even after
mitigation measures have been applied. Most of the bid sites that are
predicted to have significant negative effects are not preferred (the
alternatives).

However, there is some discrepancies in the table, as the scores for the existing
“OP” sites in the LDP 2017 are taken from the SEA for the LDP 2017, which do not
include mitigation measures, as this was not done for the LDP 2017 SEA. Time
constraints has not allowed the Policy Team to revise the scores, and as such,
these sites may not have significant effects post-mitigation.

Table 4.3: Preferred and alternative policies and sites with likely significant
negative effects on environmental receptors post mitigation

SEA Topic Aberdeenshire LDP Policy/Site
Policies and Appendices
e R2 Development Proposals Elsewhere in the Countryside
e PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste

Air Buchan
e Boddam BUO30

Formartine
e FEllon OP4
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Kincardine and Mearns
e Banchory-Devenick KNO71 (not preferred)

Policies and Appendices
e PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites

Banff and Buchan

Aberchirder P3

Aberchirder BUS

Cairnbulg and Inverallochy R1
Cruden Bay BUO38 (not preferred)
Memsie BBO11 (not preferred)
Memsie BBO15 (not preferred)
Memsie BBO21 (not preferred)
Portsoy BB028 (not preferred)

Buchan

Auchnagatt OP1

Cruden Bay BUO38 (not preferred)
Hatton OP1

Peterhead OP5

Ravenscraig BUO04 (not preferred)

Formartine
e Foveran FR109 (not preferred)

water 1, Newburgh OP2
e Newburgh FRO50 (not preferred)
e Pitmedden and Milldale OP1
e Woodhead FR130
Garioch
e Kinmuck GR045 (not preferred)
e Kinmuck GR047 (not preferred)
e Kinmuck GR118 (not preferred)
o  Westhill GRO41 (not preferred)
Kincardine and Mearns
e Kirkton of Durris KNO75 (not preferred)
e Kirkton of Durris KN137 (not preferred)
e Stonehaven OP7
e Banchory-Devenick KN069 (not preferred)
e Banchory-Devenick KNO70 (not preferred)
e Banchory-Devenick KNO71 (not preferred)
e Banchory-Devenick KNO72 (not preferred)
Marr
e Inchmarlo OP2 (MR050)
Policies and Appendices
: : e PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites
Climatic
Factors Banff and Buchan

e Aberchirder P3
e Aberchirder BUS
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e Portsoy BB028 (not preferred)

Buchan
e Ravenscraig BUOO4 (not preferred)

Formartine
e Pitmedden and Milldale OP1

Garioch
e Kintore GR052 (not preferred)

Kincardine and Mearns
e Luthermuir KN107 (not preferred)
e Netherley KNO15 (not preferred)

Marr
e Tarland MRO71 (not preferred)

Soil

Policies and Appendices
e PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites
e (C2 Renewable Energy

Banff and Buchan
e Banff OP2 (BB020)
e |adysbridge BBO16 (not preferred)

Buchan

¢ Maud BUO28 (not preferred)

e Mintlaw OP2 (BUO45)

e St Fergus BUOGO (not preferred)

Formartine

Balmedie OP3

Balmedie FRO79 (not preferred)
Balmedie FR116 (not preferred)
Ellon OP3 (FROT1)

Ellon FRO31 (not preferred)

Ellon FRO84 (not preferred)
Foveran FR109 (not preferred)
Foveran FR142 (not preferred)
Foveran FR143 (not preferred)
Newburgh OP3 (FR028 and FR029)
Newburgh FRO50 (not preferred)
Oldmeldrum OP1 (FR119)
Oldmeldrum OP4 (FR069)
Oldmeldrum OPS5 (FRO61)
Oldmeldrum OPé (FR068)
Oldmeldrum FRO12 (not preferred)
Oldmeldrum FR062 (not preferred)
Oldmeldrum FRO83 (not preferred)
Oldmeldrum FR110 (not preferred)
Oldmeldrum FR111 (not preferred)
Oldmeldrum FR135 (not preferred)
Pitmedden and Milldale OP1

41




Pitmedden and Milldale OP2 (FRO0)
Pitmedden and Milldale FRO07 (not preferred)
Tarves OP3 (FRO58)

Tarves FROO2 (not preferred)

West Pitmillan OP1 (FR118)

Kincardine and Mearns

Gourdon OP2

Gourdon OP1 (KN135)

Inverbervie OP1

Johnshaven OP1

Laurencekirk OP1

Laurencekirk OP2

Laurencekirk OP3

Laurencekirk OP6 (KN0O73)
Laurencekirk OP8/SR1

Laurencekirk KNO26 (not preferred)
Laurencekirk KNO83 (not preferred)
Laurencekirk KN114 (not preferred)
Luthermuir KN107 (not preferred)
Stonehaven OP2 (KN102)
Stonehaven BUS2

Stonehaven KN032 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KNO50 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KNOS5T (not preferred)
Stonehaven KNO76 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KNO77 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KNO78 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KN108 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KN121 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KN122 (not preferred)

Marr
e Alford MRO15 (not preferred)

Biodiversity,
flora &
fauna

Policies and Appendices
e PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites
e PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste

Banff and Buchan
e Cairnbulg and Inverallochy R1

Buchan

Maud BUOO3 (not preferred)

New Pitsligo BUO34 (not preferred)
Peterhead BUO44 (not preferred)
Peterhead BUOS52 (not preferred)
Peterhead BUOS3 (not preferred)
Peterhead BUO54 (not preferred)

Formartine
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e Balmedie OP3
e Newburgh FRO50 (not preferred)
e Turriff OP1 (FR078)

Garioch
o  Westhill GRO41 (not preferred)

Kincardine and Mearns

Luthermuir KN107 (not preferred)
Stonehaven OP3 (KN087)
Stonehaven OP2 (KN102)
Stonehaven KN120 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KN121 (not preferred)
Ardoe KN124 (not preferred)

Marr

Banchory OP2

Banchory R3

Banchory MR0O31 (not preferred)
Banchory MR053 (not preferred)
Banchory MR062 (not preferred)
Kincardine O'Neil MR023 (not preferred)
Montgarrie MR027 (not preferred)
Torphins MR0O04 (not preferred)

Policies and Appendices

e PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites
e PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste

e (C2 Renewable Energy

Banff and Buchan

e Cairnbulg and Inverallochy OP3 (BB024)
e Inverboyndie BB026 (not preferred)

e Whitehills BB029 (not preferred)

Buchan

e Boddam BUO30 (not preferred)
e Crimond BUO58 (not preferred)
e St Fergus BUO59 (not preferred)

Landscape Formartine

e Balmedie OP3
e Pitmedden and Milldale OPI1

Garioch

e  Westhill GRO41 (not preferred)

e  Westhill GR0O66 (not preferred)

e Birchbank, Inverurie GR113 (not preferred)

Kincardine and Mearns

e Drumoak KNO35 (not preferred)
e Marywell KN028 (not preferred)
e Newtonhill KN101 (not preferred)
e Newtonhill KN133 (not preferred)
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Portlethen KNO39 (not preferred)
Portlethen KNO57 (not preferred)
Portlethen KNO58 (not preferred)
Portlethen KN109 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KN032 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KNO76 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KNO77 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KNO78 (not preferred)
Stonehaven KN112 (not preferred)
Banchory-Devenick KN0O49 (not preferred)
Banchory-Devenick KNO70 (not preferred)
Banchory-Devenick KNO71 (not preferred)
Banchory-Devenick KNO72 (not preferred)

—_— e — ——

Marr

Banchory OP2

Banchory MR0O31 (not preferred)
Kincardine O'Neil MR0O17 (not preferred)
Kincardine O'Neil MR0O18 (not preferred)
Kincardine O'Neil MRO19 (not preferred)
Huntly MROO1 (not preferred)

Huntly MR044 (not preferred)

Huntly MR0O46 (not preferred)

Torphins MROOS (not preferred)

Ballogie MR025 (not preferred)

Ballogie MR027 (not preferred)

Policies and Appendices

e HI1 Housing Land

e H2 Affordable Housing

e H3 Special Needs Housing

e PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites

Material -
Assets Formartine
o Fllon OP2
Kincardine and Mearns
e Kirkton of Durris KNO75 (not preferred)
e Portlethen OP1 (KN042)
e Portlethen KNO41 (infill)
Policies and Appendices
e PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites
Buchan
Population | e Peterhead BUO3? (not preferred)
& Human |e Peterhead BU043 (not preferred)
Health e Peternead BU0O44 (not preferred)

Garioch
e  Westhill GR0O42 (not preferred)
o  Westhill GR064 (not preferred)
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e  Westhill GR066 (not preferred)
e  Westhill GR122 (not preferred)
e  Westhill GR123 (not preferred)

Kincardine and Mearns

e Drumoak KN034 (not preferred)

e Drumoak KN0O3é6 (not preferred)

e Stonehaven KNO16 (not preferred)

Marr
e Banchory MR0O76 (not preferred)

Cultural
Heritage

Policies and Appendices
e PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites
e (C2 Renewable Energy

Banff and Buchan
e Memsie BBO21 (not preferred)
e Rathen BB034 (not preferred)

Buchan

e New Deer BUO21 (not preferred)

e New Deer BU0O23 (not preferred)

e Longside Airfield OP1 (BUO4T)

e Ravenscraig BUOO4 (not preferred)

Formartine

e Balmedie FR022 (not preferred)
Fyvie FR126 (not preferred)
Oldmeldrum FRO83 (not preferred)
Oldmeldrum FR110 (not preferred)
Potterton FR123 (not preferred)

Garioch

Inverurie GRO57 (not preferred)
Inverurie GR0O58 (not preferred)
Inverurie GRO59 (not preferred)
Inverurie GR089 (not preferred)
Inverurie GRO90 (not preferred)
Inverurie GRO91 (not preferred)
Kinmuck G118 (not preferred)
Kirkton of Skene GR116 (not preferred)
Oyne GR0649 (not preferred)
Westhill GRO41 (not preferred)
Westhill GR064 (not preferred)
Westhill GR132 (not preferred)
Garlogie GR095 (not preferred)

Kincardine and Mearns

e Kirkton of Maryculter KNOOS (not preferred)
e Kirkton of Maryculter KNOO6 (not preferred)
e Muchalls KNO59 (not preferred)

e Stonehaven KN0O32 (not preferred)
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e Stonehaven KN108 (not preferred)
o Ardoe KN124 (not preferred)

Marr

Alford MRO15 (not preferred)

Alford MR042 (not preferred)

Huntly MR0O66 (not preferred)

Kincardine O'Neil MRO17 (not preferred)
Kincardine O'Neil MR0O18 (not preferred)
Kincardine O'Neil MRO19 (not preferred)
Tarland MR0O58 (not preferred)

Tarland MRO71 (not preferred)
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4.4 Environmental problems

The key environmental problems of relevance to the LDP are presented in Table 4.4 based on an analysis of the baseline

and its likely evolution. It will be important to take account of these factors in developing the strategy.

Table 4.4: Environmental Problems

Environmental

Topic

Issues/Trends

Possible role of the LDP

Air Quality

Although there are no Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMA) in
Aberdeenshire, levels of nitrogen dioxide
(NO2) and particulate matter 10 micrometres
or less in diameter (PMio) could rise near
towns as result of road transport, increasing
traffic flows and congestion.

PMio could rise where there are biomass
plants.

Increased localised emissions of air pollutants
in town centres caused by increased
development around town centres for retail,
business and leisure.

Need to encourage more sustainable forms
of tfransport.

The LDP should identify the means to reduce
reliance on the car and direct development
to accessible locations which can be served
by modes of public transport. The
implementation of the LDP should minimise
car dependence, air pollution and nuisance.

Water

Water bodies in close proximity fo main roads
are at risk from pollution caused by the
impacts of contaminated surface water run-
off from roads.

Agriculture and forestry can lead to losses of
nutrients to the water environment.

The LDP can indirectly influence the
condition of the water resource (e.g. beds,
banks, shoreline and riparian habitats)
through partnership working and controlling
urban land use changes through policies.

47




Environmental
Topic

Issues/Trends

Over-abstraction in an area of relatively low
water productivity in the area leading to
environmental impacts on river reaches,
groundwater sources and lakes/lochs, and
the habitats that rely on them.

Historical soil contamination, in and around
previous industrial areas in the areaq, is a key
source of groundwater pollution.

The region has fragile river systems of
international importance which are sensitive
to pollution and hydrological changes.
There is some alteration to beds, banks and
shores of rivers, lochs and coastal waters
(such as straightening, culverting and
modifying riparian habitats).

The proliferation of private septic tanks and
discharges to the water environment in
smaller settlements and rural areas that lack
a public waste water drainage network,
which leads to pollution of water.

Possible role of the LDP

The LDP should minimise water pollution and
avoid impacts on the qualifying interests of
the River Dee Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) that would lead to an adverse effect
on the integrity of the SAC, and other
protected areas (e.g. Loch of Skene Special
Protection Area (SPA), Ramsar site and (Site
of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI); the Ythan
estuary, Sands of Forvie & Meikle Loch SPA,
Ramsar site and SSSI (and National Nature
Reserve).

The implementation of the LDP should
improve water quality and ensure the
sustainable use of water.

The LDP should ensure that new
development does not require water
abstraction at unsustainable levels.

The LDP has a role to play in minimising
adverse impacts on the water environment
outwith protected areas, and the habitats
and species that rely on it.

The LDP should allocate development where
it is possible to connect to the public sewer
network.

Climatic
Factors

Rise in greenhouse gas emissions — related to
fransport and energy demands.

The need to adapt to predicted climate
change and its potential impacts (e.g.

The LDP should encourage the use of
renewable energy sources in appropriate
locations and energy efficiency measures in
new development.
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Environmental
Topic

Issues/Trends

extreme weather events and sea level rises)
on coastal flood risk and erosion.

New development in flood plains alongside
increase in flood risk arising from predicted
climate change.

Direct and indirect impacts on condition and
safety of historic environment (e.g. flooding).
Increase greenhouse gas emissions from
continuing reliance on the car to travel to
work and growing travel distances.

The potential need for strategic waste
management facilities.

Opportunities to support development of
renewable energy (including off-shore).

Possible role of the LDP

The LDP should take account of
requirements for reduction in waste to landfill
and the need for alternative waste
management facilities.

The LDP can consider the effects of climate
change on new development, including the
location of development, building and
greenspace design, reducing flood risk and
reducing storm damage.

The LDP must safeguard development from
land aft risk from flooding and erosion.
Coastal development should only be
permitted where there is a need for it.

The LDP should consider the potential
greenhouse gas impact when determining
the spatial strategy.

Saill

Agriculture and forestry can lead to soll
erosion, and soil pollution due to use of
pesticides within agricultural. Potential for
misuse or leakages resulting in pollution
incidents.

There is a need to consider contaminated
land and its impacts on land use and soill
quality. There is a need to prevent future land
contamination.

Loss of prime agricultural land through
development.

Loss of land to and soil sealing by
development.

The implementation of the LDP should avoid
soil contamination.

The LDP will set the framework for ensuring
that new developments contain the
appropriate drainage methods such as
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS).

The LDP can set the agenda for remediation
of contaminated land thereby improving the
environment and well-being.

The LDP will ensure that soil erosion and
handling is minimised, and the physical
health and biodiversity is protected.
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Environmental
Topic

Issues/Trends

Soil erosion is a continuing problem in
Scotland and there are concerns about loss
of soil organic matter associated with
buildings and roads. Loss of soil organic
matter (which acts as a carbon store) will
result in increased carbon dioxide emissions.
Compaction/structural degradation and loss
of soil biodiversity.

Possible role of the LDP

Biodiversity,
flora & fauna

Potential disturbance to and loss of
biodiversity from development.

Continuing need to protect internationally,
nationally and locally designated sites, and
enhance where possible.

Decrease and/or fragmentation of semi
natural habitats, including coastal and
marine areas.

Potential impacts on protected and non-
protected species from development.
Potential loss of green space, green linkages
and wildlife corridors fo developments.
Pressure on River Dee Special Area of
Conservation (SAC) from further abstraction
of water and impact on species within the
SAC.

Introduction of invasive non-native species of
animals or plants as a result of new
development.

The LDP could minimise the impact of
development on protected and non-
protected designations and species through
policies and land allocations. The spatial
strategy may assist with this.

The LDP can indirectly influence the
condition of designated and protected sites
through partnership working and controlling
land use changes around these sites.

The LDP can help to achieve biodiversity
action plan targets by including supportive
policies.

The LDP can conftribute to biodiversity
enhancement within developments e.g.
through greenspace provision, connections
to habitats networks and green/blue
infrastructure, and bird boxes etc.
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Environmental
Topic
Landscape

Issues/Trends

Coalescence of communities could occur
through urban expansion/ribbon
development.

Loss of diversity in the landscape and its
character.

Capacity of landscapes to absorb
development and change.

Impact on undeveloped, remote and wild
countryside and coasts.

Erosion of rural character through
suburbanisation and the intrusion of noise
and light pollution.

Poor settlement edge design that is not
integrated into the landscape.

Potential of windfarms to adversely impact
on landscape.

Possible role of the LDP

The LDP must take landscape setting into
consideration when determining the spatial
strategy and setting the direction for
planned development.

The LDP could continue to require the use of
green belt to protect the landscape setting
of Aberdeen and surrounding towns.

The LDP could consider the priority given to
the development of brownfield land.

The LDP has the opportunity to include
requirements for greenspace provision and
consideration of design/sense of place,
including the historic character of an area
The LDP will consider how it could address
the issue of windfarms in conjunction with
other LDP'’s.

Material Assets

Ongoing need to reduce reliance on landfill
sites.

Undeveloped brownfield sites remain vacant
within parts of the region.

Continuing demand for mineral extraction.
Capacity and use of existing road and rail
infrastructure.

Pipelines throughout the region constrain
land for development.

Pressure on water infrastructure to cope with
new development.

The LDP should promote the waste hierarchy
and reduce reliance on landfill sites through
the provision of alternative waste processing
and treatment facilities, including recycling.
The LDP should take existing and future
infrastructure requirements (schools, roads,
hospitals, water, community facilities etc)
info consideration when consulting on the
Main Issues Report (MIR) and developing the
spatial strategy.

The LDP should safeguard land for mineral
extraction.
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Environmental
Topic

Issues/Trends

Opportunity to promote sites for renewable
energy and to upgrade electricity
tfransmission networks.

Possible role of the LDP

Due regard should be given to pipelines
when identifying land for development in
the Proposed LDP.

The LDP should promote the development of
renewable energy sources and necessary
grid upgrades.

Population

Quality of place making through design
quality including safe and pleasant spaces
and public open space.

Lack of affordable housing and variety of
house types to suit various needs throughout
the region.

Changing demographics will result in an
ageing population.

Continuing trend of losing young educated
adults — “brain drain”.

While trends have recently moved to a
situation of decline due to the current
economic climate in the oil and gas sector,
the population is expected to increase over
time as this sector recovers. This issue is
therefore considered a short-term trend.

This may assist in economic growth and
protection of existing services but willimpact
on the built and natural environment.

This is the area of which the LDP has the most
direct influence as it sets the housing
allocation taking population change, house
type, tenure, specific needs and affordable
housing into consideration.

The LDP will set the framework and direction
for future sustainable economic growth
across the region.

The LDP should take into account the needs
of all sectors of society.

Human Health

Access to greenspace and active travel
opportunities

Opportunity for Core Path Plans to link with
new developments and assist in creating

The LDP will set the framework for the
provision of open space and sporting
facilities.
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Environmental
Topic

Issues/Trends

accessible communities with reduction in the
need for car travel.

If levels of NO2 and PMio increase from
tfransport and biomass, human health issues,
particularly among vulnerable groups could
arise.

Possible role of the LDP

The LDP could contribute to reduced
reliance on the car and direct development
to accessible locations (e.g. served by
public transport, cycling and walking).

The implementation of the LDP should
minimise car dependence, air pollution and
noise nuisance.

The LDP’s role in identifying green networks
and active travel routes.

Cultural
Heritage

Vulnerability of historic and cultural heritage
assets to insensitive developments.

Loss of heritage resources of regional and
national significance.

The LDP will take into account urban form,
seftlement patterns and the desire to protect
diversity and identity throughout the region.
The LDP should take the setting of significant
historic environment assets and landscapes
info consideration when determining the
spatial strategy and setting the direction for
planned development.

The LDP should encourage the use of
cultural assets as tourism and active living
opportunities, including within new
developments.
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5 Assessment, Mitigation, Monitoring and General difficulties
5.1 Alternatives to which SEA was applied

We have listed alternatives as part of this strategic environmental assessment.
We have considered the following alternatives:

Vision and spatial strategy

Policies

Alternatives to the vision, spatial strategy and policies

Allocations brought forward from LDP 2017

Alternatives to allocations — new bids

Details of these alternatives are described in Tables 3.2 to Table 3.5 above. In
considering the allocations, we have reviewed the existing Aberdeenshire
LDP 2017. We will roll forward policies that are still relevant to the LDP. We wiill
similarly roll forward existing allocations that have not yet received planning
permission, unless they are unlikely to be developed by 2032.

There will be a need for new housing sites, and we evaluated 605 bids that
were submitted by proposers at the Call for Sites stage. A few have been
subsequently withdrawn. A number of new sites were proposed and
dismissed by the Reporters examining the Proposed Plan as these had not
been subject to the SEA process.

5.2 Framework for Assessing Environmental Effects

The vision, spatial strategy, policies, allocations, and their alternatives were
assessed against ten SEA topics as shown in Table 5.1 Assessment Framework
of Matrix below. We assessed whether these would have a negative,
positive, uncertain, mixed or neutral in effect on receptors. We have further
evaluated their reversibility or irreversibility of effects, risks and duration
(permanent, temporary, long-term, short-term and medium-term) and
mitigate appropriately.

We brought the planning assessment and SEA together so that the SEA has a
direct influence on the preferred options. We have used a combination of
constraint mapping, consideration of impacts on relevant SEA objectives,
and goal achievement matrices to provide a generic baseline assessment,
which will be used in relation to support the assessment of alternative land
allocations and main issue options. The generic assessments detail the likely
impact of land allocations and policies on each SEA topic and identifies
whether the impact is significant.

The criteria used to assess the policies and sites are presented in Appendix 8.5
Assessment Methodology. The detailed assessments of the vision, strategy,
policies, sites and alternatives are presented in Appendices 8.6 and 8.7. The
cumulative impacts (direct, indirect, secondary, and synergistic) are
considered section 5.3 and Appendix 8.8.
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To avoid a voluminous report only a summary of the effects post-mitigation of
the sites and alternatives are provided in Appendix 8.7. Each individual
policy or site assessment was summarised into the framework matrix shown
below. While negative/positive impacts are generally identified as less
significant than the generic assessment, the comments section has, primarily,
been used to explain and justify any significant effects. There is also an
assessment table for the overall settlement strategy, for each settlement and
for each policy option. The framework used is shown in Table 5.1 Assessment
of Framework Matrix.

Table 5.1 Assessment of Framework Matrix

Vision,
Strategy,
Policies and
Sites

(]
S
o]
—
O
O
'S
L
o
O
£
O

Biodiversity
Landscape
Material Assets
Population

Human Health

Cultural Heritage

Comment Nature of effects:
negative, positive, uncertain,
mixed, neutral, reversibility
or irreversibility of effects,
risks, duration (permanent,
temporary, long-term, short-
term and medium-term and
significant

Generic Air, Water, Climate Soil,
Assessment Biodiversity, Landscape,
Material Assets, Population,
+ |+ |+ Human Health, and Cultural
i i i i | + + + i HeriToge
Vision,
policies,
sites etc
Key ++ Likely significant positive effects
-- Likely significant negative effects
+ Likely positive effects
- Likely negative effects
0 Neutral effects
2 Uncertain effects

The full assessment of every new allocated site and alternative bid site that
was received during the Call for Sites stage in 2018 will be provided online at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/archive-

information/. The assessment of the Proposed LDP 2020 sites can viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/archive-

information/.

The detailed assessment of the existing allocated sites to be carried forward
from the LDP 2017 that were not subject to a bid can be found in the

Environmental Report for the LDP 2017 at
https:.//www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/20184/strategic-environmental-

assessment-with-appendices.pdf.
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A number of these existing sites either have planning permission or are
partially under construction, so only minor amendments were made to meet
the latest SEA Scoping Report criteria.

Details of the vision, spatial strategy and policies are described in Tables 4.2
to 4.4 above. The LDP 2023 can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/ldp-2023/.

5.3 Cumulative Effect Assessment

Paragraph 6 (e) of Schedule 3, of the Environmental Assessment (Scotland)
Act 2005 requires that we assess the likely significant effects on the
environment, including secondary, cumulative and synergistic effects. We
have assessed cumulative effects of the proposed LDP taking intfo account
the information available to us. In doing so, we have considered the
evolution of the environment without the plan, environmental characteristics
of areas likely to be significantly affected. In this Report, we have assessed
direct/indirect/secondary, time crowding, time lag, space crowding, cross-
boundary, nibbling and synergistic effects in gauging cumulative effects. We
have presented the detailed assessment in Appendix 8.8.

The findings of the cumulative assessment show that houses in the countryside
will increase carbon emissions, and could impact on air quality in key towns,
as most rural locations do not have access to a regular bus service. In
addition, more settlements have fewer services, which increases the use of
the private car. As such, there are no mitigation measures currently to
reduce car dependency in these locations. However, the preferred spatial
strategy and most bids are in the Strategic Growth Area, which lessens this
impact.

A second cumulative impact from small-scale residential developments (i.e. 3
or less homes) is that the mix of house types is less and most of the rural bids
were for large scale detached homes. This limits the housing choice for all
groups, especially for those on low income.

The scale of growth within the Nigg Waste Water Treatment Works in
Aberdeen is limited, and the facility may not be able to cope without being
upgraded, which will affect when homes can be built. This equally applies to
some water tfreatment works, and some secondary schools, and could have
the same impact.

The loss of prime agricultural land is a significant issue, but the preferred sites
on this resource is limited to where the proposed site is a logical extension to
the settlement in terms of proximity from services and meeting housing need.

Sites that would result in the loss of tfrees have been kept to a minimum, in line

with national policy. Not all bid sites could provide compensatory planting
for the loss of frees, and as such were not included in the LDP.
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5.4 Habitats Regulations Appraisal

We have undertaken an HRA for the LDP. This can be viewed at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/Idp-2023/.

The Habitats Regulations Assessment shows that while 188 bid sites have been
screened in, those that are allocated (of which there are 32 plus three new
allocations) will have no adverse impact on Special areas of Conservation,
Special Protection Areas or Ramsar sites. Similarly, none of the preferred
policies will have an impact on these designations.

5.5 Proposed Mitigation Measures

The SEA Directive requires that through mitigation measures,
recommendations are made to prevent, reduce or compensate for the
significant negative effects and enhancing the significant positive effects, of
implementing the preferred options. The proposed framework is set out in
Table 5.2, which lists the likely significant effects and how we would mitigate
against them. We have not presented information on any environmental
issues for which we have not identified any significant negative effects.

Table 5.3 below shows the list of preferred sites in each settlement that have
significant effects on the environmental receptors listed in the first column of
the table.

The mitigation measures have taken into account all comments made
following consultation on the Interim Environmental Report 2019. The
mitigation measures were identified as part of the assessment of the policies
and bids, contained within Appendices 8.6 and 8.7. The Settlement
Statements referred to in the table below are an Appendix in the LDP 2023
and will set out the vision, land allocations, key constraints (e.g. flooding),
protected land, and infrastructure shortfalls.

Those sites and policies that are predicted to have significant negative
effects after the application of mitigation effects are listed in Table 4.3
above.

The changes made to the LDP, as a result on the SEA, to mitigate against
significant negative impacts or improve the LDP, are as follows:

e Policy P2 (open space) - An obligation to consider that open space
may improve performance on biodiversity, material assets and human
health SEA topics. It is proposed that the standards and hierarchy
tables in the Aberdeenshire Parks and Open Spaces Strategy are
added as an Appendix to the policy.

e Policy E1 (natural heritage) - Specific reference could be made to
carbon rich soils policy in the LDP, as an area of importance to
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Geodiversity within the Plan and improving performance on climatic
factors.

e Greaterrecognition may be required for early provision of strategic
landscaping for large development sites. This should be referenced in
the allocation summary of OP sites.

e Decision not to proceed with the site (these are identified as
‘Alternative sites’ in Appendix 8.7.

e Amendment of site boundaries to exclude sites at risk from flooding,
identifying these areas as Protected Land to form part of the open
space provision, or state the need for a Flood Risk Assessment.

e Need for flood risk and other assessments to mitigate impacts. These
will be highlighted in the Settlement Statements.

The SEA Topic that is most affected by the bid site is soil, which is due to the
loss of prime agricultural land. Effects on human health is primarily down to
sites being within a pipeline consultation zone or on or near hazardous land.
Details of the full vision, strategy and policy assessments can be viewed in
Appendix 8.6 and for the preferred and alternative bids, online at
hitps://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/archive-
information/.
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Table 5.2 Proposed Miti

Topic Potential Significant effects

Air

If the development of new
homes results in the
increased use of private cars,
then congestion on roads
could increase and air
quality standards will be
compromised in some areas.

ation Measures
Mitigation/Enhancement Measures (Policy, Sites and Additional
Measures)

e Apply policies on air quality, which states that planning
applications that have the potential to have a detrimental
impact on air quality will not be permitted unless measures to
mitigate the impact of air pollutants can be agreed.

¢ Any allocations that would have a negative effect on air quality
will be required to comply with LDP policies.

¢ The LDP Team will work with Officers implementing local and
regional strategies to encourage the integration of
developments into the existing road network, active travel
networks, public fransport networks and green networks to
support the education strategy on modal shift.

¢ Developer confributions will be sought towards public fransport,
paths for pedestrians, wheelers and cyclists, and roads
infrastructure improvements to help mitigate the fraffic impact.

¢ Development Management encourages the infegration of
developments into the existing road network, active travel
networks, public tfransport networks and green networks.
Masterplan process could assist for larger sites.

¢ Allocations will be subject to:

o Policy PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste on locating waste
facilities at appropriate locations; and
o Policy P2 Open Space and Access Settlement Statements
for allocations could require:
o Installation of bus stop(s).
o Provision of paths to improve linkages (active
travel).

When should
mitigation be

considered

¢ When producing
the LDP.

¢ Included as part
of the allocation
summary for
relevant sites in
the Proposed
LDP.

e Through the
Development
Management
process.

o Masterplanning.

e When developing
the Regional
Transport
Strategy,
masterplans, local
housing strategy,
local fransport
strategies and
climate,
sustainable
development
and
environmental
strategy.

Who is responsible

for mitigation
e LDP Team.

e Development
Management.

e Environmental
Health.

e Environment
Team.

e Developers.
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Water

The development of a
greenfield site is likely to
release water borne
pollution info
watercourses,
groundwater and
reservoirs if present.

All new development will
increase the need to
abstract water from the
River Dee, with
requirements agreed
between Scottish Water
and SNH. Development
will not promote water
saving measures and
water efficiency unless
required to do so through
mifigation measures.
Cumulative drainage
impact in some
settlements.

Sewerage capacity issues
and the necessity of
upgrading waste water
tfreatment works in places
fo cope with
development.

e Water abstraction level has been agreed with SEPA, SNH and
Scottish Water through the SDP2.

¢ Apply policy requiring the installation of water-saving
technologies and efficiency techniques, climate change
mitigation and adaptation measures in new developments.

¢ Apply policy presumption against excessive engineering or
culverting, with natural freatment preferred where possible.

¢ Avoid cumulative drainage impacts.

¢ Avoid development in SEPA’s Drainage Hofpot Areas.

¢ LDP Policies on Flooding and Drainage, SuDS, Drainage Impact
Assessment, Buffer Strips, Improving the ecological status of
water; Green network, Flood Plains are first line of protection
against effects of the Plan and will provide mitigation for the
effects of development. All allocations that have been
identified as having a significant impact on water quality will be
required to comply with these policies. The Masterplan process
could also assist for some sites.

e Specific sites for upstream flood prevention measures, such as
retention basins will be identified in the LDP as appropriate.

¢ All sites substantially at risk from flooding will be removed from
the LDP and are included only as alternatives. While there are
exceptions to this, these are included on the basis that
development on these areas does not take place on the land at
risk from flooding.

e Development of sites likely to have significant effects on water
will be reserved as flood plain or green space or as buffer strips.

o Sites that are allocated should be subject to EIAs and Drainage
Impact Assessments before developments are granted planning
permission, where appropriate.

o Sites likely to have significant effects on the River Dee SAC and
other SACs and SPAs should be subject to Habitats Regulation
Assessment,

¢ Allocations will be subject to:

o Policy R1 Special Rural Areas
o Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design

e When producing
LDP policy.

¢ Included as part
of the allocation
summary for
relevant sites in
the Proposed
LDP.

e Through the
Development
Management
(DM) processes
when conditions
are imposed on
application.

¢ When DM asks for
ElIAs and HRAs
before
applications are
approved.

¢ Through the
masterplanning
process.

e LDPTeam.

¢ Development
Management.

e Developers.
e Statutory

consultees (e.g.
SEPA).
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Policy P4 Hazardous Development and Contaminated Land
Policy E1 Natural Heritage and Appendix 12 Local Nature
Conservation Sites

Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources

Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings

Policy C4 Flooding

Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services

¢ Seftlement Statements for allocations could require:

O
@)
O

Water Impact Assessment & Drainage impact Assessment
Buffer strips next to water bodies.

Investigate and implement opportunities to enhance
water environments.
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Climatic Factors

¢ The operation and

management of new
buildings will also increase
resource use and energy
consumption, although
may also promote
renewable energy and
efficient use of energy
and water. The housing
and employment
allocations are likely to
lead to anincrease in
fraffic movements and
would have secondary
impacts on climate as a
result of this increased
energy use. The
cumulative impact is
significant considering the
allocations that are
promoted are both
greenfield and brownfield.
Sites close to areas
currently identified as
being at risk of flooding on
SEPA’s flood maps may be
vulnerable to the effects
of future changes in
climate, for example
increased rainfall or more
extreme weather events.
Development on green
space may also increase
surface water run-off, and
increase vulnerability to
flooding.

¢ Apply policy to require all new buildings to install low and zero
carbon generating technologies to reduce carbon dioxide
emissions.

¢ LDP policies on green-blue networks, woodlands, biodiversity,
safeguarding resources, climate change, flooding and erosion,
wind energy, other renewables, carbon neutrality and water
efficiency are the first line of protection for climatic factors.

e Apply policies in the Local Development Plan to encourage a
modal shiftf to more sustainable modes of tfransport.

¢ Apply policies in the LDP that promote sustainable mixed
communities with areas of high-density housing to support local
services and facilities, and reduce the need to fravel.

¢ LDP, Maijor project and DM teams should work collaboratively
with managers to ensure that sustainable mixed communities
and proposals on climate change, housing density are
implemented.

¢ Flood Risk Assessments and Drainage Impact Assessments will be
required, along with provision of SUDS where appropriate.
Planning conditions will also require that watercourses are
regularly maintained if appropriate. Any existing culverts will
require to be restored if possible and appropriate. All sites
substantially aft risk from flooding should not be allocated.

¢ Policies requiring SuDS fo be incorporated info all new
developments will be applied.

¢ For allocated sites at risk from flooding, either maintain the area
at risk of flooding as protected land (open space), to be
protected against development, or highlight the issue in the
allocation summary for the site.

¢ Use of masterplanning to maintain parts of a site aft risk of
flooding as open space, with watercourses maintained as
naturalised channels with riparian buffer strips.

¢ LDP’s will make the most efficient use of infrastructure to reduce
the need for additional facilities and associated emissions.

e Future local fransport strategies and masterplans should have
scope for enhancing positive aspects of the LDP proposals

When
developing
masterplans,
local housing
strategy and
LDP policies.

Included as part
of the allocation
summary for
relevant sites in
the Proposed
LDP.

e LDPTeam.

e Development
Management.

e Building
Standards.

e Local
Transportation
Team and
NESTRANS.

o Statutory
consultees (e.g.
SEPA).

e Developers.
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e Potential developments at
risk from flooding could
also be vulnerable to
future climate changes.

¢ Potential development of
housing and wind energy
projects on peat soils.

¢ Allocations for development should be directed away from peat
and carbon-rich sails.
¢ Land should not be allocated for forestry activities and wind
farms unless the benefits from those activities save more carbon
than the peat soil displaced will release.
¢ Allocations will be subject to:
o Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design
Policy E1 Natural Heritage
Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings,
Policy C2 Renewable Energy,
Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores
Policy C4 Flooding
ettlement Statements for allocations could require:
o Flood Risk Assessment.
o Sites to avoid flood risk areas (e.g. become open public
space)

»w o O 0O O O
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Soil

Cumulative loss of prime
agricultural land from new
development.

It is likely that soil quality,
structure and morphology
will be damaged by
development.

Brownfield development
has the potential to have
positive impacts on soil
through remediation of
contaminated land prior
to development.
However, development
may also result in the
release of substances
during construction that
could potentially
contaminate the soail.
More development will
also lead to increased
waste generation
(including construction
waste), some of which is
likely to be sent to landfill
which pollutes the soil.

¢ LDP Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources reflects SPP and
restricts the types of development that is allowed on prime
agricultural land.

e Where already-existing contamination is suspected, a site
investigation will be carried out and any contamination
remediated as appropriate (LDP Policy P4).

¢ LDP Policy PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste will reduce waste to
landfill; it identifies sites such as existing waste management sites
for new waste facilities (recycling, composting and thermal
freatment).

e Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores directs development away
from carbon-rich and peat soils and requires assessment on net
release on CO2from soil disturbance.

e Where land contamination is suspected, a site investigation will
be carried out and any contamination remediated as
appropriate.

o LDP will identify sites for new waste management facilities
identified as necessary by the Council. Policies on construction
waste will also be applied. This will help to reduce waste sent to
landfill.

e Development Management to ensure that applications for
development of this site are carefully managed in consultation
with SEPA.

¢ In view of the potential significant negative impacts during
implementation, EIA will be submitted before developments
commence where appropriate.

e Masterplanning could assist with directing development away
from sensitive sites and phasing (and help controlling soil
stripping).

¢ Allocations will be subject to:

o Policy E1 Natural Heritage

o Policy P4 Hazardous and Potentially Polluting Developments
and Contaminated Land

o Policy PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste

o Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores

Through the
Development
Management
Process.

EIA and other
investigations
required as
appropriate.

e LDPTeam.

e Development
Management.

e Developers.

e Environmental
Health.

e Statutory
consultees (e.g.
SEPA).
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Biodiversity

Greenfield sites that fall
within the River Dee
catchment area may
have a negative impact
on the conservation
objectives and biodiversity
of the SAC due to
pathway effects.
Development is not likely
to maintain and enhance
the populations of
protected species which
may be present, or their
habitats and resting
places unless required to
do so through mitigation.
Development of
greenfield sites provides
an opportunity to
enhance green-blue
networks and habitat
networks, but in
developing a site there will
be barriers created and
some existing networks
may be lost resulting in
habitat fragmentation.
Where present, proposals
do not automatically
protect and promote
watercourses as being
important areas for
biodiversity.

Greenfield development
across the whole city will

¢ LDP Policies on Natural Environment and Open Space provide
protection to biodiversity and developments that may have
significant impacts on biodiversity are required to strictly comply
with these policies.

¢ Developments should provide links, connections and pathways
into external green networks where possible. This will be
mentioned in the Settlement Statement for the specific
allocation, if relevant.

¢ Masterplanning of new developments should ensure habitat links
are maintained and enhanced.

¢ Sustain and improve Green-Blue Networks through allocations
and settlement audits.

¢ Policy E1 Natural heritage refers to Green-Blue Networks and the
need to protect and conserve habitats which contribute to
them.

e Natural environment and open space policies will also be used
as a means of protecting Green-Blue Networks.

e Watercourses will be maintained as naturalised channels with
riparian buffer strips, and not subject to excessive engineering
work. Where there are existing culverts, opportunities to
reinstate them as open watercourses will be explored, which
would enhance their biodiversity value.

o Sites likely to have significant effects on biodiversity should not
be allocated and important areas of woodland will be
designated as protected land in the settflement statements.

e |dentify the area at risk of flooding as Green-Blue Network
designation in the Plan, to be protected against development.

¢ EIAs, Masterplanning Ecological Assessments, Bat surveys and
HRAs should be used to manage significant environmental risks
on biodiversity.

e Nature Conservation strategies and open space strategies
flowing from this LDP should contain enhancement strategies
that enable people to experience and enjoy the natural
environment without damaging it.

When producing
LDP policy and
review of
planning
advice.

Included as part
of the allocation
summary for
relevant sites in
the Proposed
LDP.

Through the
Development
Management
process,
including EIA
and HRA as
appropriate;
HRA of the LDP;
Master Planning.

LDP Team.

Development
Management.

Developers.

Environment
Teames.

External
agencies and
Statutory
consultees.
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increase demand for
water which is likely to be
abstracted form the River
Dee, which may have
effects on the
conservation objectives of
the SAC.

Development of
greenfield areas may
result in the loss of trees,
woodland, field margins
and hedges.

Policies are included in the
LDP that have the
potential to enhance
natural heritage within
new development areas
through habitat creation

¢ Apply policy requirement for all new developments to install
water saving technologies to help minimise abstraction from the
River Dee.

¢ Preferred allocations listed in Table 5.3 will be strictly subject to
the mitigation issues listed in this section.

¢ A Habitats Regulation Assessment has been undertaken to
ensure that the risk to the conservation status of Natura 2000 sites
have been minimised.

e Alternative allocations listed in Table 5.4 and all other alternative
sites which are unlikely to have significant effects will be subject
to avoidance measures — the sites will not be allocated.

¢ Allocations will be subject to:

o Policy R1 Special Rural Areas and Appendix 5 The Coastal
Zone
o Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design

Policy P2 Open space and access in new development

o Policy E1 Natural Heritage and Appendix 12 Local Nature
Conservation Sites

o Policy E2 Landscape and Appendix 13 Special Landscape
Areaqs

o Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources (water,
agricultural land, public open space and frees and
woodland)

e Settlement Statements for allocations could require:

o Buffer strips next to trees

o
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Landscape

Significant impact of
development on
landscape features and
setting of fowns.
Developments envisaged
may weaken the existing
sense of place, the
identity of existing
settlements and
landscape characterin
places, and impact on
designated landscapes.
Local positive effects are
likely through
enhancement where the
quality of the landscape
and view are poor; where
urban edges are hard and
abrupt; or where the
landscape is scrubby and
visually exposed.

In general, greenfield
development has the
potential to result in
coalescence of
settlements and/or urban
sprawl. Development in
the coastal area will
impact on the
undeveloped coastal
environment.

e Any sites that occupy an especially visible and prominent

location within the context and setting of Aberdeenshire should
not be allocated and identified as alternatives.

Landscape impact will be mitigated through screening, which
could be identified in the LDP as protected land, or sensifive
siting of buildings within the site where appropriate. Impact on
landscape features will be minimised wherever possible through
planning and design of the development. The Settlement
Statement for any specific allocations will identify such
measures, as appropriate.

Masterplan process could assist for larger sites.

¢ In view of the potential likely significant negative impacts arising

from the implementation of the LDP, an EIA will be submitted
before developments commence where required. Landscape
and visual assessments can be requested.

Consistency of approach on Special Landscape Areas across
Aberdeenshire.

Allocations will be subject to:

o Planning Advice: Energetica

Policy R3 Minerals and Hill Tracks

Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design

Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New Development
Policy E1 Natural Heritage,

Policy E2 Landscape and Appendix 13 Special Landscape
Areas.

o O 0 O O

When producing
LDP policy.

Through the DM,
EIA and
masterplanning
process.

Licison with
Conservation
Officer.

Landscape
Assessments and
masterplanning
of sites.

LDP Team.

Development
Management.

Developers.

Environment
Teames.
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Material Assets

e There may be an impact

upon school rolls
associated with new
residential development.
This may be either positive
in terms of supporting
schools with low rolls or
negative in terms of
placing extra demand for
places on schools with
limited capacity to
accommodate them.
Where relevant impacts
are highlighted in the
individual assessments.
Potential flooding in some
settlements will devalue
some assets.

Wealth creation from new
assets.

The proposed level of
development will provide
a range of house types
and sizes including
affordable housing. There
will also be a wider range
of housing and
employment sites.
Development may result in
the loss of open spaces
and areas of recreational
value.

Enhancement and
improved access to the
environment.

e Where there will be a negative impact on existing infrastructure,

developer contributions will be required as appropriate.

¢ In view of the potential significant positive impacts that
developments have on material assets, collaboration will be
made with stakeholders including landowners, developers, and
housing associations to support the scheme.

e To enhance the positive effects of the LDP, more emphasis
should be placed on ensuring quality of developments through
LDP policies and masterplans.

¢ Shortfalls in infrastructure will be identified in the Seftlement
Statements.

¢ Use masterplanning processes to ensure enhancement
measures will not be counterproductive.

e Apply policy requiring all new developments provide open
space; and developer confributions will also be sought as
appropriate, to enhance the quality of existing open spaces.

¢ Avoid development in areas likely to flood.

¢ Avoid co-location issues and protect existing operations/land
uses.

¢ Use of flood resistant building measures.

¢ Allocations will be subject to:

o Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources
o Policy PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste
o Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services
o Policy RD2 Developer Obligations and Planning Advice
Developer Obligations: Methods for Calculation
e Settlement Statements for allocations could require:
o Installation of necessary infrastructure.

When producing
LDP policies.

Included as part
of the allocation
summary for
relevant sites in
the Proposed
LDP.

Through the DM
and Planning
Agreements
process.

Through
masterplanning
of site fo
incorporate
assetfs in new
developments.

LDP Team.

Development
Management.

Statutory
consultees
(e.g. SEPA).

Developers.
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Population

e LDP has the potential to ¢ Apply policy requiring a set percentage of affordable housingin | ¢  When producing | e LDP Team.

impact positively on every new development. LDP policy.
population by providing ¢ Apply policy, through the Masterplanning process, to require ¢ Development
affordable housing and larger developments accommodate an appropriate mix of e Through the DM Management.
greater choice of housing house types and sizes to provide choice and flexibility in meeting and Planning
types and sizes, as well as needs and demands. Agreements ¢ Housing.
employment opportunities | e Apply policy on the design of smaller developments. process.
and community facilities. « Not allocate land for less than 4 homes to increase house types. e Developers.

e However, smaller o Allocations will be subject to: e Masterplanning.
developments, especially o Policy H1 Housing Land

in rural areas will deliver
fewer house types.

e Housing development is
likely fo have long-term
positive effects on human
health. Provision of new
housing in conformity with
new building standards
can enhance good health
and social justice for
people with no access to
housing now gaining
access to housing. In
addition, as new homes
are more energy efficient
than the existing stock;
they reduce running costs
and assist in decreasing
fuel poverty.

Policy H2 Affordable Housing

Policy H3 Special Needs Housing

Policy H4 Residential Caravan

Policy H5 Gypsy/Travellers

Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design and design appendices
Planning Advice on Affordable Housing.

O O O O O O
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Human Health

Greenfield development
should safeguard the
quantity and quality of
existing open space and
may also be required to
make confributions
tfowards the improvement
of existing open space.
Potential for the loss of
green space as a result of
development.
Development may impact
negatively on air quality,
which may affect human
health (e.g. from the
private car and energy
consumption).
Developing near pipelines
pufts lives af risk.
Significant positive effects,
new, more energy
efficiency developments
on health and wellbeing.
There will be positive
impacts due to the
provision of green
networks and cycle paths.

¢ Apply policy to safeguard existing open space and make
developments provide new for new open space as appropriate.

¢ Permission will not be granted to use or redevelop any area of
public open space unless an equivalent and equally convenient
and accessible area is laid out and made available in the
locality for green space purposes.

o Sites will be allocated to the most sustainable locations (e.g.
along the Strategic Growth Areas).

¢ Increased opportunities for active fravel and access to high
quality public fransport.

¢ Development Management encourages the infegration of
developments into the existing road network, active fravel
networks, public fransport networks and green-blue networks.
Masterplan process could assist for larger sites.

e To enhance the positive effects of the LDP, DM teams should
ensure houses being developed conform to the highest
efficiency standards to improve affordable warmth and to
minimise heath issues.

¢ Ensure sufficient public open space is provided in new
developments.

¢ Avoid development on core paths and near hazardous sites.

¢ Allocations will be subject to:

o Policy P2 Open Space and Access to New Development
Policy P4 Hazardous Development and Contaminated Land
Policy P6 Community Facilities and Public Amenities
Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings
Policy C2 Renewable Energy

O O O O

When
producing LDP

policy.

Through
Development
Management
and Planning
Agreements
process.

Masterplanning
process

LDP Team.

Development
Management.

Developers.

Environmental
Team to
provide
advice.

70




Cultural Heritage

Development may
affect the historic
environment. There
could be long-term and
permanent negative
effects on the
site/setting of
designated heritage
assets such as scheduled
monuments, listed
buildings, Conservation
Areas, Designed
Landscapes and
archaeological sites.
These effects may
weaken the sense of
place, the identity of
existing settlements and
landscape characterin
places.

¢ Proposals affecting Battlefields, Designed Gardens and Historic
Landscapes, Conservation Areas or Listed Buildings will require
prior consent and will only be permitted where they comply with
Policies protecting the historic environment.

e Adverse impacts will be considered in terms of their impacts on
the cultural significance of sites and places, through both physical
and sefting impacts. Negative impacts on cultural significance of
assets will be considered and mitigated where possible.

e Opportunities will be taken for new development to enhance the
setting of any heritage assets present.

e Apply policy where a site is deemed to be of archaeological
interest, an Officers Archaeological Survey will be required prior to
development.

e Apply Design and Heritage policy so that all new development
will have due consideration for its setting.

¢ In view of the potential significant negative impacts during
implementation, EIA will be submitted before development
commences where appropriate.

¢ Masterplanning to ensure that where there is a potential impact
on cultural heritage this is minimised and where possible value is
enhanced.

e DM to seek advice from Historic Environment Scotland and the
Council’s Archaeology Service and Environment Planners (Historic
Environment) on the best means of mitigating allocations, where
relevant.

¢ Allocations will be subject to:

o Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design

o Policy HE1 Protfecting Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments
and Archaeological Sites (including other historic buildings)

o Policy HE2 Protecting Historic, Cultural and Conservation Areas

o Policy HE3 Enabling development to safeguard Historic
Buildings at Risk.

e Settlement Statements for allocations could require:

o Highlight important sites or areas to avoid/provide mitigation
measures for.

When
producing the
LDP.

Included as
part of the
allocation
summary for
relevant sites in
the Proposed
LDP.

Development
Management,
EIA and
masterplanning
processes.

LDP Team.

Development
Management.

Developers.
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5.6 Monitoring

Aberdeenshire Council is required to monitor the significant environmental effects when the plan isimplemented. In doing
so, the Council is required to identify any unforeseen adverse effects at an early stage and undertake appropriate
remedial action. A monitoring report will be prepared to constantly monitor the significant effects. The framework for
monitoring significant effect of the implementation of the plan is shown in the Table 5.4 below. A monitoring framework
will be incorporated into the PPS. Since we are reinstating most of the allocations made in the current LDP (2017) and
considering most new allocations as alternatives, we will reinstate the monitoring plan set out in the post-adoption
statement for the current LDP. The monitoring plan has taken into account all comments made following consultation.

Table 5.4 Monitoring Plan

be
monitored

What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Where can this
information be
obtained?

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

ite

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

How should
the results be
presented?

What remedial
actions could
be taken?

bodies in rivers

Reduction in Aberdeenshire Council When new Air Quality Transportation Biennially. Review the
nifrogen dioxide | Local Air Quality Management Areas and Infrastructure development
> emissions Management: Progress are declared. and As part of the | allocations.
5 Reports Environmental Air Quallity
F Air quality Planning Applications. Health Teams Action Plan or
= (PM1o) LDP Monitoring of as and when is
< Objective 2 on Review of the LDP. necessary.
intfegrated land use
and transportation
- Improvement to | SEPA (bathing and river When the water quality | SEPA Annually. Review the
= water quality water quality and of particular water Delivery
S and maintain abstraction rates of the bodies has not Programme of
o the ecological River Dee) improved or suddenly the Local
2 status of deteriorates. Development
g freshwater Plan.

72




What remedial
actions could
be taken?

How should
the results be
presented?

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

Where can this
information be
obtained?

What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

e]
2 0
200

k)
il =
= [e]
Ll 3

ite

and the River Basin Review
coastline. Management Plan development
(SEPA) allocations.
Increase in the
number and
duration of
bathing water
areas passing
Bathing water
quality EC
Guideline
Standards.
The extent to SEPA (bathing andriver | More When drought SEPA and Scottish | As and when Review
which water water quality and information is conditions suggest that | Water the Strategic development
abstraction can | abstraction rates of the | needed on water abstraction Development | allocatfions.
> support River Dee) the long-term cannot cope with Plan/its
= projected effects of development. replacement is
] housing River Basin climate reviewed (sefs
(o3 numbers. Management Plan change on housing
O (SEPA) the flow rates numbers).
O Compliance of the River
= with abstraction Dee SAC.
licenses
consented by
SEPA.
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What remedial
actions could
be taken?

How should
the results be
presented?

When could remedial
action be considered?

Where can this
information be
obtained?

What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

e]
2 0
200

k)
il =
= [e]
Ll 3

Climatic factors

ite

Increase in Aberdeenshire’s Annual When planning Planning and Annually. Review of LDP
resource use Climate Change Duties applications are being Economy Services and if mixed
from new Report approved confrary to (P&ES of use
development, https://sustainablescofl Policies. Aberdeenshire developments
carbon andnetwork.org/reports Council (Planning are achieving
footprint. /aberdeenshire-council Policy) desired
outcomes.
Increase in car Emissions data from When transport Transportation Annual Review Local
use and energy | Department for monitoring shows Service of monitoring Development
consumption in Environment Food and increases in congestion | Aberdeenshire report. Plan policies
new Rural Affairs (DEFRA) — and a modal shiftis not | Council relatoing to

developments.
GHG emissions.

Increased levels

this is regional
information

Local Transport Strategy

occurring, i.e. use of the
caris increasing.

When significant
negative effects are

of electric/ Monitoring of modal noted in Environmental
hydrogen shifts in fransport modes Assessments or other
vehicle - vehicle counts and assessments and
ownership. cycle counts studies.

When Emissions Report
identify trends of
concern.

When car dependence
is increasing.

Local Transport
Strategy Team

transportation
and land use
allocations.

Area at risk from | Flood Prevention and More When data indicates Planning and Review Local
flooding (pluvial, | Land Drainage information is that there has been an | Transportation Development
fluvial or tidal) (Scotfland) Act 1997 needed on increase in flood Services of Plan policies

and new

Biennial Reports

the long-term
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What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Where can this
information be
obtained?

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

How should
the results be
presented?

What remedial
actions could
be taken?

Soil

ite
developments Shoreline Management | effects of incidents action should | Aberdeenshire and land use
aft risk from Plan (once produced) climate be taken. Council allocations.
flooding. change on
Flood risk Management | the flow rates When significant SEPA
Plans of the River negative effects are
Dee SAC noted in Environmental
Assessments or other
assessments and
studies.
Remediation of | Aberdeenshire Council If the number of P&ES of Annually. Review the
contaminated Contaminated Land contaminated Aberdeenshire Delivery
land. Strategy, Public Register sites/land has not Council (Planning Programmes of
of Contaminated Land reduced annually. Information and the Local
and GGP overlay: Delivery) Development
Potentially plans.

contaminated sites
Carbon-rich soils, deep
peat and priority
peatland habitats map
consultation” See
http://www.snh.gov.uk/
docs/A1495150.pdf

Review Local
Development
Plan policies.

Soil erosion.

Flood monitoring data
from SEPA

When flood events
increase.

Planning and
Transportation
Services of
Aberdeenshire
Council

SEPA

As and when.

Review Local
Development
Plan policies
and land use
allocations.
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be
monitored

What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Where can this
information be
obtained?

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

ite

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

How should
the results be
presented?

What remedial
actions could
be taken?

Meeting Landfill | SEPA (quarterly Landfill If the level of SEPA Annually. Review the
Allowance Allowance Scheme) Biodegradable Delivery
Targets. Municipal Waste sent Programme of
to landfill sites does not the Local
decline in accordance Development
with the EC Landfill Plan.
Directive.
Review LDP
policies (on
waste
management
facilities).
Extent and Dee Catchment Remedial action should | P&ES of Annually. A review of
quality of priority | Management Plan, be considered if water | Aberdeenshire land use
habitats. survey and quality deteriorates or Council (Planning allocations
management there is a decrease in Information and through the
Distribution and proposals water resource. Delivery, Planning Local
status of Policy, and Development
. protected Aberdeenshire (Environment Plan process.
= species. Council’s Annual Teams)
§ Monitoring Statement
5 Impact on the (LDP Policy ET) NatureScot
.ﬂ% qualifying
features of the Regional Habitat NESBReC
River Dee SAC. Statements
Dee Catchment
Partnership
Number of and Aberdeenshire Yes - currently When proposals are P&ES of Annually. A review of
land area of Council’s annual no regional supported as Aberdeenshire land use
designated sites. LBAP; departures from Local Council (Planning allocations
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monitored
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What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Where can this
information be
obtained?

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

How should
the results be
presented?

What remedial
actions could
be taken?

ite
monitoring statement incomplete Development Plan Information and through the
Number of (LDP Policy ET) data on trends/ | policies. Delivery, Planning Local
biodiversity changesin Policy, and Development
action plan habitats and When Nature Heritage (Environment Plan process.
species and Natfural Heritage species, and Strategy indicates a Teams)
habitafs. Strategy (in production) | mapping of negative impact on
priority habitats. | habitats and species as | NatureScot
North East Scotland a result of
Biodiversity Action Plan Resolution — development pressure. | NESBReC
allocate
resources to Dee Catchment
NESBReC/ Partnership
NELBP to
produce state
of Environment
Report.
Habitat Parks and Open Spaces When Nature Heritage P&ES of A review of the

fragmentation.

Strategy

Aberdeenshire
Council’s Annual
Monitoring Statement
(LDP Policies P2 and
PR1)

Strategy indicates a
negative impact on
habitats and species as
a result of
development pressure.

Aberdeenshire
Council (Planning
Information and
Delivery, Planning
Policy, and
(Environment
Teams)

NatureScoft

NESBReC

land use
allocations
and policies in
the Local
Development
Plan,
protecting
open space,
and the Open
Spaces
Strategy.
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be
monitored

What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Where can this
information be
obtained?

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

How should
the results be
presented?

What remedial
actions could
be taken?

ite
Impact of Yes — these When proposals are P&ES of Annually. Review Local
development Aberdeen Landscape studies are supported as Aberdeenshire Development
on Capacity Study infrequent and departures from Local Council (Planning Plan policies
visually quickly out of Development Plan Information and and land use
prominent Public complaints date. There is no | policies. Delivery, Planning allocations.
areas. established Policy, and
Landscape character monitoring When landscape Development
Development assessment and other programme. appraisal indicates a Management)
o adversely landscape studies Solution: negative impact on and Environment
% affecting the expertise - there | landscape and Teams
0 landscape and are insufficient fownscape setting.
é townscape specialist skills in
O setting. the local When there is a large
authorifies to amount of opposition
interpret data/ to development.
assessments of
proposals. When significant
negative effects are
noted in Environmental
Assessments or other
assessments and
studies.
Increase in the Local Development When requirement set Economic Annually. Review the
number of Plan monitoring of out in the North East Development Delivery
o waste Objective 4 on Area Waste Plan are and Protected Programme of
Q management sustainable not being delivered in Services P&ES of the LDP.
o) facilities built communities (SEPA, lower fier plans. Aberdeenshire
ko) that address the | quarterly Landfill Council (Planning Review the
j_) need identified | Allowance Scheme Information and LDP land use
@) in the Area Data) Delivery) allocations
2 Waste Plan.
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What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Where can this
information be
obtained?

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

ite

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

How should
the results be
presented?

What remedial
actions could
be taken?

management
facilities.
School School Roll Forecasts Remedial action will Education and Annually in Review the
capacities. have to be taken Children’s School Roll Delivery
through the Services of Forecasts. Programme of
application process to | Aberdeenshire the LDP.
take account of Council
changes. Review the
LDP land use
allocations
Increase and Scottish Water When land allocations P&ES of Annually. Review the
enhancement SEPA are constrained. Aberdeenshire Delivery
in the number Council (Planning Programme of
of waste water Information and the LDP.
treatment works Delivery)
and water Review the
works built. Settlement
Strategy
and/or core
objectives.
Review the
LDP policies
and land use
allocations.
Decrease in Council housing waiting When the waiting list Housing and Annually. Review the
waiting list lists figures for affordable Social Work of Settlement
figures for housing remain static Aberdeenshire Strategy and
affordable or increases. Council land use
housing. allocations.
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What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Where can this
information be
obtained?

Are there gaps

in the existing
Igi{eXelgleNale}%

can we resolve

ite

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

How should
the results be
presented?

What remedial
actions could
be taken?

homes built.

Council (Planning

Review the
LDP policies.
Increase in Employment and When the amount of P&ES of Annually. Review the
redevelopment | Housing Land Audits brownfield land Aberdeenshire Delivery
of brownfield Scofttish Annual remains static or Council (Planning Programme of
sites. Vacant & Derelict Land increases. Information and the LDP.
Survey Delivery)
Review the
Plan’s policies
and land use
allocations.
Energy Energy Efficiency Building When proposals are Stock Annually. Review the
efficiency of Standards for Social Standards may supported as Improvement core
new homes. Housing EESSH have more departures from LDP and objectives.
https://www.scottishho | information on policies on sustainable Maintenance
usingregulator.gov.uk/e | the levels of development (LDP Team under Review the
nergy-efficiency- efficiency Policy C1). Housing LDP policies.
standard-social- (bronze, silver
housing-eessh etc).
Increase in the Housing Land Audit When the development | P&ES of Annually. Review the
range of house | (densities and plan is reviewed. Aberdeenshire Local
- types and completions) Council (Planning Development
0 tenures. Information and Plan policies
o Monitoring of planning Delivery) and land use
3 applications allocations.
0 Increase in the Monitoring of planning When the Plan is P&ES of Annually. Review the
number of care | applications reviewed. Aberdeenshire Local

Development
Plan policies
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be
monitored

What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Where can this
information be
obtained?

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

ite

When could remedial
action be considered?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

Information and

How should
the results be
presented?

What remedial
actions could
be taken?

and land use

Aberdeen and
Aberdeenshire.

Delivery) allocations.

Number of NHS Grampian When there is a NHS Biennially. For air quality
people suffering substantial increase or actions as per
from air borne high incidence of effects on Air.
diseases as a people suffering from
result of NO2 air borne diseases.
and PMio, e.g.
asthma.
Quantity and Open Space Audit Remedial action should | P&ES of Annually in Review LDP

= quality of open | annual monitoring be taken where there is | Aberdeenshire Open Space policies.

3 space. a significant loss of Council (Planning | Audit

ﬁ open space as a result Policy Team) Monitoring.

O of new development.

:
Improvement to | Scottish Index of When the P&ES of Annually Review the
the issues Multiple Deprivation development plan is Aberdeenshire Local
highlighted in reviewed. Council (Planning Development
the Scottish Information and Plan policies
Index of Delivery) and land use
Multiple allocations.
Deprivation
affecting
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What remedial
actions could
be taken?

How should
the results be
presented?

Who responsible
for undertaking
the monitoring?

When could remedial
action be considered?

Where can this
information be
obtained?

What sort of
information is
required?
(Indicators)

Are there gaps
in the existing
info and how

can we resolve

ite

e]
2 0
200

k)
il =
= [e]
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Cultural heritage

Impact on Historic Environment When planning Historic Annually. Review the
Archaeological | Scotfland Buildings at applications are being Environment Local
remains on Risk Register for approved contrary to Scotland Development
greenfield sites. | Scotland (website) Policies. Plan policies
P&ES of and land use

Reduced
numbers of
historic buildings
registered as ‘at
risk’.

The impact of
development

Archaeology — number
of excavations and
remains found on sites

Monitoring of planning
applications

When there is an
increase in
Archaeological remains
being discovered.

When the number of
buildings on the ‘af risk’
register remains static or

Aberdeenshire
Council (Planning
Information and
Delivery and
Planning Policy
Teams)

Archaeology

on listed increases.

buildings, Developers
conservation When there is an

areaqs, increase in the number

battlefields, of listed buildings

designed demolished.

gardens.

When significant
negative effects are
noted in Environmental
Assessments or other
assessments and
studies.

allocations.
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5.7 General difficulties, weakness and limitations

The LDP 2017 sites that are being carried forward are included in the
allocation summary table, but time did not allow us to do a full assessment
where no bid was received on these sites. Many of these sites either have
planning permission or are partially built. However, a broad assessment was
done to update their scores to reflect the latest Scoping Report. Furthermore,
the same mitigation measures were applied to them as the preferred bids
that were allocated in the Plan. They have also been previously assessed in
the Environmental Report for the LDP 2017.

Another difficulty of this Environmental Report is that the LDP is a high-level
document and therefore cannot go into detail on every development.
However, where potential significant negative environmental effects have
been identified, this Report has enabled consideration to be given to
potential negative impacts at the low-level planning stage. The SEA has
resulted in changes to the proposed Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
2023.

There is also an issue of consistency in the assessment of the bids across the six
Aberdeenshire administrative areas, as different Officers assessed each area.
While every effort has been made to ensure the bids were assessed using the
assessment framework, there will inevitably be differences.

In Historic Environment Scotland’s response to the SEA of the Proposed LDP
2020 they suggested broadening the definitions for the types of impact, such
as impacts on intangible heritage (e.g. folklore, customs, beliefs, traditions,
knowledge, and language). This will be considered for the next plan if they
can be measured.

Historic Environment Scotland also expressed concern that the values given in
Appendix 8.5 are very specific and could be considered restrictive. For
example, it is not possible for a setting impact to be considered as very
negative, and negative effects do not include physical effects on sites or
places other than conservation areas. They argued, this does not reflect the
nuance given in the assessment or national policy, which gives equal weight
to site and setting of scheduled monuments. It is too late to review sites now,
but this can be considered for the next plan.

The format used to present the vision, spatial strategy and policies includes
mitigations measures. There were no main issues that generate alternatives
that significantly differ from the preferred option (i.e. the comments and
mitigation measures are similar).

Due to the number of bids received (605) during the ‘Call for sites’ stage, it
was decided that a summary of each bid assessment would be included in
the Environmental Report, in order to keep it as short as possible. Each bid
assessment is grouped under their respected settlement in Appendix 8.7. The
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full assessment of each allocated and unallocated (alternative) bid is
provided online at https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-
policies/ldp-2023/.

The bid summary tables only include the mitigation score to save space. It
may have been useful to include their pre-mitigation score in brackets, but it
may confuse the reader. Nonetheless, the full assessment of each bid
includes the pre and post mitigation score.
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6 Next Steps

6.1 Post Adoption Statement
Aberdeenshire Council will publish the SEA Post Adoption Statement upon
confirmation from the Scottish Minsters that ensure an early and effective
consultation on the strategy and the accompanying Environmental Report.

6.2 Anticipated Milestones
Table 7.1 shows the remaining steps needed for the SEA of the strategy and
how these steps would be carried out and described in the final environmental

report.

Table 7.1 SEA Stages with timescales and methods

35 days Consulting on the Scoping Report Complete
1 week Collating views on the Consultation and Complete
take the appropriate action on the
Scoping Report and the Plan as the result
of the consultations
4 weeks Finalise the interim environmental report Complete
12 weeks Consulting on the Inferim Environmental Complete. Approved by
Report and the Main Issues Report Infrastructure Services
Committee.
Circulated to
appropriate
stakeholders.
1 week Collating views on the Consultation Complete
6 weeks Take the appropriate action on the Complete
Environmental Report and the strategy as
the result of the consultations
8 weeks Consulting on the Environmental Report Complete. Approved by
and the Proposed LDP Aberdeenshire Council
Committee.
Circulated to
appropriate
stakeholders.
2 weeks Collating views on the Consultation Complete
4 weeks Update Environmental Report Complete
21 September 2022 Publish Finalised Environmental Report Circulate to appropriate
stakeholders.

10 January 2023

Publish Revised Finalised Environmental
Report
Publish Post-Adoption Statement

Advertise and circulate
to appropriate
stakeholders and SEA
Gateway.

From January 2023

Take post-adoption measures

Monitoring
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7 Acronyms

AQMA
DIA
HES
LDP
LVIA
MIR
NPF3
SEPA
SMR
SNH
SPP
SuDS
WIA
WTW
WWTW

Air Quality Management Area

Drainage Impact Assessment

Historic Environment Scotland
Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
Main Issues Report

Scotland’s Third National Planning Framework
Scottish Environment Protection Agency
Sites and Monuments Record

Scottish Natural Heritage

Scottish Planning Policy

Sustainable Drainage System

Water Impact Assessment

Water Treatment Works

Waste Water Treatment Works
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8 Appendices

Appendix 8.1 Analysis of Consultations from Scoping Report (2018)

Table 8.1.1 below shows the opinions of Consultation Authorities on the Scoping Report and how their comments were
taken info account in the next environmental report.

Organisation

Table 8.1.1 Analysis of Consultations at Scoping Stage

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of

Scoping Report

Scottish Natural The Site Assessment of the Appendix 7.3
Heritage bids was startfed in advance
Scope of Would welcome the opportunity to discuss the timing and ,?f Ihe Scopw;g .Rc;:‘por’rddue
assessment and integration of the site assessment and ways to streamline oh|me constraints an
level of detail this. other than possible peat
data, there are no other
environmental issues
missing.
Scottish Natural Scope of Notes the initial assessment of bids is being carried out prior | The bid assessment
Heritage assessment and to the SEA Assessment, which should be integrated info the | informed the SEA
level of detail/ Plan preparation. assessment. Timing
Historic Framework for constraints meant we had
Environment assessment Would expect the review of the Scoping Report to occur to start the SEA process prior
Scoftland environment before the consultation on the individual (bid) sites. to receiving comments on
effects the Scoping Report.
Scottish Natural There is duplication of bid assessment and SEA assessment | We retained our preferred Appendix 7.3
Heritage framework. model as it allows us to
identify constraints that
Scope of could be a serious obstacle

assessment and
level of detail

to development, and it has
been used for the current
LDP. The bid assessment
informed the SEA
assessment
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Organisation

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of

Scottish Natural
Heritage

Scope of
assessment and
level of detail

Recommends conveying the key findings of the SEA in the
Main Issues Report for each site and policy.

Partially agreed. The Main
Issues Report refers to the
SEA in the infroduction, and
the key findings of the bid
site assessments were be
expressed in the Main Issues
Report. However, in relation
fo the policies it is preferred
that the MIR focuses on why
the policy is a main issue or
not and what needs to be
changed.

Scoping Report

Scottish Natural
Heritage

Scope of
assessment and
level of detail

Ensure requirements of the Strategic Development Plan ER
identified for LDPs are addressed — e.g. mitigation
measures for LDPs.

We reviewed the SDP ER
and reflect what it says in
the ER, if appropriate.

Scottish Natural
Heritage, Scoftish
Environment

Consultation

Content with 12-week consultation period for the Interim
ER.

Noted

Protection period for the
Agency & Environmental
Historic Report
Environment
Scoftland
Scottish Natural Consultation Expect the interim ER will be submitted at the MIR stage The Interim ER was Table 6.1
Heritage . and that the interim ER stages are made more explicit in published at the same time

period for the

. the table. as the MIR and the table
Environmental
Report was be amended to
P include the MIR stage.

Historic The consultation commences on receipt of the relevant The consultation period
Environment Consultation documents by the SEA Gateway. commenced at the same
Scotland period for the fime as the MIR is published.

Environmental
Report

The ER was be sent to the
SEA Gateway at the same
fime.
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Organisation

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of

Scoping Report

Scottish Natural Relationship with | Add “identification and promotion of habitat networks” Agreed. Section 4.1
Heritage other Plans, and “sustainable fransport: identification and facilitation of
Programme or alternatives to vehicular use, including active travel such
Strategies as cycling and walking routes.

Scottish Relationship with | Some of the documents listed have themselves been The Proposed SDP ER was Section 4

Environment other Plans, subject to SEA and it may be useful to prepare a summary | reviewed, but there is

Protection Programme or of their key findings that are relevant to the LDP 2023. uncertainty about other

Agency Strategies documents as we were not
consulted on them.

Scottish Natural Environment Under biodiversity, flora and fauna, add “infroduction of Agree. Table 4.3

Heritage problems invasive non-native species of animals or plants as a result

of new development.”

Scottish Natural Environment Under Human health, add “the LDP’s role in identifying While the LDP identifies Table 4.3

Heritage problems green networks and active travel routes”. green networks, it does not
identify active travel routes.

Scottish Natural Environment If applicable, identify any significant baseline changes The first LDP SEA was Table 4.3 and

Heritage problems since the first LDP SEA. produced in 2010 and an Appendix 7.2
initial comparison was “This was also an
made fo identify any issue in the LDP
significant changes. 2012 and this has
However, with the slow rate | been carried
of development since the forward"”.
adoption of the LDP 2012,
there was little to report.

Scottish Environmental The environmental problems described generally highlight | Noted.

Environment problems the main issues of relevance of the SEA topic within SEPA’s

Protection remit.

Agency

Scottish Environmental SEPA holds significant amounts of environmental data that | Noted, and was considered | Appendix 7.2

Environment Baseline data may be of inferest. in relation to water quality,

Protection soil and flood risk.

Agency

Scofttish Natural Environmental Amend overall status of the river Dee SAC - “Otfter — Agreed. Appendix 7.2.3

Heritage Baseline data Favourable Declining.” (Water)
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Organisation

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of

Scoping Report

Scottish Natural Environmental Suggest using the “carbon rich soil, deep peat and priority | If this dataset has not been | Appendix 7.2.4
Heritage Baseline data peatland habitats 2016" dataset is used. used, it was added and (Sail)

referred to it in the second

review of the bids.
Scottish Natural Environmental Recommend the inclusion of the baseline information on We identified the area of Appendix 7.2.6

Heritage Baseline data green networks and segregated cycle ways as an active the current green network (Human health)
travel indicator (e.g. number of current km). and length of core paths.

However, data on

segregated cycle ways

does not exist.
Historic Environmental The number of heritage assets is not the most helpful We identified two annual Appendix 7.2.8
Environment Baseline data indicator for observing trends or relates to the indicators in relation to listed | (Cultural
Scotland improving/worsening of assets. A more meaningful tfrend is | buildings and conservation heritage)

recommended.

areas — number of Repair
Noftices served and how the
Council has dealt with
them, and the number of
conservation areas
reviewed and established.

Our colleagues in the
Archaeology Service could
review the applications
received (e.g. demolitions
would be bad, re-use of
buildings good, excavations
of archaeological deposits
may be good if they were
going fo be ploughed out
etc anyway or they could
be bad if the development
was the only threat to
them). These performance
indicators would take time
to collect, and may be
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Organisation

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of

ready for the Environmental
Report for the Proposed
LDP, not the MIR.

Scoping Report

Historic Environmental In Appendix 7.2.8, why is there is no consistency between There is greater opportunity | Appendix 7.2.8
Environment Baseline data the ‘issues/constrains’ identified under listed buildings to enhance a listed (Cultural
Scotland (which is positive) and other cultural assetfs (negative only) | building, but this column heritage)
was reviewed.
Scottish Natural Environmental Welcome the intent to assess the application of the LDP This data will be included if it
Heritage Baseline data 2017 policies in planning applications from the Monitoring is available by the time the
Statement 2018. ER is published.

Scottish Intfroduction/ Section 1 states Section 5 will look at SEA objectives, but This has been included in Section 1
Environment Framework for there is no reference to them. error and should have said
Protection assessing ‘Habitats Regulations
Agency environmental Assessment’.

effects
Scottish Framework for Recommend the use of SEA objectives as they allow a Our preferred approach is Appendix 7.3
Environment assessing systematic, rigorous and consistent framework. to use the questions listed
Protection environmental under each SEA topic
Agency effects
Scottish Framework for The results of the assessment should be clearly justified. The summary tables (5.2 to Section 5
Environment assessing 5.4) will provide a brief
Protection environmental explanation of the reason
Agency effects behind the effects.
Scoftish Framework for It would be helpful to set out the assumption made and Agree. Section 5
Environment assessing any limitations or difficulties.
Protection environmental
Agency effects
Scottish Framework for It would be helpful if the assessment matrix directly links the | Agreed. In relation to the Appendix 7.3
Environment assessing assessment result with proposed mitigation measures, as assessment of the sites, the
Protection environmental suggested by SEPA. full assessment included
Agency effects scores pre and post

mitigation effects, and
mitigation effects. The
summary tables in the
Environmental Report
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Organisation

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of

included the post mitigation
score and key mitigation
measures (e.g. flood risk
assessments).

Scoping Report

Scottish Framework for Suggests the assessment is made against a range of The preferred assessment Appendix 7.3
Environment assessing related questions, rather than directly against SEA topics. framework in Appendix 7.3
Protection environmental already lists 1-3 questions
Agency effects under each SEA topic.
Scottish Natural Framework for Sites with planning consent should be included in the All sites that were carried Table 5.5
Heritage assessing baseline and taken into account in assessing cumulative forward from the LDP 2017
environmental effects. were assessed. The policies
effects referred to in the baseline
data included all planning
applications.
Scofttish Natural Framework for Sites carried forward from the LDP 2017 should be included | Partially agreed. They were | Table 5.4
Heritage assessing in the assessment. included in the summary
environmental tables with a revised score
effects to reflect changes to the
assessment criteria. The
detailed assessment of the
LDP 2017 sites can be
viewed in the LDP 2017 SEA.
Scofttish Natural Framework for Clarify where the threshold of 15 homes came from in This was carried forward Appendix 7.3,

Heritage

assessing
environmental
effects

relation to private water drainage.

from the last SEA for
consistency.

Table 5 (water)

Scofttish Natural Framework for Insert a question under “soil” as to whether the proposalis | Agreed. Appendix 7.3,

Heritage assessing on greenfield or brownfield. Table 5 (Soil),
environmental page 114
effects

Scottish Natural Framework for Recommends consideration of loss of cycle ways as well Agreed. Data on core Appendix 7.3,

Heritage assessing as core paths, as part of active travel provision. paths were also included in | Table 5 (Human
environmental the baseline. health), page
effects 119
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Organisation

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of

Scoping Report

Scottish Natural Framework for Recommends that positive effects could be the creation Agreed, but this may not be | Appendix 7.3,
Heritage assessing of new cycle routes and/or link with existing provision. known at this stage and Table 5 (Human
environmental would also depend on the health), page
effects scale of the bid. 119
Historic Framework for The framework for assessing bids in Appendix 7.3 (Table 5) There will be differences Appendix 7.3,
Environment assessing is not the same as the framework for assessing polices in between the two Table 5 and
Scotland environmental Appendix 7.4 (e.g. impact on the setting of historic frameworks but accept that | Appendix 7.4.
effects environment assets is incorrectly excluded from Appendix | any impact on the setting of
7.4 as a ‘significant negative effect’). a historic environment asset
would be significant.
Historic Framework for Significant positive effects on the historic environment is Agreed. The framework was | Appendix 7.3,
Environment assessing not recognised in Table 5 of Appendix 7.3, but is identified | revised and considered as Table 5
Scotland environmental in Appendix 7.4, where the redevelopment of buildings on | part of the secondary
effects the Buildings at Risk Register is correctly mentioned. review of the bids.
Historic Framework for Reconsider significant negative effects (--), as it is not just
Environment assessing because of the loss of a building, but if a proposal affects
Scofland environmental the key characteristics of a cultural heritage designation or
effects the integrity of its setting.
Historic Framework for Unclear if the above discrepancies have had an impact The impact bids may have Appendix 7.3,
Environment assessing on the actual assessment of the bid sites. on the historic environment | Tables 5 and 6
Scoftland environmental have been considered, so

effects

there is unlikely to be any
changes. However, all sites
were appraised again by a
core team to check for
consistencies as mulfiple
Officers reviewed the bids in
each administrative area.

Scottish Natural
Heritage

Framework for
assessing
environmental
effects

Requests that full assessments of the sites and policies are
accessible through the SEA ER to provide an audit trail for
the assessment summaries.

These detailed assessments
did not form part of the ER
as each assessment is one
page long, and there are
605 bids and 32 policies.
However, they were
available online.
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Organisation Issue Summary of Comments Our Response Section of
Scoping Report
Scottish Natural Proposed Clarify the relationship between Table 5.6 and the Table 5.6 sets out examples | Section 5, Table
Heritage mitigation mitigation measures populated in the of mitigation measures. In 5.6 (mitigation)
measures “comments/mitigation. Columns in Table 5.2 to 5.4. the ER, Table 5.6 set out the
key mitigation measures
identified as part of the SEA
assessment. The SDP's ER
was also considered.
Scottish Proposed Welcomes table 5.6. The inclusion of a summary table will | Noted. This was updated to | Section 5, Table
Environment mitigation help track progress on mitigation through the monitoring show the most relevant 5.6 (mitigation)
Protection measures process. mitigation measures.
Agency
Scoftish Proposed Show the link between potential effects and proposed This was outlined in the Section 5 and
Environment mitigation mitigation/enhancement measures in the assessment summary and full bid site Appendix 7.3
Protection measures framework. assessment. No change
Agency required.
Scofttish Natural Proposed Recommend setting out pre and post mitigation measures | Agreed. A new post- Section 5, Table
Heritage mitigation and a new column for residual effects post-mitigation in mitigation column was 5.4 and
measures Table 5.4 or Table 6 in Appendix 7.3. added to the main SEA bids | Appendix 7.3,
site assessment, as shown in | table 6
table 6 in Appendix 7.3.
Table 5.4 did not have this,
but highlighted the
mitigations measures
required to improve the
score.
Scoftish Proposed The ER should be very clear about the mitigation measures | Table 6 in Appendix 7.3 set Appendix 7.3,
Environment mitigation that are proposed as a result on the assessment. They out examples of mitigation Table 6
Protection measures should follow the mitigation hierarchy (avoid, reduce, measures for each SEA
Agency remedy or compensate). topic, and sub-fitles
changed to "Comments
and mitigation measures”.
Scoftish Proposed The ER should identify any changes made to the draftf LDP | Agree. Mitigation measures | Sections 5.2 and
Environment mitigation because of the SEA. was identified in the full 5.6 and
Protection measures assessments and highlighted | Appendix 7.3.
Agency in the summary tables.
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Organisation Summary of Comments Our Response Section of
Scoping Report

Scoftish Proposed Encourage the use of the assessment to improve the Positive effects were Appendix 7.3,

Environment mitigation environmental performance by supporting proposals for identified in the assessment. | Table 6

Protection measures enhancement of positive effects as well as mitigation of No change required.

Agency negative effects.

Scottish Natural Monitoring Where possible, support continuation of monitoring from The Adoption Statement for | Environmental

Heritage the adopted plan’s SEA for this SEA for consistency. the LDP 2017 was reviewed | problems and

as part of the baseline and
issues.

baseline
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Appendix 8.2 Analysis of Consultations from Environmental Report 2020 of the Proposed Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan 2020

Table 8.2.1 below shows how the opinion of Consultation Authorities and other respondents were taken into account in

the next environmental report.

Table 8.2.1 Analysis of Consultations on the Environmental Report 2020

Organisation Issue Summary of Comments Our Response Section of the
Environmental Report
Scottish General It is welcomed that most of NatureScot’'s comments Noted. No action required. All
Environment comments and recommendations have been incorporated into
Protection the revised ER and consequently the Proposed
Agency (SEPA) Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan (PLDP).
(PP1299 and
PP1344)
SEPA General Has welcomed the inclusion of further mitigation Noted. No action required. Appendices 8.6
(PP1299 and comments measures and that many of these have been taken and 8.7
PP1344) forward to the Proposed Plan.
SEPA General It is requested that the finalised ER is updated to Agreed. The relevant tables Appendices 8.6
(PP1299 and comments include further mitigation measures, where identified | have been updated to include and 8.7
PP1344) in the Proposed Plan. mitigation measures, as
appropriate, upon receipt of the
Report of the Examination of the
PLDP.
NatureScot General NatureScot is satisfied with the Environmental Report, | Noted. No action required. All
(PP1345) comments and appreciate the huge effort that has gone into
preparing it and accommodating their previous
comments.
NatureScot General Their comments on the Habitats Regulations Agreed that the SEA should be Appendices 8.6
(PP1345) comments Appraisal (HRA) are likely to necessitate changes to | consistent with the finalised and 8.7
the HRA Record and the SEA should be amended so | Habitats Regulations Appraisal
that it is consistent with the HRA once revised. (e.g. on River Dee and Ythan
Estuary (geese)).
Historic General The Environmental Report sets out a thorough and Noted. No action required. All
Environment comments considered assessment with an adequate level of
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Section of the

Organisation Issue Summary of Comments Our Response
Environmental Report
Scotland detail and a clear narrative setting out its
(PP1299) conclusions.
Historic General HES welcomed the alterations and additions made Nofed. No action required. All
Environment comments to the assessment contained on the appendices as
Scotland they are in line with our previous advice.
(PP1299)
Formartine Rural | General Observed that in the SEA, Footpaths, Cycleways, Noted. No action required. Section 1.4, and
Partnership comments Active Travel Networks and Green corridors are Tables 1.1, 1.2, 1.3
(PPO884) widely included in the Environmental Report, which and 1.5.
supports the LDP 2023.
SEPA Relationship with | They noted that all the PPS relevant to SEPA’s Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.3
(PP1299 and other Plans, interests, as listed in Appendix 8.3, have been
PP1344) Policies and considered in the ER.
Strategies (PPS)
SEPA Relatfionship with | It is reported that Appendix 8.3 is incorrectly Agreed. Table 8.2.2 has been Table 8.2.2 (8.2.1)
(PP1299 and other Plans, referenced as 8.2 in some of Table 8.2.2. amended to refer to Appendix
PP1344) Policies and 8.3 where appropriate. Will also
Strategies (PPS) rename table 1o 8.2.1.
Historic Relationship with | HES welcomed that Table 5.1 includes both Our Agreed. Table 5.1 amended to Table 5.1 and
Environment other Plans, Place in Time and the Historic Environment Policy for | correctly label Our Place in Time | Appendix 8.3,
Scotland Policies and Scotfland, but it has been mis-named as a Policy and the Historic Environment Table 8.3.1
(PP1299) Strategies (PPS) Statement in the text. Policy for Scotland.
Historic Relationship with | HES suggested that Table 5.1 includes Gardens and Agreed. HES publications: Table 5.1 and
Environment other Plans, Designed Landscapes, Historic Battlefields, and Gardens and Designed Appendix 8.3,
Scotland Policies and Setting, HES and PANs and their interim Guidance on | Landscapes, Historic Battlefields, | Table 8.3.1
(PP1299) Strategies (PPS) Conservation Areas and the Principles of Listed and Seftting, and their interim
Building Consent. Guidance on Conservation

Areas and the Principles of Listed

Building Consent added to

Tables 5.1 and 8.3.1
SEPA Baseline It is welcomed that the Strategic Flood Risk Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.4
(PP1299 and information Assessment (SFRA) was undertaken and are satisfied
PP1344) that this has adequately informed the site

assessment process and the mitigation measures put
forward.
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Organisation Issue Summary of Comments Our Response Section of the
Environmental Report
SEPA Baseline Has requested that comments on specific site flood Agreed. The ER has been Appendix 8.7
(PP1299 and information risk assessments in the Proposed Plan are taken updated to reflect the
PP1344) forward in the finalised ER. modifications recommended by
the PLDP Reporter, which
includes text on flood risk
Historic Baseline Amend Appendix 8.4.10. Cultural heritage issues and | Agreed. Amended Appendix Appendix 8.4.10
Environment information constraints to state that asset types other than listed | 8.4.10. Cultural heritage issues
Scotland buildings can be enhanced in the planning process. | and constraints to identify that
(PP1299) Suggested referring to the value that historic assets asset types other than listed
can add to placemaking. buildings can be enhanced in
the planning process and refer
to the value that historic assets
can add to placemaking.
SEPA (PP1299 Environmental Has welcomed that Table 5.3 includes the additional | Noted. No action required. Table 5.3
and PP1344) Problems environmental problems they requested.
Historic Framework for HES welcomed that the methodology has been Agreed. Amended Appendix 8.5 | Appendix 8.5
Environment Assessing included in Appendix 8.5, but it should include a to include, as a source of data.
Scotland Environmental source of data for gardens and designed The Inventory of gardens and
(PP1299) Effects landscapes. designed landscapes.
Historic Framework for HES has welcomed that the same methodology in It is too late to review the sites, Section 6.2 and
Environment Assessing Appendix 8.5 has been used for the assessment of all | but a note has been added to Appendix 8.5
Scotland Environmental elements of the plan as this allows for greater section 6.2 on general issues, to
(PP1299) Effects consistency and clarity, but suggests in some areas broaden the definitions for type
the definitions for type of impact may not be broad of impact, for example, impacts
enough (e.g. the wording does not coverimpacts on | on infangible heritage.
infangible heritage very well, and this is often a
factor in conclusions of the assessment).
Historic Framework for HES is concerned that the values given in Appendix It is too late to review the sites, Section 6.2 and
Environment Assessing 8.5 are very specific and could be considered but a note has been added to Appendix 8.5
Scotland Environmental restrictive. For example, it is not possible for a setting | sectfion 6.2 on general issues
(PP1299) Effects impact fo be considered as very negative, and noting HES request for the

negative effects do not include physical effects on
sites or places other than conservation areas. They
argued, this does not reflect the nuance givenin the
assessment or national policy in SPP, which gives

assessment methodology to be
less specific and so less
restrictive.
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Section of the

Organisation Issue Summary of Comments Our Response
Environmental Report
equal weight to site and setting of scheduled
monuments.
Historic General HES has welcomed the level of detail in paragraph Noted. No action required. Paragraph 6.2
Environment difficulties, 6.2, which sets out a thoughtful and reasonable
Scotland weakness and consideration of the limitations of the assessment
(PP1299) limitations and welcomed this level of detail.
Formartine Rural | Mitigation In Table 6.2, Page 63, Column 3, it is observed that Agreed. Added paths for Table 6.2
Partnership Measures “Developer contributions will be sought towards pedestrians, wheelers and
PP0884 public transport, and roads infrastructure cyclists to the fourth bullet point
improvements to help mitigate the traffic impact”. It | on developer contributions.
does not include footpaths and cycleways
SEPA (PP1299 Mitigation It is noted and welcomed that most of SEPA’s Noted. No action required. Table 6.2
and PP1344) Measures previous comments regarding mitigation measures
have been incorporated into the ER and carried
through to the Proposed Plan text.
Historic Mitigation In Table 6.2, which sets out proposed mitigation, the Disagree. No action required. Table 6.2
Environment Measures wording implies that adverse effects on historic This statement refers to the
Scotland environment features may not be considered in their | consequence of development
(PP1299) own right. Suggested clearer wording for the next negatively affecting the historic
SEA, to state that adverse impacts will be considered | environment, which could
in ferms of their impacts on the cultural significance weaken the sense of place.
of sites and places, through both physical and However, the suggested
setting impacts. wording is welcomed and
should be added.
Historic Mitigation HES noted that the mitigation measures in Table 6.2 Noted. No action required. Table 6.2
Environment Measures are appropriate forimpacts of the type identified,
Scotland but the assessment identifies impact on issues such
(PP1299) as sense of identity and place and these intangible
effects may be harder to mitigate through the
measures identified. As impacts of this type have
often been identified as positive in the assessment,
this has not had a direct effect on any of the
outcomes of the assessment.
Historic Mitigation HES suggested Table 6.2 would benefit from a clear Agreed. Amended Table 6.2 to Table 6.2
Environment Measures statement that negative impacts on cultural provide a clear statement that
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Organisation Issue Summary of Comments Our Response Section of the
Environmental Report
Scotland significance of assets will be considered and negative impacts on cultural
(PP1299) mitigated where possible. significance of assets will be
considered and mitigated
where possible.
SEPA (PP1299 Monitoring Has no further comment to make on the monitoring Noted. No action required.
and PP1344) Framework framework.
Historic Monitoring HES noted that Table 6.3 sets out the Monitoring Plan | Noted, but not all the LDP Table 6.3
Environment Framework for the LDP, but it does not reflect all of the monitoring data is relevant to
Scotland considerations that went intfo the Monitoring Report the SEA and vice versa.
(PP1299) and suggests it would be more accurate for the two
to align better.
SEPA (PP1299 Next Steps Has no further comments to make in this respect. Nofed. No action required.
and PP1344)
Historic Spatial strategy HES suggested para 8.6.2, on the assessment of the Partially agree. While the spatial | Appendix 8.6,
Environment spatial strategy, should consider the positives of strategy section provides a Table 8.6.2
Scotland identifying the need for masterplanning and further broad overview of new
(PP1299) assessment at project level, as well as the development across
opportunities the plan gives for allocating sites that Aberdeenshire, SEA Topics on
will allow regeneration of historic assets. climatic factors, biodiversity and
cultural heritage have been
amended to refer masterplans
and further assessments as a
means to mitigate possible
effects.
Historic Spatial strategy HES is not seeking any changes to the spatial Noted. No action required.
Environment strategy, but have focussed on the newly allocated
Scotland preferred sites. Comments on the full suite of sites
(PP1299) were given in their response to the Main Issues Report
and should be referred to for non-preferred opftions.
They have not identified any significant adverse
effects for HES interests.
SEPA (PP1299 Sites and Policies | SEPA welcomed the inclusion of further mitigation Nofed. No action required. Appendix 8.7

and PP1344)

Assessment —
Mitigation
Measures

measures and see that many of these have been
taken forward to the Proposed Plan.
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

SEPA (PP1299 Sites and Policies | SEPA requested that the justification for the Agreed. Noted where Appendix 8.7
and PP1344) Assessment — mitigation measures they require for each allocation | mitigation measures such as
Mitigation is included in the finalised ER where they are not flood risk assessments are
Measures already included. SEPA highlighted that their required for development sites,
proposed mitigation measures are necessary to they are highlighted in the ER.
ensure the impacts of development of the sites are
minimised as well as possible. This should include the
policies.
NatureScot Sites Assessment - | Requested that for allocations where they have Agreed. These sites have been
(PP1300 and scoring made representations to address landscape and reviewed and neutral scores
PP1345) visual impacts, the score for Landscape in the changed to mix with reasons
Environmental Report should be changed from added.
neutral to ‘+/-', where relevant.
Historic Policy HES agreed that policies that protect landscape Nofed. No action required. Appendix 8.6,
Environment Assessment have the potential to benefit the historic Paragraph 8.6.3
Scotland environment and would consider this particularly in
(PP1299) light of the fact that we consider that all landscapes
have both natural and cultural elements as set out in
People, Place and Landscape, our joint position
statement with SNH.
Historic Policy HES provided an appendix of their comments on the | Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.6
Environment Assessment Proposed Plan, known as Annex 1.
Scotland
(PP1299)
Historic Policy HES welcomed the changes made to policy HE3 and | Agree. The overview text has Appendix 8.6,
Environment Assessment: consider that these have made the policy more been amended to reflect the Table 8.6.27
Scotland Policy HE3 positive in its effects than its previous iteration. The policy.
(PP1299) Helping to Reuse | narrative for this assessment states that enabling
Historic Buildings | development must be on an adjacent site and this
at Risk does not reflect the wording of the policy, which is
more nuanced, and which we consider more
effective.
Historic Policy HES disagreed that policy PR2 would have a very We agree that this policy does Appendix 8.6,
Environment Assessment: negative effect on cultural heritage as it does notin | not state, ‘We will allow Table 8.6.29
Policy PR2 itself allocate for development but rather stops other | development on protected sites
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Scotland Reserving and development on safeguarded sites. It is not clear as stated in the Settlement
(PP1299) Protecting how this could in itself have significant effects. Statements’, like other policies
Important (e.g. Policy B2). However, as this
Development policy indirectly supports in
Sites principle the uses specified in
Policy PR2, it could have
consequential negative
impacts. This will be stated in
the introductory text in the ER.
No action required.
Historic Policy HES noted that Policy C2 assesses wind development | Partially agree. Text has been Appendix 8.6,
Environment Assessment: as temporary and that this does not reflect the added to state, “...unless Table 8.6.32
Scotland Policy C2 wording of SPP, which states that wind farm sites consent is sought to repower
(PP1299) Renewable should be suitable for use in perpetuity. For this to be | them.” as non-operational wind
Energy assessed impacts should be considered permanent. | turbines should be removed.
Formartine Rural Policy In Table 6.2, Page 63, Column 3, it is observed that This is a passing observation.
Partnership Assessment: “Developer conftributions will be sought towards They have commented
PP0884 Policy RD2 public fransport, and roads infrastructure elsewhere. No action required.
improvements to help mitigate the traffic impact”. It
does not include footpaths and cycleways
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | SEPA support the assessment for site R1 with regards Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Banff and to its impact on groundwater. Table 8.7.1
Buchan — Banff
R1
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | They have welcomed the assessment for site OP1 in Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Banff and relation to soil factors. Table 8.7.1
Buchan -
Cairnbulg and
Inverallochy -
OP1
Historic Site Assessment — | HES noted that site OP1 in Ladysbridge is located Updated assessment of OP1 to Appendix 8.7,
Environment Banff and approximately 500m NW of the scheduled note that the site is 500m NW of | Table 8.7.1 and
Scotland Buchan — monument known as Hills of Boyndie, barrows & Hills of Boyndie, barrows and Banff and Buchan
(PP1299, PP1343) | Ladysbridge — enclosures 700m SW of Mill of Boyndie, but HES is enclosures scheduled Annex of the full
OP1 monument and 700m SW of Mill | assessment
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Issue
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content that the proposed development will not
significantly impact on its setfting.

Our Response

of Boyndie (SM 5779), which are
visible as cropmarks, and it is
sifuated in an elevated position
on the Hill of Boyndie. However,
given the location of the
proposed housing allocation
among existing settlement and
the distance to the monument,
the proposed development will
not significantly impact on its
setting.

Section of the
Environmental Report

SEPA (PP1299

Site Assessment —

This site is missing from the Assessment of the

Added site Memsie R1 to the

Appendix 8.7,

and PP1344) Banff and Proposed Sites and Table 8.7.1. Assessment of the Proposed Sites | Table 8.7.1 and
Buchan - and Table 8.7.1. Banff and Buchan
Memsie R1 Annex of the full
assessment
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | Has requested that the text in the ‘Comments and Agree. Revised text in the Appendix 8.7,

and PP1344)

Banff and
Buchan —
Memsie OP2

mitigation measures’ column of Table 8.7.1 is revised
to reflect that any future development on the north
side of Memsie may be limited during the Plan period

‘Comments and mitigation
measures’ column of Table 8.7.1
to reflect SEPA’s comments on

Table 8.7.1 and
Banff and Buchan
Annex of the full

due to there being no further dilution capacity in the | OP2in Memsie in their Proposed | assessment
receiving waters to take further private waste water Plan response.
treatment (see detailed comments to the Proposed
Plan).
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | If this site is included before any groundwater Agreed. Changed the Water Appendix 8.7,

and PP1344)

Banff and
Buchan — Rathen
R1

assessment is undertaken, SEPA has requested
amending the score in Table 8.7.1 Water column to -
/2.

score for site R1 to -/2.

Table 8.7.1 and
Banff

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Banff and
Buchan — Rathen
R1

If this site is included before any groundwater
assessment is undertaken, SEPA has requested
amending the Comments and mitigation measures
to, “Due to close proximity and likely hydraulic
connectivity of the cemetery site to the nearby
watercourses, without a detailed groundwater

Agreed. Amended the
“Comments and mitigation
measures” to “Likely to have an
adverse effect on soil and
landscape but the effects
unlikely fo be significant. Due to
the underlying geology and the

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.1
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Issue

Summary of Comments

assessment, the environmental impact on water
factors are unknown.”

Our Response

presence of a private water
supply, without a detailed
groundwater assessment, the
environmental impact on water
factors are unknown.”

Section of the
Environmental Report

Historic Site Assessment — | This site is located approximately 140m W of the Updated assessment of site OP1 | Appendix 8.7,
Environment Banff and scheduled monument known as St Ethernan's, to note that the site is 140m west | Table 8.7.1
Scotland Buchan — Rathen | Rathen old parish church, but HES is content that the | of St Ethernan's, Rathen old
(PP1299, PP1343) | OP1 potential impact on the setting of the monument is parish church (SM 5810), a late
unlikely to be significant. medieval church and scheduled
monument, and while screened
by trees, even if felled, the
potential impact on the setting
of the monument is unlikely to
be significant.
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | This site is at significant risk from flooding. SEPA will No action required. SEPA’s Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Buchan - only support the assessment score for Climatic proposed mitigation measures Table 8.7.2
Auchnagatt OP1 | Factors in Table 8.7.2 if their requested mitigation for site OP1 were agreed by the
measures (in the allocation summary) are Reporter at the LDP Examination.
undertaken. If not, the score for Climatic Factors
should be - -.
Historic Site Assessment — | HES noted that this site is located approximately 50m | Updated assessment of site OP1 | Appendix 8.7,
Environment Buchan - N of the scheduled monument known as Boddam to note that the site is near Table 8.7.2
Scotland (PP1299 | Boddam OP1 Castle, but HES is content that some additional Boddam Castle with views over
and PP1343) houses in this location of a similar scale/height to the surrounding landscape and
those which have already been built, are unlikely to | coast, and views fowards the
significantly impact on its setting. monument form parts of its
setting. However, additional
homes of a similar scale/height
to existing are unlikely to
significantly impact on its sefting.
Historic Site Assessment — | Fetterangus OP2 is located approximately 215m E of | Updated the SEA, as this was Appendix 8.7,
Environment Buchan - the scheduled monuments known as Fetterangus agreed by the Reporter, to Table 8.7.2

Scotland (PP1299
and PP1343)

Fetterangus OP2

Church (SM 7143) and Fetterangus Church, symbol
stone, and as the allocation would bring housing

state, “The site is located
approximately 215m east of two
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Issue

Summary of Comments

development closer to the monuments and has the
potential fo impact on their setting, consideration
should be given to mitigating the impact through
sensitive housing design and potentially also
landscaping, such as using trees in the western
section of the allocation to screen the development
from view, in line with HES Setting guidance.

Our Response

scheduled monuments, the
medieval Fetterangus Church
(SM 7143) and a Pictish symbol
stone (SM 71). The monuments
are presently surrounded within
an open landscape, which gives
them a sfrong sense of place
and are set apart from
settlement. The allocation would
bring housing closer to the
monuments and has the
potential to impact on their
setting. To mitigate the impact,
new development, through its
siting and design, must be
sensitive to its surroundings and
incorporate landscaping at itfs
western boundary to screen the
development from view, in line
with HES's Sefting guidance.
Historic Environment Scotland
should be consulted at an early
stage in the preparation of
development proposals for the
site.

Section of the
Environmental Report

William Buchan
PP0330

Site Assessment —
Buchan -

Clarity is sought as to why SEA states development of
50 homes, whereas 30 homes are allocated in

There is an error in the Buchan
Annex full assessment. The

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.2 and

Longside OP1 Proposed Plan. number of homes is stated as 30 | Buchan Annex of
in Table 8.7.2 of the the full
Environmental Report. The assessment
Annex has been corrected.
William Buchan Site Assessment — | Under SEA Topic ‘Climatic Factors’, insufficient Disagree. The floodrisk is noted | Appendix 8.7,

PP0330

Buchan -
Longside OP1

consideration has been given to the effects on local
hydrology in an already flood prone site. Argued the

in the SEA and given itis on the
edge of the site, we would
expect this area to form part of

Table 8.7.2 and
Buchan Annex of
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Issue

Summary of Comments

southern part of the field floods regularly and has
poor drainage.

Our Response

the site's open space
confribution and remain
undeveloped, depending on
the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA).
As such, a neutral score is
deemed appropriate.

Section of the
Environmental Report

the full
assessment

William Buchan
PP0330

Site Assessment —
Buchan -
Longside OP1

Under SEA Topic ‘Biodiversity’, the impact should be
‘significant with long term irreversible adverse
impacts'. Argued there are protected species on
the site (bats) and ‘birds of conservation concern’ as

Disagree. The site is currently a
field. Open space would be
expected on the site, which
would be expected to link with

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.2 and
Buchan Annex of
the full

identified by the RSPB. Mitigations such as ‘buffer the path to the south of the site. | assessment
strip’ would take decades to provide a replacement
habitat.

Williaom Buchan Site Assessment — | Reassess the landscape impact as the site rises West | Disagree. The site rises gently. Appendix 8.7,

PP0330

Buchan -
Longside OP1

to East, and a substantially raised historic railway
embankment to the southern boundary.

The scale and location of the
farm steading complex will help

Table 8.7.2 and
Buchan Annex of

to contain this site. In addition, the full
most of the allocation is away assessment
from former railway line.
Charlies and Site Assessment — | They have reported inconsistencies between the There is an error in the Buchan Appendix 8.7,
Jane Leslie Buchan - Proposed Plan that states site OP1 is allocated for 30 | Annex full assessment. The Table 8.7.2 and
PP0333 Longside OP1 units, but the SEA says 50 homes. number of homes is stated as 30 | Buchan Annex of
in Table 8.7.2 of the the full
Environmental Report. The assessment
Annex has been corrected.
Charlies and Site Assessment — | Insufficient consideration has been given o the Disagree. The floodrisk is noted | Appendix 8.7,
Jane Leslie Buchan - effects of local hydrology on the OP1 site in in the SEA and given itis on the Table 8.7.2 and
PP0333 Longside OP1 Longside. The southern part of the site floods edge of the site, we would Buchan Annex of

regularly and there is poor drainage. The field is also
bounded by a substantial embankment

expect this area to form part of
the site’s open space
contribution and remain
undeveloped, depending on
the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA).
As such, a neutral score is
deemed appropriate.

the full
assessment
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Organisation

Charlies and
Jane Leslie
PP0333

Issue

Site Assessment —
Buchan -
Longside OP1

Summary of Comments

It is noted that the site will have a significant long-
term adverse impact on biodiversity. Bats and bird
species (birds of conservation concern by the RSPB)
have also been seen on the site. Mitigations such as

Our Response

Disagree. The site is currently a
field. Open space would be
expected on the site, which
would be expected to link with

Section of the
Environmental Report

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.2 and
Buchan Annex of
the full

buffer strips would take decades to come into effect | the path to the south of the site. | assessment
as a replacement habitat.
Charlies and Site Assessment — | The statement that the site is flat is not true as the site | Disagree. The site rises gently. Appendix 8.7,

Jane Leslie Buchan - is on the rise from the West to the East and there is The scale and location of the Table 8.7.2 and
PP0333 Longside OP1 also a substantial raised historic railway embankment | farm steading complex will help | Buchan Annex of
to the southern boundary of the proposed site. to contain this site. In addition, the full
most of the allocation is away assessment
from former railway line.
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | As this site was a former military airfield, it requires Agreed. Amended post Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Buchan - specialist assessments to inform appropriate mitigation effects soil score to Table 8.7.2
Longside Airfield | mitigation. Therefore it is requested that in Table 0/¢.
OP1 8.7.2 the score for Soil is amended to 0/%.
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | As this site was a former military airfield, it requires Agree. Amended the Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Buchan - specialist assessments to inform appropriate “Comments and mitigation Table 8.7.2
Longside Airfield | mitigation. Therefore, it is requested that in Table measures” to “Mitigations
OP1 8.7.2 add the following to the Comments and include specialist investigation
mitigation measures, “Mitigations include specialist for contamination due to former
investigation for contamination due to former airfield | airfield use.”
use.”
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | If this site is included before any groundwater Agreed. Changed the Water Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Buchan - Old assessment is undertaken, SEPA has requested score forsite R1 to -/2. Table 8.7.2
Deer R1 amending the score in Table 8.7.2 Water column to -
/2
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | If this site is included before any groundwater Agreed. Amended the Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Buchan - Old assessment is undertaken, SEPA has requested “"Comments and mitigation Table 8.7.2
Deer R1 amending the Comments and mitigation measures measures” to “Likely to have an

to, “Likely to have an adverse effect on soil and
landscape but the effects unlikely to be significant.
Due to the underlying geology and the presence of
a private water supply, without a detailed

adverse effect on soil and
landscape but the effects
unlikely to be significant. Due to
the underlying geology and the
presence of a private water
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groundwater assessment, the environmental impact
on water factors are unknown.”

Our Response

supply, without a detailed
groundwater assessment, the
environmental impact on water
factors are unknown.”

Section of the
Environmental Report

SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | This site is at significant risk from flooding. SEPA will Noted. The need for a floodrisk | Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Buchan - only support the assessment score for Climatic assessment is highlighted in the Table 8.7.2
Peterhead OPé Factors in Table 8.7.2 if their requested mitigation LDP. As such the post mitigation
measures (in the allocation summary) are score will not be significantly
undertaken. If not, the score for Climatic Factors negative.
should be significantly negative.
Case Site Assessment — | Argued that the assessments of the bids around Disagree. A universal Appendix 8.7,
CONSULTING Ltd | Formartine — Balmedie have not applied the criteria consistency, methodology was applied, as Table 8.7.2
PP1096 Balmedie FR022 and bid FR022 should be allocated for a mixed use agreed in the Scoping Report.
development. No change required.
Historic Site Assessment — | HES welcomed the revised boundary for Ellon OP1, Noted. No change required. Appendix 8.7,
Environment Formartine — Ellon | which now excludes the A listed Old Bridge and its Table 8.7.3
Scotland (PP1299 | OP1 immediate setting and support the need for strategic
and PP1343) landscaping and associated flood risk management.
Carol Wright Site Assessment — | Asked to clarify why woodland on south side of the Disagree. The full assessmentin | Appendix 8.7,
PP1136 Formartine — Ellon | site has not been referenced. The assessment states | the Annex states that “Mitigation | Table 8.7.3 and
OP1 no impact on woodland to the north, northwest with | measures, such as a buffer strip Formartine Annex
no mention of the woodland on the south at next to an area of woodland or | of the full
Schoolhill Road, which is a continuation of the water course would reduce assessment
woodland area on the northwest site. potential negative effects and
provide biodiversity
enhancement opportunities. This
provides opportunity fo
enhance green networks.” No
change required.
Nicole Allan Site Assessment — | Prioritise developments sites OP1 and OP2 over OP3 Noted, but as the small scale of | Appendix 8.7 and
PP1025 Formartine — and OP4. SEA for new sites (pg. 53) states ‘school roll | this site is unlikely to adversely Table 8.7.3

Foveran OP1 and
OP2

is low, and new housing would help sustain Foveran
Primary School’ but the school role forecast
(Aberdeenshire Council, 2019) and settlement
statement states ‘Primary education may be a

affect the existing school, no
change to the score is required.
No change required.
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Issue

Summary of Comments

constraint to development as the current school is
not easily extendable due to the condition of the
building and topographical restrictions’. A new
school is needed in the area and should be
completed before any new housing is accepted.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

lan Ross
PP1234

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Foveran OP2 /
FR109

Disagree with the assessment of FR109 in the SEA,
they highlight the following: Site would not impact
significantly air quality and appropriate measures
could be put in place; Not aware of surface water
hotspofts, not at risk of flooding as shown on SEPA’s 1
in 200 year map and no FRA required; All
developments likely to result in increased fraffic and
landscape change; A small area of prime
agricultural land would be lost, however precedent
has been set by other sites in the seftlement; Aware
of a project to upgrade the waste water capacity;
Substitution of part of FR10? in place of OP2 would
not exacerbate capacity issues in primary school;
Mix of housing could be delivered; Coalescence
would not occur with Rashierieve Foveran.

Site FR109 was not supported by
the Reporter, but with the
development of the new A%0
frunk road, it has split this site in
two. Amended:

Post mitigation scores for
water to -/2 As waste water
could be mitigated.

Under Water, changed
“Surface water drainage
hotspots are scattered in
some parts of the site.” to
“Site includes ditches and
small areas of surface water
flooding.”

Under Climatic Factors,
amended 2nd bullet point on
flooding to "“Part of the site
contains a watercourse and
a small area is af risk from
flooding, which could have
a long-term effect on
climate and the water
environment. A Flood Risk
Assessment may be required
to mitigate potential
effects.”

Around half this site is prime
agricultural land. Loss of this
resource is acceptable to fulfil

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Our Response

strategic housing requirement,
where required. No further
changes are supported.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Historic
Environment
Scotland (PP1299

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Fyvie OP1

HES noted that this site is located within the Bafttle of
Fyvie Inventory historic battlefield boundary of 1644.
HES note that while the potential impact on any

Updated assessment of site OP1
to note that it is located within
the Bafttle of Fyvie Inventory

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex

and PP1343) archaeological remains datfing to the battle is likely historic battlefield boundary (BLT | of the full
to be low, this potential impact on the special 22) of 1644, which has surviving assessment
qualities of the battlefield should sfill be assessed field fortifications. The housing
further. HES is content that any significant impacts on | allocation would be within the
the understanding and appreciation of the SW part of the Inventory
battlefield landscape are unlikely, but any potential boundary, which is not presently
impacts on key landscape characteristics and the considered to have been a key
cumulative impacts should still be assessed, with area of bafttlefield activity. For
mitigation and enhancement considered in line with | site OP1, any potential impacts
HES Battlefield guidance. on key landscape
characteristics and the
cumulative impacts should be
assessed, with mitigation and
enhancement considered in line
with HES Battlefield guidance.
Historic Site Assessment — | HES noted that this site is located within the Battle of | Updated assessment of site OP2 | Appendix 8.7,

Environment
Scotland (PP1299
and PP1343)

Formartine —
Oldmeldrum OP2

Barra Inventory historic battlefield boundary of 1308,
and while the potential impact on any
archaeological remains dafing to the battle are
likely to be low, this potential impact on the special
qualities of the battlefield should still be assessed
further. HES is content that any significant impacts on
the understanding and appreciation of the
battlefield landscape is unlikely, but any potential
impacts on key landscape characteristics and the
cumulative impacts should still be assessed, with
mitigation and enhancement considered, in line with
HES Bafttlefield guidance.

to state that it is located within
the Battle of Barra Inventory
historic battlefield boundary (BLT
18) of 1308, which was one of
many fought by Robert the
Bruce. It is significant as it marks
the end of any coordinated
opposition to him in Scotland.
Most of this allocation would be
outwith the Inventory boundary.
Any potential impacts on key
landscape characteristics and
the cumulative impacts should

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Our Response

be assessed, with mitigation and
enhancement considered, in
line with HES Battlefield
guidance.

Section of the
Environmental Report

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Oldmeldrum OP5

Has requested that an additional mitigation measure
is added to the ‘Comments and mitigation
measures’ column of Table 8.7.3 to require a Peat

Agree. Added an additional
mitigation measure to the
‘Comments and mitigation

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex

Survey, as the site is underlain by peat. measures’ column of Table 8.7.3 | of the full
for site OP5 that requires assessment
developers to provide a Peat
Survey.
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | Has requested that an addifional mitigation measure | Agree. Added an additional Appendix 8.7,

and PP1344) Formartine — is added to the ‘Comments and mitigation mitigation measure to the Table 8.7.3 and
Oldmeldrum R1 measures’ column of Table 8.7.3 to require a Peat ‘Comments and mitigation Formartine Annex
Survey, as the site is underlain by peat. measures’ column of Table 8.7.3 | of the full
for site R1 that requires assessment
developers to provide a Peat
Survey. Change soil score to 0/-
Historic Site Assessment — | HES welcomed the revised boundary for this site, Updated assessment of site OP2 | Appendix 8.7,
Environment — Formartine - which reduces the site area and moves its west to reflect that the Reporter Table 8.7.3 and
Scotland Pitmedden OP2 boundary further away from the historic landscape reduced the site to exclude bid Formartine Annex
(PP1299) setting of the A listed Udny Castle, but while this site FRO06 (now only includes of the full
would help mitigate potential adverse impact on the | FRO07) as that it is now further assessment
setting of Udny Castle, appropriate measures must away from the historic
be included to maintain the existing South-East to landscape setting of the A listed
North-West linear free belt. Udny Castle. To mitigate
potential adverse impact on the
setting of Udny Castle,
appropriate measures must be
included to maintain the existing
South-East to North-West linear
free belf.
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | This site is at significant risk from flooding. SEPA will No change required. SEPA’s Appendix 8.7,

and PP1344)

— Formartine —
Pitmedden OP3

only support the assessment score for Climatic
Factors in Table 8.7.2 if their requested mitigation

proposed mitigation measures
for site OP3 have been added

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
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measures (in the allocation summary) are

Our Response

to the LDP (a flood risk

Section of the
Environmental Report

of the full

undertaken. If not, the score for Climatic Factors assessment and buffer strip will assessment
should be significantly negative. be required).
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | This site is at significant risk from flooding. SEPA will No change required. SEPA’s Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Formartine — only support the assessment score for Climatic proposed mitigation measures Table 8.7.3
Pitmedden R1 Factors in Table 8.7.2 if their requested mitigation for site R1 have been added to
measures (in the allocation summary) are the LDP (a flood risk assessment
undertaken. If not, the score for Climatic Factors and buffer strip will be required).
should be significantly negative.
Gordon Burgess Site Assessment — | Has raised concern about the omission of It is accepted that the Ythan Appendix 8.7,

PPO144

Formartine —
Potterton OP1

information relating biodiversity and states that the
sites are in proximity to qualifying sites and likely to
impact on qualifying and protected species.

Estuary, Sands of Forvie and
Meikle Loch SPA and Sands of
Forvie SAC are not mentioned,
whereas they are for other sites,
and they should be
acknowledged. However, in
light of NatureScot's comments
on the Habitats Regulation
Appraisal, they state that
impact the allocations are not
likely to have an adverse effect
in the integrity for any goose
SPAs in relation fo on geese
foraging. Likewise, increased
recreational disturbance to SPAs
are likely to have no adverse
effect on their integrity.
Amended SEA Biodiversity topic
for this site (and other sites), to
state, “The Ythan Estuary, Sands
of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA
and Sands of Forvie SAC are
located to the north of this site.
However, this site is not likely to
have an adverse effect on the

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Our Response

integrity of geese in terms of

them foraging for food on fields.
Likewise, increased recreational
disturbance to SPAs are likely to
have no adverse effect on their

integrity.” Change positive pre
mitigation score to neutral.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Stephen Nicol
PP0209

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP1

There is an omission of information on biodiversity as
other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton OP1.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex

and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.

Jennifer Nicol Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0O210 Formartine — other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts | respondent PP0144 above on Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites | Potterton OP1. Formartine Annex
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Jamie Black Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,
PP0212 Formartine — other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts | respondent PP0144 above on Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites | Potterton OP1. Formartine Annex
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Doranne Dawson | Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0231

Formartine —
Potterton OP1

other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites

respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton OP1.

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex

and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.

Graeme Dawson | Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0232

Formartine —
Potterton OP1

other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore,

respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton OP1.

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
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proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’
should be factored into the SEA.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

of the full
assessment

Kerry Robertson
PP0361

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP1

There is an omission of information on biodiversity as
other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton OP1.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex

and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.

Aaron Dobby Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0527 Formartine — other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts | respondent PP0144 above on Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites Potterton OP1. Formartine Annex
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Kerry Dobby Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,
PP0528 Formartine — other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts | respondent PP0144 above on Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites Potterton OP1. Formartine Annex
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Craig Leslie Site Assessment — | The assessment for ‘landscape’ does not justify the Disagree. It is accepted that Appendix 8.7,
PP0645 Formartine — post mitigation effect as ‘neutral’. Has requested a there will be a negative impact | Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 review of the post mitigation landscape impact. on this site initially. However, Formartine Annex
given houses already exist of the full
between the two minor roads, assessment
and the green belt is a tool for
managing growth, the neutral
impact is justified.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA does not provide necessary assurance of Disagree. The Scoping Report Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — meeting SPP and SEA guidance from 30/8/2013. The | setf out the proposed Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP1

site should be removed until such time the identified
issues have been resolved for potential inclusion in
the future.

methodology for assessing all
bid sites, and was agreed by the
SEA Consultation Authorities. Al
issues will be considered at the
planning application stage.

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

However, at present, the
principle of developing on this
site has been accepted, and
likely mitigation measures
highlighted.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | Has argued that many of the SEA assessments of Disagree. The Scoping Report Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — effects are not justified. Specifically, the SEA does not | set out the proposed Table 8.7.3 and
Potfterton OP1 make key findings clear, has failed to identify methodology for assessing all Formartine Annex
important environmental issues early, and appears to | bid sites, and was agreed by the | of the full
use the SEA to defend the Plan. The site should be SEA Consultation Authorities. All | assessment
removed unftil such time the identified issues have issues will be considered at the
been resolved for potential inclusion in the future. planning application stage.
However, at present, the
principle of developing on this
site has been accepted, and
likely mitigation measures
highlighted.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | Has argued that many of the SEA assessments are Disagree. The Scoping Report Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — not sufficiently clear and complete to enable set out the proposed Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 informed judgements to be made by consultees on methodology for assessing all Formartine Annex
the proposed development. Specifically, the SEA bid sites, and was agreed by the | of the full
does not make key findings clear, has failed to SEA Consultation Authorities. All | assessment
identify important environmental issues early, and issues will be considered at the
appears to use the SEA to defend the Plan. planning application stage.
Considers that sites OP1 and OP2 should be removed | However, at present, the
from the PLDP, until such time the identified issues principle of developing on this
have been resolved for potential inclusion in the site has been accepted, and
future. likely mitigation measures
highlighted.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on Disagree. Mitigation measures Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — biodiversity. have been identified (a buffer Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP1

strip next to existing woodland).
Further mitigation measures
would be more appropriately
addressed at the planning

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

application stage. The SEA did
not identify issues that would
prevent the principle of
development on the site.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on The score for climate factors as - | Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — climatic factors. /0 post mitigation is sound. Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 However, the SEA has been Formartine Annex
amended to state "However, of the full
electric vehicles, and increased | assessment
critical mass (customers) of
public fransport and local
services will reduce the
proposals potential impact.”
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on Disagree. It is accepted that Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — landscape. there will be a negative impact | Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 on this site initially. However, Formartine Annex
given houses already exist of the full
between the two minor roads, assessment
and the green belt is a tool for
managing growth, the neutral
impact is justified.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on Disagree. Any adverse impact Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — material assefs. to local infrastructure must be Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 mitigated before development Formartine Annex
can proceed. Any issues on of the full
education and roads will be assessment
investigated at the planning
application stage. No change is
required.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on Partially agree. Amended Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — cultural heritage. effect to '- -* and post mitigation | Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP1

effect to '-/2'. Change first
bullet point to, “Development
would result in the loss of rig and
furrow cropmarks. The impact

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

would be permanent and
ireversible. Investigations into
archaeology would be required
to be carried out.”

Section of the
Environmental Report

Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Disagree. While the increase in Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | emissions is likely, it will not be Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 consequences have not been adequately significant, as its scale and Formartine Annex
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Air’ Effect from 0 location will not decrease air of the full
(Neutral) to — (Negative) and replace wording in quality in Ellon or Aberdeen. Use | assessment
comments section to read ‘proposal of this scale will | of electric vehicles and public
lead to a significant decrease in air quality (i.e. fransport will also mitigate
through increases in concentrations of air - effects. No change required.
pollutants) Effects are likely to be medium/long-
term’.
Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Partially agree. Impacts on Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | flood risk are not a matter for the | Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP1

consequences have not been adequately
considered. A Flood Risk Assessment, Water Impact
Assessment and Drainage Impact Assessment will be
required, and this has not been mentioned in the SEA
in the PLDP. Amend SEA Topic ‘Water’ Effect from O
(Neutral) to - - (Significant Negative) effect and add
the following wording into the comments section
‘The proposal is likely to have a significant negative
effect as it will exceed public sewage freatment
capacity in the area. Effects are likely to be localised
and long-term, however the negative impacts could
be mitigated through developer obligations and a
Scottish Water growth project.’, ‘There is a significant
existing surface water flood risk. The site isina 1 in
200 flood risk area with a high water table. If
developed this could negatively impact on
watercourses.” and ‘A flood risk assessment, water
impact assessment and drainage impact assessment
will be required. 'State that a Flood Risk Assessment,

Water SEA Topic. The lack of
sewerage freatment in Potterton
is under review. As such, the pre
mitigation effect has been
amended to - -. No change is
required to the post mitigation
score (0).

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Summary of Comments

Water Impact Assessment and Drainage Impact
Assessment will be required to be carried out.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Agree. Amended SEA Topic Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | ‘Climatic Factors' Effect from — Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 consequences have not been adequately (Negative) to - - (Significant Formartine Annex
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Climatic Factors’ Negative). Add following of the full
Effect from — (Negative) to - - (Significant Negative). | wording in comments section assessment
Add following wording in comments section ‘The ‘The development is within an
development is within an area identified as high area identified as high flood risk.
flood risk. Impacts are likely to be localised and long- | Impacts are likely to be localised
term.’ and a Flood Risk Assessment will
be required.’
Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Disagree. The site is not located | Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | on Prime Agricultural Land, Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 consequences have not been adequately which would trigger a negative Formartine Annex
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Soil' Effect from 0 effect. No change is required. of the full
(Neutral) to — (Negative). Add following wording info assessment
comments section ‘The site lies on agricultural land
which is a limited resource and cannot be replaced.
It will result in soil sealing, structural change in soils
and change in soil organic matter. Impacts are likely
to be localised and long-term. No intervention is
available to mitigate against this loss. This would
have a long-term impact.’
Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, It is accepted that the Ythan Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP1

consequences have not been adequately
considered. Investigations into wildlife habitat would
require to be carried out and this has not been
mentioned in the SEA in the PLDP. Amend SEA Topic
‘Biodiversity’ Effect from + (Positive) fo - - (Significant
Negative). Add following wording info comments
section 'Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle
Loch SPA and Sands of Forvie SAC are set to the
north. This site is at a very close proximity to the

Meikle Loch SPA and Sands of
Forvie SAC are not mentioned,
whereas they are for other sites,
and they should be
acknowledged. However, in
light of NatureScot's comments
on the Habitats Regulation
Appraisal, they state that
impact the allocations are not

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Issue

Summary of Comments

qualifying sites and likely to have an impact on the
qualifying species. The development would have an
effect indirectly through recreation pressures, land
take for development, drainage and impact on
geese grazing Areas.’, ‘The development of a
greenfield site is likely to have long-term irreversible
adverse impact on biodiversity through the loss of
habitats and/or habitat fragmentation and/or
disturbance to species that use the site as a habitat.
It will also result in soil sealing, structural change in
soils and change in soil organic matter. Impacts are
likely to be localised and long-term.’, ‘The
development is not likely to conserve, protect and
enhance the diversity of species and habitats, and
the natural heritage of the area.’, ‘The development
is likely to adversely affect populations of protected
species, including European Protected Species, their
habitats and resting places or roosts such as red
squirrel, bats, water voles, common lizard and
badger, and many species of birds including skylarks,
owls, kestrel, tree sparrows, grey partridge and
lapwing. A habitats and wildlife assessment would be
required to mitigate effects.” and ‘The site includes
Ancient Woodland which must be protected from
development’. State that investigation into wildlife
habitat would require to be carried out.

Our Response

likely to have an adverse effect
in the integrity for any goose
SPAs in relation fo on geese
foraging. Likewise, increased
recreational disturbance to SPAs
are likely to have no adverse
effect on their integrity.

Amended the SEA for this site
(and other sites, to state, “The
Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie
and Meikle Loch SPA and Sands
of Forvie SAC are located to the
north of this site. However, this
site is not likely to have an
adverse effect on the integrity of
geese in terms of them foraging
for food on fields. Likewise,
increased recreational
disturbance to SPAs are likely to
have no adverse effect on their
integrity.”

Section of the
Environmental Report

Audrey Wright
PP0787

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP1

It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies,
omissions and misleading statements. Environmental
consequences have not been adequately
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Landscape’ Effect
from — (Negative) to - - (Significant Negative).
Remove following wording from comments section
‘However, given that over a long term, what gets
developed becomes part of the landscape, the
effects are only likely to be medium-term’. Insert
following wording ‘Significant scale development

Disagree. It is accepted that
there will be a negative impact
on this site initially. However,
given houses already exist
between the two minor roads,
and the green belt is a tool for
managing growth, the neutral
impact is justified.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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that would alter the character of the area which is
within the Green Belt. May generate significant
landscape and visual impacts. The development is a
large extension into the landscape and would have
a negative impact on the setting of the seftlements
of both Potterton and Milton of Potfterton and the
landscape character. The effect is likely to be long-
term. Due to the scale of development relative to
the seftlements, it is unlikely that strategic planting
will mitigate impact. The landscape would be
altered, and a housing estate would be formed
which would lose the identity of rural character.
Screen planting is not likely to mitigate against this
loss.’

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Disagree. The SEA already Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | highlights likely infrastructure Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 consequences have not been adequately issues. All issues must be Formartine Annex

considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Material Assets’ first resolved to the satisfaction of of the full

point in the comments section to read ‘There are a the Planning Service before assessment

number of infrastructure constraints associated with development commences, and

this site, including education provision at Balmedie none of these issues prevent the

Primary School and the road access which is principle of developing on this

inadequate for a development of this scale.’, site. No change required.

amend the second point to read to read '‘Access

relies on an unclassified road and a C class road.’

And amend the third point to read to read: ‘The

proposal will lead to significant pressure on local

infrastructure. The proposal will have negative effects

on existing infrastructure as it is of a scale which

increases the pressure on the sewage network.'.
Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Disagree. It would be expected | Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions, and misleading statements. Environmental | that the unclassified road would | Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP1

consequences have not been adequately
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Human Health'
Effect from + (Positive) to — (Negative). Amend

be upgraded with paths, and
the PLDP stated that links are
required with the existing

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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wording in the first point in the comments section to
read to read: ‘It would result in the loss of open
space as the site is on agricultural land within the
Green Belt.” and insert the following wording ‘It risks
reducing active fravel opportunities as access relies
on an unclassified and a C class road which are
currently used for walking, cycling and horse riding
and are narrow with no footpaths or cycle paths.
Increased vehicle traffic on these roads resulting for
a large housing development would severely limit
opportunities for safe walking and cycling'.

Our Response

settlement. Agricultural land
does not count as public open
space. No change is required.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Audrey Wright
PP0787

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP1

It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies,
omissions, and misleading statements. Environmental
consequences have not been adequately
considered. Investigations info archaeology would

Partially agree. This site has
been intensely farmed and only
site investigations idenftify the
importance of the site, which is

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full

require to be carried out and this has not been not scheduled. The impact to assessment
mentioned in the SEA in the PLDP. Amend SEA Topic | the scheduled monuments is low
‘Cultural Heritage' comments to remove the given the presence of trees and
sentence which states, ‘Unlikely to have any effect houses. Amended effect to ‘- -
on the historic environment’ and insert the following and post mitigation effect to *-
wording ‘The development may weaken the sense /2'. Change first bullet point to,
of place, and the identity of existing seftlements. It “Development would result in
would not be possible to mitigate against erosion of | the loss of rig and furrow
sense of place/place identity through new cropmarks. The impact would
developments’, ‘Development would result in the be permanent and irreversible.
loss of NJ9TNW0029 — Cropmarks of rig and furrow. Investigations intfo archaeology
The impact would be permanent and irreversible.’ would be required to be carried
and ‘There are 2 scheduled monuments within 800 out.”
m. Standard SMR on site and various others within
500m. These may be negatively impacted by
development.’. State that investigations into
archaeology would be required to be carried out
Phylis Mathers Site Assessment — | Review the SEA for this site, as there is missing Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0854

Formartine —
Potterton OP1

information that is not in line with other sites in the
village that refer to the adverse impacts of

respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton OP1.

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
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biodiversity in relation to proximity to qualifying sites
and impacts on qualifying species.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

of the full
assessment

John Hopkins
PP0886

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP1

The SEA omits reference to protected species for this
site.

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton OP1.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

John Hopkins

Site Assessment —

Amend Environmental Report so that bid site FR120

Disagree. Each site was

Appendix 8.7,

PP0886 Formartine — and site OP1 are assessed consistently. Site FR120 assessed on its merits using the Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP1 had an overall positive impact and was rejected. methodology agreed in the SEA | Formartine Annex

The assessment for FR120 focuses on school Scoping Report. Site FR120is a of the full

capacity, which is less detailed in the OP sites’ much bigger site (435 homes, assessment

assessments, and is located near amenities and not retail and school) than site OP1

in proximity to natural heritage sites. Roads were (172 homes). Mifigation

considered an issue in FR120; however, mitigation measures are proposed to

was put forward whilst no mitigation was presented protect existing woodland

for the OP site. Negative impact on air quality, through a buffer strip. No

climate factors, soil and landscape were recorded change required.

for FR120 whilst these negative impacts are not

recorded for the proposed OP site. The site is also

contaminated. Respondent proposes the following

wording to comments and mitigation measures for

site OP1, 'The site is adjacent to Ancient Woodland

and has a negative biodiversity’ and amend the

Biodiversity score to — (negative).
Gwen Pirie Site Assessment — | The SEA omits reference to protected species for this | Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,
PP0887 Formartine — site. respondent PP0787 above on Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP1 Potterton site OP1. Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

Gwen Pirie Site Assessment — | Amend Environmental Report so that bid site FR120 Disagree. Each site was Appendix 8.7,
PP0887 Formartine — and site OP1 are assessed consistently. Site FR120 assessed on its merifs using the Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP1

had an overall positive impact and was rejected.
The assessment for FR120 focuses on school
capacity, which is less detailed in the OP sites’

methodology agreed in the SEA
Scoping Report. Site FR120is a
much bigger site (435 homes,

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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assessments, and is located near amenities and not
in proximity to natural heritage sites. Roads were
considered an issue in FR120; however, mitigation
was put forward whilst no mitigation was presented
for the OP site. Negative impact on air quality,
climate factors, soil and landscape were recorded
for FR120 whilst these negative impacts are not
recorded for the proposed OP site. The site is also
contaminated. Respondent proposes the following
wording fo comments and mitigation measures for
site OP1, 'The site is adjacent to Ancient Woodland
and has a negative biodiversity’ and amend the
Biodiversity score to — (negative).

Our Response

retail and school) than site OP1
(172 homes). Mitigation
measures are proposed to
protect existing woodland
through a buffer strip. No
change required.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Amanda Russell
PP0913

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP1

Is concerned that the biodiversity impact has not
been assessed within the SEA. Other sites within the
village refer to the negative impacts of Biodiversity
as: "Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch
SPA and Sands of Forvie SAC are set to the north.
This site is at a very close proximity to the qualifying
sites and likely to have an impact on the qualifying
species. "The proximity to these areas of biodiversity
is noted throughout the report for proposed sites

around Potterton, but has been omitted for site OP1,

which is within the same close proximity to
“qualifying sites” and “qualifying species”. The Local
Authority cannot choose to use information for one
proposed site but omit it for another, when the sites
are all within the same close proximity.

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton site OP1.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

Andrew Russell
PP0915

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP1

Is concerned that the biodiversity impact has not
been assessed within the SEA. Other sites within the
village refer to the negative impacts of Biodiversity
as: "Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch
SPA and Sands of Forvie SAC are set to the north.
This site is at a very close proximity to the qualifying
sites and likely to have an impact on the qualifying

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton site OP1.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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species. "The proximity to these areas of biodiversity
is noted throughout the report for proposed sites
around Potterton, but has been omitted for site OP1,
which is within the same close proximity to
“qualifying sites” and “qualifying species”. The Local
Authority cannot choose to use information for one
proposed site but omit it for another, when the sites
are all within the same close proximity.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Peter Anderson
PP1171

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP1

They have reported that there is an omission on the
biodiversity impact. They stated that the assessment
of biodiversity impact would be the same as the

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton site OP1.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex

other sites that were not allocated. of the full
assessment
Gordon Burgess Site Assessment — | Has raised concern about the omission of It is accepted that the Ythan Appendix 8.7,

PPO144

Formartine —
Potterton OP2

information relating biodiversity and states that the
sites are in proximity to qualifying sites and likely to
impact on qualifying and protected species.

Estuary, Sands of Forvie and
Meikle Loch SPA and Sands of
Forvie SAC are not mentioned,
whereas they are for other sites,
and they should be
acknowledged. However, in
light of NatureScot’'s comments
on the Habitats Regulation
Appraisal, they state that
impact the allocations are not
likely to have an adverse effect
in the integrity for any goose
SPAs in relation fo on geese
foraging. Likewise, increased
recreational disturbance to SPAs
are likely to have no adverse
effect on their integrity.
Amended the SEA for this site
(and other sites, to state, “The
Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie
and Meikle Loch SPA and Sands

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Our Response

of Forvie SAC are located to the
north of this site. However, this
site is not likely to have an
adverse effect on the integrity of
geese in terms of them foraging
for food on fields. Likewise,
increased recreational
disturbance to SPAs are likely to
have no adverse effect on their
integrity.”

Section of the
Environmental Report

Stephen Nicol
PP0209

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

There is an omission of information on biodiversity as
other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex

and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.

Jennifer Nicol Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0210 Formartine — other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts | respondent PP0144 above on Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites | Potterton site OP2. Formartine Annex
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Jamie Black Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,
PP0212 Formartine — other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts | respondent PP0O144 above on Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP2

of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites

Potterton site OP2.

Formartine Annex

and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.

Doranne Dawson | Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0231

Formartine —
Potterton OP2

other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore,
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’
should be factored into the SEA.

respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Graeme Dawson
PP0232

Issue

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

Summary of Comments

There is an omission of information on biodiversity as
other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore,

Our Response

Agree. See response o
respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full

proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Kerry Robertson Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PPO361

Formartine —
Potterton OP2

other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore,

respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full

proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Aaron Dobby Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0527

Formartine —
Potterton OP2

other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts
of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore,

respondent PP0144 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full

proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Kerry Dobby Site Assessment — | There is an omission of information on biodiversity as Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0528 Formartine — other sites in the village refer to the negative impacts | respondent PP0144 above on Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 of biodiversity due to proximity to the qualifying sites Potterton site OP2. Formartine Annex
and likely impact on qualifying species. Therefore, of the full
proximity to ‘qualifying sites’ and ‘qualifying species’ assessment
should be factored into the SEA.
Craig Leslie Site Assessment — | The assessment for ‘landscape’ does not justify the Disagree. It is accepted that Appendix 8.7,
PP0645 Formartine — post mitigation effect as ‘neutral’. there will be a negative impact | Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP2

on this site inifially. However,
given houses already exist
between the B999 and the
unclassified Manse Road, and
the green belt is a tool for
managing growth, the neutral
impact is justified.

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA does not provide necessary assurance of Disagree. The Scoping Report Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — meeting SPP and SEA guidance from 30/8/2013. The | set out the proposed Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 site should be removed until such time the identified | methodology for assessing alll Formartine Annex
issues have been resolved for potential inclusion in bid sites, and was agreed by the | of the full
the future. SEA Consultation Authorities. All | assessment
issues will be considered at the
planning application stage.
However, at present, the
principle of developing on this
site has been accepted, and
likely mitigation measures
highlighted.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | Has argued that many of the SEA assessments of Disagree. The Scoping Report Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — effects are noft justified Specifically, the SEA does not | set out the proposed Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 make key findings clear, has failed to identify methodology for assessing all Formartine Annex
important environmental issues early, and appears to | bid sites, and was agreed by the | of the full
use the SEA to defend the Plan. The site should be SEA Consultation Authorities. All | assessment
removed until such time the identified issues have issues will be considered at the
been resolved for potential inclusion in the future. planning application stage.
However, at present, the
principle of developing on this
site has been accepted, and
likely mitigation measures
highlighted.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | Has argued that many of the SEA assessments are Disagree. The Scoping Report Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — not sufficiently clear and complete to enable set out the proposed Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP2

informed judgements to be made by consultees on
the proposed development. Specifically, the SEA
does not make key findings clear, has failed to
identify important environmental issues early, and
appears to use the SEA to defend the Plan.
Considers that sites OP1 and OP2 should be removed
from the PLDP, until such time the identified issues
have been resolved for potential inclusion in the
future.

methodology for assessing all
bid sites, and was agreed by the
SEA Consultatfion Authorities. Al
issues will be considered at the
planning application stage.
However, at present, the
principle of developing on this
site has been accepted, and

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

likely mitigation measures
highlighted.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on Disagree. Mitigation measures Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — biodiversity. have been identified (a buffer Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 strip next to watercourse and Formartine Annex
woodland). Further mitigation of the full
measures would be more assessment
appropriately addressed at the
planning application stage. The
SEA did not identify issues that
would prevent the principle of
development on the site.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on The neutral score for climate Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — climatic factors. factors is sound. However, the Table 8.7.3 and
Potfterton OP2 SEA has been amended to state | Formartine Annex
“Electric vehicles, and increased | of the full
critical mass (customers) of assessment
public fransport and local
services will reduce the
proposals potential impact.”
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on Disagree. It is accepted that Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — landscape. there will be a negative impact | Table 8.7.3 and
Potfterton OP2 on this site initially. However, Formartine Annex
given houses already exist of the full
between the B?99 and the assessment
unclassified Manse Road, and
the green belt is a tool for
managing growth, the neutral
impact is justified.
Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on Disagree. Any adverse impact Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — material assefs. to local infrastructure must be Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP2

mitigated before development
can proceed. Any issues on
education and roads will be
investigated at the planning

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

application stage. No change is
required.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Erik Leslie Site Assessment — | The SEA has not adequately considered impact on Partially agree. Amended Appendix 8.7,
PP0647 Formartine — cultural heritage. effect to '- -* and post mitigation | Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 effect to '-/2'. Change first Formartine Annex
bullet point to, “Development of the full
would result in the loss of assessment
cropmarks (e.g. oval enclosure)
and other locally important
remains. The impact would be
permanent and irreversible.
Investigations intfo archaeology
may be required to be carried
out.”
Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Disagree. While the increase in Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | emissions is likely, it will not be Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 consequences have not been adequately significant, as its scale and Formartine Annex
considered. Amend SEA Topic 'Air’ Effect from 0 location will not decrease air of the full
(Neutral) to — (Negative) and replace wording in quality in Ellon or Aberdeen. Use | assessment
comments section to read ‘proposal of this scale will | of electric vehicles and public
lead to a significant decrease in air quality (i.e. transport will also mitigate
through increases in concentrations of air - effects. No change required.
pollutants) Effects are likely to be medium/long-
term’.
Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Partially agree. Impacts on Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | flood risk are not a matter for the | Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP2

consequences have not been adequately
considered. A Flood Risk Assessment, Water Impact
Assessment and Drainage Impact Assessment will be
required, and this has not been mentioned in the SEA
in the PLDP. Amend SEA Topic ‘Water’ Effect from O
(Neutral) to - - (Significant Negative) effect and add
the following wording info the comments section
‘The proposal is likely to have a significant negative
effect as it will exceed public sewage freatment

Water SEA Topic. The lack of
sewerage freatment in Potterton
is under review. Assuch, the pre
mitigation effect has been
amended to - -. No change is
required to the post mitigation
score (0).

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

capacity in the area. Effects are likely to be localised
and long-term, however the negative impacts could
be mitigated through developer obligations and a
Scottish Water growth project.’, ‘There is a significant
existing surface water flood risk. The site isin a 1 in
200 flood risk area with a high water table. If
developed this could negatively impact on
watercourses.” and ‘A flood risk assessment, water
impact assessment and drainage impact assessment
will be required. 'State that a Flood Risk Assessment,
Water Impact Assessment and Drainage Impact
Assessment will be required to be carried out.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Partially agree. Given the scale | Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | and location of the surface Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 consequences have not been adequately water flood risk, no change to Formartine Annex
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Climatic Factors’ the score is required. However, of the full
Effect from — (Negative) to - - (Significant Negative). | following wording has been assessment
Add following wording in comments section ‘The added in comments section
development is within an area identified as high ‘The development includes an
flood risk. Impacts are likely to be localised and long- | area identified as high flood risk.
term.’ Impacts are likely to be localised
and a Flood Risk Assessment will
be required.’
Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Disagree. The site is notf located | Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | on Prime Agricultural Land, Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP2

consequences have not been adequately
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Soil' Effect from 0
(Neutral) to — (Negative). Add following wording info
comments section ‘The site lies on agricultural land
which is a limited resource and cannot be replaced.
It will result in soil sealing, structural change in soils
and change in soil organic matter. Impacts are likely
to be localised and long-term. No intervention is
available to mitigate against this loss. This would
have a long-term impact.’

which would trigger a negative
effect. No change is required.

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Organisation

Audrey Wright
PP0787

Issue

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

Summary of Comments

It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies,
omissions and misleading statements. Environmental
consequences have not been adequately
considered. Investigations into wildlife habitat would
require to be carried out and this has not been
mentioned in the SEA in the PLDP. Amend SEA Topic
‘Biodiversity’ Effect from + (Positive) fo - - (Significant
Negative). Add following wording info comments
section 'Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle
Loch SPA and Sands of Forvie SAC are set to the
north. This site is at a very close proximity to the
qualifying sites and likely to have an impact on the
qualifying species. The development would have an
effect indirectly through recreation pressures, land
take for development, drainage and impact on
geese grazing Areas.’, ‘The development of a
greenfield site is likely fo have long-term irreversible
adverse impact on biodiversity through the loss of
habitats and/or habitat fragmentation and/or
disturbance to species that use the site as a habitat.
It will also result in soil sealing, structural change in
soils and change in soil organic matter. Impacts are
likely to be localised and long-term.’, ‘The
development is not likely to conserve, protect and
enhance the diversity of species and habitats, and
the natural heritage of the area.’, ‘The development
is likely to adversely affect populations of protected
species, including European Protected Species, their
habitats and resting places or roosts such as red
squirrel, bats, water voles, common lizard and
badger, and many species of birds including skylarks,
owls, kestrel, tree sparrows, grey partridge and
lapwing. A habitats and wildlife assessment would be
required fo mitigate effects.” and ‘The site includes
Ancient Woodland which must be protected from

Our Response

It is accepted that the Ythan
Estuary, Sands of Forvie and
Meikle Loch SPA and Sands of
Forvie SAC are not mentioned,
whereas they are for other sites,
and they should be
acknowledged. However, in
light of NatureScot's comments
on the Habitats Regulation
Appraisal, they state that
impact the allocations are not
likely to have an adverse effect
in the integrity for any goose
SPAs in relation fo on geese
foraging. Likewise, increased
recreational disturbance to SPAs
are likely to have no adverse
effect on their integrity.
Amended the SEA for this site
(and ofher sites, o state, “The
Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie
and Meikle Loch SPA and Sands
of Forvie SAC are located to the
north of this site. However, this
site is not likely to have an
adverse effect on the integrity of
geese in terms of them foraging
for food on fields. Likewise,
increased recreational
disturbance to SPAs are likely to
have no adverse effect on their
integrity.”

Section of the
Environmental Report

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Summary of Comments

development’. State that investigation into wildlife
habitat would require to be carried out.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Audrey Wright
PP0787

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies,
omissions and misleading statements. Environmental
consequences have not been adequately
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Landscape’ Effect
from — (Negative) to - - (Significant Negative).
Remove following wording from comments section
‘However, given that over a long tferm, what gets
developed becomes part of the landscape, the
effects are only likely to be medium-term’ and insert
following wording ‘Significant scale development
that would alter the character of the area which is
within the Green Belt. May generate significant
landscape and visual impacts. The development is a
large extension into the landscape and would have
a negative impact on the setting of the seftlements
of both Potterton and Milton of Potterton and the
landscape character. The effect is likely to be long-
term. Due to the scale of development relative to
the settlements, it is unlikely that strategic planting
will mitigate impact. The landscape would be
altered, and a housing estate would be formed
which would lose the identity of rural character.
Screen planting is not likely fo mitigate against this
loss.’

Disagree. It is accepted that
there will be a negative impact
on this site initially. However,
given houses already exist
between the two minor roads,
and the green belt is a tool for
managing growth, the neutral
impact is justified.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

Audrey Wright
PP0787

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies,
omissions and misleading statements. Environmental
consequences have not been adequately
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Material Assets’ first
point in the comments section to read ‘There are a
number of infrastructure constraints associated with
this site, including education provision at Balmedie
Primary School and the road access which is
inadequate for a development of this scale.’,

Disagree. The SEA already
highlights likely infrastructure
issues. All issues must be
resolved to the satisfaction of
the Planning Service before
development commences, and
none of these issues prevent the
principle of developing on this
site. No change required.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Issue

Summary of Comments

amend the second point to read to read '‘Access
relies on an unclassified road and a C class road.’
And amend the third point to read to read: ‘The
proposal will lead to significant pressure on local
infrastructure. The proposal will have negative effects
on existing infrastructure as it is of a scale which
increases the pressure on the sewage network.'.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Disagree. It would be expected | Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | that the unclassified road would | Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 consequences have not been adequately be upgraded with paths, and Formartine Annex
considered. Amend SEA Topic ‘Human Health' the PLDP stated that links are of the full
Effect from + (Positive) to — (Negative). Amend required with the existing assessment
wording in the first point in the comments section to settlement. Agricultural land
read to read: ‘It would result in the loss of open does not count as public open
space as the site is on agricultural land within the space. No change is required.
Green Belt.” and insert the following wording ‘It risks
reducing active fravel opportunities as access relies
on an unclassified and a C class road which are
currently used for walking, cycling and horse riding
and are narrow with no footpaths or cycle paths.
Increased vehicle traffic on these roads resulting for
a large housing development would severely limit
opportunities for safe walking and cycling'.
Audrey Wright Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA contains inaccuracies, Partially agree. This site has Appendix 8.7,
PP0O787 Formartine — omissions and misleading statements. Environmental | been intensely farmed and only | Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP2

consequences have not been adequately
considered. Investigations info archaeology would
require to be carried out and this has not been
mentioned in the SEA in the PLDP. Amend SEA Topic
‘Cultural Heritage' comments to remove the
sentence which stafes, ‘Unlikely to have any effect
on the historic environment’ and insert the following
wording ‘The development may weaken the sense
of place, and the identity of existing seftlements. It
would not be possible to mitigate against erosion of

site investigations idenftify the
importance of the site, which is
notf scheduled. The impact to
the scheduled monuments is low
given the presence of trees and
houses. Amend effect to '- -
and post mitigation effect to *-
/2'. Changed first bullet point
to, “Development would result in
the loss of cropmarks (e.g. oval

Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Issue

Summary of Comments

sense of place/place identity through new
developments’, ‘Development would result in the
loss of NJ9TNW0029 — Cropmarks of rig and furrow.
The impact would be permanent and irreversible.’
and ‘There are 2 scheduled monuments within 800
m. Standard SMR on site and various others within
500m. These may be negatively impacted by
development.’. State that investigations into
archaeology would be required to be carried out

Our Response

enclosure) and other locally
important remains. The impact
would be permanent and
ireversible. Investigations into
archaeology may be required
to be carried out.”

Section of the
Environmental Report

Phylis Mathers
PP0854

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

Review the SEA for this site, as there is missing
information that is not in line with other sites in the
village that refer to the adverse impacts of
biodiversity in relation to proximity to qualifying sites
and impacts on qualifying species.

Agree. See response o
respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

John Hopkins
PP0886

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

The SEA omits reference to protected species for this
site.

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

John Hopkins
PP0886

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

Amend Environmental Report so that bid site FR120
and site OP2 are assessed consistently. Site FR120
had an overall positive impact and was rejected.
The assessment for FR120 focuses on school
capacity, which is less detailed in the OP sites’
assessments, and is located near amenities and not
in proximity to natural heritage sites. Roads were
considered an issue in FR120; however, mitigation
was put forward whilst no mitigation was presented
for the OP site. Negative impact on air quality,
climate factors, soil and landscape were recorded
for FR120 whilst these negative impacts are not
recorded for the proposed OP site. The site is also
contaminated. Respondent proposes the following
wording to comments and mitigation measures for
site OP2, 'The site is adjacent to Ancient Woodland

Disagree. Each site was
assessed on its merits using the
methodology agreed in the SEA
Scoping Report. Site FR120is a
much bigger site (435 homes,
retail and school) than site OP2
(61 homes). Mitigation measures
are proposed to protect existing
woodland through a buffer strip.
No change required.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Summary of Comments

and has a negative biodiversity’ and amend the
Biodiversity score to — (negative).

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Gwen Pirie Site Assessment — | The SEA omits reference to protected species for this | Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,
PP0887 Formartine — site. respondent PP0787 above on Table 8.7.3 and
Potterton OP2 Potterton site OP2. Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
Gwen Pirie Site Assessment — | Amend Environmental Report so that bid site FR120 Disagree. Each site was Appendix 8.7,
PP0887 Formartine — and site OP2 are assessed consistently. Site FR120 assessed on its merits using the Table 8.7.3 and

Potterton OP2

had an overall positive impact and was rejected.

methodology agreed in the SEA

Formartine Annex

The assessment for FR120 focuses on school Scoping Report. Site FR120is a of the full
capacity, which is less detailed in the OP sites’ much bigger site (435 homes, assessment
assessments, and is located near amenities and not retail and school) than site OP1
in proximity to natural heritage sites. Roads were (172 homes). Mifigation
considered an issue in FR120; however, mitigation measures are proposed to
was put forward whilst no mitigation was presented protect existing woodland
for the OP site. Negative impact on air quality, through a buffer strip. No
climate factors, soil and landscape were recorded change required.
for FR120 whilst these negative impacts are not
recorded for the proposed OP site. The site is also
contaminated. Respondent proposes the following
wording to comments and mitigation measures for
site OP2, 'The site is adjacent to Ancient Woodland
and has a negative biodiversity’ and amend the
Biodiversity score to — (negative).
Amanda Russell Site Assessment — | Is concerned that the biodiversity impact has not Agree. See response to Appendix 8.7,

PP0%913

Formartine —
Potterton OP2

been assessed within the SEA. Other sites within the
village refer to the negative impacts of Biodiversity
as: "Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch
SPA and Sands of Forvie SAC are set to the north.
This site is at a very close proximity to the qualifying
sites and likely to have an impact on the qualifying
species. "The proximity to these areas of biodiversity
is noted throughout the report for proposed sites
around Potterton, but has been omitted for site OP1,

respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment
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Summary of Comments

which is within the same close proximity to
“qualifying sites” and “qualifying species”. The Local
Authority cannot choose to use information for one
proposed site but omit it for another, when the sites
are all within the same close proximity.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Andrew Russell
PP0913

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

Is concerned that the biodiversity impact has not
been assessed within the SEA. Other sites within the
village refer to the negative impacts of Biodiversity
as: "Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch
SPA and Sands of Forvie SAC are set to the north.
This site is at a very close proximity to the qualifying
sites and likely to have an impact on the qualifying
species. "The proximity to these areas of biodiversity
is noted throughout the report for proposed sites
around Potterton, but has been omitted for site OP1,
which is within the same close proximity to
“qualifying sites” and “qualifying species”. The Local
Authority cannot choose to use information for one
proposed site but omit it for another, when the sites
are all within the same close proximity.

Agree. See response to
respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

Peter Anderson
PP1171

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Potterton OP2

They have reported that there is an omission on the
biodiversity impact. They stated that the assessment
of biodiversity impact would be the same as the
other sites that were not allocated.

Agree. See response o
respondent PP0787 above on
Potterton site OP2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full

assessment
lan Ross Site Assessment — | Has reported that the SEA erroneously states that no | Disagree. Site FR109 lies Appendix 8.7,
PP0894 and Formartine — alternative sites were proposed for Rashierieve between Foveran and Table 8.7.3 and
PP1234 Rashierieve Foveran. This in incorrect as bid site FR109 and MIR Rshierieve Forveran, and site Formartine Annex

Foveran SR1

submission 1020 were submitted both as an extension
of OP1 and SR1. As a result, FR109 has not been
assessed under the options for the settlement. They
highlighted the following with respect to land to the
west of SR1:- The development is unlikely to have an
effect on air quality, climatic factors, biodiversity,
human health or the historic environment; - Would

FR109 was assessed an
alternative site under Foveran.
Negative effects are proposed
for all SEA Topics except human
health given its scale, limited
WWTW, flood risk, loss of prime

of the full
assessment
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Summary of Comments

not lead to significant pressure on local
infrastructure; - The nature of land would be
changed but given low sensitivity of the landscape
this is not considered significant; The introduction of
strategic landscaping along AWPR would ensure
that coalescence would not occur with Foveran.

Our Response

agricultural land, and heritage
impact.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Kevin Simpson
PP0030

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Rothienorman
OP1

Under SEA Topic ‘Water’, change “There is available
capacity at Rothienorman WWTW" to “There is
insufficient capacity at Rothienorman WWTW, which
should be addressed prior to any development”.

Partially agree. Amended to
“There is limited capacity at
Rothienorman Waste Water
Treatment Works.”

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

Kevin Simpson
PP0O030

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Rothienorman

Under SEA Topic ‘Water’, change “Whilst the
proposed development is in close proximity to a
watercourse, there would be no impacts arising as a

Disagree. Firstly, the Water SEA
Topic covers water quality and
not flooding, which is

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex

OPI1 result” to “The proposed development is in close considered under Climatic of the full
proximity to a watercourse, whilst there are likely to Factors. Secondly, site OP1 has | assessment
be no impacts arising for the proposed development | not been identified by SEPA as
itself, the proposed development may well have an | requiring flood mitigation
impact on other properties closer to and measures, as set out in the PLDP.
downstream on the water course, which have No change required.
already suffered flooding due to excess run off.”

They argued that the Issues and Actions paper
stated that flooding issues needs to be addressed
prior to any new development and a good degree
of existing flooding issues are caused by new
developments.
Kevin Simpson Site Assessment — | Under SEA Topic ‘Water’, change “There is available | Partially agree. Amended to Appendix 8.7,

PPO030

Formartine —
Rothienorman
OP2

capacity at Rothienorman WWTW™" to “There is
insufficient capacity at Rothienorman WWTW, which
should be addressed prior to any development”.

“There is limited capacity at
Rothienorman Waste Water
Treatment Works.”

Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
of the full
assessment

Kevin Simpson
PP0O030

Site Assessment —
Formartine —
Rothienorman

Under SEA Topic ‘Water’, change “There is available
capacity at Rothienorman WWTW™" to “There is
insufficient capacity at Rothienorman WWTW, which
should be addressed prior to any development”.

Partially agree. Amended to
“There is limited capacity at
Rothienorman Waste Water
Treatment Works.”

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.3 and
Formartine Annex
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Issue

OP1, OP2, FROS33,
FR112

Summary of Comments

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

of the full
assessment

SEPA (PP1299

Site Assessment —

This site is at significant risk from flooding and SEPA

Agree. Amended climate

Appendix 8.7,

and PP1344) Formartine — does not agree with the SFRA that this can be dealt change to state that a detailed | Table 8.7.3 and
Tipperty OP2 with by SUDS and buffer strips alone. Mitigation Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) is Formartine Annex
measures they have suggested are: removal from required. of the full
the Plan or; amendment of the site boundary and assessment
proposed site access to exclude areas of the flood
extent or; a detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) is
submitted prior to being allocated in the finalised
Plan. Unless the latter one/both of the latter two
mitigation measures are undertaken, we request the
score for Climatic Factors be - -
CHAP Group Site Assessment — | Review SEA Topic Biodiversity for site OP1 in Noted, but all other sites have Appendix 8.7,
(Aberdeen) Ltd Garioch — Blackburn, and other bid sites at Kinellar Estate and mentioned the loss of frees in Table 8.7.4 and
PP1126 Blackburn OP1 Hillhead of Glasgego to ascertain level of free loss the SEA. As such, no changed Garioch Annex of
and otfher bids and level of impact (score). They are likely to result in | required. the full
a loss of mature trees and would therefore have a assessment
greater negative impact.
CHAP Group Site Assessment — | Review SEA Topic Biodiversity for bid GR085 as it will Disagree. Any loss of habitats Appendix 8.7,
(Aberdeen) Ltd Garioch — not result in the loss of frees. The site has been will have a negative impact, Table 8.7.4 and
PP1126 Blackburn GR085 | designed to avoid any loss of the few trees that exist | regardless of the scale of loss. Garioch Annex of
on the site. This is illustrated by the indicative layout. However, the mitigation the full
measures are noted, and the assessment
final score is neutral. No change
required.
Historic Site Assessment — | HES noted that site OP1 in Hatton Fintray is located Updated assessment of site OP1 | Appendix 8.7,
Environment Garioch — Hatton | approximately 210m west of the scheduled in Hatton Fintray to note thatitis | Table 8.7.4 and

Scotland (PP1299
and PP1343)

of Fintray OP1

monument known as Jasmine Cottage, cursus
monument and barrows 160m SE of (SM 6572), and
given the location of the proposed housing
allocation adjacent to existing settlement and the
distance to the monument, HES is content that the
proposed development will not significantly impact
on its setting

located west of Jasmine
Cottage, a scheduled
monument (for cursus
monument and barrows), and
160m SE of a Neolithic/Bronze
Age cursus monument and
barrows. Given the location of

Garioch Annex of
the full
assessment
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Our Response

the proposed housing allocation
adjacent to existing settlement
and the distance to the
monument, the proposed
development will not

significantly impact on its setfting.

Section of the
Environmental Report

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Garioch - Insch
OP1

This site is at significant risk from flooding. SEPA will
only support the assessment score for Climatic
Factors in Table 8.7.2 if their requested mitigation
measures (in the allocation summary) are

No change required. SEPA's
proposed mitigation measures
for site OP1 have been added
to the PLDP.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.4 and
Garioch Annex of
the full

undertaken. If not, the score for Climatic Factors assessment
should be - -
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | This site is at significant risk from flooding. SEPA will No change required. SEPA’s Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Garioch - Insch only support the assessment score for Climatic proposed mitigation measures Table 8.7.4 and

R4

Factors in Table 8.7.4 if their requested mitigation
measures (in the allocation summary) are

for site R4 have been added to
the PLDP (flood risk assessment).

Garioch Annex of
the full

undertaken. If not, the score for Climatic Factors assessment
should be - -
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | This site is at significant risk from flooding. SEPA will No change required. SEPA’s Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Garioch - only support the assessment score for Climatic proposed mitigation measures Table 8.7.4 and
Kemnay OP1 Factors in Table 8.7.2 if their requested mitigation for site OP1 have been added Garioch Annex of
measures (in the allocation summary) are to the PLDP (flood risk the full
undertaken. If not, the score for Climatic Factors assessment). assessment
should be - -
Barratt North Site Assessment — | Agreed that the proposal would have neutral effects | Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,
Scotland Garioch = Kirkton | post mitigation on air, water, soil, biodiversity, Table 8.7.4 and
PP1282 of Skene GR116 material assets and human health, while population Garioch Annex of
is identified as having a positive/neutral effect. the full
assessment
Barratt North Site Assessment — | Disagreed that the development could have along- | Disagree. While the number of Appendix 8.7,
Scotland Garioch = Kirkton | term negative impact due to the potential for homes (35-45) would not have a | Table 8.7.4 and
PP1282 of Skene GR116 increased fravel requirements. Requested the is re- negative impact on climatic Garioch Annex of

evaluated taking account of all the paths linked to
site GR116 and public transport routes available. Has
highlighted that the bus stop is 0.5 miles to the west

factors, the site measures more
than 3 hectares. As such, a
major housing development

the full
assessment
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and public transport passes along the Old Skene
Road to the north of the site and hence, there is a
scope for a new bus stop within 400m of the site. The
site is located within 400m of the centre of the
settlement. New green path network is achievable
and there are good cycle routes from the site
towards neighbouring settlements to the west, north
and south. There is existing footpaths that links to the
centre of the settlement.

Our Response

could be accommodated on
this site, which could have a
long-term negative impact. The
local bus stops are noted, which
would mitigate this impact. No
change required.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Barratt North Site Assessment — | Disagreed with the “small parts of the site are at risk Disagree. As per the assessment | Appendix 8.7,
Scotland Garioch = Kirkton | from surface water flooding. A flood risk assessment | methodology set out in the SEA | Table 8.7.4 and
PP1282 of Skene GR116 may be required”. Requested reassessing the parts Scoping Report, any flood risk on | Garioch Annex of

of the site that can be deliverable and the parts that | a site will have a negative the full

can be mitigated through landscape. Stated that effect. However, the proposed assessment

SEPA flood map shows very small areas being af risk mitigation measures will reduce

of surface water flooding on the southern part of the | this effect. No change required.

site, and it mostly falls out with developable areq,

which can be incorporated through proposed

landscaping. A Flood risk assessment can be

submitted, if required.
Barratt North Site Assessment — | Disagreed that the landscape experience is likely to | Disagree. Any developmenton | Appendix 8.7,
Scotland Garioch - Kirkton | change and to re-evaluate the SEA after observing this site will have an impact on Table 8.7.4 and
PP1282 of Skene GR116 the Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA). Itis the landscape, and unless the Garioch Annex of

argued that the LVA assessed and concluded that
the changes to the landscape would be beneficial.
Highlighted that the site is an open field and
therefore, the intention is to develop organically an
additional phase at the south side. Sensitive
landscaping would augment the existing mature
tree belts around the site boundaries and former
Kirkton House estate. The findings of the submitted
LVA was not challenged by the council, therefore,
consultation should be held with the Landscape
Officer

proposal is improving a derelict
or unkept it is unlikely to improve
on what is currently there, hence
the neutral score. However,
there is uncertainty regarding
the likely impact given its
location and nearby church. No
change required.

the full
assessment
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Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Barratt North Site Assessment — | Disagreed that the development may have a Disagree. The SEA rightly notes Appendix 8.7,
Scotland Garioch - Kirkton | negative impact on the setting of the B listed church | that this could have a negative | Table 8.7.4 and
PP1282 of Skene GR116 and Graveyard, views from the east. Requested the | or neutral impact on the listed Garioch Annex of
SEA is re-evaluated after observing the Landscape church, depending on the the full
and Visual Appraisal (LVA). Added, the proposal design of the site. Any plans assessment
would lead to a unique high quality residential submitted at this stage are
development through sensitive design, and would indicative and could change.
not impact the setting of listed building. No change required.
Historic Site Assessment — | HES nofed the inclusion of OP1 within the Kingseat Updated assessment of site OP1 | Appendix 8.7,
Environment Garioch — Conservation Area, and while there are no listed to note that it is within the Table 8.7.4 and
Scotland (PP1299 | Kingseat OP1 buildings within the conservation areaq, there are five | Kingseat Conservation Area, Garioch Annex of
and PP1343) buildings, associated with the former hospital, that and while there are no listed the full
are on the national Buildings at Risk Register. buildings within the conservation | assessment
Therefore, HES encourage priority is given o areaq, there are five buildings,
restoring/regenerating and safeguarding the setting | associated with the former
of these ‘atrisk’ buildings, together with the other hospital, that are on the national
former hospital buildings, settlement plan layout and | Buildings at Risk Register, and
spaces, that contribute positively to the special priority should be given to
architectural and historic character of the restoring/regenerating and
conservation area. safeguarding the setting of
these ‘at risk’ buildings, together
with the other former hospital
buildings, settlement plan layout
and spaces, that contribute
positively to the special
architectural and historic
character of the conservation
areq.
John Mcintosh Site Assessment — | The SEA has incorrectly identified potential negative | Disagree. For the Water SEA Appendix 8.7,
PP0580 Garioch - effects on water and cultural heritage post- topic, unless the site connects to | Table 8.7.4 and
Kinmuck GR118 mitigation. Through careful design the impacts on public WWTW as it is in a SEPA Garioch Annex of

cultural heritage can be mitigated and appropriate
water treatment can be adopted.

hot spot where private works are
not supported, the proposal will
have a significant negative
effect. No change to the

the full
assessment
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Our Response

Cultural Heritage SEA Topic is
proposed as it quite righty

identifies the impact is unknown,

or if poorly designed, could be
significantly negative. No
change required.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Historic Site Assessment — | HES stated that this site is located in the immediate Updated assessment of site OP1 | Appendix 8.7,
Environment Garioch = Kintore | vicinity of the scheduled monuments known as in Kintore to state it is located in | Table 8.7.4 and
Scotland OP1 Aberdeenshire Canal, remains of, NW of Brae of the vicinity of the scheduled Garioch Annex of
(PP1299) Kintore (SM 7674) and Aberdeenshire Canal, remains | monuments known as the full
of, S of Dalwearie (SM 7675). HES noted that while Aberdeenshire Canal, which assessment
the allocation appears to exclude the monuments, it | comprise the remains of only a
will be important that any development avoids any handful of surviving sections of
direct (i.e. physical) impacts on their legally the Aberdeen-Inverurie Canal.
protected scheduled areas of the monuments. They | Although site OP1 appears to
add, while the monuments (canal) are industrial in exclude the monuments,
natfure, they are in a largely rural and open development must avoid any
landscape and still retain a sense of place. direct (i.e. physical) impacts,
Therefore, consideration should be given to and while the monuments are
mitigating the impact through sensitive housing industrial in nature, they are
design and potentially also landscaping, such as located in alargely rural and
leaving undeveloped land as a buffer and/or using open landscape and still retain
frees to screen the development from view, in line a sense of place. Assuch
with HES Setting guidance. consider mitigating the impact
through sensitive housing design
and landscaping, e.g. leaving
undeveloped land as a buffer
and/or using trees to screen the
development from view, in line
with HES Setting guidance.
Historic Site Assessment — | It is noted that that site OP1 is located 305m and Updated assessment of site OP1 | Appendix 8.7,
Environment Garioch - 210m respectively SW of the scheduled monuments in Midmar to state that it is Table 8.7.4 and
Scotland (PP1299 | Midmar OP1 known as Craiglea, cairn 265m W of (SM 12122) and | located to the west of several Garioch Annex of
and PP1343) Craigleaq, ring-marked boulder 440m WNW of scheduled monuments known the full
as Craiglea cairn and aring- assessment
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(SM12174), but HES is content that any impact on
their setting is noft significant for HES's interests.

Our Response

marked boulder. Both are
sifuated on elevated land within
an open and rural landscape,
but given the location of this
small allocation, which is
adjacent to other small-scale
housing developments, any
impact on their setting will not
be significant.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Alan Newell Site Assessment — | Query regarding the positive/ neutral scores for No change required. This is site Appendix 8.7,
PP0332 Garioch - Old biodiversity, population and landscape, as the offers remediation of a Table 8.7.4 and
Rayne OP1 proposal is to knock down the historic older buildings | brownfield site, and should Garioch Annex of
to make way for new development. continue the style of the the full
“model” homes adjoining the assessment
site. The development will not
result in the loss of Category B
Listed buildings at Pitmachie
Farm, adjacent to the site.
Barratt North Site Assessment — | Questioned the accuracy of the SEA as there is Disagree. The three bid sites Appendix 8.7,
Scotland and Garioch — inconsistency in the scoring for the sites in relation to | differ in scale and as such, will Table 8.7.4 and
Dunecht Estates | Westhill — Bids human health, and yet the supporting commentary | score differently, regardless of Garioch Annex of
PP1275 GR039, GR040 is identical. The SEA has ignored environmental, the (positive) commentary. The | the full
and GR041 landscape and fransport analysis that has been post mitigation score for site assessment

undertaken to inform the proposed developments.
Noted the development of 100 homes can be made
without significant impacts. Has disputed the
significant impacts in relation to water, landscape,
biodiversity and cultural heritage for site GR041, but
accepted that landscape character would be
altered by the scale of development, although the
concept masterplan has addressed this. The land is
not subject to any special ecological, historic or
landscape designations, is free from flood risk and
contfamination, and the development can be
designed around the oil and gas pipelines. Areas of

GR0O41 has mixed scores for most
SEA Topics (e.g. --/0), as its
impact could be significantly
negative or neutral, depending
on ifs layout, siting and
mitigation measures. No
change is required.
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Ancient Woodland and surrounding historic interests
could be successfully infegrated into the overall
development without any negative impacts.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | It is argued that the SEA has misrepresented the true | Disagree. On landscape Appendix 8.7,
Homes Garioch — position in assessing negative and significantly matters, the site extends south Table 8.7.4 and
PP1184 Westhill — Bid negative effects for some topic areas, with for almost 700 meters beyond Garioch Annex of
GR066 landscape standing out as a clear anomaly with no the unallocated bid site GR106, | the full
detailed landscape analysis to back up the and is a significant southern assessment
‘significantly negative’ effect conclusion. It is argued | extension of Westhill. Only one
that landscape and visual effects would be limited part of the site is adjacent to
to a localised area. Regarding SEA Topics, ‘Air’, Westhill, and the remaining two
‘Water' and 'Climatic Factors’, they are listed as parts of this site is divorced from
significantly negative effects and remain negative the settlement. Regarding air,
post mitigation, whilst other major Westhill site bids, water and climatic factors, this
with exactly the same comments under these site cannot be compared with
headings, are listed as negative, improving to neutral | other Westhill sites, given this site
post mitigation. No issues with SEA Topics soil, proposes a significant amount of
biodiversity, population and human health. housing (900 homes) as well as
10 ha employment land, and is
to the south of the settlement.
No change required.
Historic Site Assessment — | HES noted that the site boundary for OP1 aft Blairs Agreed. Updated the Appendix 8.7,

Environment
Scotland (PP1299
and PP1343)

Kincardine and
Mearns — Blairs
OP1

College Estate now excludes the listed Blairs College
complex, and that the Council remains committed
to managing new development in line with the
planning permissions for the enabling schemes
aimed at securing the restoration and re-use of the
listed buildings, and safeguarding their setting. Noted
that this includes planning permission APP/2019/1656,
which has extended the timeframe for implementing
the development and progressing a scheme for
restoration/re-use of the listed buildings. Given the
extended fimeframe for the enabling development
and continued lack of a detailed restoration scheme
for the listed Blairs College buildings, most of which

assessment fo seek additional
measures to keep the buildings
wind and waterfight and stem
further decay, while the
feasibility of restoration and
reuse is further explored. Licise
with HES's Building's casework
team to discussions on this, in
licison with the Council’s
conservation officers.

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment
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have been on the national Buildings at Risk register
since 1990, HES urges the Council to seek additional
measures to keep the buildings wind and watertight
and stem further decay, while the feasibility of
restoration and reuse is further explored. Adds, HES's
Building’s casework tfeam would be happy to
contribute to discussions on this, in liaison with the
Council’s conservation officers.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Kim Lees Site Assessment — | Amend SEA Topics Biodiversity and Landscape to Partially agree. Amended Appendix 8.7,
PP0088 Kincardine and reflect that no trees would be lost because of the assessment for Biodiversity to Table 8.7.5 and
Mearns - development. state that “The development Kincardine and
Drumlithie KNOOT could result in the loss of existing | Mearns Annex of
trees. There is no room for the full
compensatory planting if assessment
removed.” Amend post
mitigation score to from
negative to -/0. No change to
the landscape score is
supported as trees with no Tree
Preservation Order could sfill be
removed if in private gardens.
Also, the development as a
whole will have a negative
impact in this area.
Kim Lees Site Assessment — | Amend SEA Topic Climatic factors to reflect that that | SEPA’s flooding data shows the Appendix 8.7,
PP0088 Kincardine and site KNOOT is not aft risk from flooding, including centre of the site is af risk from Table 8.7.5 and
Mearns — surface water. surface water flooding. No Kincardine and
Drumlithie KNOOT change required. Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment
Kim Lees Site Assessment — | Correct various SEA Topics to reflect that there is Disagree. The SEA already Appendix 8.7,
PP0088 Kincardine and capacity in the local WWTP and the WTW; a ‘buffer states there is capacity in the Table 8.7.5 and

Mearns —
Drumlithie KNOO1

strip’ can be provided along the Drumlithie Burn; a
Flood Risk Assessment could be undertaken to
determine the scale and location of the new houses;

WWTW and a Flood Risk
Assessment and buffer strip
would be required. The SEA

Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of

145




Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

the proposed development would result in potential

Our Response

already notes the remediation

Section of the
Environmental Report

the full

remediation of contaminated soil; the development | of contaminated land, assessment

of the site may enhance biodiversity through the biodiversity enhancement and

redevelopment of a brownfield site; there would be impacts on material assets and

no pressure on the local infrastructure; limited impact | historic environment. No

on the population; and the proposal is unlikely to change required.

have any effects on the historic environment.
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | Has requested that an addifional mitigation measure | Added an additional mitigation | Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Kincardine and is added to the ‘Comments and mitigation measure to the ‘Comments and | Table 8.7.5 and

Mearns — Durris
R1

measures’ column of Table 8.7.5 to require a Peat
Survey, as the site is underlain by peat.

mitigation measures’ column of
Table 8.7.5 for site OPS5 that

Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of

requires developers to provide a | the full
Peat Survey. assessment
David O'Donnell | Site Assessment — | SEA impact assessment has not fully considered a Disagree. Number of vehicles Appendix 8.7,

PP0457

Kincardine and
Mearns — Durris
R1

number of issues. Impact on air quality will be
affected by powering ski lifts and high number of car
users. Should reassess Air as either negative or “2”

are likely to fluctuate depending
on weather conditions and
events. Ski lifts likely to be
powered by mains electric. No
change required.

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment

David O'Donnell
PP0O457

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns — Durris
R1

Water impact needs to account for large scale
WWTW and water borne pollution. Should reassess
Water as negative or “2".

Disagree. Post mitigation score
is 0/2 as the WWTW wiill have to
be resolved, and any adverse
impacts on water quality would
be mitigated. No change
required.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment

David O'Donnell
PP0O457

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns — Durris
R1

Climatic impact will be significant due fo loss of frees,
increased emissions from fravel and engineering
works on site. Should reassess Climatic as negative.

Disagree. It is not known what
they layout will be, but as buffers
next to frees are a mitigation
requirement, loss of trees for this
type of use would be minimal.
No change required.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment

David O'Donnell
PP0457

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns — Durris
R1

Biodiversity impact needs to account for effect on
protected species and there being no biodiversity
survey in place to confirm the impact. Should
reassess Biodiversity as negative.

Disagree. While there would be
a negative impact with no
mitigation, measures would be
required to reduce impacts to

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
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Our Response

habitats and species (e.g. buffer

Section of the
Environmental Report

the full

strips), otherwise planning assessment
permission is unlikely to be
supported.

David O'Donnell | Site Assessment — | Material assets impact should consider economic risk | Disagree. Without evidence to Appendix 8.7,

PP0457

Kincardine and
Mearns — Durris
R1

and negative impact on other sites in the region.
Should reassess Material Assets as “0".

support this claim, and given the
nature and location of the
proposal, its impact on other

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of

uses may not be significant. the full
assessment
David O'Donnell | Site Assessment — | In relation to population, there will be detrimental Disagree. The proposalis for a Appendix 8.7,

PP0457

Kincardine and
Mearns — Durris
R1

impact on the wider community, and no impact on
human health due to likely limited use of the site.
Should reassess Human Health as “0".

mix of year-round uses. No
change required.

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns -
Fordoun BUS2

As this site was a former military airfield, it requires
specialist assessments to inform appropriate
mitigation. Therefore it is requested that in Table
8.7.1 the score for Soil is amended o 0/%2.

Agreed. Amended post
mitigation effects score for soil to
0/2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns -
Fordoun BUS2

As this site was a former military airfield, it requires
specialist assessments to inform appropriate
mitigation. Therefore, it is requested that in Table
8.7.1 add the following to the Comments and

Agreed. Amended the
“Comments and mitigation
measures” to “Mitigations
include specialist investigation

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of

mitigation measures, “Mitigations include specialist for contamination due to former | the full
investigation for contamination due to former airfield | airfield use.” assessment
use.”

SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | Has requested that an addifional mitigation measure | Added an additional mitigation | Appendix 8.7,

and PP1344)

Kincardine and
Mearns —
Marywell BUS2

is added to the ‘Comments and mitigation
measures’ column of Table 8.7.5 to require a Peat
Survey, as the site is underlain by peat.

measure to the ‘Comments and
mitigation measures’ column of
Table 8.7.5 for site OP5 that
requires developers to provide a
Peat Survey.

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment
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Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Polimuir Site Assessment — | The SEA Landscape score should have the same Disagree. The green belt Appendix 8.7,
Properties Kincardine and positive score as site OP1 in terms of impact on provides a visual buffer between | Table 8.7.5 and
(Newtonhill) Mearns - landscape, breaking the skyline and contribution to | these settlements to protects Kincardine and
Limited Newtonhill bid the green belt. Argued a southern landscape buffer | and enhances the setting of Mearns Annex of
PP1276 KN101 remains that, as delivered with the OP1 designation, | Aberdeen. A proposal on this the full

and such an approach would be entirely consistent | site would result in urban creep assessment

with the approach taken throughout the Plan at the | as the site is visually prominent

edge of seftlements locations and would effectively | and is located on the highest

form a new southern settlement edge. As such, part of this area. The coastal

there would not be any “urban creep” towards zone stops at the railway line,

Muchalls. Adds, the review of the green belt would but the Special Landscape Area

lessen the score on landscape impact if it was stretches from the coast to the

removed from KN101. Disagrees that this site should A92(T) and includes KN101. No

be retained as green belf as the site does not change required.

protect the landscape setting of Aberdeen, it is not

required fo maintain the identity of Newtonhill as

there has already been land developed further

south (Michael Tunstall Way), and it can provide land

for recreation. Adds, this site is not designated as

Special Landscape Area, which mostly lies fo the

east of the railway line and seeks to preserve the

coastal setting.
Polimuir Site Assessment — | The post mitigation effect of Material Assets for bid Disagree. Until a new school is Appendix 8.7,
Properties Kincardine and KN101 should have the same positive score as site provided in Chapelton, the Table 8.7.5 and
(Newtonhill) Mearns - OP1 regarding education provision. Argued the primary school situation at Kincardine and
Limited Newtonhill bid same conclusion should apply for both sites, as there | Newtonhill will remain at Mearns Annex of
PP1276 KN101 is sufficient education capacity at both Newtonhill overcapacity (even before site the full

Primary and Portlethen Academy, and that the OP1 is built). Given the assessment

Chapelton development is largely responsible for the | uncertainty of when a new

temporarily increased roll at Newtonhill Primary and school will be provided, the

Portlethen Academy. The Chapelton development | score should remain as 2

must reserve land for 3 primary schools and 1 (uncertain). No change

secondary school. required.
SEPA (PP1299 Site Assessment — | Has requested that an addifional mitigation measure | Added an additional mitigation | Appendix 8.7,
and PP1344) Kincardine and is added to the ‘Comments and mitigation measure to the ‘Comments and | Table 8.7.5
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Portlethen OP4
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measures’ column of Table 8.7.5 to require a Peat
Survey, as the site is underlain by peat.

Our Response

mitigation measures’ column of
Table 8.7.5 for site OP4 that
requires developers to provide a
Peat Survey.

Section of the
Environmental Report

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns -
Portlethen OP4

Has requested, due to possibly 50% of the site
underlain by peat that the Soil score for Portlethen
OP4is changed to -/2

Agreed. Amended the Soil score
for Portlethen OP4 to -/2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment

Polly Van Alstyne
PP0321

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns — St Cyrus
OP1

There has been insufficient assessment of flood risk,
and impact on existing home owner's private waste
water drainage from phase 2 of the development,
with no firm assurances from SEPA.

Noted, but as this site is now
under construction for the
housing element, and a flood
risk assessment was required for

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of

site OP1. No change required. the full
assessment
Historic Site Assessment — | HES noted that site OP3 in Stonehaven is located just | Updated assessment of site OP3 | Appendix 8.7,

Environment
Scotland (PP1299
and PP1343)

Kincardine and
Mearns —
Stonehaven OP3

north of the scheduled monument known as Cowie
Line, pill box & anti-tank blocks 450m west of Ury
House (SM 6438), a Type-22 pill box and other
wartime defensive structures forming part of the
WWI| 'stop-lines’ of the anti-invasion defences, and
that the monument is presently set within frees which
is likely to screen any development from view,
although these views could open up in future is these
frees are felled. Adds, although the allocation
appears to exclude it, it will be important that any
development avoids any direct (i.e. physical)
impacts on the legally protected scheduled area of
the monument. It's function as a strategic military site
and location at this strategic crossing point of the
Cowie Burn should inform any assessment of the
potential impact on its setting. Sensitive housing
design and potentially also landscaping - such as

in Stonehaven to state that it is
located just north and west of
the scheduled monument
known as Cowie Line, pill box
and anti-tank blocks forming
part of the WWII defences. The
monument is presently set within
trees, which is likely to screen
any development from view.
Development must avoid any
direct (i.e. physical) impacts on
the legally protected scheduled
area of the monument, which is
at this strategic crossing point of
the Cowie Burn. This should
inform any assessment of the
potential impact on its setting,
and sensitive housing design

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment
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leaving undeveloped land, could also be
considered, in line with HES Setfting guidance.

Our Response

and landscaping - such as
leaving undeveloped land,
should considered, in line with
HES Setting guidance.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Stewart Milne
Homes
PP1315

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns —

Review the negative score given to SEA Topic Air for
bid KNO50. Disagreed that bid KNOS50 will have a
negative impact on air quality, as this site is in a more

Disagree. The scale and
location of the site on top of a
cliff makes direct access to the

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven sustainable location than the allocated sites. town centre less convenient. No | Mearns Annex of
KNOS50 Acknowledged there will be an increase in fraffic new primary school is supported | the full
movements but the proposed food retail and land on this site af present. assessment
for a new primary school creates a mixed-use,
sustainable site that is more accessible to both
existing and future residents.
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Agreed that bid KNOS50 will have a neutral effect on Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1315

Kincardine and
Mearns —

the water capacity and surrounding water courses.

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven Mearns Annex of
KNO50 the full
assessment
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Amend the post mitigation score on SEA Topic Disagree. The scale and Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1315

Kincardine and
Mearns —

Climatic Factors from negative/neutral fo neutral.
Disagreed that bid KN0O50 will have a

location of the site on top of a
cliff makes direct access to the

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven negative/neutral post mitigation score on SEA Topic town centre less convenient. As | Mearns Annex of
KNO50 Climatic Factors, as the site is located within close such the site could have a the full
proximity to public fransport routes and the town negative or neutral score. It assessment
centre and is significantly more sustainable and could also increase traffic and
accessible then other development opportunities in pollutants in Stfonehaven. No
Stonehaven. As such, the post mitigation effect change required.
should be neutral.
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Review the significant negative score given to SEA Disagree. Prime agricultural Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1315

Kincardine and
Mearns —
Stonehaven
KNO50

Topic Soil. Disagreed that bid KN0O50 will have a
significant negative impact on soil, as while it has
prime agricultural land, due to the size and shape of
the site, it does not lend itself o modern farming
practices. Therefore, this issue should not be

land is regarded as an important
resource in the LDP, and it
should only be developed upon
in exceptional circumstances
(e.g. in this case fo meet the

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

significant enough to be a constraint to
development. Noted that this has not been raised as
a constraint to development in the Site Assessment
for the 2016 MIR (Site KM043), through the LDP 2017
Report of Examination or within the Reporters
consideration of the previous appeal on the Site
(PPA-110-2317).

Our Response

spatial strategy / /housing
need). Also disagree that this
land cannot be farmed, as fields
along this coastline continue to
be cultivated. No change
required.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Stewart Milne

Site Assessment —

Agreed that bid KNO50 will have a positive effect on

Notfed. No action required.

Appendix 8.7,

Homes Kincardine and SEA Topic Biodiversity as there an opportunity to Table 8.7.5 and
PP1315 Mearns — expand the green network through the proposed Kincardine and
Stonehaven development. Mearns Annex of
KNO50 the full
assessment
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Questioned the reasoning behind bid KNO50 scoring | Disagree. This is a visually Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1315

Kincardine and
Mearns -
Stonehaven
KNO50

a negative/neutral effect in the SEA Topic
Landscape, as the Council Officers have previously
dismissed the site through the MIR due fo the impact
on the South East Coast Special Landscape Area
(SLA). Suggests this appears to be less of a constraint
on development. Adds, the proposed development
has been considered in distinct landscape character
zones in order to demonstrate the successful delivery
of built form within a strong green infrastructure
setting of Stonehaven and the wider countryside.
Suggests a full landscape assessment of the southern
SGA should be undertaken in the context of the
newly opened AWPR, given the considerable impact
that this has had, on the landscape character in this
location.

sensitive site in a prominent
coastal landscape, which merits
its designation as an SLA. As
such, regardless of the design of
the proposal, it will still have
some negative impacts on the
landscape due to its headland
location. No change required.

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment

Stewart Milne
Homes
PP1315

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns —
Stonehaven
KNO50

Requested reviewing the score for SEA Topic Material
Assets regarding provision of new primary school and
clarification is sought from the Council's Education
Service on the replacement of Dunnottar Primary
School, and if they were consulted on the PLDP.
Questioned why bid KN0O50 does not score more

The current preferred location of
the replacement primary school
is on land at Mackie Academy,
and not on this site. No change
required.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
the full
assessment
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

positively for SEA Topic Material Assets given that the
SEA states Dunnottar Primary School is nearing
capacity and the Settlement Statement identifies a
new primary school as an aspiration. Highlighted
that the Council have previously made approaches
regarding the site for a replacement Dunnotar
Primary.

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

Stewart Milne
Homes
PP1315

Site Assessment —
Kincardine and
Mearns —

Agreed bid KNO50 will have a positive effect on the
SEA Topic Population by the delivery of a range of
housing for all sectors of society. Noted this is

Notfed. No action required.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven particularly pertinent in the context of the Settlement Mearns Annex of
KNOS50 Strategy which states that: ‘a mix of house types is the full
important fo be maintained through future assessment
development and the inclusion of affordable
housing is particularly important’.
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Agreed bid KNO50 will have a positive effect on SEA Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1315

Kincardine and
Mearns —

Topic Human Health as a result of development on
this mixed-use site being located near the A90/92,

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven town centre and within walking distance of locall Mearns Annex of
KNOS50 facilities. the full
assessment
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Amend the score on SEA Topic Cultural Heritage Disagree. While the SEA Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1315

Kincardine and
Mearns —

from negative to neutral. The two Category C (s)
Listed Buildings on the site will be retained and

acknowledges that existing
screening and location of these

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven protected and the setting to Cowie House historic assets, the design and Mearns Annex of

KNOS50 (Category B) and associated boundary walls will be mass of houses could affect the | the full
preserved. Added, the proposal seeks to respect the | listed farmhouse. As such, the assessment
visibility of the site and through careful consideration | impact should remain as -/0. A
of the scale, massing and orientation of the detailed planning application
development it is considered that there would be no | will confirm the likely impact. No
adverse effects on the Scheduled Monuments in change required.
close proximity to the site.

Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Review the negative score given to SEA Topic Air for | Disagree. The scale and Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1316

Kincardine and
Mearns —

bid KNO51, as this site is in a more sustainable
location than the allocated sites. Acknowledged

location of the site on top of a
cliff makes direct access to the

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
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Section of the

Organisation Issue Summary of Comments Our Response
Environmental Report
Stonehaven there will be an increase in traffic movements but town centre less convenient. No | Mearns Annex of
KNOS51 the land for a new primary school creates a new primary school is supported | the full
sustainable site that is more accessible to both on this site af present. assessment
existing and future residents.
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Agreed that bid KNO51 will have a neutral effect on Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,

Homes Kincardine and the water capacity and surrounding water courses. Table 8.7.5 and
PP1316 Mearns — Kincardine and
Stonehaven Mearns Annex of
KNO51 the full
assessment
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Amend the post mitigation score on SEA Topic Disagree. The scale and Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1316

Kincardine and
Mearns —

Climatic Factors from negative/neutral to neutral, as
the site is located within close proximity to public

location of the site on top of a
cliff makes direct access to the

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven fransport routes and the town centre, and is tfown centre less convenient. As | Mearns Annex of
KNO51 significantly more sustainable and accessible then such the site could have a the full
other development opportunities in Sfonehaven. As negative or neutral score. It assessment
such, the post mitigation effect should be neutral. could also increase traffic and
pollutants in Stfonehaven. No
change required.
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Review the significant negative score given to SEA Disagree. Prime agricultural Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1316

Kincardine and
Mearns —

Topic Soil. Disagreed that bid KNO51 will have a
significant negative impact, as while it has prime

land is regarded as an important
resource in the LDP, and it

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven agricultural land two allocated sites are on land should only be developed upon | Mearns Annex of
KNO51 identified as Grade 3.1 and it should be noted that in exceptional circumstances the full
due to the size and shape of the site, it does notlend | (e.g. in this case to meet the assessment
itself to modern farming practices. Therefore, this spatial strategy / /housing
issue should not be significant enough to be a need). Also disagree that this
constraint to development. Noted that this has not land cannot be farmed, as fields
been raised as a constraint fo development in the along this coastline continue o
Site Assessment for the 2016 MIR (Site KM043), be cultivated or grazed. No
through the LDP 2017 Report of Examination or within | change required.
the Reporters consideration of the previous appeal
on the Site (PPA-110-2317).
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Agreed that bid KNO51 will have a positive effect on | Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,

Homes

Kincardine and

SEA Topic Biodiversity as there an opporfunity to

Table 8.7.5 and
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Organisation Issue Summary of Comments Our Response Section of the
Environmental Report
PP1316 Mearns - expand the green network through the proposed Kincardine and
Stonehaven development. Mearns Annex of
KNO51 the full
assessment
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Questioned the reasoning behind bid KNO51 scoring | Disagree. This is a visually Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1316

Kincardine and
Mearns —

a negative/neutral effect in the SEA Topic
Landscape, as the Council Officers have previously

sensitive site in a prominent
coastal landscape, which merits

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and

Stonehaven dismissed the site through the MIR due to the impact | its designation as an SLA. As Mearns Annex of
KNO51 on the South East Coast Special Landscape Area such, regardless of the design of | the full
(SLA). Suggested this appears to be less of a the proposal, it will still have assessment
constraint on development. Added, the proposed some negative impacts on the
development has been considered in distinct landscape due to its headland
landscape character zones in order to demonstrate | location. No change required.
the successful delivery of built form within a strong
green infrastructure setting of Stonehaven and the
wider countryside. Suggested a full landscape
assessment of the southern SGA should be
undertaken in the context of the newly opened
AWPR, given the considerable impact that this has
had, on the landscape character in this location.
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Review score for SEA Topic Material Assets regarding | The current preferred location of | Appendix 8.7,

Homes Kincardine and provision of new primary school. Questioned why the replacement primary school | Table 8.7.5 and
PP1316 Mearns — bid KNO51 does not score more positively for SEA is on land at Mackie Academy, Kincardine and
Stonehaven Topic Material Assets given that the SEA states and not on this site. No change | Mearns Annex of
KNO51 Dunnottar Primary School is nearing capacity and required. the full
the Settlement Statement identifies a new primary assessment
school as an aspiration. Has also sought clarification
of the Council's Education Service on the on the
replacement of Dunnottar Primary School and if they
were consulted on the PLDP.
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Agreed bid KNO51 will have a positive effect on the Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,

Homes
PP1316

Kincardine and
Mearns -
Stonehaven
KNO51

SEA Topic Population by the delivery of a range of
housing for all sectors of society. Noted this is
particularly pertinent in the context of the Settlement
Strategy which states that: ‘a mix of house types is

Table 8.7.5 and
Kincardine and
Mearns Annex of
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

important fo be maintained through future

Our Response

Section of the
Environmental Report

the full

development and the inclusion of affordable assessment
housing is particularly important’.
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Agreed bid KNO51 will have a positive effect on SEA Noted. No action required. Appendix 8.7,

Homes Kincardine and Topic Human Health as a result of development on Table 8.7.5 and
PP1316 Mearns - this mixed-use site being located near the A90/92, Kincardine and
Stonehaven town centre and within walking distance of locall Mearns Annex of
KNOS51 facilities. the full
assessment
Stewart Milne Site Assessment — | Amend the score on SEA Topic Cultural Heritage Disagree. While the SEA Appendix 8.7,

Homes Kincardine and from negative to neutral, as the two Category C (s) acknowledges that existing Table 8.7.5 and
PP1316 Mearns - Listed Buildings on the site will be retained and screening and location of these | Kincardine and
Stonehaven protected, and the setting fo Cowie House historic assets, the design and Mearns Annex of
KNOS51 (Category B) and associated boundary walls will be mass of houses could affect the | the full
preserved. Added, the proposal seeks to respect the | listed farmhouse. As such, the assessment
visibility of the site and through careful consideration | impact should remain as -/0. A
of the scale, massing and orientation of the detailed planning application
development it is considered that there would be no | will confirm the likely impact. No
adverse effects on the Scheduled Monuments in change required.
close proximity to the site.
Historic Site Assessment — | HES noted that site OP4 in Alford is located within the | Updated assessment of site OP4 | Appendix 8.7,

Environment
Scotland (PP1299
and PP1343)

Marr — Alford OP4

Battle of Alford Inventory historic battlefield
boundary (BTL 1) of 1645 and is located in the SE
section of the Inventory boundary which is not
presently considered to have been a key area of
bafttlefield activity/lines of action, and therefore the
potential impact on any archaeological remains
dating to the battle is likely to be low. Nevertheless,
this potential impact on the special qualities of the
battlefield should still be assessed further, and
although the allocation is located adjacent to
existing housing development, given its size and
change from what is currently an agricultural field,
there is likely fo be some impact on the
understanding and appreciation of the battlefield

in Alford to state that it is
located within the Battle of
Alford Inventory historic
battlefield boundary, of 1645, in
the southeast section. This area
is not presently considered to
have been a key area of
battlefield activity/lines of
action, but the potential impact
on the special qualities of the
battlefield should still be
assessed. Although the
allocation is located adjacent to
existing housing development,

Table 8.7.6 and
Marr Annex of the
full assessment
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

landscape. Therefore, any potential impacts on key
landscape characteristics and the cumulative
impacts should be assessed, with mitigation and
enhancement considered in line with HES Battlefield
guidance.

Our Response

given its size, there is likely to be
some impact on the
understanding and appreciation
of the battlefield landscape.
Therefore, any potential impacts
on key landscape
characteristics and the
cumulative impacts should be
assessed, with mitigation and
enhancement considered in line
with HES Battlefield guidance.

Section of the
Environmental Report

Historic
Environment
Scotland
(PP1299)

Site Assessment —
Marr — Alford OP6

HES noted that site OPé6 in Alford is located within the
Battle of Alford Inventory historic battlefield
boundary (BTL 1) of 1645 and is located in the central
section of the Inventory boundary and some of the
key areas of battlefield activity/lines of action are
located to the NW and NE of it. Adds, although some
development has already taken place within the
allocation, there is the potential for archaeological
remains dating to the battle to be uncovered and
therefore this should be assessed further. Notes the
allocation is fairly small in scale and located
adjacent to small-scale development and a large
area of forestry, but any potential impacts on key
landscape characteristics and the cumulative
impacts should be assessed and mitigation and
enhancement considered in line with HES Battlefield
guidance.

Updated assessment of site OPé
in Alford to state that this site is
located within the cenftre of the
Battle of Alford Inventory historic
battlefield boundary of 1645
and includes a number of areas
within it where fighting is said to
have taken place. Some of the
key areas of battlefield
activity/lines of action are
located to the NW and NE.
Although some development
has already taken place within
the allocation, there is the
potential for archaeological
remains dating to the battle to
be uncovered and therefore this
should be assessed further.
While the allocation is fairly small
in scale and located adjacent
to small-scale development and
a large area of forestry, any
potential impacts on key
landscape characteristics and
the cumulative impacts should

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.6 and
Marr Annex of the
full assessment
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

be assessed and mitigation and
enhancement considered in line
with HES Battlefield guidance.

Section of the
Environmental Report

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Marr — Banchory
R2

If this site is included before any groundwater
assessment is undertaken, SEPA has requested
amending the score for Water in Table 8.7.6 to -/2

Agreed. Change the Water
score for site R2 to -/2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.6 and
Marr Annex of the
full assessment

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Marr — Banchory
R2

If this site is included before any groundwater
assessment is undertaken, SEPA has requested
amending the Comments and mitigation measures
to, “Due to close proximity and likely hydraulic
connectivity of the cemetery site to the River Dee,
without a detailed groundwater assessment, the
environmental impact on water factors are
unknown.”

Agreed. Amend the “Comments
and mitigation measures” to
“Due to close proximity and
likely hydraulic connectivity of
the cemetery site to the River
Dee, without a detailed
groundwater assessment, the
environmental impact on water
factors are unknown.”

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.6 and
Marr Annex of the
full assessment

Frances Getliff
PP0609

Site Assessment —
Marr — Banchory
OP2

The post mitigation score should be double
(significantly) negative in terms of biodiversity. This
area has a very high wildlife, landscape and
recreational value, and is made up of a mosaic of
semi - natural broadleaved woodland, mature Scots
Pine and extensive small scale agricultural fields.

Site OP2 already scores
significantly negative for
biodiversity. The respondent
appears to be referring to the
environmental assessment of bid
site MR0O39, which is adjacent to
site OP2. This bid site is not
allocated, and the SEA proposes
development avoids woodland
if it were allocated. No change
is required.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.6 and
Marr Annex of the
full assessment

Deeside Climate
Action Network
PP0804

Site Assessment —
Marr — Banchory
OP2

Has requested changing the post mitigation score for
biodiversity from neutral to double negative,
indicating a very poor outcome for the biodiversity
of this block of land.

Site OP2 already scores
significantly negative for
biodiversity. The respondent
appears to be referring to the
environmental assessment of bid
site MR039, which is adjacent to
site OP2. This bid site is not
allocated, and the SEA proposes

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.6 and
Marr Annex of the
full assessment
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Organisation

Issue

Summary of Comments

Our Response

development avoids woodland
if it were allocated. No change
is required.

Section of the
Environmental Report

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Marr — Torphins
R2

If this site is included before any groundwater
assessment is undertaken, SEPA has requested
amending the score in Table 8.7.6 Water column to -
/¢

Agreed. Changed the Water
score for site R2 to -/2.

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.6 and
Marr Annex of the
full assessment

SEPA (PP1299
and PP1344)

Site Assessment —
Marr - Torphins
R2

If this site is included before any groundwater
assessment is undertaken, SEPA has requested
amending the Comments and mitigation measures
to, “Due to close proximity and likely hydraulic
connectivity of the cemetery site to the Beltie,
without a detailed groundwater assessment, the
environmental impact on water factors are
unknown.”

Agreed. Amended the
“Comments and mitigation
measures” to “Due to close
proximity and likely hydraulic
connectivity of the cemetery
site to the Beltie, without a
detailed groundwater
assessment, the environmental
impact on water factors are
unknown.”

Appendix 8.7,
Table 8.7.6 and
Marr Annex of the
full assessment
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Appendix 8.3: Other Relevant Plans and Environmental Protection Objectives

We have explained the relevance of other relevant plans, programmes, strategies and environmental objectives in Table

8.3.1 below.

Table 8.3.1 Other Relevant Plans and Environmental Protection Objectives

Name of PPS/Environmental protection Main PPS requirements

Relationship with PPS

objective

INTERNATIONAL

Nature Conservation

e The Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC

e The Birds Directive 2009/147/EC

e Convention on Wetlands of
International Importance 1971
(Ramsar

e Nature Conservation - the Ramsar
Convention

e EU Biodiversity Strategy 2020

Protection of habitats and species.

Protection of wild birds and their habitats.
Promotes the conservation and sustainable use of
biological diversity.

Protection of Wetland birds.

The LDP should protfect identified habitats, species and
weftland birds. The LDP should not hinder protection,
management and conftrol of species and should support
the conservation and sustainable use of biological
diversity.

Water

e Water Framework Directive
2000/60/EC

¢ Nitrate Directive 91/43/EC

Protect and improve the water environment.
Ensure that water quality and good ecological
status of the Water Framework Directive are
maintained. Safeguards the sustainable use of
water systems; Supports the status of aquatic
ecosystems and environments;

Addresses groundwater pollution; flooding and
droughts; river basin management planning.

The Strategy should consider sustainable use of water,
support aims to maintain and achieve Good Ecological
Status, mitigate the effects of floods and droughts and
support river basin management planning.

Waste

e The landfill Directive 99/31/EC

e The Waste Framework Directive
2088/98/EC

e Taking sustainable use if resources
forward : A thematic Strategy on

The Plan outlines Scofland's key objectives in
relation to waste prevention, recycling and
reducing the amount of waste sent to landfill on the
journey to a Zero Waste Scotland.

Provides a vision for Scotland where all waste is seen
as a resource; Waste is minimised; valuable

The Strategy should see waste as a resource for
economic development and follow the path of zero
waste strategy.
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the prevention and Recycling of
Waste (2005)

resources are not disposed of in landfills, and most
waste is sorted, leaving only limited amounts to be
treated.

Landscape
e The European Landscape
Convention 2000

Promotes the protection, management and
planning of all landscapes, including natural,
managed, urban and peri-urban areas, and
special, every day and also degraded
landscapes.

LDP should consider all landscapes.

Climate Change

e The UN Convention on Climate
Change

e The Second European Climate
Change Programme

Promotes reductions in greenhouse gas emissions
and mitigation & adaption to climate change.

The Strategy should include measures to contribute to the
reduction of greenhouse gases considering methods of
adaptation, diversification and mitigation. In particular,
encourage sustainable development and land use.

NATIONAL

Overarching Planning Policy

¢ The Planning (Scofland) Act 2006.

¢ Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997, as amended

¢ National Planning Framework for
Scotland 3 (NPF3)
¢ The Scottish Planning Policy 2014

Promotes aninclusive and efficient planning system
to improve community involvement, support the
economy, and help it to grow in a sustainable way.

Aims to guide Scotland'’s development to 2030 and
sets out strategic development priorities to support
the Government’s goal of sustainable economic
growth.

The Strategy should encourage the development of
sustainable communities and be developed in a much
more inclusive and efficient way, which includes greater
community involvement and supports the economy.

The Strategy should promote the concepts of sustainable
development, community regeneration, fransportation
infrastructure, and other environmental issues; & ensure
land required to meet the city region’s needs is delivered.

Air & Climate Change

¢ Scottish Climate Change Delivery
Plan (2009)

o Air Quality Strategy for England,

Scotland, Wales and Northern

Ireland (2007)

2020 Routemap for Renewable

Energy in Scotland

SEPA’s National air quality report

(2008)

Scotland: Discussion Paper (2010)

Towards a Low Carbon Economy for

Sets out high level measures required to meet
Scotland's statutory climate change targefts, to
2020 and in the long term.

Provides a clear, long-term vision for improving air
quality in the UK in line with the Environment Act
(1995) setting out associated air quality objectives
and policy opftions.

Sets out the Scoftish Government’s plans fo move
towards a low carbon economy in Scotland.

The Strategy should include measures to contribute to
the reduction of greenhouse gases considering methods
of adaptation, diversification and mitigation. In
particular, encourage sustainable development and
land use.

Implementation of the strategy should not result in a
deterioration of air quality.

The Strategy must contribute to the promotion of
development which helps to reduce Scotland’s carbon
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¢ Changing Our Ways- Scotland’s
Climate Change Programme (2006)

e Tomorrow’s Climate, Today's
Challenge: UK Climate Change
Programme (2006)

¢ Online Renewables Advice
(Replaces PAN 45) for specific
renewable energy technologies.

e Calculating Carbon Savings from
Windfarms on Scotland’s peat lands

Provides information on emission levels of key
pollutants and ambient air quality monitoring
data.

Provides a natfional interpretation of broader
climate change objectives.

Provides the natfional strategy for the growth of the
renewable energy generation in Scotland.

Provides a methodology for the calculation of the
carbon impacts of wind farm developments on
peat land.

footprint and help meet carbon saving. The strategy
should contribute to the delivery of the targets set in the
Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2006.

Heritage Design and Regeneration

e QOur Place in Time: The Historic
Environment Strategy for Scotland
(2015)

¢ Historic Environment Policy for
Scotland (2019)

¢ Designations Policy and Selections
Guidance (2019)

o Scheduled Monuments Consent
Policy (2019)

¢ Managing change in the historic
environment - Demolition of Listed
Buildings (2019)

¢ Managing Change in the Historic
Environment: Use and Adaptation of
Listed Buildings (2019)

¢ Managing Change in the Historic
Environment: Gardens and
Designed Landscapes (2020)

¢ Managing Change in the Historic
Environment: Historic Battlefields
(2020)

QOur Place in Time: The Historic Environment
Strategy for Scotland sets out a 10-year vision for
the historic environment.

Strategy which sets out a framework for future
work on the historic environment. |dentifies
priorities, issues and opportunities.

Promotes integration and good design of green
infrastructure.

HEPS sets out a series of principles and six policies
for the recognition, care and sustainable
management of the historic environment. It can
be used as material consideration in applications.

Subsequent policies and best practice advice
from Historic Environment Scotland (from 2019)
stand alongside the HEPS, and they aim to deliver
the vision and objectives of the Our Place in Time
strategy, HESP policies, the National Outcomes,
and national policies for planning and land use.

The Strategy should support the framework to conserve
and restore the historic environment.

The LDP should refer to the demolition of listed buildings.

The Strategy should support the development of green
infrastructure on the urban fringe.

161




¢ Managing Change in the Historic
Environment: Setting (2020)

« Guidance on the Principles of Listed
Building Consent

o Guidance on Conservation Areas
(2019)

¢ Ancient Monuments and
Archaeological Areas Act 1979

 Historic Environment (S) Act 2014

¢ The Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1997

e The Scheduled Monuments and
Listed Buildings (Miscellaneous
Amendments) (Scotland)
Regulations 2015

¢ PAN 2/2011 Planning and
Archaeology

¢ Creating Places: A policy statement
on architecture and place for
Scotland (2013)

¢ Designing Streets: A Policy
Statement for Scotland (2010)

e People and Place: A Policy
Statement for Scotland (2006)

e Green Infrastructure: Design and
Placemaking (2011)

Soil and Landscape

e The Scottish Soil Framework (2009)
¢ Scofttish Landscape Forum:
Scotland’s Living Landscape (2007)
Scotland’s Living Landscapes:
Places for People (2007)

Guidance on Local Landscape

Designations (SNH, Historic Scotland,

2006)
Fitting Landscapes (2014)

The main aim of the Framework is to promote the
sustainable management and protection of soils
consistent with the economic, social and
environmental needs of Scotland.

A key aspect is the protection of soil as an asset —
for the future of the Scoftish economy, as well as a
contribution to challenges set by climate change.

Scofttish Government’s policy statement on design
and management of fransport corridors.

The Strategy should promote the sustainable
management of soils.

The LDP should ensure developments fit within their
landscape (e.g. reflect and protect local characteristics
and distinctiveness) and where they are within transport
corridors, create high quality positive conftrast.
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Cross-Sectoral

Natural Resource Productivity (2009)
Low Carbon Infrastructure Transition
Programme 2014

Making things to last: Circular
Economy Strategy for Scotland 2016
National Performance Framework
2016

Low carbon economy strategy 2010
Scotland’s Agenda for Cities 2016
Scottish Economic Strategy (2015)
Getting the best from our land: A
land use strategy for Scotland 2016
Scotland’s National Transport
Strategy (2006)

Strategic Transport Projects Review
(2009)

Choosing our Future: Scotland’s
Sustainable development strategy
(2005)

Building a better Scotland
Infrastructure Investment Plan:
Investing in the Future of Scotland
(2005)

PAN 63: Waste Management
Planning

PAN 65: Planning and Open Space
PAN 75: Transport and Planning
PAN 76: New Residential Streets
PAN 77: Designing Safer Places
PAN 78: Inclusive Design

SEPA One Planet Prosperity — Our
regulatory strategy (2016)

Identifies the six strategic priorities which will
accelerate recovery, drive sustainable economic
growth and develop a more resiient and
adaptable economy.

Setfs out to optimise the sustainable use of our
nafural resources to deliver the maximum
economic and public benefit.

Sefs out a long ferm Vision fowards 2050 with three
clear Objectives relating to economic prosperity,
environmental quality and communities.

Sets out the Scoftish Government’s infentions to
improve Scotland’s infrastructure. The objectives
for this Infrastructure Investment Plan are to
improve the:

o efficiency of how services are being delivered,;

e standard of our infrastructure, such as our
transport network and school building estate;

e business environment, promoting research and
development and enabling employment and
training opportunities for Scotland's workforce;

e co-ordination of our infrastructure investment
by geographical area and between portfolios
in order to secure extra value from our existing
investment and infrastructure programmes;
and

e co-ordination with the private sector and
secure a mixed economy and mixed tenure of
investment.

Outlines SEPA’s approach to delivering
environmental protection and improvement.

The Strategy should aim to promote sustainable
development for Scotland, optimising the public benefits
delivered by the natural environment and protecting
natfural assets for future generations.

The LDP should consider necessary infrastructure
requirements in order to achieve sustainable economic
growth in the region.
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Homes, Population and Health

e Homes Fit for the 21st Century: The
Scottish Government’s Strategy and
Action Plan for Housing in the Next
Decade 2011-2020 (2011)

e All Our Futures: Planning for a
Scotland with an Ageing
Population (2007)

e Reaching Higher- Building on the
Success of Sport 21 (2007)
(Scotland’s Sport Strategy)

e Firm Foundation — The Future of
Housing in Scofland: A Discussion
Forum

e Let’s Make Scotland More Active: A
Strategy for Physical Activity (2003)

e Let's Get Scotland Walking — The
National Walking Strategy (2014)

e Cycling Action Plan for Scotland
2017-2020

e A Long-Term Vision for Active Travel
in Scotland 2030.

e Equality Act 2010

¢ Disability Discriminatfion Acts 1995
and 2005

e SEPA Report: Incineration of Waste
and Reported Human Health Effects

e Scottish Executive Reaching Higher
— Building on the Success of Sport
21(2007)

e ‘Making the Links: greenspace for a
more successful and sustainable
Scotland’ (2009)

e Land Reform Acts 2003

e Scottish Outdoor Access Code

Provides a strategic approach which considers
how best to respond to and plan for a Scotland
with an ageing population.

Sets out the Scottish Government’s vision for the
future of housing in Scotland:

e Anincreased supply of housing across all
tenures, all of which is delivered on the basis of
higher environmental and design standards;

e More choice of housing that those on lower
incomes can afford;

¢ Housing developments that contribute to the
creation of sustainable, mixed communities;
and

e Social housing that provides better value for
public expenditure.

Sets out the long-term aims and objectives for
sport and plans for its delivery and evaluation.
Aims to increase and maintain the proportion of
physically active people in Scotland setting out
targets to 2022.

Outlines a vision of a Scotland where everyone
benefits from walking, and includes
recommendations to achieve this.

Provides a new set of actions on how public
bodies will respond to the needs of stakeholders
and achieve our active travel commitments.

Sets a framework which protects individuals from
unfair treatment and promotes a fair and more
equal society.

The LDP will set the housing requirement for the region
over a 20 year period. The Spatial Strategy will provide a
statement of proposals as to the development and use
of land in the area considering housing numbers, types,
tenure and promotion of sustainability.

The LDP should consider necessary infrastructure
requirements in order to achieve sustainable economic
growth in the region.

The LDP should consider the needs of an ageing
population into its strategic actions.

The LDP should increase opportunities for provision of
physical activities infrastructure. The Plan will consider
the needs of the society in the region.

The LDP should take account of the actions required to

deliver quality greenspace to shape better places and

increase the quality of life for those working and living in
the LDP area.
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e Community Empowerment Scotland
Act 2015

Sets out the key actions that are needed to ensure
that greenspace delivers for people, communities
and places across the whole of urban Scotland.
Regulates land use and access.

Make provision about national outcomes; to

confer functions in relatfion to services provided by,

public bodies; amends Parts 2 and 3 of the Land
Reform (Scotland) Act 2003; to enable certain
bodies to buy abandoned, neglected or
detrimental land; amends the Forestry Act 1967 to
make provision about supporters’ involvement in
and ownership of football clubs; makes provision
for registers of common good property and about
disposal and use of such property; address
allotments; enables participation in decision-
making by specified persons having public
functions; fo enable local authorities to reduce or
remit non-domestic rates; and for connected
pPUrposes.

Nature Conservation & Biodiversity

« Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
(as amended)

e The Nature Conservation (Scotland)
Act 2004

o Wildlife and Natural Environment
(Scotland) (Act) 2011 (e.g.in
tackling invasive non-native
species)

o Protection of Badgers Act 1992 as
amended

e 2020 Challenge for Scotland’s
Biodiversity (2013) (which long with
2004 document comprises the

o Scotland's Biodiversity: It's in Your
Hands. A strategy for the

Gives protection to wildlife and countryside from
disturbance, injury intentional destruction or sale.

Duties are placed on public bodies to further the
conservation of biodiversity and sets out measures
to protect and enhance the biological and
geological natural heritage of Scotland.

Protects individual sites and promotes
conservation on a broader scale.

Protect badgers.

Aims to halt loss and reverse decline of species
and habitats.

The LDP should avoid disturbance to wildlife and the
countryside through the implementation of the plan.

The LDP should restore, maintain, conserve, promote and
protect biodiversity, habitats and species.

The LDP should aim to assist with the target of increasing
forest cover and prevention of removal of woodland.

The LDP should complement the suite of forestry sector
plans that together aim to increase woodland coverage
and deliver a range of benefits through sustainable
planting and land management.
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conservation and enhancement of
biodiversity in Scotland (2004)

The Conservation (Natural Habitats,
&c.) Regulations 1994 (as
amended)

The Conservation (Natural Habitats,
&c.) Amendment (Scotland)
Regulations 2007

Scottish Landscape Forum' (2007)
Scotland’s living landscapes

State of Scotland’s Green Space
2009

UK Biodiversity Action Plan 1994
Scottish Government’s Policy on
Control of Woodland Removal
Scottish Forestry Strategy 2006
Making the Links: Greenspace for a
more successful and sustainable
Scotland (2009)

Specific measures set out how to
Includes measures for designated sites, habitats
and species.

Promotes good management of landscapes.
Provides policy direction for decisions on
woodland removal in Scotland.

Protect and expand Scotland's forests and
woodlands and increase their value to society and
the environment.

Food and Agriculture

Scotland’s National Food and Drink
Policy

Scottish Rural Development
Programme

Whole Farm Review Scheme
Farming for a Better Climate

A programme of economic, environmental and
social measures designed to develop rural
Scoftland.

Aims to promote Scotland's sustainable economic
growth by ensuring that the Scottish Government's
focus in relation to food and drink addresses
quality, health and wellbeing, and environmental
sustainability, recognising the need for access and
affordability at the same time.

Designed to help farmers and crofters to develop
environmentally and financially sustainable
businesses.

Offers practical advice to help farmers choose the
most relevant measures to improve both farm

The Strategy should support and encourage sustainable
food production and a resilient agricultural industry.

The strategy should seek opportunities to integrate social,
environmental and objectives with agricultural
production, delivering multiple benefits.

The Strategy should highlight potential future
environmental and climatic issues for agricultural
production to aid future planning.
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performance and resilience to future climate
change effects.

Water, Marine and Coastal

o Water Environment (Conftrolled
Activities) (Scotland) Regulations
2011 (as amended)

o Water Environment and Water
Services (Scofland) Act (WEWS)
2003

¢ The Flood Risk Management
(Scotland) Act 2009

¢ River Basin Management Plan for
the Scotland River Basin District
2015-2017

o Scottish Water Strategic Asset &
Capacity Development Plan (2009)

o SEPA Groundwater Protection Policy
for Scotland v3: Environmental
Policy 19 (2009)

¢ SEPA Indicative Flood Map (2014)

e Action Programme for Nitrate
Vulnerable Zones (Scotland)
Regulations 2008

¢ Improving the Quality of the
Scotland’s water Environment

¢ CIRIA SUDS Manual C735 (2007)

Protects the water environment that integrates the
control of pollution, abstractions, dams and
engineering activities in the water environment.
Ensures that all human activity that can have a
harmful impact on water is confrolled.

Creates a framework in which organisations
involved in flood risk management can coordinate
actions to delivery sustainable and modern
approaches to flood risk management.

Details the strategy for River Basin Management
Planning in Scotland.

Provides a descriptfion of Scottish Waters processes
and systems for calculating capacity available, at
the 1981 waste water freatment works (WWTW)
and 294 water treatment works (WTW) serving
Scotland.

Provides an estimate at the national scale of areas
at risk from river and coastal flooding (areas with a
0.5% (1 in 200) or greater probability of being
flooded in any given year) and is to be used as a
strategic flood management tool.

Aims to provide a sustainable future for Scotland’s
groundwater resources by protecting legitimate
uses of groundwater.

Establishes a revised action programmes for nitrate
vulnerable zones which aim to reduce water
pollution caused by nitrates from agricultural
sources and prevent further pollution.

The Plan should not promote development that would
have adverse impacts on the water environment or risk
failure of water bodies not achieving at least good
ecological status.

The LDP should not create flood risks (from the sea or
rivers) and should actively promote sustainable flood risk
management without conflicting with river basin
management plans.
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Our Seas — a shared resource. High
Level Marine Objectives (2009)
Marine (Scotland) Act 2010
Marine Strategy Regulations 2010
UK Marine Policy Statement 2011
Scottish Executive Marine and
Coastal Strategy (2005)

Expresses outcomes for the UK marine area and
underpins the development of the joint Marine
Policy Statement (MPS), and wiill guide
development of national and regional marine
plans.

Provides a framework which will help balance
competing demands on Scotland's seas and
infroduces duties for sustainable development,
protection and enhancement of marine areas,
mitigation of and adaptation o climate change,
marine planning and conservation and measures
to encourage economic investment.

Waste
¢ Scotland’s Zero Waste Plan (2010)

e SEPA Guidelines for Thermal

Treatment of Municipal Waste

o SEPA: One Planet Prosperity — A
waste fo Resources Framework

The Plan outlines Scotland's key objectives in
relation to waste prevention, recycling and
reducing the amount of waste sent to landfill on
the journey to a Zero Waste Scotland. The Plan
proposes targets for Scotland’s waste and
delivering these targets will be supported by the
land-use planning system.

Provides a vision for Scotland where all waste is
seen as a resource; Waste is minimised; valuable
resources are not disposed of in landfills, and most
waste is sorted, leaving only limited amounts to be
freated.

Promotes the circular economy (keeping materials
in use for as long as possible, minimising waste)
and sets out SEPA’s approach to waste and
resources.

LDP should support measures to manage waste in the
LDP area.

REGIONAL

Cross-Sectoral
o North East Scotland Fish Processing
Strategy Report 2015

Sets the strategic economic context for land use
development. Sets out what needs to happen
over the period to 2021 to provide a transport

The Strategy should support sustainable economic
growth.
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The Land Based Sector in NE
Scotland 2016

Regional Transport Strategy
Revised Regional Transport Strategy
2021

Aberdeen City and Shire Strategic
Development Plan (2020)

North East Regional Economic
Strategy 2016

Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire
Tourism Strategy 2013

North East Scotland Food and Drink
Strategy 2015

NE Sustainable Energy Action Plan
(Aberdeen City, Shire, Moray and
Angus)

Economic Growth Framework for
North East Scotland

‘Building on Energy Delivering the
Vision for 2025’ The Economic
Action Plan for Aberdeen City and
Shire 2013-2018

system that ensures continued economic growth,
improves accessibility and protects the
environment and our quality of life in Aberdeen
City and Shire.

Sets out a 5-year life plan identifying actions to be
undertaken towards the longer ferm economic
ambitions for Aberdeen City and Shire with
emphasis on sustainable economic growth.

The LDP should be consistent with the new Strategic
Development Plan.

LDP should seek to integrate with and complement the
aims of the Regional Transport Strategy in relation to
reducing congestion, improving human health, tackling
climate change and provision of public fransport to
reduce dependency on cars.

The LDP should support sustainable economic growth.

The strategy should not result in conflict with economic
and sustainability priorities

Nature Conservation & Biodiversity

¢ North East Scotland Local

Biodiversity Action Plans (under
review)

Ensures the protection and enhancement of the
biodiversity in the north east through the
development of effective, local, working
partnerships; ensures that national targets for
species and habitats, as specified in the UK Action
Plan, are translated into effective local action.

The Strategy should aim to protect and enhance
biodiversity.

The LDP should promote and protect biodiversity.

Water

River Dee Catchment
Management Plan (2007)

An action plan for the management of the River
Dee catchment. Records the current state of the
Dee catchment, including water quality, the type
and extent of habitats and species in the
catchment, and important land management
activities. |dentifies key issues and puts forward
potential solutions through a series of actions.

The strategy should aim to protect and enhance the
River Dee catchment.

The Plan should contribute to delivering the actions
proposed in the Catchment Management Plan.

The LDP should not adversely impact on the water
environment covered by the area management plans.
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¢ NE Flood Risk Management
Strategy 2015

e NE Local Flood Risk Management
Plan 2016-2022

¢ Local Flood Risk Management Plans

2015

The Strategy seeks to reduce the devastating and
costly impact of flooding.

The Plans set out the actions that will contribute to
managing the risk of flooding and recovering from
any future flood events.

The LDP should take account of flood risk in allocating
sites for development and set out the policy framework
for proposals in areas at risk from flooding.

LOCAL

Air and Climate

e Aberdeenshire Council Climate
Change Action Plan 2011 - 2015

o Aberdeenshire Air Quality Progress
Report 2017

Outlines projects to achieve carbon reduction
targets.

Ensure air quality is below EU and Scottish
objectives.

The strategy should work towards the Councils' aim to
reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

The strategy should avoid air pollution.

Soil
e Aberdeenshire Council
Contaminated Land Strategy 2011

The way in which potentially contaminated land is
dealt with; how it is identified, inspected, risk
assessed, and how/when remedial works are
carried out.

The LDP should seek to redevelop contaminated sites
and avoid increasing the number of potentially
contaminated sites unnecessarily.

Access, Landscape, Population &

Human Health

¢ Aberdeenshire Core Paths Plan
2013

o Qutdoor Access Strategy (2019)

¢ Aberdeenshire Council Parks and
Public Open Spaces Strategy 2010

o Aberdeenshire Open Space Audit
Banff and Buchan Landscape
Character Assessment Report
(1997)

e South and Cenftral Aberdeenshire
LCA (1998)

o Aberdeen City Landscape
Character Assessment Part 5
Landscape Sensitivity Analysis
(2018)

Provides the basic framework of paths to meet
communities' needs (welcoming, well signed, and
well maintained) while minimising any potential
conflict with land management.

The Access Strategy aims to facilitate access to a
network of well-maintained and welcoming paths
and protect access rights to enable residents and
visitors to enjoy the area’s diverse countryside and
settlements.

The Open Spaces Strategy sets standards for open
space, and hierarchies for open space. The
document is based on an audit of existing open
space

Core Paths Plans look to promote themes of:

The LDP should support core paths, and ensure
development does not adversely affect core paths.

LDP should contribute towards improving the health and
wellbeing of the area by promoting core paths and
accessibility to the countryside and green places.

The LDP should ensure key features and characteristics of
landscapes are not adversely affected.
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Green spaces

Human health and well being
Accessibility

Inclusion

Biodiversity

The landscape strategies identify key qualifying
interests in Aberdeenshire’s landscapes.

Waste

e Aberdeenshire Council Integrated
Sustainable Waste Management
Strategy

See above. The Zero Waste Plan revoked the Area
Waste Plans.

Sets out the Strategy for waste, promoting waste
prevention and encouraging households and
businesses to Reduce, Reuse and Recover.

The LDP should promote the aims of the waste hierarchy
and may identify new and emerging regional waste
facilities. It must ensure that those waste-management
facilities can be delivered in a sustainable manner and
effects on surrounding communities, the environment
and tfransportation systems are minimised as much as
practicable.

Community Planning

o Aberdeenshire Community Plans
(by Area)

¢ Aberdeenshire Community Local
Outcomes Improvement )Plans
(LOIP)

Identifies actions and priorities for the local area,
some of which are relevant for planning.

In 2017, the CPP Board formally agreed the three
LOIP for Aberdeenshire:

1. Changing Aberdeenshire’s Relationship with
Alcohol

2. Reducing Child Poverty in Aberdeenshire

3. Connected and Cohesive Communities.

The Strategy should take account of community plans.

Historic Environment
e Aberdeenshire Council Built
Heritage Strategy 2018-2021

Strategy that sets out a framework for future work
on the historic environment to deliver natfional and
local priorities. Will be supported by an annual
action plan, which provides details on actions to
deliver the Strategy and reflect new and emerging
priorifies.

The Strategy should take account of the framework to
conserve and restore the historic environment.

Housing
e Aberdeenshire Local Housing
Strategy 2018-2023

Provides the strategic direction to tackle housing
need and demand and to inform the future

The Strategy should take account of housing demand in
the region.
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investment in housing and related services across
the local authority area.

Land Use

e Aberdeenshire Local Development
Plan 2017

¢ Regional Land Use Strategy Pilot -
Aberdeenshire Council 2015

e Aberdeenshire Forest and
Woodland Strategy 2016

Explored integrated rural land use in
Aberdeenshire using an ecosystems approach.

Provides a guide for forest and woodland creation
and management across the area. Sets out four
themes that identify issues and opportunities:

1. Climate Change and Tree Health

2. Timber and Business Development

3. Communities, Development, Access and
Health

4. Environment, Landscape and Historic Assets

The Strategy should promote integrated rural land use
and protect and enhance the services the environment
provides to society.

The Spatial Strategy should noft result in conflict with
forest and woodland priorities.

Economic Development

e Aberdeenshire Regeneration
Strategy 2016

e Aberdeenshire Economic
Development Strategy 2013-2016
(and 2016 addendum)

Sets the context for development based on sound
financial viability and prudence.

The Strategy should support sound financial principles.
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Appendix 8.4: Baseline
Appendix 8.4.1: SEA Topic - Air

SEA Indicator

Annual Mean
Concentration
of No2

Quantified information

Aberdeenshire
2013: 8:5-33.1
2014:11.3-38.0
2015:9.4-35.4
2016:9.7-31.5
2017:8.8-27.7
2018:10.3-26.4

Objective
40pg/m3

Comparators
targets
Aberdeen City
2013:12.9-70.4
2014:10.5- 63.8
2015:10.0 - 58.2
2016: 9.6 - 54.1
2017:7.8-45.9
2018: 8- 48

and | Trends

Overall
concentration is
decreasing.

Out of measurements
at 62 monitoring
stations, the EU
objective has been
breached in 23
locations in 2013, 22
locations in 2014, 19
locations in 2015 and
18 locations in 2016.
The locations with
highest readings
include Market Street
in 2013, 2016 and
2017, Wellington
Road AQMA againin
2017, Great Northern
Roadin 2014 and
Union Street in 2015.
In 2018 location with
exceedances of
annual mean NO2
levels were the
Anderson
Drive/Haudagain
Roundabout/Auchmil
| Road AQMA. Levels
remain similar to 2017.
The Objective is not
breached in
Aberdeenshire.

Issues/constraints

Source: Mostly
Transport related
emissions.

Data source(s)

2019 Air Quality Annual Progress

Report (APR) for
Aberdeen City Council

2019 Air Quality Annual Progress

Report (APR) for
Aberdeenshire Council

http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/n

ews/reportseview=lagm
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http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/news/reports?view=laqm
http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/news/reports?view=laqm

Annual Mean
Concentration
of PMio

Aberdeenshire
None

Objective
18ug/ms3

Aberdeen City
2013:13-26
2014:15- 26
2015:12-20
2016:12-16
2017:11-13
2018:14-17

There were
exceedances in 4 out
of é stations in 2013; 3
out of 6in 2014, 2 out
of 6in 2015 and none
in 2016 to 2018.

Source: Transport
related emissions,
and constfruction.

2019 Air Quality Annual Progress
Reports (APR) for

Aberdeen City Council and
Aberdeenshire Councils

http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/n

ews/reportseview=lagm

Annual Mean
Concenftration
of PMa2s

Aberdeenshire
None

Objective
10pg/ms3

Aberdeen City
2013: 9

2014: 10
2015:8-11
2016:5-7
2017:6-7
2018:7-8

Apart from 2015
when 2 statfions
experienced
exceedances, there
has not been any
other exceedances.

2018 Air Quality Annual Progress
Report (APR) for
Aberdeen City Council

http://www.scottishairguality.co.uk/n

ews/reportseview=lagm
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http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/news/reports?view=laqm
http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/news/reports?view=laqm

Appendix 8.4.2: SEA Topic - Water

SEA Indicator

Quantified information

Comparators

and

Trends

Issues/constraints

Data source(s)

targets

Overall status of The present condition of the | No data Mixed results. | Freshwater Pearl Comments from SNH on the
River Dee SAC qualifying interests Muscles is 2013 SEA Scoping Report for the
dependent on water quality unfavourable. 2017 LDP.
and quantity are:
e Aflantic salmon - Oftters are continuing
Favourable Maintained to decline.
e Freshwater Pearl Mussel -
Unfavourable No
change to declining
e Ofter-Favourable
Declining
Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Almost at the | Modifications to https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
surface water 2014-18 2014-3 same level by | beds, banks and ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
2016 - 14 2016-3 2027. shores; rural defuse freshwater/
High 2021 -18 2021 -3 pollution; man-made
2027 - 18 2027 -3 barriers to fish https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
migration; waste visualisation/water-environment-
water (sewerage) hub/
discharges; public Accessed 9/1/18
water supply; and
industrial use can
activities; urban and
rural land use.
Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Increasing. Same as above. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
surface water 2014 -71 2014-2 ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
2016 - 84 2016 -3 freshwater/
Good 2021 - 95 2021 -6
2027 - 171 2027 - 12 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-

visudlisation/water-environment-

hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
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https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/

Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Increasing. Same as above. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
surface water 2014 - 51 2014-5 ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
2016 - 45 2016 -4 freshwater/
Moderate 2021 - 40 2021 -4
2027 - 19 2027 -3 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
visudlisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Decreasing. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
surface water 2014 -37 2014-4 ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
Poor 2016 - 34 2016 -4 freshwater/
2021 - 29 2021 -4
2027 -2 2027 -0 https://www.sepa.org.uk/dato-

The following water bodies
in Aberdeenshire are poor.
Burn of Brydock, Rosy Burn,
Burn of King Edward

River Isla - source to Keith,
River Bogie - Culdrain to
Huntly, Burn of Auchmacoy,
River Ugie - North/South
confl to fidal limit, Crooko
Burn, North Ugie Water -
upper catchment, South
Ugie Water - Stuartfield to
Longside, Burn of Ludguharn
Quhomery Burn, Burn of
Keithfield/ Raxton Burn
Ebrie Burn, Youlie
Burn/Bronie Burn, Findon
Burn

Burn of Muchalls, Carron
Water, Bervie Water - upper
catchment, Elrick Burn - d/s
Newmachar WWTP, Elrick

The following water
bodies in
Aberdeen City are
poor. Den Burn,
Elrick Burn - d/s,
Newmachar
WWTP, Black Burn
and

Leuchar Burn

visudlisation/water-environment-

hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
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https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/

Burn - u/s Newmachar
WWTP

Black Burn, Newmill Burn,
Tuach Burn/Tillakae Burn,
Shevock Burn, Esset Burn,
Leuchar Burn

Water of Feugh - lower
catchment, Beltie Burn, Dess
Burn - upper stretch, River
Muick - Allt an Dubh Loch,
Loch of Strathbeg, Loch of
Skene, and Loch Kinord

Overall Status of
surface water
Bad

Aberdeenshire
2014 - 33

2016 - 33

2021 - 28

2027 -0

The following water bodies
in Aberdeenshire are bad.
Water of Philorth/Water of
Tyrie, Burn of Savoch/ Logie
Burn, Black Water - u/s St
Fergus, Burn of Fortrie, Idoch
Water, Burn of Turriff, Keithny
Burn/Forgue Burn, Shiel Burn
Slains Burn, Water of Cruden
- u/s Hatton WWTP, Laeca
Burn

Forvie Burn, Tarty Burn,
Foveran Burn, South
Mundurno Burn, Faichfield
Burn, Greenspeck Burn,
Crichie Burn, Leeches Burn
Water of Fedderate, South
Ugie Water - New Deer to
Stuartfield, Burn of Elsick,

Aberdeen
2014 -4
2016 =4
2021 -2
2027 -0

The following water
bodies in
Aberdeen are bad
South Mundurno
Burn, River Dee -
Peterculter to tidal
limit, Gormack Burn
and Brodiach
Burn/Ord Burn

No
immediate
change.

https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
ur-environment/water/scotland-s-

freshwater/

https://www.sepd.org.uk/data-
visudlisation/water-environment-

hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
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https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/

Forthie Water, Bervie Water -
lower catchment, River Dee
- Peterculter to fidal limit,
Gormack Burn, Brodiach
Burn/Ord Burn, Kinnernie
Burn, Bo Burn, Dess
Burn/Lumphanan Burn,
Tarland Burn and Cowie
Burn
Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Increasing. Same as above. Same as above.
chemistry - Pass 2016 - 209 2016 -33
Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen In Same as above. Same as above.
chemistry - fail 2016 -1 2016-0 Aberdeenshire
only Potterton
Burn has failed
this test.
In Aberdeen
City no water
body has
failed this test.
Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient Same as above. Same as above.
ecology- High 2016 - 14 2016-3 data
available to
determine
the trend.
Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient Same as above. Same as above.
ecology - Good 2016 - 83 2016 -1 data
available to
determine
the trend.
Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient Same as above. Same as above.
ecology - 2016 - 46 2016 -4 data
Moderate available to
determine
the trend.
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Overall water
ecology - Bad

Aberdeenshire
2016 -33

In Aberdeenshire the
following water bodies are
bad.

Kessock Burn, Water of
Philorth/Water of Tyrie, Burn
of Savoch/ Logie Burn,
Black Water - u/s St Fergus,
Burn of Foririe, Idoch Water,
Burn of Turriff, Keithny
Burn/Forgue Burn, Shiel Burn,
Slains Burn, Water of Cruden
- U/s Hatton WWTP, Laeca
Burn, Forvie Burn, Tarty Burn,
Foveran Burn

South Mundurno Burn,
Faichfield Burn, Greenspeck
Burn

Crichie Burn, Leeches Burn,
Water of Fedderate, South
Ugie Water - New Deer to
Stuartfield, Burn of Elsick,
Forthie Water, Bervie Water -
lower catchment, River Dee
- Peterculter to tidal limit,
Gormack Burn, Brodiach
Burn/Ord Burn, Kinnernie
Burn, Bo Burn, Dess
Burn/Lumphanan Burn,
Tarland Burn and Cowie
Burn

Aberdeen
2016 -4

The following water
bodies are bad in
the City.

South Mundurno
Burn, River Dee ,
Peterculter to tidal
limit, Gormack Burn
and Brodiach
Burn/Ord Burn

Insufficient
data
available to
determine
the trend.

Overall water
ecology - Poor

Aberdeenshire
2016 -34

Aberdeen
2016 -6

Insufficient
data
available to

179




In Aberdeenshire the
following water bodies are
poor.

Burn of Brydock, Rosy Burn,
Burn of King Edward, River
Isla - source to Keith, River
Bogie - Culdrain to Huntly,
Burn of Auchmacoy, River
Ugie - North/South confl to
tidal limit

Crooko Burn, North Ugie
Water - upper catchment,
South Ugie Water -
Stuartfield to Longside, Burn
of Ludguharn

Quhomery Burn, Burn of
Keithfield/ Raxton Burn,
Ebrie Burn, Youlie
Burn/Bronie Burn, Findon
Burn

Burn of Muchalls, Carron
Water, Bervie Water - upper
catchment, Elrick Burn - d/s
Newmachar WWTP, Elrick
Burn - u/s Newmachar
WWTP, Black Burn, Newmill
Burn, Tuach Burn/Tillakae
Burn, Shevock Burn, Esset
Burn, Leuchar Burn, Water of
Feugh - lower catchment,
Beltie Burn, Dess Burn -
upper stretch, River Muick -
Allt an Dubh Loch, Loch of
Strathbeg. Loch of Skene
and Loch Kinord

In the City the
folowing water
bodies are poor.
Den Burn, Elrick
Burn - d/s
Newmachar
WWTP, Black Burn,
Leuchar Burn, Dee
(Aberdeen) Estuary
and Don Estuary to
Souter Head
(Aberdeen)

determine
the trend.
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Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient None. Same as above.
hydrology- High 2016 - 161 2016 -10 data
available to
determine
the trend.
Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient None. Same as above.
hydrology - Good | 2016 - 23 2016-2 data
available to
determine
the trend.
Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient None. Same as above.
hydrology - 2016 -8 2016 -1 data
Moderate available to
determine
the trend.
Overall water Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient None. Same as above.
hydrology - Bad 2016-0 2016 -0 data
available to
determine
the trend.
Overall water Aberdeen Insufficient None. Same as above.
hydrology - Poor Aberdeenshire 2016 -0 data
2016 -0 available to
determine
the trend.
Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient Modifications to https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
ground water 2016-0 2016-0 data beds, banks and ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
available to shores; rural defuse freshwater/
High determine pollution; man-made
the trend. barriers to fish https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-

migration; waste
water (sewerage)
discharges; public
water supply; and
industrial use can
activities; urban and
rural land use.

visudlisation/water-environment-

hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
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https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/

Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient As above. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
ground water 2016 - 37 2016- 8 data ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
available to freshwater/
Good determine https://www.sepa.org.uk/dato-
the trend. visualisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient As above. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
ground water 2016-0 2016-0 data ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
available to freshwater/
Moderate determine https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
the trend. visualisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
ground water 2016 -9 2016-0 data ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
Poor In Aberdeenshire, the available to freshwater/
following water bodies are determine
poor: Cullen, St Cyrus, the trend. https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
Monftrose, Stonehaven, visualisation/water-environment-
Drumlithie, Laurencekirk, hub/
Ellon, North Esk Sand and Accessed 9/1/18
Gravel, South Esk Valley and
Montrose Coastal.
Overall Status of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient As above. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
ground water 2016-0 2016-0 data ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
Bad available to freshwater/
determine https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
the trend. visualisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Overall water - Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient Same as above.
ground water 2016 - 33 2016 -4 data
ecology - Bad In Aberdeenshire the available to
following water bodies are The following water | determine
bad. bodies are bad in the trend.
the City.
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https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/

Kessock Burn, Water of
Philorth/Water of Tyrie, Burn
of Savoch/ Logie Burn,
Black Water - u/s St Fergus,
Burn of Fortrie, Idoch Water,
Burn of Turriff, Keithny
Burn/Forgue Burn, Shiel Burn,
Slains Burn, Water of Cruden
- u/s Hatton WWTP, Laeca
Burn, Forvie Burn, Tarty Burn,
Foveran Burn

South Mundurno Burn,
Faichfield Burn, Greenspeck
Burn

Crichie Burn, Leeches Burn,
Water of Fedderate, South
Ugie Water - New Deer to
Stuartfield, Burn of Elsick,
Forthie Water, Bervie Water -
lower catchment, River Dee
- Peterculter to tidal limit,
Gormack Burn, Brodiach
Burn/Ord Burn, Kinnernie
Burn, Bo Burn, Dess
Burn/Lumphanan Burn,
Tarland Burn and Cowie
Burn

South Mundurno
Burn, River Dee ,
Peterculter to tidal
limit, Gormack Burn
and Brodiach
Burn/Ord Burn

Overall water -
ground water
ecology - Poor

Aberdeenshire

2016 - 34

In Aberdeenshire the
following water bodies are
poor.

Burn of Brydock, Rosy Burn,
Burn of King Edward, River
Isla - source to Keith, River
Bogie - Culdrain to Huntly,
Burn of Auchmacoy, River

Aberdeen
2016 -6

In the City the
folowing water
bodies are poor.
Den Burn, Elrick
Burn - d/s
Newmachar
WWTP, Black Burn,

Insufficient
data
available to
determine
the trend.

Same as above.
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Ugie - North/South confl to
tidal limit

Crooko Burn, North Ugie
Water - upper catchment,
South Ugie Water -
Stuartfield o Longside, Burn
of Ludguharn

Quhomery Burn, Burn of
Keithfield/ Raxton Burn,
Ebrie Burn, Youlie
Burn/Bronie Burn, Findon
Burn

Burn of Muchalls, Carron
Water, Bervie Water - upper
catchment, Elrick Burn - d/s
Newmachar WWTP, Elrick
Burn - u/s Newmachar
WWTP, Black Burn, Newmill
Burn, Tuach Burn/Tillakae
Burn, Shevock Burn, Esset
Burn, Leuchar Burn, Water of
Feugh - lower catchment,
Beltie Burn, Dess Burn -
upper stretch, River Muick -
Allt an Dubh Loch, Loch of
Strathbeg. Loch of Skene
and Loch Kinord

Leuchar Burn, Dee
(Aberdeen) Estuary
and Don Estuary fo
Souter Head
(Aberdeen)

Overall water -
ground water
hydrology- High

Aberdeenshire
2016 - 161

Aberdeen
2016-10

Insufficient
data
available to
determine
the trend.

None.

As above.

Overall water -
ground water
hydrology - Good

Aberdeenshire
2016 - 23

Aberdeen
2016 -2

Insufficient
data
available to
determine
the trend.

None.

As above.

184




Overall water - Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient None. As above.
ground water 2016 -8 2016 -1 data
hydrology - available to
Moderate determine
the trend.
Overall water - Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient None. As above.
ground water 2016 -0 2016 -0 data
hydrology - Bad available to
determine
the trend.
Overall water - Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient None. As above.
ground water 2016-0 2016 -0 data
hydrology - Poor available to
determine
the trend.
Water quality of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Forecast to None. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
surface water 2014 -87 2014-5 increase. ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
Good 2021 - 111 2021 -8 freshwater/ and
2027 - 127 2027 -10 https://www.sepa.org.uk/dato-
visudlisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Water quality of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Forecast to None. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
surface water 2014 - 52 2014-7 decreacse. ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
Moderate 2021 -32 2021 -4 freshwater/ and
2027 - 19 2027 -3 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
visudlisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Water quality of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Forecast to https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
surface water 2014-9 2014 -1 decrease. ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
Poor 2021 -5 2021 -1 freshwater/ and
2027 - 2 2027 -0 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-

visudlisation/water-environment-

hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
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https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/

Water quality of Aberdeenshire Aberdeen None. None. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
surface water 2014-0 2014-0 ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
Bad 2021 -0 2021 -0 freshwater/ and
2027 -0 2027 -0 https://www.sepa.org.uk/dato-
visudlisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Physical Aberdeenshire Aberdeen None. None. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
conditions of 2014 - 44 2014-3 ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
surface water 2021 - 44 2021 -3 freshwater/ and
2027 - 44 2027 -3 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
High visualisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Physical Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Forecast to None. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
conditions of 2014 -94 2014-4 increase. ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
surface water 2021 - 102 2021 -8 freshwater/ and
Good 2027 - 166 2027 -15 https://www.sepa.org.uk/dato-
visudlisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Physical Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Forecast to None. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
conditions of 2014 - 52 2014-7 decrease. ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
surface water 2021 - 32 2021 -4 freshwater/ and
Moderate 2027 - 19 2027 -3 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
visualisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Physical Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Forecast to None. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
conditions of 2014 -27 2014-2 decrease. ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
surface water 2021 -15 2021 -1 freshwater/ and
Poor 2027 -0 2027 -0 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-

visudlisation/water-environment-

hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
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https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/

Physical Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Forecast to None. https://www.environment.gov.scot/o
conditions of 2014 - 33 2014-4 decrease. ur-environment/water/scotland-s-
surface water 2021 - 28 2021 -2 freshwater/ and
2027 -0 2027 -0 https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
Bad visugalisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Overall Status of No data No data None. None. https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
ground water visudlisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Water quality of No data No data None. None. https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
ground water visualisation/water-environment-
hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
Physical No data No data None. None. https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-
conditions of visualisation/water-environment-
ground water hub/
Accessed 9/1/18
How Applications considered Aberdeen’s LDP Planning None at present. Aberdeenshire Local Development
safeguarding with reference to this policy | policy: R2 applications Plan Monitoring Statement
water bodies e April 2017- April 2018: 133 | Degraded and are largely (September 2018)
under Policy PR1 o No of Approvals: 116 | Contaminated being https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/
“Protecting o No of Refusals: 17 Land - Applications | determined media/24029/aldp2017monitoringsta
important o No of Departures: 2 considered from in tementseptember2018v7.pdf
resources” is o No of Appeals: 2 January 2017 to accordance Aberdeen City Monitoring Statement
applied to July 2018: with the (2019)
Planning o Received: 21 policy. https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sit
Applications o Approvals: 17 es/default/files/2019-
o Refusals:4 02/MIR%202019%20-
o Allowed on %20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINA
Appeal:0 L.pdf

However, as Policy PR1 applies to
water quality, mineral loss, open
space, trees and prime agricultural
land, it may not be possible to extract
data precisely. Accessed Dec. 2019.
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https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/our-environment/water/scotland-s-freshwater/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-environment-hub/
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

Appendix 8.4.3: SEA Topic - Climatic Factors

SEA Indicator

Quantified
information

Comparators
targets

and | Trends

Issues/constraints

Data source(s)

Total CO2
emissions (kt)

Aberdeenshire
2012 -2,095.6
2013-1,963.3
2014 - 1,800.1
2015-1,792.1
2016-1,241.9

Aberdeen City
2012 -1,653.9
2013 -1,569.7
2014 - 1,405.1
2015-1,335.2
2016 - 1364.6

Falling in both the City
and the Shire.

It appears that
issues are
improving.

Department for Business, Energy &
Industrial Strategy data published on
June 2018 (Online) Available at
https://www.gov.uk/government/statis
tics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-
carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-
statistics-2005-2016 Accessed 16/8/18

Also available from Aberdeenshire
Council’s Climate Change Report
produced annually:
https://sustainablescotlandnetwork.org
/reports/aberdeenshire-council

Per Capita CO2

Aberdeenshire

Aberdeen City

Falling in both the City

It appears that

Department for Business, Energy &

emissions (kt) 2012-8.2 2012-7.4 and the Shire. issues are Industrial Strategy data published on
2013-7.6 2013-6.9 improving. June 2018 (Online) Available at
2014 -6.9 2014 - 6.1 https://www.gov.uk/government/statis
2015- 6.8 2015-5.8 tics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-
2016 - 6.4 2016 - 5.6 carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-
statistics-2005-2016 Accessed 16/8/18
Industry and Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City Falling in both the City | It appears that Department for Business, Energy &
Commercial 2012 - 665.0 2012-798.0 and the Shire. issues are Industrial Strategy data published on
COz2 emissions 2013 - 653.7 2013-741.8 improving. June 2018 (Online) Available at
(kt) 2014 - 620.2 2014 - 656.6 https://www.gov.uk/government/statis
2015-615.3 2015-601.3 tics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-
2016 - 496 2016 - 581 carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-
statistics-2005-2016 Accessed 16/8/18
Domestic CO2 Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City Falling in both the City | It appears that Department for Business, Energy &
emissions (kt) 2012 -722.1 2012 -528.0 and the Shire. issues are Industrial Strategy data published on
2013 - 693.1 2013 - 506.6 improving. June 2018 (Online) Available at
2014 - 596.7 2014 - 423.6 https://www.gov.uk/government/statis
2015 - 562.1 2015 - 406.1 tics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-
2016 —534 2016 - 382
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016%20Accessed%2016/8/18
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016%20Accessed%2016/8/18
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016%20Accessed%2016/8/18
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016%20Accessed%2016/8/18
https://sustainablescotlandnetwork.org/reports/aberdeenshire-council
https://sustainablescotlandnetwork.org/reports/aberdeenshire-council
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016

carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-
statistics-2005-2016 Accessed 16/8/18

Road Transport
CO2 emissions
(kt)

Aberdeenshire
2012 - 599.7
2013 - 602.1
2014 - 618.1
2015 - 628.9
2016 - 393

Aberdeen City
2012 -319.8
2013-317.5
2014 - 322.6
2015 -324.9
2016 -138

There appears to be a
slight improvement in
Road Transport
emissions.

However, 2016 saw a
dramatic drop. This
could be attributed to
the economic
downturn in the oil
and gas sector.

Increased travel

accounts for this.

Department for Business, Energy &
Industrial Strategy data published on
June 2018 (Online) Available at
https://www.gov.uk/government/statis
tics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-
carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-
statistics-2005-2016 Accessed 16/8/18

LULUCF*
CO2 emissions
(kt)

Aberdeenshire
2012:-273
2013:-372
2014: -437
2015: -467
2016: - 473

Aberdeen City
2012:0.2
2013: -4.5
2014:-6.3
2015:-7.5
2016:-8.7

The rate of fall in
LULUCF CO2 emissions
in variable for both
the Shire and the City
as is the case for all
Scotland.

This depends on
the way we use
our land and

forest resources.

Department for Business, Energy &
Industrial Strategy data published on
June 2018 (Online) Available at
https://www.gov.uk/government/statis
tics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-
carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-
statistics-2005-2016 Accessed 16/8/18

Potential
Vulnerable Area
(PVA) to
flooding

No of Area

23 PVAs in Aberdeen

City and
Aberdeenshire

Insufficient data
available to
determine the trend.

PVA areas and
issues must be
taken into
account and
allocating land
for development
and imposing
conditions on
development.

SEPA (2016) Flood Risk Management
(Scotland) Act 2009: Flooding in
Scotland - Flood Risk Management
Strategy
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies
/norh-east.html

A second set of Flood Risk
Management Strategies and Local
Flood Risk

Management Plans will be published in
December 2021 and June 2022
respectively
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https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-2016
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html

Estimated Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City Worsening. Cost implication SEPA (2016) Flood Risk Management
Weighted * 2011 - * 2011- £22,390,000.00 for developing (Scotland) Act 2009: Flooding in
Annual Average | £17,080,000.00 * 2016 areas atrisk from | Scotland - Flood Risk Management
damages within | ¢ 2016 £17,6000,000.00 flooding must be | Strategy
PVA £8,714,230.00 taken into http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies
account and /norh-east.html
allocating land A second set of Flood Risk
for development | Management Strategies and Local
and imposing Flood Risk
conditions on Management Plans will be published in
development. December 2021 and June 2022
respectively
Damage by Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City (Dee, Worsening. This range takes SEPA (2016) Flood Risk Management

Flood likelihood

(Aggregate of all
areqs)

* 2016

£52.7m - £273.25m

Don, Denmore
Catchments)

e 2016
£64.5m-£537m

into account
residential, non-
residential, roads,
vehicles and
agriculture.

(Scotland) Act 2009: Flooding in
Scotland - Flood Risk Management
Strategy
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies
/norh-east.html

A second set of Flood Risk
Management Strategies and Local
Flood Risk

Management Plans will be published in
December 2021 and June 2022
respectively

Total Area (Km2)
in PVA

Aberdeenshire
e 2011- 529

Aberdeen City
¢ 2011 -344
*«2016-126

The value appears to
be lower, but this
reflects actual figures
than an earlier

It has implications
forland
allocation and
development.

SEPA (2016) Flood Risk Management
(Scotland) Act 2009: Flooding in
Scotland - Flood Risk Management
Strategy

estimate. http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies
/norh-east.html
Residential Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City Worsening. It has implications | SEPA (2016) Flood Risk Management
Properties in *2011-1,820 * 2011-1,943 for land (Scotfland) Act 2009: Flooding in
PVA e 2016 - 4,540 ¢ 2016 -10,440 allocation and Scotland - Flood Risk Management

development.

Strategy
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies
/norh-east.html
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http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html

A second set of Flood Risk
Management Strategies and Local
Flood Risk

Management Plans will be published in
December 2021 and June 2022
respectively

Non-Residential
Properties in
PVA

Aberdeenshire
e 2011-272
e 2016-1,380

Aberdeen City
e 2011-375
e 2016- 2,510

Worsening.

It has implications
for land
allocation and
development.

SEPA (2016) Flood Risk Management
(Scotland) Act 2009: Flooding in
Scotland - Flood Risk Management
Strategy
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies
/norh-east.html

A second set of Flood Risk
Management Strategies and Local
Flood Risk

Management Plans will be published in
December 2021 and June 2022
respectively

Dynamic Coast

Coastal erosion

Coastal erosion

It has implications

Scottish Government (2016) Dynamic

vulnerability vulnerability mapping. for land Coast
mapping. management http://www.dynamiccoast.com/webm
ap.html
Accessed December 2019.
How Policy C4 Applications No data Planning applications | None atf present. | Aberdeenshire Local Development
“Flooding” is considered with are being determined Plan Monitoring Statement (September
applied to reference to this in accordance with 2018)
Planning policy the policy.
Applications e April 2017- April https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/me

2018: 126

oApproved: 98

oRefused: 28
oDepartures: 0
o Appeals: 0

dia/240292/aldp2017monitoringstateme
ntseptember2018v7.pdf

Accessed December 2019.
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http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html
http://apps.sepa.org.uk/FRMStrategies/norh-east.html
http://www.dynamiccoast.com/webmap.html
http://www.dynamiccoast.com/webmap.html
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf

Appendix 8.4.4: SEA Topic - Soil

SEA Indicator Quantified Comparators and Trends Issues/constraints | Data source(s)

information targets
SNH Geological | Aberdeenshire: Aberdeen City: Insufficient data | Potential loss or SNH Dataset. Accessed 02/07/2018.
Conservation 2018: 31 2018: 1 available to erosion through
Review Sites determine the permanent

frend. development.

Land Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Legal regime is Contaminated Aberdeen City Council Contaminated Land
contamination 4 statutorily None in place to deal | land places Strategy August 2016 (Online) Available atf

identified
contaminated sites

no statutorily
identified
confaminated sites
in Aberdeen

900 potentially
contaminated sites

with
contfaminated
sites therefore
this position
should improve
in the future.

financial and

technological
constraints on
development.

https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/aberd
een-cms/files/2017-
12/Contaminated%20Land%20Inspection%20
Strateqgy.pdf Accessed 9 January 2018

Aberdeenshire Council (2011)

Public Register of Contaminated Land
(online) Available at
http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/170
44/public-reqister-of-contaminated-land-
index-novlil.pdf Accessed 9 January 2018

https://www.sepa.org.uk/regulations/land/co
ntaminated-land/local-authority-
contaminated-land-support/

Accessed 9 January 2018
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https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/aberdeen-cms/files/2017-12/Contaminated%20Land%20Inspection%20Strategy.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/aberdeen-cms/files/2017-12/Contaminated%20Land%20Inspection%20Strategy.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/aberdeen-cms/files/2017-12/Contaminated%20Land%20Inspection%20Strategy.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/aberdeen-cms/files/2017-12/Contaminated%20Land%20Inspection%20Strategy.pdf
http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/17044/public-register-of-contaminated-land-index-nov11.pdf
http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/17044/public-register-of-contaminated-land-index-nov11.pdf
http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/17044/public-register-of-contaminated-land-index-nov11.pdf
https://www.sepa.org.uk/regulations/land/contaminated-land/local-authority-contaminated-land-support/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/regulations/land/contaminated-land/local-authority-contaminated-land-support/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/regulations/land/contaminated-land/local-authority-contaminated-land-support/

Prime
agricultural land

Aberdeenshire’s
prime agricultural

Aberdeen
contains very little

Climate change
could increase

Potential impacts
of climate may

Scottish Executive Statistics (2005): Economic
Report on Scottish Agriculture

(Grades 1 to 3.1) | land is prime agricultural the level of constrain prime http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/200
concentrated in land (300ha). prime agricultural land 5/06/2290402/05121
central and agricultural land | available in the
southern in Scotland; future. Scottish Government (2009): The Scottish Soll
Aberdeenshire. however this Framework
Grade 2 near may cause Prime agricultural | hitp://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/200
Laurencekirk conflicts with land may require | 2/05/20145602/6
(approx. 950ha) sites of high further protection
biodiversity from
value, sensitive development as
or designated demand for
sites. development rises
and as land for
food production
rises.
Municipal Waste | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Falling and | Human attfitudes | http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get
generated 2013 -131,811 2013-94,117 rising. are very hard to | -interactive/data/household-waste/
(fonnes) 2014 -131,390 2014 -96,130 change but
2016 - 131,863 2016 - 96,123 education  must | https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-
increase. analysis-applications/household-waste/
(Online) Accessed 9 January 2018
Rate Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Falling. Human attitudes www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-
(kg/person) 2013 - 527 2013-414 are very hard to interactive/data/household-waste/
2014 - 504 2014 — 420 change but https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-
2016 - 503 2016 -418 educatfion must analysis-applications/household-waste/
increase. (Online) Accessed 9 January 2018
Municipal Waste | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Rising. Human attitudes www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-
recycled 2013 -47,220 2013 - 34,956 are very hard to interactive/data/household-waste/
(tonnes) 2014 — 52,479 2014 - 36,742 change but
2016 - 57,305 2016 - 37,498 educatfion must https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-
increase. analysis-applications/household-waste/
(Online) Accessed 9 January 2018
Rate % Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Slowly rising. Human aftitudes www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-
2013 - 35.55 2013 -37.27 are very hard to interactive/data/household-waste/
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http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/

2014 - 35.82 2014 -37.14 change but
2016 — 43.46 2016 - 39.01 education must https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-
increase. analysis-applications/household-waste/
(Online) Accessed 9 January 2018
Household Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Falling. Human attitudes www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-
waste landfilled | 2013 - 84421 2013 - 59051 are very hard to interactive/data/household-waste/
(tfonnes) 2014 - 78734 2014 - 59034 change but
2016 - 72995 2016 - 58021 education must https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-
increase. analysis-applications/household-waste/
(Online) Accessed 9 January 2018
Rate % Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Falling and Human aftitudes www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-
2013 - 64.45 2013 -62.72 rising. are very hard to interactive/data/household-waste/
2014 - 64.05 2014 - 62.74 change but https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-
2016 - 55.36 2016 - 60.36 education must analysis-applications/household-waste/
increase. (Online) Accessed 9 January 2018
Household Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Rising. Human attitudes www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-
waste other 2013-170 2013-109 are very hard to interactive/data/household-waste/
diversion 2014-177 2014 - 354 change but
(tfonnes) 2016 - 1564 2016 - 604 education must https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-
increase. analysis-applications/household-waste/
(Online) Accessed 9 January 2018
Rate % Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Slowly rising. Human aftitudes www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-
2013-0 2013-0.12 are very hard to interactive/data/household-waste/
2014-0.13 2014-0.12 change but
2016 - 0.63 education must https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-
2016-1.19 increase. analysis-applications/household-waste/
(Online) Accessed 9 January 2018
Peat soils With respect of the | 4 types of peaty soils Blanket peat is Because of the https://www.nature.scot/professional-

rest of Scotland
Aberdeen City and
Shire seem to be at
the fringes of peat
soils

e Blanket peat

e Peaty podsols
e Peaty gleys
Organic sails rich in
peat

moderately
distributed to
the southwest of
Aberdeen City
and Shire and
with a few dots
in the northeast
of the region.

relationship
between peat
and climate
change
development
must be directed
away from peat
S0ils.

advice/planning-and-development/natural-
heritage-advice-planners-and-
developers/planning-and-development-
soils/carbon-and-peatland-2016

http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/natural-
spaces/dataset.jsp2dsid=PEAT
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https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
http://www.environment.scotland.gov.uk/get-interactive/data/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
https://www.environment.gov.scot/data-analysis-applications/household-waste/
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/natural-heritage-advice-planners-and-developers/planning-and-development-soils/carbon-and-peatland-2016
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/natural-heritage-advice-planners-and-developers/planning-and-development-soils/carbon-and-peatland-2016
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/natural-heritage-advice-planners-and-developers/planning-and-development-soils/carbon-and-peatland-2016
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/natural-heritage-advice-planners-and-developers/planning-and-development-soils/carbon-and-peatland-2016
https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/planning-and-development/natural-heritage-advice-planners-and-developers/planning-and-development-soils/carbon-and-peatland-2016
http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/natural-spaces/dataset.jsp?dsid=PEAT
http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/natural-spaces/dataset.jsp?dsid=PEAT

Peaty podzol is
densely
distributed to
the southwest of
Aberdeen City
and Shire and
with a few dots
in the northeast
of the region.
Peaty gleys is
sparsely
distributed to
the southwest of
Aberdeen City
and Shire and
with a few dots
in the northeast
of the region.

Organic soils
rich in peatis
moderately
distributed to
the southwest of
Aberdeen City
and Shire and
with a few dofts
in the northeast
of the region.

How prime
agricultural land
under Policy PR1
“Protecting
important
resources” is
applied to

Applications
considered with
reference to this

policy
o April 2017- April
2018: 133

oApproved: 116
oRefused: 27

Aberdeen’s LDP
policy: R2 Degraded
and Contaminated
Land - Applications
considered from
January 2017 to July
2018:

o Received: 21

Planning
applications are
largely being
determined in
accordance
with the policy.
Departures and
appealsin

None at present.

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Monitoring Statement (September 2018)
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24

029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember
2018v7.pdf

Aberdeen City Monitoring Statement (2019)
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/defau
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

Planning oDepartures: 2 o Approvals: 17 Aberdeenshire [t/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-
Applications oAppeals: 2 o Refusals: 4 were on prime %20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
allowed o Allowed on agricultural land
Appeal: 0 (PAL) and one However, as Policy PR1 applies to water
on protected quality, mineral loss, open space, trees and
land. In these prime agricultural land, it may not be possible
cases, the to extract data precisely.
quality of the
PAL was Accessed Dec. 2019.
questioned.

How peaty soils Applications Aberdeen’s LDP Planning None at present. Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan

under Policy C3 | considered with policy: R2 Degraded applications are Monitoring Statement (September 2018)

“Carbon sinks reference to this and Contaminated largely being https://www.dberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24

and stores” are | policy Land - Applications determined in 029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember

applied to e April 2017- April considered from accordance 2018v7.pdf

Planning 2018:0 January 2017 to July with the policy.

Applications oApproved: 0 2018: Aberdeen City Monitoring Statement (2019)
oRefused: 0 o Received: 21 https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/defau
oDepartures: 0 o Approvals: 17 [t/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-
oAppeals: 0 o Refusals: 4 Z%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

o Allowed on
Appeal: 0 However, as Policy PR1 applies to water

quality, mineral loss, open space, trees and
prime agricultural land, it may not be possible
fo extract data precisely.

Accessed Dec. 2019.
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https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

Appendix 8.4.5: SEA Topic - Biodiversity, Flora and Fauna
Comparators and

SEA Indicator

Land Over

Quantified information

Aberdeenshire

targets

Trends

Issues/ constraints

Data source(s)

Land Use Change Issues and Opportunities
for Aberdeenshire

(January 2015) (online) Available at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2
0170/aberdeenshire-land-use-strategy-pilot-
overview-report-full.pdf Accessed on 10
January 2018

Countryside Survey's Land Cover Map 2007
(LCM2007) (online)Available at
https://www.ceh.ac.uk/sites/default/files/LC
M2007%20dataset%20documentation.pdf
Accessed on 10 January 2018

grassland (%)

2018 - No information
available

available to
determine the
frend.

Broad leaf 2015-4 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
woodland 2018 - No information available to
(%) available determine the
frend.
Coniferous 2015-11 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
woodland 2018 - No information available to
(%) available determine the
frend.
Arable (%) 2015 -26 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
2018 - No information available to
available determine the
frend.
Improved 2015-23 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/20170/aberdeenshire-land-use-strategy-pilot-overview-report-full.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/20170/aberdeenshire-land-use-strategy-pilot-overview-report-full.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/20170/aberdeenshire-land-use-strategy-pilot-overview-report-full.pdf
https://www.ceh.ac.uk/sites/default/files/LCM2007%20dataset%20documentation.pdf
https://www.ceh.ac.uk/sites/default/files/LCM2007%20dataset%20documentation.pdf

Rough and 2015-8 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
semi-natural 2018 - No information available to
grassland (%) | available determine the
frend.
Water and 2015-3 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
wetland (%) 2018 - No information available to
available determine the
frend.
Heather 2015-14 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
moorland (%) | 2018 - No information available to
available determine the
frend.
Montane 2015-9 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
and bare 2018 - No information available to
land (%) available determine the
frend.
Urban and 2015-2 No comparators Insufficient data None. Same as above.
sub-urban (%) | 2018 - No information available to
available determine the
frend.
International | Aberdeenshire — Aberdeen City Loch of Skene and | New SNHi accessed on 02/07/2018
natural 2018: 4 sites namely: 2018: O sites Loch of Strathbeg — | development has | hitp://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp
heritage Loch of Skene, Loch hectare - 0 graylag goose is the potential to
designations | of Strathbeg, Ythan unfavorable/ put pressure on
(Ramsar) Estuary and Meikle declining. Other site.
Loch birds are
e 2009 -1239 favourable.
hectares
e 2018-1208.61 ha
International | Aberdeenshire — Aberdeen City Moray Firth, New SNHi accessed on 02/07/2018
natural 2018: 9 sites (excludes | 2018: 1 site Reidside and development has | http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp
heritage Cairngorms National hectare - 155 Turclossie Mosses, the potential to
designations | Park - CNP) Red Moss of put pressure on
(Special Plus Moray Firth Netherley and Hill site.
Areas of of Towanreef are
Conservation recovering;
(SAC)
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Buchan Ness to
Collieston is
favourable
declining; River
Dee is mixed (pearl
mussels not
recovering);
Garron Point
Mortlach Moss, and
Sands of Forvie are
favourable
maintained.

International
natural
heritage
designations
(Special
Protection
Areas (SPA)

Aberdeenshire —
2018: 9 sites
Hectares — 2227

Aberdeen City
2018: 1 site

hectare — 60.51
Ythan Estuary,
Sands of Forvie
and Meikle Loch
(extension)

e Tips of Corsemaul
and Tom Mor,
Troup Head and
Loch of Skene
are
unfavourable;

e Loch of
Strathbeg,
Buchan Ness are
mixed;

e Fowlesheugh,
and Ythan
Esturary and
Meikle Loch are
mostly
favourable; and

e Cairngorms

New
development has
the potential to
put pressure on
site.

SNHi accessed on 2/7/2018
http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp

Massif is
favourable.
Naftional Aberdeenshire — Aberdeen City Maijority are in a New SNHi accessed in 2/07/2018
natural e 2009: 82 sites 2018: 4 sites (47 favourable development has | http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp
heritage (39,814 hectares) hectares) condition. the potential to
designations includes CNP put pressure on
- Sites of e 2018: 85ssites 2018 data excludes | site.
Special (15,655 hectares) national park.
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Scientific
Interest (SSSI)

National Aberdeenshire — Aberdeen City Sites reduced New SNHi accessed on 02/7/2018
natural 2009: 6 sites (13,768 2018: O sites when CNP development has | http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp
heritage ha) hectare - 0 Authority began. the potential to
designations | 2018: 2 sites (1081.4 No change overall. | put pressure on
Naftional ha) site.
Nature
Reserve
(NNR)
Local Nature | Aberdeenshire — Aberdeen City Insufficient data New Aberdeenshire Council internal data
Conservation | 2018: 79 sites 2018: 16 sites available to development has
Sites (LNCS) determine the the potential to
frend. put pressure on

site.

Local natural

Aberdeenshire —

Aberdeen City

Ash is declining, but

New

Aberdeenshire Council internal data

heritage Gight Woods 2018: 0 sites oak is favourable development has

designations hectare — N/A maintained. the potential to

- Scoftish put pressure on

Wildlife Trust site.

Reserves

Local natural | Aberdeenshire — Aberdeen City Insufficient data New Aberdeenshire Council internal data
heritage 2018: 3 sites 2018: O sites available to development has

designations | Hectares — N/A hectare - N/A determine the the potential to

- RSPB frend. put pressure on

Reserves site.

Local natural | Aberdeenshire — Aberdeen City Insufficient data New SNH, SNHi

heritage 2018: — 2,584 sites 2018: 140 sites available to development has | hitp://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp
designations | (45,000 hectares) hectare — N/A determine the the potential to (Accessed 12 March 2013)

- Ancient frend. put pressure on Source: SNH 2009

Woodland site.

Country Park | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City No change. New SNHi accessed in July 2016

2009: 4 sites (276 ha)
2018: 4 sites

2018: O sites

development has
the potential to
put pressure on
site.

http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp
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Area
Covered by
S.49
Agreement

Aberdeenshire
2018: 2 sites

Aberdeen City
2018: 0 sites

Dee Wetlands.
Loch of Strathbeg
Goose
Management
Scheme added in
2018.

New
development has
the potential to
put pressure on
site.

SNHi accessed on 02/07/2018
hitp://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp

Local Nature

Aberdeenshire

Aberdeen City

No change.

New

SNHi accessed on 2/7/2018

Reserve 2009: 2 sites (28 2018: 4 sites development has | http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/index.jsp
hectares) the potential to
2018: 2 sites put pressure on
site.
Quality and Data for The Aberdeen The poorest quality | Development Aberdeen City Council (2010) Open Space
availability of | Aberdeenshire City audit parks and open pressure to build Audit
public open Councils Open Space | identified 3471 spaces tend to be | on urban open
space in Audit was not hectares of open | found within the spaces
urban and available. space (not regeneration
rural areas including private priority areas. It is Revised standards

gardens or sites
under 0.2
hectares). The
quality of open
space varies
across the city
with public parks
and gardens
rating the highest
and allotments
and business
amenity open
space scoring the
lowest rating

more difficult to
provide open
space within
densely populated
areas.

for open space
could encourage
the development
of more useful,
publicly desirable
and efficient
types of open
space, such as
natfural areas,
green corridors,
play spaces and
allotments. This
detail is likely to
be taken forward
through the local
development
plan and
supplementary
guidance.
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How Policy E1 | Applications Aberdeen’s LDP Planning None at present. | Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
“Natural considered with policy: NE1 Green | applications are Monitoring Statement (September 2018)
heritage” is reference to this Space Network - largely being
applied to policy Applications determined in https.//www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2
Planning e April 2017- April considered from | accordance with 4029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptemb
Applications 2018: 304 January 2017 to the policy. er2018v7.pdf
o Approved: 280 July 2018: A departure was
oRefused: 24 o Received: 41 allowed as Aberdeen City Monitoring Statement (2019)
oDepartures: 1 o Approvals: 32 | compensatory
oAppeals: 0 o Refusals: 8 planting would https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/def
o Allowed on replace the loss of ault/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-
Appeal: 1 and extend the life Z%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
of the ancient
woodland. Accessed December 2019.
How Applications Aberdeen’s LDP Planning None at present. Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
proposals considered with policy: NE2 Green | applications are Monitoring Statement (September 2018)
within the reference to this Belt - Applications | largely being
green belt policy considered from | determined in https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2
and coastal e April 2017- April January 2017 to accordance with 4029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptemb
zone are 2018: 196 July 2018: the policy. Social er2018v7.pdf
applied fo o Approved: 180 Received: 89 and economic
Planning oRefused: 16 o Approvals: 81 | benefits were cited Aberdeen City Monitoring Statement (2019)
Applications oDepartures: 6 o Refusals: 4 as the reasons in
(policy R1 oAppeals: 3 o Allowed on most cases for https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/def
Special Rural Appeal: 4 allowing houses in ault/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-
Areqs) the countryside %20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
NE7 Coastal and that a livery
Planning: business is an Accessed December 2019.
o Received: 6 enterprise
o Approvals: 6 appropriate to the
o Refusals: 0 countryside.
o Allowed on
Appeal: 0
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

How the
protection of
frees under
Policy PR1
“Protecting
important
resources” is
applied to
Planning
Applications

Applications
considered with
reference to this

policy
e April 2017- April
2018: 133

oApproved: 116
oRefused: 27
oDepartures: 2
oAppeals: 2
allowed

Aberdeen’s LDP
policy: NE3 Urban
Green Space -
Applications
considered from
January 2017 to
July 2018:
o Received: 32
o Approvals: 27
o Refusals: 5
o Allowed on
Appeal: 2

None relating to

trees. Policy E1 was

applied to
development
affecting ancient
woodland (see
above).

As Policy PRI
applies to water
quality, mineral
loss, open space,
frees and prime
agricultural land,
it may not be
possible to extract
data precisely.

Aberdeenshire Local Development Plan
Monitoring Statement (September 2018)

hitps://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2
4029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptemb

er2018v7.pdf

Aberdeen City Monitoring Statement (2019)

hitps://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/def
ault/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-
%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

Accessed December 2019.
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

Appendix 8.4.6: SEA Topic - Landscape

SEA Indicator

Quantified information

Comparators and

Trends

Issues/constraints

Data source(s)

Landscape character

There are 42
landscape character
areas in
Aberdeenshire,
including ¢ within the
CNP

The four Landscape
Character
Assessments that
cover the North East
provides a brief
overview of past land
use practices and
discusses potential
land uses for existing
landscapes

targets

In Aberdeen there

are 27 landscape
character areas

Insufficient
data available
to determine
the trend.

The inappropriate
scale and insensitive
siting of future new
development may
adversely affect
landscape
characteristics (e.g.
changing its
landscape character
type, not respecting
local
topography/contours.

)

New development
not fitting in with the
landscape’s capacity
to absorb further
developments (e.g.
design, layout and
sense of place) -
need to promote
suitable development
capacity.

Scottish Natural Heritage (1997)
National programme of landscape
character assessment: Banff and
Buchan, Review No 37.

Scottish Natural Heritage (1996)
Cairngorms landscape assessment,
Review No 75

Scottish Natural Heritage (1996)
Landscape character assessment of
Aberdeen, Review No 80

Scottish Natural Heritage (1998)
South and Central Aberdeenshire:
landscape character assessment,
Review No 102

Special Landscape

Aberdeenshire:

Aberdeen City

Replaced the

New and cumulative

Supplementary Guidance 9: Special

Areas 2018: 10 sites None. It has the Valued Views development has the | Landscape Areas (2017)
Green belt and Areas of potential to put https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/p
Landscape pressure on these lanning/plans-and-
Significance sites. policies/aberdeenshire-local-
designations. development-plan-2017/
How “Landscape Applications Aberdeen’s LDP Planning None at present. Aberdeenshire Local Development
character” and Special considered with policy: D2 applications Plan Monitoring Statement
Landscape Areas in reference to this Landscape - are largely (September 2018)
policy Applications being
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/aberdeenshire-local-development-plan-2017/
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/aberdeenshire-local-development-plan-2017/
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/aberdeenshire-local-development-plan-2017/
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/aberdeenshire-local-development-plan-2017/

Policy E2 are applied to
planning applications

o April 2017- April
2018: 368
o Approved: 325

considered from
January 2017 to
July 2018:

determined in
accordance

with the policy.

https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/
media/24029/aldp2017monitoringsta
tementseptember2018v7.pdf

oRefused: 43 o Received: 75 Appealin
oDepartures: 0 o Approvals: 59 | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City Monitoring Statement
oAppeals: 1 o Refusals: 16 related to (2019)

allowed o Allowed on noise.

Appeal: 2 https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sit
es/default/files/2019-
02/MIR%202019%20-
%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINA
L.pdf
Accessed December 2019.

How "“Public open Applications Aberdeen’s LDP Planning None at present. Aberdeenshire Local Development
space” under Policy P2is | considered with policy: NE4 Open | applications Plan Monitoring Statement
applied to Planning reference to this Space Provision in | are being (September 2018)
Applications policy New determined in

e April 2017- April Development - accordance https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/

2018: 57

o Approved: 49

oRefused: 8

oDepartures: 0

oAppeals: 0
allowed

Applications
considered from
January 2017 to

July 2018:

o Received: 18

o Approvals: 16

o Refusals: 2

o Allowed on
Appeal: 0

NE3 Urban Green

Space:

o Received: 32

o Approvals: 37

o Refusals: 5

o Allowed on
Appeal: 2

with the policy.

media/24029/aldp2017monitoringsta
tementseptember2018v7.pdf

Aberdeen City Monitoring Statement
(2019)

https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sit
es/default/files/2019-
02/MIR%202019%20-
%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINA

L.odf

Accessed December 2019.
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

Percentage Greenspace | Aberdeenshire: Aberdeen: Average frend | Aberdeenshire is one | Greenspace Scotland (February
type (primary codes Total greenspace in 54% is 54% across of six Councils where 2018) The Third State of Scotland’s
only) urban area: 42% urban greenspace cover is Greenspace Report (online)
Scotland. less than 50% of the Available at
urban land area. This | hitp://www.greenspacescotland.org
includes private green | .uk/Data/Sites/1/media/docs/sosgre
space. port/3rdstateofscotlandsgreenspace
report 010218.pdf (Accessed 7
Ongoing conflict March 2018)
between how
maintenance and
quality is open space
is perceived —
Maintenance, grass
cutting vs. allowing
some open space to
develop into semi-
natural vegetation so
as to enhance
biodiversity.
e Public Park and 2018 -1% 2018- 8% Insufficient None. Same as above.
Garden data available
fo determine
the trend.
e Private Garden 2018 - 28% 2018 - 27% Insufficient None. Same as above.
data available
to determine
the trend.
e School Grounds 2018 - 2% 2018 - 2% Insufficient None. Same as above.
data available
to determine
the trend.
¢ Institutional Grounds 2018 -1% 2018 - 2% Insufficient None. Same as above.

data available
fo determine
the frend.
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http://www.greenspacescotland.org.uk/Data/Sites/1/media/docs/sosgreport/3rdstateofscotlandsgreenspacereport_010218.pdf
http://www.greenspacescotland.org.uk/Data/Sites/1/media/docs/sosgreport/3rdstateofscotlandsgreenspacereport_010218.pdf
http://www.greenspacescotland.org.uk/Data/Sites/1/media/docs/sosgreport/3rdstateofscotlandsgreenspacereport_010218.pdf

Amenity Residential or
business

2018 - 23%

2018-31%

Insufficient
data available
fo determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.

Play space

2018 -<1%

2018 -<1%

Insufficient
data available
to determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.

Playing Fields

2018 -2%

2018 -2%

Insufficient
data available
to determine
the frend.

None.

Same as above.

Golf Course

2018 -7%

2018 - 6%

Insufficient
data available
fo determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.

Tennis Course

2018 -<1%

2018 -<1%

Insufficient
data available
to determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.

Bowling Green

2018 -<1%

2018 -<1%

Insufficient
data available
to determine
the tfrend.

None.

Same as above.

Other Sports facility

2018 -1%

2018 -2%

Insufficient
data available
fo determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.

Natural total

2018-31%

2018 - 14%

Insufficient
data available
fo determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.

Allotments or
community growing
space

2018 -<1%

2018 -<1%

Insufficient
data available
to determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.
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Religious grounds

2018 -<1%

2018 -<1%

Insufficient
data available
fo determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.

Cemetery

2018 -1%

2018 -<1%

Insufficient
data available
to determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.

Camping or caravan
park

2018 -<1%

2018 -<1%

Insufficient
data available
to determine
the frend.

None.

Same as above.

Land use changing

2018 - 3%

2018 - 5%

Insufficient
data available
fo determine
the trend.

None.

Same as above.
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Appendix 8.4.7: SEA Topic - Material Assets

SEA Indicator Quantified information Comparators and Trends Issues/constraints Data source(s)
targets
Council tax Aberdeenshire Aberdeen After several years of no | Government policy | Aberdeenshire Council
Band D 2011/12-£1,141 2011/12 - £1,230. change, charges are on keeping https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.
2016/17 - £1,141 2016.17 - £1,230. now increasing household costs uk/council-tax/charges/
2017/18 -£1,170 2017/18 - £1,230 annually. down affects how Aberdeen City Council
2018/19 - £1,205 2018/19 - £1,267 much Councils can | hitps://www.aberdeencity.gov.u
charge. k/services/council-tax/view-
council-tax-bands
Household Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Increasing proportion of | House prices for first | Source: Scofttish Survey Core
tenure —owner | 2012/13-73% 2012/13 - 55% owner-occupied time buyers may be | Questions (SSCQ) 2016
occupied 2016 -77% 2016 — 58% housing in City and Shire | a constraint as is the | hitp://www.gov.scot/Topics/Stati
although it is higher in general economic stics/About/Surveys/SSCQ/
the Shire. climate.
Household Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Low compared with Availability of Same as above
tenure —social | 2012/13-16% 2012/13 - 26% those living in their own | funding for building
rent 2016 - 12% 2016 - 22% homes and decreasing | affordable housing.
over time.
Household Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Proportion steady in Probably open Same as above
tenure - 2012/13-10% 2012/13-19 % Aberdeenshire but market rental values
private rent 2016 -10% 2016 - 20% increasing in City. will constrain choice
in this sector.
Public-sector Aberdeenshire Aberdeen The Stock is falling. Issue is energy Housing Statistics for Scotland -

housing stock

March 2012 - 12,877
March 2015 - 12,856

March 2012 - 22,740
March 2915 - 22,328

efficiency in this
sector.

Public sector housing stock
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Stati

2017 — 12,869 2017 — 22,041 stics/Browse/Housing-
Regeneration/HSfS/StockPublicS
ector

Economic Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Rising in the Shire but Falling oil prices Jan | Same as above
Activity Rates, | 2012 -82.6% 2012 - 83.0% falling in the City 2016 lowest price Source:

2014-2016- 84.0% 2014 -2015-80.5% Rising in both the City per barrel (since Nomis: annual population survey

2016 - 82.6% 2016 -75.2% and Shire. 2008) at $29. Prices

2017 - 82.3% 2017 - 79.0% have since stabilised

with overall steady
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/council-tax/charges/
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/council-tax/charges/
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/services/council-tax/view-council-tax-bands
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/services/council-tax/view-council-tax-bands
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/services/council-tax/view-council-tax-bands
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/About/Surveys/SSCQ/
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/About/Surveys/SSCQ/
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Housing-Regeneration/HSfS/StockPublicSector
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Housing-Regeneration/HSfS/StockPublicSector
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Housing-Regeneration/HSfS/StockPublicSector
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Housing-Regeneration/HSfS/StockPublicSector

growth experienced
since mid-2017.

Employment Aberdeenshire Aberdeen There has been a The influence of the | Employment Land Audits up o
land under- 2012 - 12ha 2012 - 10ha steady uptake of oil industry has 2018
constfruction 2013 - 13ha 2013 - 25.4ha employment land in the | affected build rates
2014 -11ha 2014 - 34ha Shire, but it has been for offices in both
2015 -7ha 2015 - 45ha very high in the City the City and Shire,
2016 - 13ha 2016 - 27ha compared with the and several large
2017 - 8ha 2017 - 12ha Shire. However, both sites in the city have
2018 - 3ha 2018 - 12ha areas have seen a now been
sharp fall in construction | completed (The
since 2016 —in the City Capitol, Silver Fin,
this is due to Marischal Square).
completions of several There is now an
large sites. oversupply of office
space, which will
also affect build
rates.
Average Gross | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Quite high for the City The influence of the | Same as above
Weekly 2011/12 -£456.7 2011/12-£574.9 and the Shire oil industry contfinues | Source: Nomis: annual survey of
earnings 2014/14 - £482.5 2014/14 - £617.0 compared with natfional | fo keep wages in hours and earnings - resident
(resident 2016 - £570.20 2016 - £557.40 average. The Shire the North East analysis
based) 2017 - £566.10 2017 - £545.60 remains above the higher than
national average in average.
2017, although by a Confidence has
smaller margin than grown in the industry
2016. The City is now again with most
just less (£2.10 per stats indicating a
week). positive recovery.
Established Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Established supply has Part of the overall Aberdeen City and
Housing Land 2016 - 25, 634 2016 - 21,271 generally decreased as | land supply is Aberdeenshire Housing Land
Supply (EHLS) 2017 - 25, 486 2017 - 20,651 sites that were classed as Audit 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019
(including 2018 — 25,582 2018 - 21.052 allocated in the 2017 constfrained.
small sites) 2019 - 25,319 2019 - 20,091 LDP are built out. https://www.aberdeencity.gov.u

k/services/housing/housing-land-
audit
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https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/services/housing/housing-land-audit
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/services/housing/housing-land-audit
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/services/housing/housing-land-audit

EHLS on Aberdeenshire Aberdeen No change in the Shire. | See below. Same as above.
Greenfield 2016 - 94% 2016 - 86%
(Aberdeen 2017 - 94% 2017 - 86% Slight increase in the
Housing 2018 - 92% 2018 - 82% city.
Market Areq) 2019 - 92% 2019 - 83%
EHLS on Aberdeenshire Aberdeen No change in the Shire. | Most brownfield sites | Same as above.
Brownfield 2016 - 6% 2016 - 14% only enter the land
(Aberdeen 2017 - 6% 2017 - 14% Slight decrease in the supply once they
Housing 2018 - 8% 2018 - 18% city. have consent so the
Market Areq) 2019 - 8% 2019 -17% true proportion likely
to be higher than
this
Constrained Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Falling in the Shire, but a | Aberdeenshire sites | Same as above.
Housing Land 2016 - 6,808 2016 - 3,020 dramatic rise in the City. | affected by recent
Supply 2017 -7,083 2017 -2915 economic
2018 -7,228 2018 -1,955 downturn, but there
2019 - 6,911 2019 - 3,593 is a continued
progress on large
sites. Aberdeen
City’s figure relates
to a small number of
large sites; mainly
due to ownership,
landuse and
marketability.
5-vyear Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Decreasing in both City | Some uncertainty Same as above.
effective 2016-8,112 2016 - 6,648 and Shire due to over future market
housing land 2017 -7,727 2017 - 6,631 progress on sites that demand.
supply 2018 — 8,288 2018 - 7,451 were allocated in the
(including 2019 - 7,901 2019 — 6,422 2017 LDP.
small sites)
Effective Units | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Falling in the City but In Aberdeenshire Same as above.
Programmed 2016-10,714 2016 - 11,603 there has been a slight there has been a
Beyond Year 5 | 2017 -10,678 2017 -11,105 increase in the Shire. slowing down of
2018 - 10,066 2018 -11,637 build rates this year
2019 - 10,507 2019 - 10,076 reflecting market

demand. In the City
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some units have
moved into the five-
year supply and
others to the
constrained supply.

Housing
complefions

Aberdeenshire
2015-1,304
2016-1,133
2017 — 885
2018 - 983

Aberdeen
2015-795
2016 - 833
2017 -1,174
2018 -1,211

Rising in both
Aberdeenshire and the
City.

The market
conditions remain
difficult however it is
likely to pick up over
the next few years.

Same as above.
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Appendix 8.4.8: SEA Topic - Population

SEA Indicator

Quantified information

Comparators and

Issues/constraints

Data source(s)

Population
Projection 2016-
based

Aberdeenshire
2016 — 262,190
e 2017 — 264, 047
¢ 2018 - 266,078
¢ 2019 — 268,163
¢ 2021 -272,019
0 2026 - 273,956
¢ 2031 - 287,442

targets
Aberdeen

¢ 2016 - 229,840
¢ 2017 - 231,248
¢ 2018 — 232,557
¢ 2019 — 233,521
¢ 2021 - 234,884
e 2026 - 237,169
e 2031 - 239,548

The projections show
increasing population in
the City and the Shire.

It has implication for
increased provision
of housing, industry
and services to meet
the needs of
growing population
and therefore the
potential pressure on
resources.

National Records of Scotland (2018).
Population Projections for Scoftish
Areas (2016-based) (Online)
Available at
hitps://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statis
tics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-
theme/population/population-
projections/sub-national-population-
projections/2016-based Accessed on
2 July 2018

Household
projections
(based on 2014)

Aberdeenshire

¢ 2014 -108,381
2019 -114,391
© 2024 -120,276
© 2029 - 125,814
©2034-130,761

Aberdeen

¢ 2014 - 105,287
¢ 2019 - 109,846
¢ 2024 - 114,880
¢ 2029 - 119,987

¢ 2034-130,370

The projections show
increasing households
in the City and the
Shire.

Same as above.

National Records of Scotland (2018).
Household Projections for Scottish
Areas (2014-based) (Online)
Available at
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statis
tics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-
theme/housholds/household-

projections
Accessed on 2 July 2018

Average
Household size
(2017 data)

Aberdeenshire
¢ 2013-2.38
¢ 2014-2.38
¢ 2015-2.37
2016 -2.35
¢ 2017 -2.34

Aberdeen

¢2013-2.08
¢ 2014-2.09
¢2015-2.10
¢ 2016 -2.07
e 2017 -2.04

Scotland
2017 -2.16

The projections show
falling household size in
the City and the Shire.
However,
Aberdeenshire is above
the Scofttish average.

Same as above.

National Records of Scotland (2018).
Estimates of Households and
Dwellings in Scotfland, 2017 (Online)
Available at
hitps://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statis
tics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-
theme/households/household-
estimates/2017

Accessed on 2 July 2018
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https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/population/population-projections/sub-national-population-projections/2016-based
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/population/population-projections/sub-national-population-projections/2016-based
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/population/population-projections/sub-national-population-projections/2016-based
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/population/population-projections/sub-national-population-projections/2016-based
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/population/population-projections/sub-national-population-projections/2016-based
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/housholds/household-projections
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/housholds/household-projections
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/housholds/household-projections
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/housholds/household-projections
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/households/household-estimates/2017
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/households/household-estimates/2017
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/households/household-estimates/2017
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/households/household-estimates/2017

Population Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Both areas are doing Components of Aberdeen City (2016) Briefing Paper
Change 2014 - 260,530 2014 - 228,920 better than the Scottish | population change 2016/03: Population Report,
2015- 261, 960 2015 - 230, 350 average change of by administrative Aberdeen City and Shire. Available
2016 - 262,190 2016 - 229,840 0.6%. Over 10 years the | area. at:
City has added 8,520 http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/nm
Change Change persons to ifs sruntime/saveasdialog.asp?2lID=7187
% change (2014-15) % change (2014-15) population compared 48sID=3365
0.5% 0.6% to the Shire's 20,660
% change (2015-16) % change (2015-16) - addition. https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/files//
0.09% 0.22% statistics/population-estimates/mid-
% change projected Change projected for year-2016/1é6mype-cahb.pdf
for 2019 (4.1%) 2019 (3.8%) Accessed on 15 January 2018
Population Aberdeenshire Aberdeen A frend exists if data is A large proportion of | Aberdeen City (2016) Briefing Paper
Structure ¢ 00-15-18.7% ¢ 00-15-14.7% collected on the basis working age 2016/03: Population Report,
e 16-24-97% e 16-24 —14.4% of male/female. But no | population means Aberdeen City and Shire. Available
© 25-44-25.1% e 25-44 - 32.3% frend exists for data large future aft:
o 45-64 - 28.8% o 45-64-23.7% collected on the basis pensionable and http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/nm
° 65+-17.8% o 65+ -14.9% of total persons before ageing population. sruntime/saveasdialog.asp?2liD=7187
2011. 485ID=3365
Population Aberdeenshire Aberdeen The density is higherin There will be more Computed from
density e Ared — 6313km?2 e Area — 186 Km2 the City than the Shire pressure on
¢ 2015-41 ¢2012-1187 Both densities have resources provided National Records of Scotland (2018).
e2016-41.9 e 2015-1,242 risen over tfime. in the City in one Population Projections for Scottish
02017 -423 ¢ 2016 -1,250 sense but less Areas (2014-based) (Online)
02018 - 42.6 ¢ 2017 = 1,259 pressure on burning Available af
2018 1,268 of fossil fuel on https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statis

distance travelled in
the City.

tics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-
theme/population/population-
projections/sub-national-population-
projections/2014-based/detailed-
tables

Accessed on 10 January 2018
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http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/nmsruntime/saveasdialog.asp?lID=71874&sID=3365
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/nmsruntime/saveasdialog.asp?lID=71874&sID=3365
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/nmsruntime/saveasdialog.asp?lID=71874&sID=3365
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/files/statistics/population-estimates/mid-year-2016/16mype-cahb.pdf
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/files/statistics/population-estimates/mid-year-2016/16mype-cahb.pdf
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/files/statistics/population-estimates/mid-year-2016/16mype-cahb.pdf
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/nmsruntime/saveasdialog.asp?lID=71874&sID=3365
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/nmsruntime/saveasdialog.asp?lID=71874&sID=3365
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/nmsruntime/saveasdialog.asp?lID=71874&sID=3365

Appendix 8.4.9: SEA Topic - Human Health

SEA Indicator

Quantified information

Comparators and

Issues/ constraints

Data source(s)

Life expectancy
at birth (years)

Aberdeenshire:
Male

¢ 2002-2004 -79.4
¢ 2012-2014-76.3
¢ 2014-2016-79.2
¢ 2016-2018-79.2

targets

Aberdeen

Male

¢ 2002-2004 — 74.4
¢ 2012-2014-76.8
¢ 2014-2016-76.4
¢ 2016-2018-76.9

Life expectancy is
improving year on year
in the City and the Shire
compared with Scofttish
figures. The Shire is
faring much better than

Increasing life
expectancy has
longer-term cost
implications for
local authorities for
service provisions

National Records of Scotland
(2018). Life Expectancy for areas
in Scotland,

[Online] Available at
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/s
tatistics-and-

the City. In both the for ageing data/statistics/statistics-by-
Female Female City and the Shire population. theme/life-expectancy/life-
e 2002-2004 -80.8 e 2002-2004 — 79.9 female life expectancy expectancy-in-scottish-areas
¢2012-2014-82.3 ¢ 2012-2014 - 80.1 is much higher.
¢ 2014-2016 -82.4 ¢ 2014-2016 - 80.8 (Accessed 18 December 2018)
¢ 2016-2018 - 82.9 ¢ 2016-2018 - 81.1
Life expectancy | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Insufficient data Healthy Life Same as above
at 65 years male male available o determine Expectancy
¢ 2012-2014-17.1 ¢ 2012-2014-18.4 the trend. represents the
¢2014-2016-18.3 ©2014-2016-16.9 number of years
¢ 2016-2018-18.2 ©2016-2018-17.4 that an individual
can expect to live
female female in good health.
¢ 2012-2014-18.5 ¢ 2012-2014-20.2
¢ 2014-2016 -20.3 ¢ 2014-2016-19.7
¢ 2016-2018 - 20.7 ¢ 2016-2018 - 19.9
Care home Aberdeenshire Aberdeen No significant frend. Ageing population | Aberdeen City Council (2016)
place for Adults | 2012- 2,061 2012 -2,036 and disability will Behind the Granite: Aberdeen
2015-2,129 2015-1,769 put pressure on Key Facts 2016 Available

resources.

http://www.aberdeencity.gov.u
k/tourism visitor_attractions/touri
sts visitors/statistics/BTG 2016 C
are_and Protection.asp
(Accessed 11 July 2014)
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https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/life-expectancy/life-expectancy-in-scottish-areas
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/life-expectancy/life-expectancy-in-scottish-areas
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/life-expectancy/life-expectancy-in-scottish-areas
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/life-expectancy/life-expectancy-in-scottish-areas
https://www.nrscotland.gov.uk/statistics-and-data/statistics/statistics-by-theme/life-expectancy/life-expectancy-in-scottish-areas
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/tourism_visitor_attractions/tourists_visitors/statistics/BTG_2016_Care_and_Protection.asp
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/tourism_visitor_attractions/tourists_visitors/statistics/BTG_2016_Care_and_Protection.asp
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/tourism_visitor_attractions/tourists_visitors/statistics/BTG_2016_Care_and_Protection.asp
http://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/tourism_visitor_attractions/tourists_visitors/statistics/BTG_2016_Care_and_Protection.asp

Children looked | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Things are improving in Pressure on Same as above
after by LA 2010 -496 2010 -690 the City and the Shire. Government and
2011- 498 2011- 642 LA resources.
2014 — 403 2014 -577
Children on Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Things are improving in Pressure on Same as above
child protection | 2009 - 81 2009 - 180 the City compared with | Government and
register 2010 -51 2010-119 the Shire where the LA resources.
2011- 68 2011-96 sifuation improved in
2014 - 68 2014-73 2010 but rose again in
2011.
All crimes Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Things are improving. Crime and fear of Same as above
recorded by 2013/14 - 6,836 2013/14 - 15,390 crime can affect
police 2014/15- 5,681 2014/15- 13,912 people’s quality of
life.
Fuel poor Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Things are worsening. Worsening Same as above
2009-11 -35% 2009-11- 23% economy, longer
2012-14-39% 2012-14-29% winters, higher fuel
prices and falling
value of the
pounds worsens
the situation.
Income support | Aberdeenshire Aberdeen No frend collected. Pressure on Same as above

Feb 2012 -2980
Feb 2015- 1,310

Feb 2012 -4420
Feb 2015-1,770

Government and
LA resources.

Unemployment
benefit
claimants

Figures (%)

Aberdeenshire

1/2015- 1,080 (0.7)
1/2016 - 2,025 (1.2)
5/2016 — 2,470 (1.5)
11/2017 1, 965 (1.2)

Aberdeen

1/2015- 1,635 (1.0)
1/2016-2,710 (1.7)
5/2016 — 3,405 (1.5)
11/2017 - 3,160 ((2.0)

Rising in Aberdeen City
and the Shire but begins
to fall by November
2017. The figures are
lower than Scottish
average.

The downturnin
the oil market may
be the cause of
rising
unemployment.

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/re
ports/Imp/la/1946157405/report.
aspx#tabempunemp

https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/re
ports/Imp/gor/2013265931/repor
f.aspx#tabempocc
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/re
ports/Imp/la/1946157406/printab
le.aspx

Accessed 10 January 2018
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https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157405/report.aspx#tabempunemp
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157405/report.aspx#tabempunemp
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157405/report.aspx#tabempunemp
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/gor/2013265931/report.aspx#tabempocc
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/gor/2013265931/report.aspx#tabempocc
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/gor/2013265931/report.aspx#tabempocc

Most deprived Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Falling. Pressure on
data zones - 2009 - 5 2009 - 28 Government and Aberdeen City Council (2016)
SIMD in most 2012-5 2012 -22 LA resources. Behind the Granite
deprived 15% 2016 - No data 2016 - No data Aberdeen City Key Facts
2016

Incapacity Aberdeenshire Aberdeen Noft clear. Pressure on hitps://www.nomisweb.co.uk/re
benefit 2012 -3810 2012- 4840 Government and ports/Imp/gor/2013265931/repor

2015-230 2015-230 2016 is for ESA and LA resources. f.aspx#tabempocc

2016 — 7,040 2016 — 8,620 incapacity benefits. Accessed 10 January 2018
Footpaths Aberdeenshire Aberdeen No comparisons can be | In Aberdeenshire, Aberdeenshire Council -

Core paths Total distances in made however more permanent loss of Environment Team

improved/developed:

e 2008-2009: 12200m
(new 8000m)

e 2009-2010: 17600m
(new 5860m)

e 2010-2011: 947m (new
8637m)

e 2011-2012: 23295m
(11495m)

e 2012-2013: No data

e 2013-2014: 5473m
(new: 635m)

e 2015-2015: 8845m
(new 4565m)

e 2015-2016: 7402m
(new 900m)

e 2016-2017: 4937 (new
Om)

Total distances in 2018:

e Rights of way: 666km

e Core paths: 205km

e Formartine and
Buchan Way: 87km

e Deeside Way: 66km

e Gordon Way: 18.6km

2018:

* Rights of way:
88km

* Core paths: 241km
e Formartine and
Buchan Way: 1.4km
e Deeside Way: km

core paths are
continuously being
improved although this
figure lessens in the last
5years, and the
creation of new paths
varies.

paths is mostly
down to erosion
than new
development.

In Aberdeenshire,
communities are
requesting paths fo
link between
coastal
communities, but
possibilities are
limited due to the
erosion of cliffs and
the suitability of
running alongside
the A90 trunk road.

Aberdeen City Council —
Environment Policy Team
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https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/gor/2013265931/report.aspx#tabempocc
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/gor/2013265931/report.aspx#tabempocc
https://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/gor/2013265931/report.aspx#tabempocc

Green networks

Aberdeenshire (2018)

Banff and Buchan:
107,320sgm/10.7ha
Buchan:
1,405,584sgm/140.5
ha

Formartine:
1,635,857sgm/163.5
ha

Garioch:
4,585,519sgm
458.5ha

Kincardine and
Mearns:
3,783,423sgm/
378.3ha

Mairr:
3,685,203sgm/
368.5ha

Aberdeen City
(2017)
Total amount of
green space
networks around the
city:

17,178,733sq /
1,717.9ha

No comparisons can be
made yet.

Risk of being lost to
development, but
there is also the
opportunity to
increase and
enhance green
networks through
new
developments.

Aberdeenshire Council GIS
overlay
Accessed 17/10/2018

Aberdeen City Council GIS
overlay.
Accessed 18/12/2019
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Appendix 8.4.10: SEA Topic - Cultural Heritage

SEA Indicator Quantified Comparators and Trends Issues/constraints Data source(s)
information targets
Listed buildings Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City Increasing. New development Aberdeen City and Shire
e 2013-3,715 Listed buildings also has potential to | ALDPA (2009) Aberdeen City
o 2017-3,775 e 2013-1,212 maintain or enhance | and Shire Structure Plan
e 2018-3,776 e 2018-1,220 cultural sites. Monitoring Report
Also, asset types
other than listed
buildings can be
enhanced in the
planning process.
Historic assets can
add significant value
to placemaking.
Listed buildings Aberdeenshire Aberdeenshire Increasing. New development

at risk

e 2013-228
o 2017 —268 (68
unlisted)

Aberdeen City
e 2013-26
e 2018-29

also has potential to
maintain or enhance
cultural sites.

Conservation
Areqs

Aberdeenshire

e 2013-42

e 2017 - 41 with
another 14
proposed

Aberdeen City
e 2013-11
e 2018-11

Decrease but forecast
increase in short-
medium term.

New development
has the potential to
put pressure on, or
be constrained by,
built and cultural
sites.

Scheduled
Monuments

Aberdeenshire
e 2016-552
e 2017 -552
e 2018-553

Aberdeen City
e 2016-45
e 2018-45

No change.

New development
has the potential to
put pressure on, or
be constrained by,
built and cultural
sites.

Historic Environment Scotland

Archaeological
Sites and

Aberdeenshire
e 2016-20,413

Aberdeen City
e 2016-5,370

Rising in the Shire, falling

in the City.

New development
has the potential to

Aberdeenshire Council
Archaeology Service — Historic
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Monuments
Record

e 2017 -20, 584

e 2018-21,237
(figure include
maritime sites)

e 2018-3,561

put pressure on, or
be constrained by,
built and cultural
sites.

Environment Records
Database

Gardens and

Aberdeenshire

Aberdeen City

Inchmarlo was de-

New development

Historic Environment Scotland

designed e 2013-27 e 2013-1 designated in the LDP has the potential to
landscapes e 2016-34 e 2016-1 2017. put pressure on, or
e 2017-34 e 2018-1 be constrained by,
e 2018-28 built and cultural
sites.
Battlefields Aberdeenshire Aberdeen City No change. http://data.historic-

Alford 1645 (year)
Barra 1308

Fyvie 1644
Harlaw 1411

None

scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmlidb/fe
pP=2500:10:0

Repair nofices
served

Aberdeenshire
1 on 18 December
2015

No data

These are rarely used
by the Council.

None to report.

Urgent repair
works

Aberdeenshire
1 on 28 April 2016

No data

These are rarely used
by the Council.

None to report.

How Policy HE1
on listed
buildings and
archaeological
site is applied to
planning
applications

Applications
considered with
reference to this
policy
e April 2017- April
2018: 245
o Approved: 235
oRefused: 10
oDepartures: 5
oAppeals: 0

Aberdeen’s LDP policy:
D4 Historic Environment
- Applications
considered from
January 2017 to July
2018:

Received: 548
Approvals: 500
Refusals: 48

Allowed on Appeal: 7

Planning applications
are largely being
determined in
accordance with the
policy. In
Aberdeenshire,
departures related to
replacement windows
and building of a car
park.

None at present.
Future reviews on the
Shire’s LDP will
consider demolition
of listed buildings.

Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan Monitoring
Statement (September 2018)

https://www.aberdeenshire.go
v.uk/media/24029/aldp2017m
onitoringstatementseptember2

018v7.pdf

Aberdeen City
Statement (2019)

Monitoring

https://www.aberdeencity.gov
.Uk/sites/default/files/2019-
02/MIR%202019%20-
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http://data.historic-scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmldb/f?p=2500:10:0
http://data.historic-scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmldb/f?p=2500:10:0
http://data.historic-scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmldb/f?p=2500:10:0
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

%20Monitoring%20Statement%
20FINAL.pdf

Accessed December 2019.

How Policy HE2
on other
protected areas
is applied to
planning
applications

Applications
considered with
reference to this
policy
e April 2017- April
2018: 241
o Approved: 230
oRefused: 11
oDepartures: 2
oAppeals: 0

Aberdeen’s LDP policy:
D5 Our Granite
Heritage - Applications
considered from
January 2017 to July
2018:

Received: 131
Approvals: 118
Refusals: 13

Allowed on Appeal: 0

Planning applications
are largely being
determined in
accordance with the
policy. Departures in
Aberdeenshire related
to replacement
windows in a
conservation area.

None at present.

Aberdeenshire Local
Development Plan Monitoring
Statement (September 2018)

https://www.aberdeenshire.go
v.uk/media/24029/aldp2017m
onitoringstatementseptember2

018v7.pdf

Aberdeen City
Statement (2019)

Monitoring

https://www.aberdeencity.gov
.Uk/sites/default/files/2019-
02/MIR%202019%20-
Z%20Monitoring%20Statement%

20FINAL.pdf

Accessed December 2019.
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/24029/aldp2017monitoringstatementseptember2018v7.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf
https://www.aberdeencity.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2019-02/MIR%202019%20-%20Monitoring%20Statement%20FINAL.pdf

Appendix 8.4.11: Maps

Map 1: Existing Woodland

Map 2: Protected Natural Heritage Sites and Special Landscape Areas
Map 3: Business/Employment Land Allocations

Map 4: Housing Land Allocations

Map 5: Prime Agricultural Land

Map 6: Cultural Heritage Sites

Map 7: Listed Buildings

Map 8: Carbon Rich Soils
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Map 1: Existing Woodland
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Map 2: Protected Natural Heritage Sites and Special Landscape Areas

Natural Heritage
& Landscape

Local Nature
Conservation Sites

Special Areas of
Conservation,
Special Protected
Areas & Ramsar

Sites of Special
Scientific Interest

Preferred Areas for
Woodland
Creation

Special
Landscape Aredas

&
-
=
)

' | ' Copyright 2014 Esri

(¢} Crown Copyright. ©S Licence No. 0100020767

224



Map 3: Business/Employment Land Allocations
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Map 4: Housing Land Allocations
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Map 5: Prime Agricultural Land

Prime Agricultural
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Map é6: Cultural Heritage Sites
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Map 7: Listed Buildings

HES Listed
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Map 8: Carbon Rich Soils
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Appendix 8.5: Assessment Methodology

Tables 8.5.1 and 8.5.2 set out the methodology for assessing the preferred vision, strategy, objectives, policies (including
appendices), allocations, other sites and alternatives. These were set out in the SEA Scoping Report 2018 and have
been amendment in light of comments received from the Consultation Authorities (Scottish Natural Heritage, Scottish
Environment Protection Agency and Historic Environment Scotland. The SEA was carried out at an early stage of the
process so that the significance of environmental impacts was identified and used to inform the rest of the evaluation
process.

Table 8.5.1 Environmental Assessment Questions for LDP vision, strategy, objectives and

olicies

Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Nevutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
. 0/? ++
Air 2016 Air Quality Could result in Result in air pollution Has no impact on Proposes, or may result |Allows for the
Progress Report for significant (temporarily or air guality. in pedestrian (and export of heat
Impact on Aberdeenshire Council | development in Ellon, | permanent), such as other) links (e.g. good |and/or power to
air quality? http://www.scottishairg | Banff, Inverurie, new road access or design/home zones, an end user.

uality.co.uk/assets/doc
uments//APR16-01.pdf

Summary:
Concenftrations of

NO(2) in Aberdeenshire
are below air quality
thresholds and there
are no Air Quality
Management Areas
(AQMA) in
Aberdeenshire.

There is limited
knowledge regarding
traffic speeds, patterns
or fleet composition in
the town centre
locations at Banff,

Inverbervie,
Peterhead,
Fraserburgh,
Stonehaven, Huntly,
Oldmedrum and
Westhill.

biomass/district
heating/CHP scheme.

Rural development (i.e.
the development will
not improve the air
quality unless the
policy proposes no
private car travel).

Effects are likely to be
medium/long term and
temporary.

retail complex).

Good design (e.g.
close proximity fo a
service cenfre (e.g.
within 400m).

Supports fown centre
development/
regeneration (reduces
travelling).

Supports a rail halt or
Transport Interchange.

Supports development
within the Transport
Corridor (Strategic
Growth Areq).

231



http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/assets/documents/APR16-01.pdf
http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/assets/documents/APR16-01.pdf
http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/assets/documents/APR16-01.pdf

Criteria

Sources of Data

Significant Negative
Effects

Negative Effects

Nevutral/Unknown
Effects
0/?

Positive Effects
+

Significant
Positive Effect
+ +

Inverbervie, Inverurie,
and, it is unlikely these
locations would meet
the definition of
congestion. Consider
pressure at junctions.
Diffusion fube
monitoring has been
set up at new sites in
Inverurie and
Inverbervie during 2016
and will be set up at
new sites in Banff and
Oldmeldrum during
2017.

Water

Impact on
water
quality
through
pollution,
morphology
, other
engineering
WwOrks,
and/or
abstraction?

Scotland’s River Basin
Management Plan’
(RBMP) data sheets
have info on the status
of, and pressures on,
specific water bodies.

Check a water body'’s
status here:
hitps://www.sepda.org.u

k/data-
visudlisation/water-
classification-hub/

Allows development
within a flood risk area
(flood risk and
pollutants from
development may
contfaminate the
water in times of
flood).

Allows development
on an area of
weftland.

Result in changes to
river flows.

Would reduce water
quality.

Allows development
on the undeveloped
coast.

Has no impact on
water quality.

Policy requires buffer
strips.

Policy requires SuDS
on-site for surface
water disposal.

Contribute towards
achievement of Good
Ecological
Potential/Status.

Would, result in the
improvement of
surface,
groundwater
and/or coastal
water quality.
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https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-classification-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-classification-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-classification-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-classification-hub/

Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Neutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
- 0/? ++
Climatic SEPA Flood Risk Map Promotes car usage Does not make Has no impact on Promotes and
Factors http://go.mappoint.net | and not public provision for public fravel. facilitates a modal shift
/[sepa/ transport and active transport and active and/or reduces the
Impact of fravel. travel links. need to fravel. (e.g.

transport on | GGP Flooding higher densities,
CO2 Sites/Plains location).
emissions?
Vulnerability Allows development Has the potential to Does not make a Promotes linear Has the potential
to the on a flood plain. cause or exacerbate contribution to landscaping to allow to help alleviate
effects of flooding. alleviating climate species to migrate. flooding.
climate Allows development change (e.g.
change? on an area atrisk provision of SuDS). Policy requires
(i.e. from coastal flooding. provision of open
flooding) space and/or SuDS.
Allows habitat
networks to be Policy requires off/on
fragmented or site renewable energy
degraded to the generation.
detriment of the
ability for species.
Soil Land Contamination Allows loss of prime Will have no impact | Promotes use of Promotes
Strategy agricultural land. on the quality of recycling facilities remediation of
Impact on http://www.aberdeens the soil. proposed (e.g. mini contaminated
agricultural hire.gov.uk/environme Allows development recycling points). land.
land? ntal/strategy/CL Strate on land at risk from soil | Will have no impact
ay_rev_May 2010.pdf erosion (e.g. coast). on the reduction of | Promotes
Impact on waste to landfill. development on
contaminat | Public Register of Does not promote brownfield land.
ed land? Contaminated Land redevelopment of
http://www.aberdeens brownfield Requires use of
Impact on hire.gov.uk/environme development. recycling facilities
brownfield ntal/strategy/PublicReg proposed (e.g. mini
land? isterofContaminatedlLa recycling points).

ndindexNov11.pdf
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http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/environmental/strategy/CL_Strategy_rev_May_2010.pdf
http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/environmental/strategy/CL_Strategy_rev_May_2010.pdf
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http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/environmental/strategy/PublicRegisterofContaminatedLandIndexNov11.pdf
http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/environmental/strategy/PublicRegisterofContaminatedLandIndexNov11.pdf
http://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/environmental/strategy/PublicRegisterofContaminatedLandIndexNov11.pdf

Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Neutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
_ 0/? ++
Impact on NESBReC data Allows the loss of Allows development Will have no impact | Protects carbon rich Promotes the
carbon rich carbon rich soils or on carbon rich soils, or | on carbon soils. soils and GCR sites. enhancement of

soils i.e peat

GIS Maps:
SNH Geological

GCR Sites.

on GCR sites.

Minimise the loss of

carbon rich soils.

Impact on Conservation Review carbon rich sails. Increases scope
Geological | Sites for GCR sites to
Conservatio be promoted for
n Review education
(GCR) sites pUrposes.
Biodiversity Undermines the Would disturb wildlife Has no impact on Safeguards ancient, Will result in the
SNH Sitelink conservation corridor(s). the provision of long-established and creation of a
Impact on http://gateway.snh.go | objectives or integrity open space or semi-natural species-poor to
Nature v.Uk/sitelink/ of nature Allows development biodiversity loss woodland. species-rich area.
Conservatio conservation within a Biodiversity (e.g. avoids habitat
n Sitese Protected Species: designations. Habitat Action Plan fragmentation). Promotes the creation
http://www.snh.gov.uk/ area (i.e. on farmland of wildlife corridors
Impact on protecting-scotlands- Would affect habitats | and urban habitats): (e.g. moorland/
Protected nature/protected- where protected http://www.nesbiodive woodland).
Species? species/protected- species are likely to rsity.org.uk/publications
species-az/ be present. /habactionplan.htm. Promotes biodiversity
Impact on enhancement
other Consultation with the Allows development measures (habitat
important Council’s Environment | on ancient creation and/or
habitats Team, NESCReC and woodland. restoration).
(e.g. habitat | SNH.
networks) 2 Allows development

in Annex 1 habitats
(of the Habitats
Directive).

Would result in the
permanent
fragmentation of a
wildlife corridor.
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http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/
http://www.nesbiodiversity.org.uk/publications/habactionplan.htm
http://www.nesbiodiversity.org.uk/publications/habactionplan.htm
http://www.nesbiodiversity.org.uk/publications/habactionplan.htm

Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Neutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
- 0/? ++
Landscape | Map Express Result in a reduction Lessens the character Avoids or minimises | Supports the Will improve and/
- SNH Landscape of the distinctiveness and distinctiveness of adverse visual enhancement of or enhance
Impact on Character and diversity of the places (e.g. impacts orimpacts | existing landscape existing
landscape Assessments (refer to landscape character | seftlements) as aresult | on setfing. with open space or landscapes with
quality? key issues and forces | of Aberdeenshire. of poor design, free belts/plantations. | open space or
for landscape location or use of the Does not affect free
Impact on change sections) proposal. protected/ Requires development | belts/plantations.
special - Special Landscape designated to accord with
Landscape Areas landscapes landscape character.
Areqas? - Coastal Zone tfownscapes or
- Green Belt seascapes.
Consultation with the
Council’s Environment
Team and/or SNH
Material Would result in the loss | Allows development Minimises the Safeguards existing Will result in the
Assets of existing assets (e.g. | next to trunk road demand for raw assets. creation of new
employment land, junctions. materials. infrastructure to
Impact on natural and historic Promotes recycling of | serve the
fixed assets, environment sites Increases pressure on Does not increase resources. community
i.e. harbour or disused infrastructure (e.g. pressure on social, and/or
affordable railway lines). waste water, schools) physical and Promotes recreation, environment (e.g.
housing, without mitigation. energy cultural, artfistic, of waste water
infrastructur infrastructure. spiritual and historic management
e, minerals, inferests. facilities, school,
natural Would not affect affordable
environment existing assets. Promotes buildings/ homes).
, fourism land for tourist industry
and Avoids or minimises | (e.g. caravans, holiday | Promotes the
recreation, damage to homes, leisure creation of mixed
etc. archaeology or facilities). use
geologically developments.

important sites.

Promotes education
and science.
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Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Neutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
- 0/? ++
Impact on Map Express Supports development | Has no impact. Promotes
vacant and | - Vacant and derelict on Greenfield sites. redevelopment of
derelict land brownfield land.
land?
Population Supports single Makes no known Promotes opportunities | Requires variation
dwellings or single contribution (e.g. for improved personal | in the mix of
Impact on housing type and/or employment land, and community health | housing tenure
the supply tenure. affordable (e.qg. offices or and types.
of housing housing). neighbourhood
land for an centres that could Promotes care
ageing house new services). homes.
population.
Promotes variation in
the mix of housing
tenure and types.
Human Map Express Result in the Loss of existing right of Will have no Promotes creation of Requires creation
Health permanent loss of a way/pathway impact. open space and new | of civic park.
- Scottish Paths Record | public open space, (temporarily or pathways.
Impact on - Core Paths green network, core permanent). Promotes
access fo path or footpath. Maintains green developmentin
open Site Visit Allows development network links between | regeneration
space? on public open space. areas and recreational | areas.
sites.
Cultural Map Express: Allows for the direct Allows development No impact. Promotes renovation/ Promotes the
Heritage e Conservation Areas | loss of historic that would have an regeneration of historic | redevelopment of
e Listed Buildings environment under adverse impact on the buildings lying empty. buildings on the
Impact on e Scheduled certain setting on any historical Buildings Af Risk
cultural Monuments circumstances. feature or site (e.g. register.
heritage e Archaeological substantial obstruction
designations sites and of existing view).
(bafttlefields, monuments record
designed (SMR overlay) Allows the character of
landscapes, | ¢ Battlefield record a Conservation Area to
conservatio be adversely affected.

236




Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Neutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
- - 0/? + +
n areas and Inventory of
listed gardens and
buildings)? designed
landscapes
Impact on
archaeologi
cal sitese
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Table 8.5.2 Environmental Assessment Questions for Bids (allocated and unallocated)

Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Nevtral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
-- 0/? + +

Air Assessment provided by | 500+ dwellings or 50 - 499 dwellings or 2 - 1-49 dwellings or

Impact on air
quality?

landowner/developer
(i.e. proposed use and
accessibility of key
service cenfres etfc)

2016 Air Quality Progress
Report for Aberdeenshire
Council
http://www.scottishairqu
ality.co.uk/assets/docum

ents//APR16-01.pdf
Summary:
Concentrations of NO(2)
in Aberdeenshire are
below air quality
thresholds and there are
no Air Quality
Management

Areas (AQMA) in
Aberdeenshire.

There is limited
knowledge regarding
traffic speeds, patterns
or fleet composition in
the town centre
locations at Banff,
Inverbervie, Inverurie,
and, it is unlikely these
locations would meet
the definition of
congestion. Consider
pressure at junctions.

>20ha of employment

land

A proposal of this scale

will lead to a significant

decrease in air quality

(i.e. through increases in

concentrations of air

pollutants) if:

1) it willincrease traffic
flow in Ellon, Banff,

Inverurie, Inverbervie,

Peterhead,
Fraserburgh,
Stonehaven, Huntly,
Oldmedrum and
Westhill. AND/OR

2) itis for industrial use,
i.e. energy
generation from
biomass or waste.

Effects are likely to be
medium/long term. (It
should be noted that a
mixed-use development
may mitigate fransport
related air pollution).

20ha of employment land
A proposal of this scale will
lead to a decrease in air
quality (i.e. through
increases in
concentrations of air
pollutants) if:

1)

2)

it will increase traffic
flow through Ellon,
Inverurie, Banff,
Peterhead,
Inverbervie,
Fraserburgh,
Stonehaven, Huntly,
Oldmedrum and
Westhill;, AND/OR

it is for industrial use,
i.e. energy generation

from biomass or waste.

500+ dwellings or >20ha of
employment land

A proposal of this scale will
lead to a decrease in air
quality.

Effects are likely to be
medium/long term.

(It should be noted that a
mixed-use development
may mitigate transport
related air pollution).

<2ha of employment
land

Individual
developments of this
scale are unlikely to
have any effects on
air quality.

N/A

N/A

238
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http://www.scottishairquality.co.uk/assets/documents/APR16-01.pdf

Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Neutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
- 0/? ++

Diffusion tube monitoring

has been set up at new

sites in Inverurie and

Inverbervie during 2016

and will be set up at new

sites in Banff and

Oldmeldrum during 2017.
Water Map Express (Cadcorp) A proposal is likely to A proposal is likely to have | A proposalis unlikely | A proposal will

- Waste water drainage have a significant a negative effect if: to have any have a positive
Impact on hotspofts negative effect if: 1) private waste significant effects on | effectif:
water quality | - Private water supplies 1) it will exceed public drainage system is water quality if: 1) thereis a
through Assessment provided by sewage freatment proposed/required for | 1) itis connected to public waste
pollution landowner/developer capacity under 15 houses. a public sewer water
and/or Check a water body's and and/or and will not connection
abstractione | status here: 2) a private waste 2) where private water exceed sewage with adequate
Please note https://www.sepa.org.uk drainage system is abstraction is freatment capacity.
‘abstraction’ | /data- proposed/required proposed and will capacity. and/or
only applies visualisation/water- for more than 15 impact on a water and 2) a proposal
to sites that classification-hub/ This houses. body that is identified 2) It does not with a
may require uses data from 2016. and/or as under pressure from propose private watercourse
private water | Site visit 3) A watercourse runs abstraction (see RMBP water within or
supplies. Scotland’s River Basin through the site. map) abstraction. adjacent to
Does the Management Plan’ Mitigation measures and/or the site
proposal (RBMP) data sheets have would be required. 3) Itis adjacenttoa requires (LDP
have a info on the status of, and The score would watercourse. policy) a
physical pressures on, specific remain the same if it Mitigation measures buffer strip and
impact on water bodies. is culverted. would be required. would score
existing water | http://www.sepa.org.uk/ positivity if
courses? water/river basin planni | Impacts are likely to be Impacts are likely to be enhancement
Can the ng/waterbody data she | localised and localised and medium measures are
proposal ets.aspx medium/long term. term. to be provided
connect to a | Consultation with SEPA if (i.e.it
public watercourse within site, integrated as

a positive
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https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-classification-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-classification-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-classification-hub/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/data-visualisation/water-classification-hub/
http://www.sepa.org.uk/water/river_basin_planning/waterbody_data_sheets.aspx
http://www.sepa.org.uk/water/river_basin_planning/waterbody_data_sheets.aspx
http://www.sepa.org.uk/water/river_basin_planning/waterbody_data_sheets.aspx
http://www.sepa.org.uk/water/river_basin_planning/waterbody_data_sheets.aspx

Criteria

Sources of Data

Significant Negative
Effects

Negative Effects

Neutral/Unknown
Effects

Positive Effects
+

Significant
Positive Effect

- 0/? ++
sewerage or in close proximity to feature of the
system? site development
rather than just
a narrow
buffer strip).
Climatic SEPA Flood Risk Map A proposal will have a Site is within an area Site is not within an
Factors https://www.sepa.org.uk | significant negative identified as low flood risk. | identfified flood risk N/A N/A
/environment/water/floo | effect if the site is within Impacts are likely to be area.
Vulnerability ding/flood-maps/ an area identified as localised and
to the effects | Map Express Flooding medium/high flood risk. medium/long ferm.
of climate Extents (river, coastal Impacts are likely to be
change? (i.e. | and surface localised and
flooding - Assessment provided by | medium/long term.
coastal, landowner/developer to
fluvial or support a development
surface option.
water)
Impact of Assessment provided by | 500+ dwellings or 20>ha | 50-499 dwellings or 2-20ha | 1-49 dwellings or
fransport on landowner/developer to | of employment land of employment land >2ha of employment | N/A N/A

CO2
emissions?

support a development
option.
Site Visits

A proposal on this scale
has potential to cause a
significant increase in
COz2emissions through
increased car travel.
However, the
connectivity of the
proposed site must be
taken info account
when assessing impact.
A mixed use proposal
may also mitigate
transport related
emissions.

A proposal on this scale
has potential to cause an
increase in concentrations
of CO2emissions through
increased car fravel.
However, the connectivity
of the proposed site must
be taken intfo account
when assessing impact.

A mixed use proposal may
also mitigate transport
related emissions.

Effects are likely to be
medium term.

land

A proposal on this
scale is unlikely to
have any effect on
CO2 emissions.
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https://www.sepa.org.uk/environment/water/flooding/flood-maps/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/environment/water/flooding/flood-maps/
https://www.sepa.org.uk/environment/water/flooding/flood-maps/

Criteria

Sources of Data

Significant Negative
Effects

Negative Effects

Neutral/Unknown
Effects
0/?

Positive Effects
+

Significant
Positive Effect
++

Effects are likely to be
medium/long term.

Soil Map Express 50+ dwellings or 2> ha of | 1 - 49 dwellings or <2ha of | All Development Remediation of Remediation
employment land employment land located contaminated of
Impact on - MRCS Prime Agricultural | located on agricultural on agricultural land rated It should be noted land contaminated
agricultural Land land rated Class 3.1 or Class 3.1 or above. that while all land
land? - Historic land use data above A proposal of this scale will | developments are 50 - 499 dwellings
Land Contamination A proposal of this scale cause a significant loss of | likely to have adverse | or 2 - 20ha of 500+ or >20ha
Impact on Strategy will cause a significant valuable agricultural land | effects on soil employment land | of
soil quality https.//www.aberdeensh | loss of valuable (i.e. through increases in through soil erosion, A proposal of this | employment
during ire.gov.uk/media/2654/cl | agricultural land (i.e. concentrations of a desegregation, scale would land
construction strategy rev_may 2010. | through increases in certain contaminant(s) in compaction and deliver a A proposal of
phase? pdf concentrations of soil, soil sealing, structural pollution during the significant this scale
Public Register of contaminants, soil change in soils and construction phase, decrease in soil would deliver
Impact on Contaminated Land sealing, structural change in soil organic these will be short contaminants. a very
contaminate | https://www.aberdeensh | change in soils and matter). term and should be significant
dland? ire.gov.uk/media/17044/ | change in soil organic considered a neutral | Effects are likely decrease in
public-reqister-of- matter). Impacts are likely to be impact. to be localised soil
Is it on contaminated-land- localised and and confaminants.
brownfield or | index-nov11.pdf Impacts are likely to be medium/long term. medium/long
greenfield localised and term. Effects are
land? medium/long term. likely to be
localised and
medium/long
term.
Impact on >50 dwellings or >2ha of | 1-49 dwellings or <2ha of
carbonrich Nesbrec HIS Map Express | employment land employment land

soils, i.e. peat

A proposal of this scale
would have a significant
negative effect if it
would result in the loss of
carbon rich sails.

A proposal of this scale
would have a negative
effect if it would result in

the loss of carbon rich soils.
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2654/cl_strategy_rev_may_2010.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2654/cl_strategy_rev_may_2010.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2654/cl_strategy_rev_may_2010.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/2654/cl_strategy_rev_may_2010.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/17044/public-register-of-contaminated-land-index-nov11.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/17044/public-register-of-contaminated-land-index-nov11.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/17044/public-register-of-contaminated-land-index-nov11.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/17044/public-register-of-contaminated-land-index-nov11.pdf
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/17044/public-register-of-contaminated-land-index-nov11.pdf

Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Neutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
- 0/? ++
Biodiversity Map Express Proposal would have a Proposal would have a Proposal would have | The proposal
- Local Nature significant negative negative effect if: a neufral effect ifitis | would have a N/A
Impact on Conservation Areas effect if: 1) itimpacts on the wider | of a scale orin a positive effect if
Natfure - SAC/SPA’s 1) it would resultin the biodiversity in terms of: | location that is proposes to
Conservation | - SSSI's etc. partial loss or a) significant land take unlikely fo negatively |1) to conserve,
Sites? alteration of a and/or affect a nature protect and/or
SNH Sitelink European, National b) fragmentation of conservation site or enhance
http://gateway.snh.gov. or Local nature habitat wider biodiversity. significant
uk/sitelink/ conservation networks/corridors species/
Protected Species: designation. and/or habitat.
http://www.snh.gov.uk/p and/or c) disturbance to wildlife 2) 2) maintain or
rotecting-scotlands- 2) it would have a and/or habitat. enhance
nature/protected- negative impact on and/or existing
species/protected- a Protected Species. | d) loss of trees, habitat
species-az/ woodland, connectivity
Assessment provided by | Effects are likely to be hedgerows. (i.e. green
landowner/developer long term. networks)
Consultation with the Effects are likely to be long and/or create
Council’s Environment term. new
Team and SNH. connections.
Landscape Map Express Proposal will have a Proposal will have a The proposal is of a
- SNH Landscape significant impact on the | negatfive impact on akey | scale orin alocation | N/A N/A
Impact on Character Assessments | key features and overall | feature of the landscape that is unlikely to
landscape (refer to key issues and | composition/quality of a | character area; and/or have any effects on
quality? forces for landscape landscape character The proposal will have a landscape quality.
Impact on a change sections) areq; or negative impact on the
Special - Aberdeen Green belt Proposal will have a townscape/setting of the
Landscape - Special Landscape negative impact on a town.
Area? Areaq. landscape character
Impact on area that is identified as | Effects are likely to be
Aberdeen Assessment provided by | ‘sensitive’. medium/long ferm.
Green belte landowner/developer to

support a development
option.

Effects are likely to be
medium/long ferm.
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http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/
http://gateway.snh.gov.uk/sitelink/
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/
http://www.snh.gov.uk/protecting-scotlands-nature/protected-species/protected-species-az/

Criteria

Sources of Data

Significant Negative
Effects

Negative Effects

Neutral/Unknown
Effects
0/?

Positive Effects
+

Significant
Positive Effect
++

Site visit

Consultation with the
Council's Environment
Team and/or SNH.

Material Assessment provided by | The proposal will have The proposal will have Proposal will not lead | <50 dwellings or < | 50+ dwellings
Assets landowner/developer significant negative negative effects on to a significant 2ha of or >2ha of
effects on existing existing infrastructure if itis | increase in pressure employment land | employment
Impact on Consultation with Roads, | infrastructure by of a scale that increases on local land
fixed assets, Education etc. exceeding the capacity | the pressure on one or infrastructure. Proposal of this Proposal of this
i.e. Scoftish Water Asset of one or more of the more of the following scale could have | scale could
affordable Capacity search for following: without being able to a positive effect have a
housing, water and waste water 1) water/sewage make sufficient developer through provision | significant
infrastructure | drainage: network; confributions: of affordable positive effect
http://www.scottishwater | 2) local 1) water/sewage, housing, through:

.C0o.uk/business/connecti primary/secondary network; water/waste 1) provision of

ons/connecting-your- school; or 2) local water affordable

property/asset-capacity- | 3) local roads network primary/secondary infrastructure, housing;
search (Assessment should school; or transportation 2) provision of

2017 School Roll focus on the scale of | 3) local roads network infrastructure. new

Forecast. Use capacity the proposal and the (Assessment should Any proposals community

as forecast for 2022: nature of the road, focus on the scale of that include facilities i.e.

http://committees.aberd i.e. A, BorC class). the proposal and the woodland schools,

eenshire.gov.uk/committ nature of the road, i.e. expansion and/or library,
ees.aspxecommid=494& A, B or C class). creation. healthcare,
meetid=18749 (see ltem wafter/

6) waste
water infra-
structure,
frans-
portation
infra-
structure; or

3) Any
proposals
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http://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business/connections/connecting-your-property/asset-capacity-search
http://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business/connections/connecting-your-property/asset-capacity-search
http://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business/connections/connecting-your-property/asset-capacity-search
http://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business/connections/connecting-your-property/asset-capacity-search
http://www.scottishwater.co.uk/business/connections/connecting-your-property/asset-capacity-search
http://committees.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/committees.aspx?commid=494&meetid=18749
http://committees.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/committees.aspx?commid=494&meetid=18749
http://committees.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/committees.aspx?commid=494&meetid=18749
http://committees.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/committees.aspx?commid=494&meetid=18749

Criteria Sources of Data Significant Negative Negative Effects Neutral/Unknown Positive Effects Significant
Effects - Effects + Positive Effect
- 0/? ++
that
include
significant
woodland
expansion
and/or
creation.
May have negative Site is not located in Proposal will have
Impact on Map Express — Vacant N/A impact if site has vacant or derelict a positive effectif | N/A
vacant and and derelict land ecological value (i.e. land. it is located in
derelict land? | Assessment provided by reverted back to nature). vacant or derelict
landowner/developer land and will
confribute toits
redevelopment.
Population Assessment provided by Would have a negative Significance of Proposal will have
landowner/developer to | N/A impact if no mix of house effects is uncertain if a positive effectif | N/A
Impact on support a development types are proposed house type is it provides land
the supply of | option. resulting in a limited unknown. specifically for
housing land housing choice for all care
for an ageing groups of the population. homes/village.
population? If only one house is Would have a
proposed there is the positive impact if
potential for negative a mix of house
cumulative effects if there types are
are other single houses proposed
adjacent or nearby that resulting in a
are of the same size (i.e. housing choice
lack of variety). for all groups of
the population.
Human Map Express The proposal will have a | The proposal will have a Development of site Development of NA
Health - Scottish Paths Record significant negative significant negative effect | is unlikely to have any | the site will lead
- Core Paths effect if: if it: significant effects on | to:
Impact on - Health and Safety existing pathways or 1) improved
access fo Executive consultation access to
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Criteria

Sources of Data

Significant Negative
Effects

Negative Effects

Neutral/Unknown
Effects

Positive Effects
+

Significant
Positive Effect

- 0/? ++
open space zones (pipelines and 1) thesite is located on 1) willlead to the loss of access to open existing open
and active hazardous sites) recreational open an existing right of way | space. space (i.e.
travel routes? | Site Visit space. or core path. Population not aft risk new path)
Impact on 2) Population within a 2) Population within from hazardous 2) creation of
safety? hazardous Health and Safety developments. new cycle
development and/or Executive outer and routes; and/or
Health and Safety middle consultation 3) link with
Executive inner Zones. existing cycle
consultation zone. routes.
Cultural OS mapping The proposal will have a | The proposal will have a Unlikely to have any Provides Promotes the
Heritage e Map Express significant negative negative effect if it is within | effects on the historic | opportunity to re-
Impact on Conservation Areas effect if it affects: an archaeological site environment. enhance or development
cultural e Map Express Listed 1) the designation’s key | listed on the Sites and improve access of buildings on
heritage Buildings characteristics; or Monuments Record, to the historic the Buildings
designations | ¢  Map Express 2) the integrity of its Battlefield, designed environment (i.e. | af Risk register.
and listed Scheduled Ancient setting. landscape, Conservation reuse of vacant
buildings? Monuments (This includes listed Area but will not have a buildings).
e Map Express buildings, significant effect.
Impact on archaeological sites conservation areas,
archaeologic and monuments Scheduled Developments should
al sitese record (SMR overlay) Monuments, avoid historic sites and
e Map Express bafttlefields, effects are likely to be long
This can be Battlefield record archaeological site term/irreversible.
both direct Battlefields: listed on the Sites and
and indirect http://data.historic- Monuments Record
(setting) scotland.gov.uk/pls/html garden and
db/f2p=2500 :10:0 designed
Site Visits landscapes).

Consultation

Assessment provided by
landowner/developer to
support a development

opfion.

Effects are likely to be
medium/long term.
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http://data.historic-scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmldb/f?p=2500
http://data.historic-scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmldb/f?p=2500
http://data.historic-scotland.gov.uk/pls/htmldb/f?p=2500

Appendix 8.6: Assessment of the LDP’s vision, spatial strategy and policies

The Tables below have been updated to reflect the changes made as a result of the consultation on the Environmental

Report of the Proposed LDP 2020, and the examination of the Proposed LDP 2020, which concluded in 2022, where

Reporters recommended small changes to the vision, aims and policies (see stage 3 at
https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/Idp-2023/).

8.6.1 Strategic Environmental Assessment: Vision

The preferred option is to keep the existing vision statement unchanged, but to provide significantly greater guidance
on the value of the vision and how it links together.

A reasonable alternative might be to reduce the weight we would like to give to the vision for the Plan to something

which is more accessible and less detailed, and make it into a broad statement of intent which has no real use in
decision making.

Table 8.6.1 Assessment of the vision

Strategy: Vision
Comments
T e 2 Effects should be assessed in ferms of
SEA Topics 5 % S (e rgver5|b|llfy or irreversibility Mlhg'ahon measures (i.e. changes Revised
® S _:q:, e  risks required) effect
o < | ® duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-term,
short-term and medium-term)
+ + | The vision presented for the Plan is overwhelmingly | None proposed.
posifive in relation to air quality impacts particularly
Air with the application of the “sustainable development
and climate change”. Impacts are likely to be
medium/long term and permanent.
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https://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/ldp-2023/

Water

Water is a key asset that the vision seeks to protect by
protecting assets and resources and in pursuit of
climate change objectives. Any effects are likely to
be medium/long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

“Taking on the challenges of sustainable
development and climate change” remains a key
element of the vision for the Plan.

Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Soil is a key asset that the vision seeks to protect by
protecting assets and resources and in pursuit of

Greater protection could be given to
prime agricultural land, but this is unlikely

Soil climate change objectives. Any effects are likely to to be supported in the Plan as it would be
be medium/long term and permanent. contrary to Scottish Planning Policy.
Biodiversity is a key asset that the vision seeks to None proposed.
protect by conserving assets and resources and in

Lo pursuit of climate change objectives. A specific vision

Biodiversity topic of “Creating green network” is also relevant in
this context. Any effects are likely to be medium/long
term and permanent.
Landscape impacts are protected through promoting | The area controlled by Special
good design in new development and specific controls | Landscape Areas could be increased,
on our best landscapes. but already a significant part of

Landscape Effects are likely to be medium/long term and Aberdeenshire is given this protection

permanent.
Safeguards existing assets.

and it would be difficult to justify its
extension.

Material Assets

In the vision, transport is specifically identified as a
material asset that requires fo be safeguarded.
Sustainable mixed communities are also promoted.
Impacts are likely to be

Medium/long term and permanent.

None proposed.

247




Population

Promotion of mixed communities remains a key
element of the vision. lIssues such as the promotion of
a mix of housing tenures and types is highlighted in the
vision. Effects are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The vision promotes the creation of open space and
new pathways, maintaining green network links
between areas and promoting recreational sites.
Development in regeneration areas is also
encouraged. Effects are likely to be medium/long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

Cultural heritage is an asset that the Plan seeks to
conserve and enhance. Effects are likely to be
medium/long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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8.6.2 Strategic Environmental Assessment: Spatial Strategy

The preferred option is to remove the sections within the Spatial Strategy that refer to the six different administrative
areas in Aberdeenshire and, instead to give a wider context to the Settlement Strategy as it applies over the whole

areaq.

A reasonable alternative would be to keep the statements for each administrative area as a form of promotion and
marketing to attract business interests to locate in these areas. Other documents produced by the Council achieve this

aim.

Table 8.6.2 Assessment of the Spatial Strategy

Strategy: Spatial Strategy

© Comments
T 2 Effects should be assessed in ferms of
SEA Topics 5 % o |- rgver5|b|llfy or irreversibility Mlhg.ahon measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
® S G |°* risks required)
o ":,': e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).
- The Settlement Strategy will result in significant Mitigation could be achieved through No impact to
new development in air hotspots in Ellon and reducing the scale of development raise effects
Oldmeldrum. However, the spread of promoted, and the housing land above a
development in the Strategic Growth Areas is a | requirement sought. This would require | negative effect.
Air positive adaptation. The scale of rural development offset to other locations,
development being promoted is likely to add which may not have air quality issues,
to local air quality issues. In all cases the but otherwise underperform in a land
effects are likely to be medium/long tferm and use planning context.
permanent.
+ + The Spatial Strategy is unlikely fo have an None proposed. Development is No impact.
impact on issues of water quality due to the obliged through policy to have a
need for foul water drainage and SuDS for neutral effect on water quality issues.
Water surface water disposal. In all cases the effects
are likely to be medium/long ferm and
permanent.
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The Spatial Strategy promotes developmentsin | None proposed. Modification of the No Impact.
major towns and seftlements within Strategic policies fo promote all development in
Growth Areas, mitigating climatic effects a small number of locations to minimise
through promoting modal shifts and reducing climatic impacts is possible, but would
Climatic Factors the need to travel. Masterplans and further not deliver homes and businesses
assessments set out in the Settlement according to the needs of the
Statements will help to identify and mitigate community.
effects. The effects are likely to be
medium/long term and permanent.
In some places the spatial strategy may lead to | Mitigation through the identification of No Impact.

the loss of prime agricultural land.
Development is also promoted on sites that
may be subject to coastal flooding.

Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and
permanent.

greater amounts of brownfield land
could be promoted, but only at the risks
of no development coming forward at
all due to the additional costs
associated with brownfield
development over green field

Soil development. Likewise, there is no
guarantee that brownfield land will
come forward, even if identified for
development.

Loss of prime agricultural land is
acceptable in some circumstances.

Identification of the site’s layout for new None proposed.

development is a matter for the planning

application process. Sites have been identified

to reduce potential harm to habitats. Policies

and practice suggest that ancient, long-

o established, and semi-natural woodland,
Biodiversity wildlife corridors, and other biodiversity

enhancement measures will be required.
Masterplans and further assessments set out in
the Settlement Statements will help to identify
and mitigate effects. Effects are likely to be
medium/long term and permanent.
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Landscape

None of the seftlements identified for new
growth sit within Special Landscape Areas.
Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

In every case development is promoted in
locations that will enhance existing material
assets. Effects are likely to be medium/long
term and permanent.

Promotion of a different Settlement
Strategy is likely to detract in the
material assets supported in one
particular location.

No Impact.

Population

Development is promoted in high demand
areas to ensure it will be delivered. The specific
composition of the bids will determine the
impacts on population. We believe that
effects are likely to be medium/long tferm and
permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The Spatial Strategy will have no impact on
human health issues. We believe that effects
are likely to be medium/long ferm and
permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The Spatial Strategy will have a positive impact
on cultural heritage issues. Allocations made in
the plan avoid cultural heritage areas. Existing
policies provide protection to ancient
monuments and cultural sites. Masterplans
and further assessments set out in the
Setftlement Statements will help to identify and
mitigate effects. There will also be
opportunities for allocating sites that will allow
regeneration of historic assets. We believe that
effects are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect

- = negative effect -- =
0 = neutral effect

significant negative effect
2 = uncertain effect
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8.6.3 Strategic Environmental Assessment: Policies and appendices

Tables 8.6.3 to 8.6.36 show the predicted effects of the preferred and alternative LDP policies on the environment. The
supplementary guidance that accompanied the LDP 2017 will, as a result of the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, be rolled
forward as either appendices or become planning advice.

Shaping Business

Shaping Business development - Policy B1 Town Centre Development

Maintain LDP 2017 policy with minor amendments to describe the circumstances in which a retail impact
assessment is required, and requiring sites next to a tfown centre to be connected to it via a path and/or active
travel route. The policy only allows retail and other uses that a lot of people will visit, including office developments,
in defined fown centres unless a sequential assessment shows that another site is more appropriate.

Alternative policy is to maintain LDP 2017, but to not allow education uses in the tfown centre and apply it to small
convenience shops and leisure.

Table 8.6.3 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy B1

Shaping Business Development — Policy B1 Town Cenfre Development and Appendix 2 Retail Centres

Policy:
_E o Comments
6 | > | Effects should be assessed in terms of
Sl B | reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
SEA Topics b c . A B Revised effect
2| @ | risks required)
Q ":,‘: e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
:-:’ term, short-ferm and medium-term).

+
+

The preferred policy promotes high footfall | None proposed.
generating uses in one location, minimising the
Air impacts of travel on air pollution. Effects are
likely to be medium/long term and permanent
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Water

No adverse impacts on water quality are
anficipated from development in town
cenftres, as water emissions are controlled by
policy RD1 Providing suitable services. Effects
are likely to be medium/long ferm and
permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Impact of the movement of people is
minimised to selected and concentrated
areas where there are adequate services.
Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Soil

No new development is proposed on prime
agricultural land. Likewise, development is not
promoted on areas that may flood.

Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

All new construction must contribute to
enhancing biodiversity through their
development. Policies that promote
brownfield development in fown centres are
likely to suffer restrictions in their capacity to
enhance biodiversity. Effects are likely to be
medium/long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

Promotion of the redevelopment of fown
centres enhances urban landscapes. Effects
are likely to be medium/long ferm and
permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

The town centre is a significant asset for a
town and its conservation and enhancement
is likely to add to the town itself. Effects are
likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Population

There are no effects on population. Effects are
likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.
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Human Health subsequent impact on human health.

0 0 | Directing new high footfall developments to None proposed.
town centres promotes active travel, with a

Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and
permanent.

Cultural Heritage

+ + [ The policy promotes the re-use of culturally | None proposed.
important parts of our townscapes.

Effects are likely to be medium/long tferm and
permanent.

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect

Key of effects - = negative effect -- = significant negative effect

0 = neutral effect ¢ = uncertain effect

Shaping Business development - Policy B2 Employment and Business Land

This policy seeks to approve, subject to other policies, new employment uses on land allocated/identified for
business uses subject to exceptions. It will approve new employment uses, subject to other policies, on land
allocated or identified on the proposals maps, or most recently used for this purpose. The policy ensures allocated
employment sites are developed for suitable employment purposes and to protect these sites from non-
employment development; existing employment use is retained and protected.

The preferred option maintains LDP 2017 policy, but provides further clarity on heavy goods vehicle movements.

The alternative option would be to include the above amendments, but also provide clarity that use-classes 10 and
11 of the Schedule associated with the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes) (Scotland) Order 1997 could be
considered for Business Land and Employment land allocations, provided the obligations of the Town Centres First
principles are applied.

In addition, this policy seeks to approve retail development in the countryside, subject to other policies, if it is

designed alongside oris ancillary to a new or existing tourist or visitor attraction or is the expansion of an existing
retail use in the countryside. The applicant must demonstrate they have considered the use of derelict buildings
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and brownfield land and there will be no adverse impact on the vitality or viability of existing centres as a result of
the development.

Table 8.6.4 Assessment of the polices and appendices- Policy B2

Shaping Business Development — Policy B2 Employment and Business Land and Appendix 1 Employment Land Allocations
o Comments
T 2 Effects should be assessed in terms of
SEA Topics 5 % g o rgver5|b|I|Ty or irreversibility Mlhg.ahon measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
© g o[ Trisks required)
o ":,‘: e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-term and medium-ferm).
0 0 Proposals in this policy limit the location of Bad neighbour or noxious No change.
heavy goods vehicles to key fransport routes developments are not specifically These
and inferchanges. It seeks to segregate controlled by planning policy. development
industrial uses from homes. Effects are likely to types are rare
. be medium/long term and permanent. within
Alr Aberdeenshire
and should be
treated as
departures on
their own merits.
0 0 No adverse impacts on water quality are None proposed.
anficipated from business land allocations as
Water water emissions are confrolled by policy RD1
Providing suitable services. Effects are likely
to be medium/long term and permanent.
0 0 No climate impacts are anticipated from this | None proposed.
type of development, and allowing rural
development may reduce travel distances.
Development is directed to well-connected
Climatic Factors settflements with adequate services. Effects
are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.
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Soil

No new development is proposed on prime
agricultural land. Likewise, development is
not promoted on areas that may flood.
Development in rural areas will not impact on
prime agricultural land or peat soils. These
are protected by policy C3 Carbon sinks and
stores and PR1 Protecting important
resources.

Effects are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

Development is directed to locations which
are not identified wildlife sites and rural
development will not impact on biodiversity
resources. All development has to contribute
to enhancing biodiversity through their
development. Effects are likely to be
medium/long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

No employment land allocations are made
on protected landscapes and all existing
designations are outwith sensitive areas. The
siting and design of rural proposals is a
primary consideration for any new
development (Policy P1 Layout, Siting and
Design). Effects are likely to be medium/long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

Business land development adds to the assets
of each town that they are located within.
Cumulative negative impacts may arise due
to the unplanned nature of rural proposals.
Effects are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed. The modifications
proposed o the policy augments the
positive impacts of Material assefts.

No change.

Population

There are no effects on population. Effects
are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.
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0 0 There are no effects on human health. None proposed.
Human Health Effects are likely fo be medium/long tferm and
permanent.

0 0 There are no impacts on cultural heritage. None proposed.
Cultural Heritage Effects are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
Key of effects - = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Shaping Business development - Policy B3 Tourist Facilities

This policy welcomes development of new tourist facilities and refuses applications for conversion of existing tourist
facilities to alternative uses. It supports shops that will act as a new or support an existing tourist destination, and
which will make a contribution to the development of the area with no significant adverse effect on the vitality or
viability of existing fown centres subject.

The policy also supports new tourist facilities subject to other policies if they fit within the settlement boundary and
deliver economic and social benefits. Proposals must respect the character and amenity of the surrounding area
and potential cumulative impact should be assessed. We will refuse any proposal to convert existing tourist
accommodation (with the exception of reinstatement to a dwellinghouse from one used for “bed and breakfast”)
to other uses, unless satisfactory evidence is provided showing that it has been actively marketed for sale and that
the current business is no longer viable.

The preferred option would be to maintain the LDP 2017 policies with minor amendments and to deal with major
new developments on sites unrelated to settlements (e.g. a visitor centre next to a castle) as departures to the Plan.
The policy would make reference to the need for a justification for the long-term success of the business, clarify the
terms under which high value tourist developments should be provided, the level of protection given to existing
tourist sites, and to clarify that shops ancillary to tourist developments are acceptable.
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The alternative option 1 would be to expand the text of the policy to include an opportunity for major new tourist
developments on sites unrelated to settlements, but with a strong association with an existing physical characteristic
of asite (such as a listed building or ancient monument).

A further alternative option 2 would be to amend the policy to specifically prohibit tourism facility development in
areas not well related to settlements in the Plan.

Table 8.6.5 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy B3

Policy: Shaping Business Development — Policy B3 Tourist Facilities
c
o | ., | Comments
"g'. .g Effects should be assessed in terms of
SEA Topics o 5 ) rfever5|b|||Ty or irreversibility Mlhg.ahon measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
o 5 |° risks required)
2 ":E e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
g term, short-term and medium-ferm).
0 0 | Air quality is not impacted upon by fourist | None proposed. Major new - (alternative
facilities close to seftflements. developments on sites unrelated to option 1)
settflements, but with a strong
Air association with an existing physical
characteristic of a site (such as a listed
building or ancient monument) is likely
to increase impacts on air quality.
0 0 | No adverse impacts on water quality are None proposed
anticipated as water emissions are conftrolled
Water by policy RD1 Providing suitable services.
Effects are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.
0 0 | Developments will be required to adequately None proposed. The removal of the | - (alternative

Climatic Factors

mitigate the potential impacts of fraffic from
their development by provision of active travel
routes to their facility.

requirement for facilities to be closely
related to seftlements will have a
negative effect on climate change
issues.

option 1)
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? ? | Only in exceptional circumstances will Circumstances where soils are impacted | No change.
. development be permitted on prime upon will be very rare and best dealt
Soil agricultural land. Effects are likely to be with on an ad hoc basis.
medium/long term and permanent.
0/+ | 0/- | All new construction has to contribute to The alternative option 1 may impact | No change.
enhancing biodiversity through their upon biodiversity resources (when
Biodiversity development. Effects are likely to be facilities are proposed adjacent to such
medium/long term and permanent. sites). Other policies in the plan guard
against such impacts.
0 0 | Applying policy E2 Landscape provides a None proposed.
context for ensuring design is likely to be
acceptable. Thisis the case even when the
Landscape . : .
preferred option for tourist development is
implemented, despite potentially wider
impacts
0 0 | The policy promotes the form of development | None proposed.
. in the areas identified and has limited impact
Material Assets on material assets. Effects are likely to be
medium/long term and permanent.
0 0 | There are no effects on population. Effects are | None proposed.
Population likely to be medium/long term and permanent.
0 0 | There are no effects on human health. Effects | None proposed.
Human Health are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.
0 0 | The policy and alternatives promote the long | Both opportunities for long term re-use of | No change.
term and permanent conservation of built | cultural heritage and greater impacts
Cultural Heritage heritage assets that may also serve as a tourist [ on that heritage may arise. Policies in
facility. the Plan guard against such impacts
exceptin “exceptional” circumstances.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect

++ = significant positive effect

- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping Business development - Policy B4 Special Development Areas

The preferred option would be to retain the LDP 2017 policy, which enables business development within the
regeneration area by allowing cofounding through modest housing developments, but focusing the Regeneration
Priority Area on the four towns in Banff, Macduff, Fraserburgh and Peterhead in order to promote town centre
development in the four regeneration areas . A new Appendix will accompany the policy.

The policy also refers to the Energetica Corridor and planning advice will be published (formerly supplementary
guidance in the LDP 2017) that will allow proposals to be described as an Energetica development if they adhere
to the design and sustainability vision set out in the Planning Advice, “Energetica Placemaking”. The alternative
option would be to retain the “Regeneration Priority Areas”, as set out in the Local Development Plan 2017, as it has

had insufficient fime to be shown to be a successful policy instrument.

Table 8.6.6 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy B4

Policy:

SEA Topics

Shaping Business Development — Policy B4 Special Development Areas and Appendix 3 Regeneration Priority Areas

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in tferms of

e reversibility or irreversibility

e  risks

e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

o

o

The policy promotes a form of development in
four specific fowns. It does not promote
development in these areas. Effects are likely
to be medium/long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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0 No adverse impacts on water quality are None proposed.
anficipated as water emissions are controlled
Water by policy RD1 Providing suitable services.
Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and
permanent.
0 Impact of the movement of people is Developments will be required to -
minimised as development is promoted in adequately mitigate the potential
locations that are served by public fransport. impacts of fraffic from their
Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and development by provision of active
Climatic Factors permanent. travel routes to their facility. The
removal of the requirement for facilities
to be closely related to settlements will
have a negative effect on climate
change issues.
0 The preferred option is within the settlement Circumstances where soils are No change.
boundary and will have no impact. Only in impacted upon will be very rare and
exceptional circumstances will development best dealt with on an ad hoc basis. Rarity may justify
Soil proposed under the alternative option be impacts for
permitted on prime agricultural land. Effects alternative.
are likely to be medium/long term and
permanent.
0 All new construction has to contribute to The alternative option may impact No change.
enhancing biodiversity through their upon biodiversity resources (when
Biodiversity development. Effects are likely to be facilities are proposed adjacent fo such
medium/long tferm and permanent. sites). Other policies in the Plan guard
against such impacts.
0 Development in special areas will not impact Applying policy E2 Landscape provides | No change.
on special landscape areas. General a context for ensuring design is likely to
Landscape protection of landscape character can be be acceptable. This is the case even Issues addressed
protected through the use of policy E2. Effects | when the preferred option for tourist by a different
are likely to be medium/long term and development is implemented, despite policy.
permanent. potentially wider impacts.
0/+ The policy promotes the form of development | None proposed.

Material Assets

in the areas identified with brownfield
development opportunities. Effects are likely
to be medium/long term and permanent.
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Population

There are no effects on population. Effects are
likely to be medium/long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

There are no effects on human health, but the
preferred policy promotes development in
existing settlements. Other policies in the Plan
protect open spaces from development.
Effects are likely fo be medium/long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

There are no impacts on cultural heritage,
although the alternative option may create in
the very long term a “lifestyle corridor”. Historic
sites and areas will be protected by existing
policies HE1 and HE2. Effects are likely fo be
long term and permanent

With respect to the preferred option
both opportunities for long term re-use
of cultural heritage and greater
impacts on that heritage may arise.
Policies in the Plan guard against such
impacts except in “exceptional”
circumstances.

No change.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping Development in the Countryside

Shaping development in the countryside - Policy R1 Special Rural Areas

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy, which restricts housing development opportunities in the
green belt and coastal zone to reflect the special nature of these areas. Minor changes have been made to the
green belt boundary to account for any new allocations, and the coastal zone boundary and green belt will be
added as Appendices. It also allows essential infrastrucuture, such as digital communications and elelctricity grid
connections. A wider and more comprehensive review of the coastal zone and green belt will be undertaken for
the next plan.

The alternative option would be to make no amendments to extend the outer boundary of the green belt to
account for the increased accessibility provided by the AWPR, allows only small-scale development, and to
remove the coastal zone designation and current policy wording in favour of promoting an integrated policy
approach. SPP would be taken forward at a local level through amendment to several of the Local
Development Plan policies.

Table 8.6.7 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy R1

Shaping Development in the Countryside — Policy R1 Special Rural Areas and Appendix 4 Boundaries of the Green Belt and

relEr Appendix 5 Coastal Zone
o Comments
2 c 2 Effects should be assessed in terms of
SEA Topics s % g o rgver5|b|I|Ty or irreversibility Mlhg.qhon measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
TS| g | risks required)
o ":,‘: e durafion (i.e. permanent, tfemporary, long-
term, short-term and medium-ferm).
0 0 | Development is significantly restricted in special | None proposed.
Air rural areas. No impacts are anticipated on air
quality. Effects are likely to be long ferm and
permanent.
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Water

Development is significantly restricted in special
rural areas. No impacts are anticipated on
water quality. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Development is significantly restricted in special | None proposed. Without having 2
rural areas. No impacts are anticipated on undertaken the fundamental review of
climatic factors. Effects are likely to be long the green belt until 2023, as set out as
Cli . term and permanent. the preferred option above impacts on
imatic Factors . .
SEA topics cannot be judged. Removal
of protection of the coastal zone is
unlikely fo have any effect as other
designations cover the same area.
Development is significantly restricted in special | None proposed.
. rural areas. No impacts on protected soils are
Soil anficipated. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.
Development is significantly restricted in special | All development is required to enhance | No change.
rural areas. No impacts are anticipated on biodiversity by policy P1. Removal of
Biodiversity biodiversity. Effects are likely to be long term protection of the coastal zone is unlikely
and permanent. to have any effect as other natural
heritage designations cover the same
areq.
Impacts may be anticipated on Landscape Coastal development may be justified No change.
quality. Effects are likely to be long ferm and by the need for a coastal location. Achieved
permanent. Exceptional siting and design standards | through the
will have to be applied to any application of
development. Protection of additional policy P1 Layout,
land from development would increase | siting and design.
Landscape protection of the landscape over a very | Modification of

small part of Aberdeenshire.

the policies
would not be so
great as to
change the
overall
conclusion.
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Material Assets

Development is significantly restricted in special
rural areas. No impacts are anticipated on
material assets. Effects are likely to be long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

Development is significantly restricted in special
rural areas. No impacts are anticipated on
population. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

Development is significantly restricted in special
rural areas. No impacts are anticipated on
human health. Effects are likely to be long
ferm and permanent.

None proposed. Without having yet
undertaken the fundamental review of
the green belt, as set out as the
preferred option above, impacts on SEA
topics cannot be judged.

Cultural Heritage

Re-development of vernacular buildings is
significantly restricted in special rural areas, but
as not all vernacular buildings are designated
as listed buildings, this policy will not have a
significant effect on cultural heritage if
proposals are in line with historic environment
policies. Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping development in the countryside - Policy R2 Development Proposals Elsewhere in the Countryside

This policy restricts development proposals in the countryside area outwith the green belt and coastal zone to
small-scale development that would be subject to conditions specified in the LDP.

The preferred option is to modify the LDP 2017 policy by:

using the Scottish Government’s Six Fold Urban Rural Classification to define accessible and remote areas
for the application of rural policy;

retaining the organic growth element of the policy but move to a criteria-based approach (Planning
Advice could list the settlements that this policy applies to); and

introducing an element to the brownfield provision of the R2 policy to account for larger brownfield sites.

The policy on farm succession will be carried forward from the LDP 2017.

The alternative option would be to:

apply an adapted methodology combining a number of factors including the Scottish Government’s
Urban Rural Classification and local knowledge to introduce an “intermediate” area to the north and west
of Mintlaw, and Longside. This would address particular issues associated with the characteristics of rural
development in this area, but identifying a boundary for such an area to the south of Fraserburgh is proving
to be very difficult. Given the scale of development in Fraserburgh, Mintlaw, and Peterhead we have to
question whether re-development in villages surrounding these areas is the appropriate response.

Remove organic growth in favour of supporting a planned approach to development with growth
adjacent to settlements.

To not introduce an element of flexibility for larger brownfield sites and permit only “small-scale”
development.
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Table 8.6.8 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy R2

Shaping Development in the Countryside — Policy R2 Development Proposals Elsewhere in the Countryside

likely to be long term and permanent.

impact on water quality issues as it
reduces rural development
opportunities.

© Comments
T e 2 Effects should be assessed in tferms of
SEA Topics 5 % o | rfever5|b|||Ty or irreversibility Mlhg.ahon measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
® S ..‘t’ e risks required)
o < | ¢ duration (i.e. permanent, temporary,
long-term, short-term and medium-term).
-- -- | Development is permitted to single house, None proposed. Rural development is --
small-scale employment development, a tradition within some parts of
disused building, or land, small scale growth | Aberdeenshire. Some measures have
of settlements, retirement succession, and been infroduced to reduce the scale of
extension of additions to clusters. Impacts development in rural areas, including
Air may occur due to the scale of rural significant emphasis on the need for
development permitted, particularly in the appropriate design. Utilising the
remoter parts of Aberdeenshire where this Urban/Rural Classification in the
policy use is rife. Impacts on air quality may | preferred option would have a positive
occur. Effects are likely to be long term and | impact on air quality issues as it reduces
permanent. rural development opportunities.
0 0 | Noimpacts are anticipated on water None proposed. Ufilising the No change.
quality through the application of policy Urban/Rural Classification in the
Water RD1 Providing suitable services. Effects are preferred option would have a positive

Climatic Factors

Development is likely to lead to impact on
climatic factors as development is located
distant from services. Effects are likely to be
long term and permanent.

None proposed. Rural development is
a tradition within some parts of
Aberdeenshire. Some measures have
been infroduced to reduce the scale of
development in rural areas, including
significant emphasis on the need for
appropriate design. Utilising the
Urban/Rural Classification in the
preferred option would have a positive
impact on climate change issues as it
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reduces rural development
opportunities.

Development will not impact on prime None proposed. The preferred policy +
agricultural land or peat soils. These are would promote development on
Soil protected by policy C3 Carbon sinks and brownfield land, conserving soil quality.
stores and PR1 Protecting important
resources. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.
Development will not impact on biodiversity | None proposed. The preferred policy +
resources. All development must promote development on brownfield
Biodiversity demonstrate a design that enhances land, conserving areas which may have
biodiversity in the area (policy P1 Layout, biodiversity value. Conversely
siting, and design). Effects are likely to be brownfield sites may have greater
long term and permanent. biodiversity than greenfield sites.
Siting and design of new developmentis a None proposed. Uftilising the No change.
primary consideration for any new Urban/Rural Classification in the
Landscape development. Effects are likely to be long preferred option would have a positive
ferm and permanent. impact on landscape issues as it
reduces rural development
opportunities.
Cumulative negative impacts may arise due | None proposed. Organic growth No change.

Material Assets

to the unplanned nature of this
development type. Effects are likely to be
long term and permanent.

promotes rural development in places
where there is need for that
development to sustain rural services,
but this is unlikely to have a positive
impact.

Population

Rural development will have no effect on
population. Effects are likely to be long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

Rural development will have no effect on
human health. Effects are likely to be long
term and permanent.

None proposed.
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0 0 | Re-development of vernacular buildings is None proposed.
restricted in rural areas, but as not all
vernacular buildings are designated as
listed buildings, this policy will not have a
significant effect on cultural heritage if
proposals are in line with historic
environment policies. Effects are likely to be
long term and permanent.

Cultural Heritage

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
Key of effects - = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Shaping development in the countryside - Policy R3 Minerals

This policy only allows minerals development if enough information is provided to enable the full likely effects of the
development to be assessed, together with proposals for appropriate control, mitigation and monitoring.

The preferred option is to make minor changes to the LDP 2017 policy to provide clarity. This includes clarifying
wording associated with the review of conditions attached to mineral permissions, the need for Environmental
Impact Acctssments, consider transport impacts, adding wording to clarify how a buffer zone is established and
when the community consultation is fo be carried out. The policy also maintenance of a minerals landbank of at
least 10 years for construction aggrigates.

An alternative would be to maintain LDP 2017 rural development policy, but to not include additional guidance on
hill tracks seeking to minimise potential impacts of their development.
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Table 8.6.9 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy R3

Shaping Development in the Countryside — Policy R3 Minerals

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

o reversibility or irreversibility

e risks

e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

o

Development of mineral workings is unlikely to
have any impact on air quality. Effects are likely
to be long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Water

No impacts are anficipated on water quality
through the application of policy R3 Minerals.
Effects are likely to be long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Development is likely to lead to impact on
climatic factors as development is located
distant from existing services. Effects are likely to
be long term and permanent.

None proposed. Mineral
development is by its nature
something which happens in the
wider countryside.

No change.

Soil

Development will not impact on prime
agricultural land or peat soils. These are
protected by policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores
and PR1 Protecting important resources. Effects
are likely to be long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

Development will not impact on biodiversity
resources. All development must demonstrate a
design that enhances biodiversity in the area
(Policy P1 Layout, siting and design). Effects are
likely to be long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

Siting and design of new development is a
primary consideration for any new development.
Reinstatement of mineral workings is a usual
condition for mineral workings and hill tracks must

None proposed.
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satisfactorily integrate into the landscape.
Effects are likely o be long term and permanent.

Material Assets

+ |+ New mineral workings represent a key material
asset for the area. Effects are likely to be long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

0 (0 Mineral workings and hill fracks will have no
effect on population. Effects are likely to be long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

0 (O Mineral workings will have no effect on human
health. Effects are likely to be long ferm and
permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

0 (O Cultural heritage aspects within Aberdeenshire
are given sufficient protection by policies HET
and HE2. Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Table 8.6.10 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy R4

Shaping Development in the Countryside — Policy R4 Hill Tracks

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

e reversibility orirreversibility

e risks

e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-term and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

required)

Revised effect

Air

o

Development of hill tracks is unlikely to have any
impact on air quality. Effects are likely to be
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Water

No impacts are anticipated on water quality
through the application of policy R4 Hill tracks.
Any impacts on water bodies require to be
mitigated. Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Development of hill tracks is unlikely to have any
significant impact on climatic factors. Any
environmental impacts require to be mitigated.
Effects are likely to be long term and permanent.

None proposed.

No change.

Soil

Development will not impact on prime
agricultural land or peat soils. These are
protected by policy C3 Carbon sinks and stores
and PR1 Protecting important resources. Any
impacts such as soil erosion required to be
mitigated. Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

Development will not impact on biodiversity
resources. Any impacts on habitats require to be
mitigated. Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

None proposed.
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Landscape

Siting and design of new developmentis a

primary consideration for any new development.

Hill fracks must safisfactorily integrate intfo the
landscape. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

+/0

+/0

New hill fracks could provide new or improved
access to used sites for economic or
environmental benefits. Effects are likely to be
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

Hill tfracks will have no effect on population.

Effects are likely to be long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

Hill tracks will have no effect on human health.

Effects are likely to be long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

Cultural heritage aspects within Aberdeenshire
are given sufficient protection by policies HE1
and HE2. Effects are likely fo be long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect

++ = significant positive effect

- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping Homes and Housing

Shaping Homes and Housing - Policy H1 Housing Land

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy but raise the indicative standard density to 25 homes per
hectare in the Seftlement Statements (nominally 22 homes per hectare plus up to 40% open space). The policy
will continue to support the development of housing on sites allocated for that purpose within the Local
Development Plan and as shown in the Settlement Statements. It will not allow other types of development on
designated housing land unless it is linked to the housing use and still allows the site to be developed to
approximately the housing numbers shown in the Settlement Statements.

The alternative option would be to maintain LDP 2017 policy and revert to setting a maximum number of homes
that are allowed on any one site as identified by the development bid. As argued through the Local
Development Plan 2017, this would provide consistency and certainty for stakeholders. However, it could lead to
some extraordinarily low densities of housebuilding in some locations.

Table 8.6.11 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy H1

Policy: Shaping Homes and Housing — Policy H1 Housing Land and Appendix 6 Housing Land Allocations

:_c_f: © Comments
o > | Effects should be assessed in terms of
° T | reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
SEA Topics ° c . A Revised effect
o S| risks required)
Q ":,': e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
:__’ term, short-term and medium-ferm).
- - Housing development is likely to have a None proposed. These impacts are No change.
Air localised impact on air quality issues. Effects inherent in the nature of the
are likely to be long term and permanent. development.
0 0 No impacts are anticipated on water quality None proposed.
Water through the application of policy RD1
Providing suitable services. Effects are likely to
be long term and permanent.
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Housing allocations have been identified None proposed. Housing No change.
within existing settflements to help reduce development is by its nature
potential impacts on fransport in the area. In | something which happens in
some areas this will not equate with the settlements of varying capacity.
availability of a full range of services. Effects Restricting development only to
are likely to be long term and permanent. seftlements where there is a wide
Climatic Factors range of services is unlikely to be
desirable. The preferred option set out
above promotes a higher density of
development which reduces land take
and may have a positive impact on
climatic factors. The alternative option
would also provide these benefits.
Development may impact on prime None proposed. The preferred option | No change.
agricultural land, but is directed away from set out above promotes a higher
peat soils. These are protected by policy C3 density of development which reduces
Carbon sinks and stores and PR1 Protecting land take and may have a positive
Soil important resources. In some cases impact on land take. This is unlikely to
development on prime agricultural land is have an impact on impact on soils.
necessary to allow for the future growth of the | The alternative option would also
settflement. Effects are likely to be long term provide these benefits.
and permanent.
Development sites are directed to sites None proposed. The preferred option | No change.
without biodiversity interests. All development | set out above promotes a higher
must demonstrate a design that enhances density of development which reduces
Biodiversity biodiversity in the area (Policy P1 Layout, land take and may present less of an
siting and design). Effects are likely to be long | impact on biodiversity. The alternative
ferm and permanent. approach identifies the capacity of
sites to be set in advance, also having
a positive impact on biodiversity.
The siting of new housing development is None proposed. The preferred option | No change.
considered carefully for any site. Impacts are | set out above promotes a higher
actively avoided. Effects are likely to be long | density of development which reduces
Landscape term and permanent. land take and may have a positive

impact on the landscape. The
alternative option would also provide
these benefits.
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Material Assets

The scale of housing allocations cannot
guarantee the provision of material assets
that might be required in a given seftlement.
In many cases there may be deficits arising in
material assets that cannot be resolved.
Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

Where material assets are required
within a settlement the proposed Local
Development Plan identifies what
these are likely to be, but it cannot
guarantee their deliverability due o
the overriding need for deliverable
housing developments. This is
independent of the number of houses
allowed on a development site.

Development
may be
insufficient to
justify a sufficient
developer
obligation to
resolve deficits in

the material
assets within a
settlement.
? ? For many sites the significance of effects is A mix of house types is required by No change.
Population uncertain as the house type is unknown. policy P1 Layout, siting, and design.
Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.
? ? For many sites the significance of effects is Adequate connections are required No change.
Human Health uncertain as the impact on active travel is for every development site through
unknown. Effects are likely to be long term Policy RD1 Providing suitable services.
and permanent.
+/- +/- | Culturally significant sites within Aberdeenshire | None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

are avoided by housing land allocations.
However, there is the potential for both
positive and negative effects (e.g. does not
encourage reuse of historic buildings, but it
avoids setting impacts). Possible that this
policy will not have a significant effect on
cultural heritage if proposals are in line with
historic environment policies. Effects are likely
to be long term and permanent.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect

++ = significant positive effect

- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping homes and housing - Policy H2 Affordable Housing

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy, but amend it to state that the scale of affordable housing need
in Aberdeenshire has increased to more than 48% of the allocations, and that as a matter of goodwill developers
should engage with a housing association or affordable housing provider to deliver more than 25% of new homes on
any development site.

While it will not be possible to meet all affordable housing needs through the Plan’s housing allocations, this is still an
important part of creating sustainable mixed communities. All new housing developments of four or more houses
must include no less than 25% of the serviced plots for affordable housing according to the definitions in the current
2018 Housing Need and Demand Assessment.

Further good practice advice will be published as Planning Advice, which will amalgamate the former
supplementary guidance on affordable housing and developer obligations.

As an alternative option radical approaches such as the securing of at least 25% of all sites from developers for the
construction of affordable housing by a social housing provider, in advance of funding being guaranteed and
made available, could be considered. This would result in the capacities available for private housebuilding on
each site to be reduced and would have no impact on the level of public funding that would be required to
increase the rate of affordable house building to an appropriate level.
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Table 8.6.12 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy H2

Shaping Homes and Housing — Policy H2 Affordable Housing

a design that enhances biodiversity in the
area (Policy P1 Layout, siting and design).

Comments
o ,g’ Effects should be assessed in terms of
0 c| = o . - e .
SEA Topics 5 % g | rgver5|b|llfy or irreversibility Mlhg.ahon measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
T 5 ..‘t’ e  risks required)
o < | ® duration (i.e. permanent, temporary,
long-term, short-term and medium-term).
0 0 Affordable housing provision within None proposed. These impacts are
development sites is unlikely to have an inherent in the nature of the
Air additional adverse impact on air quality. development.
Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.
0 0 No impacts are anticipated from affordable | None proposed.
housing on water quality through the
Water application of policy RD1 Providing suitable
services. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.
0 0 Affordable housing is proposed on existing None proposed. Housing
housing sites within existing settlements. In development is by its nature
some areas this will not equate with the something which happens in
Climatic Factors availability of a full range of services. Effects | seftlements of varying capacity.
are likely to be long term and permanent. Affordable housing development is
appropriate for housing development
sites in all settflements.
0 0 Affordable housing is proposed on existing None proposed
housing sites within existing settlements. In
Soil some areas this will require impacts on prime
agricultural land. Effects are likely to be long
term and permanent.
+ + Affordable housing is promoted on None proposed
development sites without biodiversity
Biodiversity interests. All development must demonstrate
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Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

0 The siting of new affordable housing None proposed
development is considered carefully within
Landscape any site. Impacts are actively avoided.
Effects are likely o be long tferm and
permanent.
-- | The need to provide low cost affordable Where material assets are required No Change.
housing may prejudice the ability of a within a seftlement the proposed
development to meet all of its obligations Local Development Plan identifies Development
regarding material assets. Effects are likely to | what these are likely to be, but it may be
be long term and permanent. cannot guarantee their deliverability insufficient to
Material Assets due to the overriding need for justify a sufficient
deliverable affordable housing developer
developments. obligation to
resolve deficits in
the material
assetfs within a
settlement.
? For many sites the significance of effects is No change. A mix of house types is
uncertain as the affordable house type is required by policy P1 Layout, siting,
unknown. Effects are likely to be long term and design. Neither the preferred
Population and permanent. option, nor the alternative opftion,
would have a material impact on the
scale of affordable housing that could
be provided.
? For many sites the significance of effects is No change. Adequate connections

Human Health

uncertain as the impact on active fravel is
unknown. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

are required for every development
site through Policy RD1 Providing
suitable services.
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+/- +/- | Culturally significant sites within None proposed.
Aberdeenshire are avoided by housing land
allocations. However, there is the potential
for both positive and negative effects (e.g.
does not encourage reuse of historic

Cultural Heritage buildings, but it avoids setting impacts).
Possible that this policy will not have a
significant effect on cultural heritage if
proposals are in line with historic environment
policies. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
Key of effects - = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Shaping Homes and housing - Policy H3 Special Needs Housing

This policy seeks to approve development for particular needs such as housing for the elderly or persons with
special needs, subject to other policies, if there is identified need, the site is within a settlement (or in exceptional
cases outwith a settlement), the development is compatible with neighbouring uses, suitable access to local
services and public fransport is available and the site’s topography and access is suitable for those with
disabilities. This policy also states that where there is a demonstrable need, we will generally support proposals for
special needs housing groups (i.e. not mainstream housing) on sites within settlements that are appropriate for
such a use. The circumstances in which this general support applies are set out in the policy.

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy with minor amendments.

No alternatives were proposed by respondents commenting on the Main Issues Report 2019.
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Table 8.6.13 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy H3
Shaping Homes and Housing — Policy H3 Special Needs Housing

Policy:

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in ferms of

e reversibility orirreversibility

e risks

e duratfion (i.e. permanent, temporary,
long-term, short-term and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

Special needs housing is unlikely to have an
additional adverse impact on air quality.
Effects are likely to be long tferm and
permanent.

None proposed.

Water

No impacts are anticipated from special
needs housing on water quality through the
application of policy RD1 Providing suitable
services. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Special needs housing is subject to the full
range of policies within the Local
Development Plan. Some small-scale
impacts on climatic factors may result from
development. Other policies control issues
such as flood risk. Effects are likely to be long
term and permanent.

None proposed. Special needs
housing is allowed in exceptional
circumstances due to need.

Soil

As an exception special needs housing may
impact on prime agricultural land. Effects
are likely to be long term and permanent.

None proposed. Exception provides

the justification for potential impacts.

Biodiversity

All development must demonstrate a design
that enhances biodiversity in the area (Policy
P1 Layout, siting and design). Effects are
likely to be long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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Landscape

The siting of new special needs housing
development is considered carefully within
any site. Impacts are actively avoided.
Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

It is unlikely that special needs housing will
create a specific need for material assets
within a seftlement. Continuing care
retirement communities have a specific
requirement that the development is self-
sufficient in the provision of facilities or would
not have an impact on existing facilities.
Effects are likely to be long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Population

Special needs and continuing care
retirement communities are likely to have
specific requirements for the house types
provided. No impact. Effects are likely to be
long term and permanent.

A mix of house types is required by
Policy P1 Layout, siting and design.

Human Health

For many sites the significance of effects is
uncertain as the impact on active travel is
unknown. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

Adequate connections are required
for every development site through
Policy RD1 Providing suitable services.

Cultural Heritage

+/-

Culturally significant sites within
Aberdeenshire are avoided by housing land
allocations. However, there is the potential
for both positive and negative effects (e.g.
does not encourage reuse of historic
buildings, but it avoids setting impacts).
Possible that this policy will not have a
significant effect on cultural heritage if
proposals are in line with historic environment
policies. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

None proposed.
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Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Shaping homes and housing - Policy H4 Residential Caravans

The aim of this policy is to protect the environment from the unnecessary and inappropriate siting of individual
residential caravans and residential caravan sites, except in those circumstances where there may be an urgent
need. Caravans are temporary structures, and often do not provide satisfactory living environments. Static
caravans or mobile homes are often visually intrusive. 1t is preferable to have people living in permanent structures.

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy with minor amendments. The policy does not generally support
the erection of permanent residential caravans. The limited circumstances in which residential caravans may be
permissible are set out in the policy.

No reasonable alternatives were proposed by respondents commenting on the Main Issues Report. It was
suggested that the policy should be extended to cover ‘huts’, but Scottish Planning Policy defines a ‘hut’ as
“recreational accommodation (i.e. not a principal residence)”, and this policy regards caravans as a permanent
form of residential accommodation.

283




Table 8.6.14 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy H4

Shaping Homes and Housing — Policy H4 Residential Caravans

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

o reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

e risks required)

e durafion (i.e. permanent, tfemporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

SEA Topics Revised effect

Preferred option
Alternative

0 Residential caravans are unlikely to have an None proposed. -
Air impact on air pollution. Effects are likely to be
long term and permanent.

0 No impacts are anticipated from caravans on | None proposed.
water quality through the application of
policy RD1 Providing suitable services. Effects
are likely to be long term and permanent.

Water

0 Short term residential caravans are unlikely to | None proposed. Development is -
have an impact of climatic factors in temporary in nature.
Climatic Factors Aberdeenshire. Use for caravans will preclude
other forms of development. Effects are likely
to be short term and temporary.

0 Residential caravans are unlikely to have an None proposed. Development is
impact on prime agricultural land or carbon temporary in nature.

Soil rich soils. Use for caravans will preclude other
forms of development. Effects are likely to be
short term and temporary.

0 Caravans are unlikely to have an impact on None proposed.
biodiversity. Use for caravans will preclude
other forms of development. Effects are likely
to be short term and temporary.

Biodiversity

284



Landscape

Landscape impacts from caravans may result
as they are unlikely to be designed to fit info a
site and siting may be sub-optimal due to their
temporary nature. Effects are likely to be
short term and temporary.

None proposed.

Material Assets

Impacts are likely to be negligible on material
assets. Use for caravans will preclude other
forms of development. Effects are likely to be
short term and temporary.

None proposed.

Population

No impacts on populations are anticipated.
Use for caravans will preclude other forms of
development. Effects are likely to be short
term and temporary.

None proposed.

Human Health

Caravans may not represent an appropriate
form of residential accommodation,
particularly as they age. While caravan
design has improved over time, they are very
unlikely to have the same lifespan as a house.

None proposed. Policy ensures that
caravans are not used as permanent
long-term residences.

Cultural Heritage

While some customers have a tradition of
using caravans as permanent homes this is not
supported by this policy. Instead a separate
policy makes provision for gypsy/travellers.
Any effects are likely to be short ferm and
temporary

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping Homes and housing - Policy H5 Gypsies and Travellers

The policy will generally approve permanent or temporary halting sites for Gypsies/Travellers on sites allocated in the
Plan. The policy details the criteria that must be met to allow such development to proceed. Proposals must also
provide a secure environment and essential services (in the case of halting sites: water connection, refuse facilities
and portable toilet), and allow reasonable access to employment, education, other community infrastructure and

the main road network.

The preferred option is to retain LDP 2017 policy with minor amendments, including updating the terminology used in
the policy to describe permanent sites, transit sites and stopping places.

No alternative policy is proposed as no comments were received on the Main Issues Report.

Table 8.6.15 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy H5

Policy:

SEA Topics

Shaping Homes and Housing — Policy H5 Gypsy/Travellers

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

o reversibility or irreversibility

e risks

e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

o

Due to their restricted use Gypsy/Traveller sites
are unlikely fo have an impact on air
pollution. Effects are likely to be long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Water

No impacts are antficipated from
Gypsy/traveller sites on water quality through
the application of policy RD1 Providing
suitable services. Effects are likely to be long
term and permanent.

None proposed.
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Climatic Factors

Short term Gypsy/Traveller sites are unlikely to
have an impact of climatic factors in
Aberdeenshire. However, private sites may
not be in locations that would be suitable for
general purpose housing with a direct impact
on climate issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed. Development is
temporary in nature.

Soil

Gypsy/Traveller sites may impact on prime
agricultural land or carbon rich soils. Effects
are likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

None proposed. The needs of this
multiply deprived group may
necessitate the loss of prime land.

Biodiversity

Gypsy/Traveller sites are unlikely to have an
impact on biodiversity. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

Landscape impacts from Gypsy/Traveller sites
may result as they are not bound by other
siting and design factors due to the needs of
this multiply deprived group. Effects are likely
to be medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

Due to the scale of Gypsy/Traveller sites
impacts are likely to be negligible on material
assets. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

No impacts on populations are anticipated
from Gypsy/Traveller sites. Effects are likely to
be medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

Accommodation used by Gypsy/Travellers
may not be the most appropriate for the
climatic factors found in Aberdeenshire,
leading to issues of illness. Vans are an
unsuitable form of residential
accommodation. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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+ The lifestyle and culture of the None proposed.
Gypsy/Travellers community is an important
part of Scoftish life and requires to be
sustained, albeit with significant actions to
address some of the issues of deprivation from
which they suffer.

Cultural Heritage

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
Key of effects - = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Shaping Places
Shaping Places - Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design

Overall, this policy will approve the layout, siting and design of new development, subject to other policies, if the
following design issues are addressed: context; resource efficiency; functionality; local identity and measures to
enhance biodiversity and geodiversity have been incorporated into the design.

The preferred option is to retain policy P1 but include design guidance for new development by providing a more
detailed interpretation of the six qualities of successful places, as set out in the Policy. Its purpose would be to set
clear reasons why proposals cannot be supported where they conflict with a relevant criterion. Larger
developments may be required to go through a design review process.

Minor amendments to the existing text on masterplans, which will have a life span of 5 years, and larger
developments are also proposed. Guidance on preparing masterplans will also be published as planning advice.

On biodiversity enhancement, add text that allows off-site contributions towards biodiversity enhancement within
the settlement in very rare circumstances, when it is not practical to meet biodiversity net gain within a
development site.

The alternative option would be to maintain LDP 2017 policy on Layout, siting and design and do not require the
need for larger developments to go through a design review process, include additional advice as new appendices

288



relating to design, which does not provide adequate reinforcement for the requirement for compliance with
approved masterplans/development frameworks, limit the lifespan of masterplans, and not allow off-site biodiversity
conftributions.

Table 8.6.16 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy P1

Policy: Shaping Places - Policy P1 Layout, Siting and Design and Appendix 8 Successful Placemaking Design Guidance and
y: Appendix 9 Building Design Guidance

Comments

Effects should be assessed in ferms of

e reversibility orirreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

e  risks required)

e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

SEA Topics Revised effect

Preferred
option
Alternative

o
o

No impact on air quality is anticipated None proposed.
Air through this policy group. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.

+ + | The policy advocates efficient use of water None proposed.
Water resources. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent,

+ + | The policy requires improved climatic None proposed.
performance through adaptability and
efficiency measures. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

Climatic Factors

0 0 There will be no impact on soil quality as the None proposed.
policy promotes the nature of development

Soil not the development itself. Effects are likely
to be medium to long term and permanent.
+ + Specific measures are required for every The preferred option would increase the ++ (preferred
L . development to enhance biodiversity. Effects | range and scope of matters on which a option)
Biodiversity are likely to be medium to long term and development proposal should be judged,
permanent. including biodiversity enhancements.
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Landscape

The policy promotes developments that are
both distinctive and welcoming through visual
appeal. No impacts on landscape are
antficipated. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

The preferred option would increase the
range and scope of matters on which a

development proposal should be judged,

including setting in the landscape.

+ (preferred
option)

Material Assets

The policy does not create any material
assets. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The proposal would have a positive effect
through promoting distinctive, safe,
welcoming, and adaptable designs. Effects
are likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

The preferred option would increase the
range and scope of matters on which a

development proposal should be judged,

including accessible, safe, and
welcoming designs.

++ (preferred
option)

Human Health

The policy promotes well connected places.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long tferm
and permanent.

None proposed. The preferred option
would increase the range and scope of
matters on which a development
proposal should be judged, including
connections and promoting
regeneration.

+/2 (preferred
option)

Cultural Heritage

The policy promotes local identity and a sense
of place. Effects are likely fo be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed. The preferred option
would increase the range and scope of
matters on which a development
proposal should be judged, including
matters of identity and sense of place.

+ (preferred
option)

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping Places - Policy P2 Open Spaces and Access to new developments

This policy expects all new housing developments to accompanied by adequate public open space, as required
in the Aberdeenshire Parks and Open Spaces Strategy. It is expected that 40% of each major development site
should be devoted to good-quality open space or contribute to the 40% open space components of the
approved masterplan or framework which applies. At least 120m2 of public open space per home must be
provided for proposals on allocated sites of less than 50 homes. Alternatively, and expressly for windfall sites, this
may take the form, in whole or part, to improving existing open space within the settlement where the Open
Space Audit identifies a need.

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy but remove the term “should” and substitute “must” from the
first paragraph of the policy (“All new developments must be accompanied by adequate public open space ....)
to ensure that the obligation for adequate public open space is a requirement for new developments. Text
relating to wheeling, promoting open space that is rich in biodiversity, and the early implementation of strategic
landscaping or use of temporary green infrastructure on unused or underused land within a settlement, should be
added to the policy. Green networks will also be relabelled ‘green-blue networks’.

The hierarchy and standards of open space will be provided as an Appendix. Weblinks to the Open Space
Strategy and audit will also be included.

The alternative option would be to not include amendments to the policy.
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Table 8.6.17 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy P2

Shaping Places - Policy P2 Open Space and Access in New Developments and Appendix 10 Standards for Open Space
o Comments
T c 2 Effects should be assessed in terms of
SEA Topics 5 % g o rgver5|b|I|Ty or irreversibility Mlhg.ahon measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
° 5 :q:, e risks required)
o < | ® duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-term and medium-term).
0 0 No impact on air quality is anticipated None proposed.
Air through this policy group. Effects are likely to
be medium to long term and permanent.
0 0 No impact on water quality is anticipated None proposed.
Water through this policy group. Effects are likely to
be medium to long ferm and permanent.
+ + Increased open space and informal access is | Proposed modification makes actions No change.
Climatic Factors likely to decrease climatic impacts. Effects to combat climate change more likely.
are likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.
+ + There will be a positive impact on soil quality None proposed. An obligation o No change.
as the policy promotes the conservation of provide open space will by all
Soil land within developments as open space. accounts conserve soil structure issues.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.
+ + Open space and access routes will contribute | An obligation fo provide open space No change.
Biodiversity to opportunities to enhance biodiversity within | will continue to promote biodiversity
developments. Effects are likely to be enhancement and species rich areas.
medium to long term and permanent.
+ + Open space within developments increases None proposed. Greater recognition Strategic
the opportunity for them to integrate into may be required for early provision of landscaping
Landscape existing landscapes. strategic landscaping for large should not be
development sites. infroduced to
the Settlement
Statements
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where

appropriate.
Access routes within developments are an An obligation to consider open space
Material Assets important material asset and are promoted. may improve performance on this
Effects are likely to be medium to long term topic.
and permanent.
The proposal would have a positive effect None proposed. No change.

Population

through promoting safe, welcoming,
distinctive, well connected, and accessible
open space. Effects are likely to be medium
fo long term and permanent.

Human Health

The policy encourages walking within
developments. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

Obligation would have a greater
positive impact on the provision of
informal access in developments.

Cultural Heritage

The policy promoted has no effect on cultural
heritage issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping Places - Policy P3 Infill Developments within Settlements and Householder Developments (including home
and work proposails)

The policy supports development on vacant sites within a settlement boundary that has no specific land use
allocation (also known as infill developments), as long as the development respects the scale, density and
character of its surroundings and will not erode the character or amenity of the surrounding area. Applicants will
also need to demonstrate that there will be no significant interference with the existing or proposed use of
neighbouring sites, or the accessibility of future potential development areas. This policy also applies to
applications to change the use of existing buildings within settlements.

The preferred option would be to maintain LDP 2017 policy, but for clarity, amend the title of the policy to ensure
that all householder developments are considered under this policy, and not just proposals within settlements.
Policy includes a reference to the building design Appendix in Policy P1 to ensure a consistent approach is
applied in the decision-making process.

The alternative option would be to not maintain LDP 2017 policy, but only amend the title to ensure all
householder developments are considered under this policy and not refer to the new Appendix linked to design.

Table 8.6.18 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy P3

Shaping Places - Policy P3 Infill Developments within Settlements and Householder Developments (including home and

Feller work proposals)

:_c_f: o Comments

o > | Effects should be assessed in terms of

° S | reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
SEA Topics ° c . A Revised effect

o @ | ® [risks required)

Q ":,‘: e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-

:__’ term, short-ferm and medium-term).

0 0 No impact on air quality is anticipated None proposed.
Air through this policy group. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.
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Water

No impact on water quality is anticipated
through this policy group. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Reuse of existing urban space is likely to
involve the use of brownfield land and reduce
travel. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

There will be a positive impact on soil quality
as the policy through the use of brownfield

None proposed.

Soll land. Effects are likely to be medium o long
term and permanent.
Infill developments may impact on urban None proposed. The loss of urban
biodiversity. All development sites have to wildlife sites within Aberdeenshire
Biodiversity enhance biodiversity. Effects are likely to be towns or associated with existing
medium to long term and permanent. development is a sustainable form of
development that outweighs
conservation of rural habitats.
Infill and householder developments are None proposed.
unlikely fo have an impact on landscape.
Landscape

Effects are likely fo be medium to long term
and permanent.

Material Assets

Infill and householder developments are
unlikely fo have an impact on material assets.
Development under this policy may promote
more intensive use of existing facilities. Effects
are likely to be medium to long ferm and
permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy is unlikely to have an effect on
human health issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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- - The policy may have a negative effect on None proposed.
cultural heritage issues. Infill and householder
development will have to be adequately
controlled through policy P1 to avoid these
impacts. The historic environment policies
would also apply, where relevant. Effects are
likely to be medium to long term and

Cultural Heritage

permanent.
+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
Key of effects - = negative effect -- = significant negative effect

0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Shaping Places - Policy P4 Hazardous and Potentially Polluting Developments, and Contaminated Land.

The policy will refuse developments if there is a risk that it could cause significant pollution, create a significant
nuisance or present an unacceptable hazard to the public or the environment, or infill development that could
prejudice existing operations. This includes developments advised by the Health and Safety Executive to be in close
proximity to hazardous facilities. Development will not be allowed on contaminated land without appropriate
remediation, as detailed in the policy.

Prospective applicants should check whether their proposed development is within a consultation zone of a major
hazard site or a major accident hazard pipeline, and should obtain further advice if this is the case. This
confirmation and advice can be obtained via the HSE Planning Advice Web App at
www.hse.gov.uk/landuseplanning/developers.htm or from the relevant Aberdeenshire Council Development
Management Team.

The preferred option is to retain LDP 2017 policy with minor amendments, including a reference to air and noise
issues.

An alternative policy is to split Policy P4 in two, with one policy on proposals within consultation zones, and the other

on hazardous and potentially polluting developments, but there will be no difference in policy content with the
preferred option.
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Table 8.6.19 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy P4
Shaping Places - Policy P4 Hazardous and Potentially Polluting Developments and Contaminated Land

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in ferms of

e reversibility orirreversibility

e risks

e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

Air quality in new developments should be
enhanced by this policy. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Water

Water quality in new developments should
be enhanced by this policy. Effects are likely
to be medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Policy is unlikely to have an effect. Effects
are likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Soil

Policy is unlikely to have an effect. Effects
are likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

There will be no impact on biodiversity
through the policy. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

Landscape issues are unlikely to be impacted
on by this policy. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

There are no impacts on material assets from
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

297




Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy is unlikely to have a positive
impact on human health by segregating
polluting developments from people. Effects
are likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy promoted will have no effect on
cultural heritage issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping Places - Policy P5 Digital Infrastructure.

The policy supports digital infrastructure to homes and businesses subject to complying with other policies. The
preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy with a minor amendment.

No reasonable alternatives were proposed during the consultation of the Main Issues Report 2019.

Table 8.6.20 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy P5
Shaping Places - Policy P5 Digital Infrastructure

Policy:

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

o reversibility or irreversibility

e risks

e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-tferm and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

required)

Revised effect

Air

Air quality in new developments should not
be affected by this policy. Effects are likely to
be medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Water

Water quality in new developments should
not be affected by this policy. Effects are
likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Climatic factors should not be affected by
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Soil

Soil quality issues will not be affected by this
policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

Biodiversity will not be affected by this policy.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed.
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Landscape

Landscape issues are unlikely to be impacted
on by this policy. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

There are no impacts on material assets from
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy would have no effect on human
health issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy promoted will have no effect on
cultural heritage issues. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Shaping Places - Policy P6 Community Facilities and Public Amenities

The policy supports the provision of new community infrastructure, comprising indoor or outdoor infrastructure,
which are in accessible locations within settlements and are available to all community residents. A Legal
Agreement may be needed to ensure that new facilities are available to all members of the community for a
reasonable amount of fime on a regular basis. Where existing community infrastructure within settlements have
become surplus to requirements, due to new or updated facilities being provided elsewhere, we will approve
proposals for their re-use or redevelopment subject to compliance with other policies in the Plan. Proposals
should be consistent with the terms of other policies contained within the LDP.

The preferred option is to leave the LDP 2017 policy largely unchanged, and include minor modifications to allow
Use Classes 10 (non-residential institutions) and 11 (leisure) on other sites within a settlement in the interests of
public amenity, should a fown centre site not be available, and that major footfall generating uses should be
directed to town cenftres.

The alternative option would be to modify the policy to require that only town centres are the location for
community facilities, not just generally accessible locations. This could be a significant disadvantage for our most
remote rural communities.

Table 8.6.21 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy Pé

Policy: Shaping Places - Policy P6 Community Facilities and Public Amenities

§ o Comments

o > | Effects should be assessed in terms of

° S | reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
SEA Topics ° c . . - Revised effect

o @ |* risks required)

‘% ":,‘: e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-

& term, short-ferm and medium-term).

0 0 Air quality in new developments should not None proposed.
Air be affected by this policy. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.
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Water

Water quality in new developments should
not be affected by this policy. Effects are
likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Climatic factors should not be affected by
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Soil

Soil quality issues will not be affected by this
policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

Biodiversity will not be affected by this policy.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

Landscape issues are unlikely to be impacted
on by this policy. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

The policy promotes the creation of material
assets in communities. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

The alternative option may reduce
the positive impacts of this policy.

No change.

Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy would have no effect on human
health issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy promoted will promote sense of
place and cultural heritage in the settlement.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed. The alternative
option may reduce the positive
impacts of this policy

No change.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

302




Natural Heritage and Landscape

Natural Heritage and Landscape - Policy E1 Natural Heritage.

The policy seeks to protect and, wherever possible, improve designated nature conservation sites and the wider
biodiversity and geodiversity (the variety of earth materials, forms and processes that constitute and shape the
Earth) of the Plan area.

The preferred option is to retain LDP 2017 policy with minor modifications to state:

“unacceptable adverse effects” in the first six paragraphs;

the need for appropriate assessments;

to clarify the criteria that a proposal on a European site, Local Nature Conservation Sites, and protected
species must pass to allow development to proceed;

presumption against removal of ancient woodland;

to include all the Local Nature Conservation Sites as an Appendix, which details all designated sites including
a map indicating location and boundary of each site and a short description of its feature(s) of interest; and
mitigation on and/or off-site in rare cases is added to Policy P1 Layout, Siting sand Design.

The alternative option would be to not include detailed criteria and add the LNCS Appendix, but maintain LDP
policy unchanged, which lacks clarity.
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Table 8.6.22 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy E1

Policy: Natural Heritage and Landscape — Policy E1 Natural Heritage and Appendix 12 Local Nature Conservation Sites
:§ o Comments
o > | Effects should be assessed in terms of
° 5 ibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
SEA Topics b g |° revens . Revised effect
2 G | risks required)
Q ":E e duratfion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
:-:’ term, short-term and medium-term).
0 0 Air quality in new developments is unlikely fo | None proposed.
Air be affected by this policy. Effects are likely to
be medium to long term and permanent.
0 0 Water quality in new developments is unlikely | None proposed.
to be affected by this policy. Effects are
Water . .
likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent.
0 0 Climatic factors should not be affected by Specific reference could be made to | No change.
Cli . this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to | carbon rich soils as an area of
imatic Factors . - - L
long term and permanent. importance to Geodiversity within the
Plan.
+ + The policy will safeguard existing sites, but is None proposed.
unlikely to have any additional effect on soils
Soil other than that provided by Policy E1 and
PR1 and C3. Effects are likely fo be medium
to long tferm and permanent.
++ ++ | Significant protection will be afforded to None proposed.
premium biodiversity interests. Effects are
Biodiversity likely fo be medium fo long term and

permanent.
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Landscape

The policy will assist in maintaining existing
landscapes and indirectly the Appendix will
contribute fo protecting the landscape
character. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

+/0

+/0

The Appendix will have some positive effects
as some sites provide attractive areas of open
space. Effects are likely to be medium fo long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
fo long tferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

+/0

+/0

The Appendix will have some positive effects
as some sites provide attractive areas of
open space that encourage walking.

Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy promoted will have a positive
effect on the cultural heritage of the area
through helping to conserve well established
landscapes. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect

++ = significant positive effect

- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect

0 = neutral effect

2 = uncertain effect
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Natural Heritage and Landscape - Policy E2 Landscape

This policy will refuse developments that cause unacceptable landscape impacts or otherwise significantly erodes
the characteristics of landscapes as defined in the Landscape Character Assessments produced by NatureScot or
have been identified as landscapes of local importance (Special Landscape Areas).

A proposal’s scale, location and design must be appropriate to the landscape character of the area, and not have
an adverse impact on: the key natural landscape character elements or historic features of the landscape
character; the overall composition or quality of the landscape character, particularly if the landscape is currently
perceived as largely unspoiled; or any combination of the above, when considered with other recent
developments, resulting in the possibility of an adverse cumulative impact on the local landscape character.

The preferred option is to retain LDP 2017 policy with minor modifications to reference the Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment as a means of assessing landscape issues in paragraph one, and to include all the Special
Landscape Areas as an Appendix, which provides policy advice on the ten Special Landscape Areas across
Aberdeenshire (was formerly supplementary guidance).

An alternative option would be to retain LDP 2017 policy but review SLA’s to take account of the Aberdeen Western
Peripheral Route.
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Table 8.6.23 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy E2

Natural Heritage and Landscape - Policy E2 Landscape and Appendix 13 Aberdeenshire Special Landscape Areas

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in ferms of

e reversibility or irreversibility

e risks

e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

Air quality will not be affected by this policy.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long ferm
and permanent.

None proposed.

Water

Water quality in new developments will not
be affected by this policy. Effects are likely to
be medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Climatic factors will not be affected by this
policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent,

None proposed.

No change.

Soil

Soil quality issues will not be affected by this
policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

Biodiversity will not be affected by this policy.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long ferm
and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

The policy will assist in maintaining existing key
landscapes and landscape character.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

There are no impacts on material assets from
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy would have no effect on human
health issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy promoted will have a positive
effect on the cultural heritage of the area
through helping to conserve well established
landscapes. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Natural Heritage and Landscape - Policy E3 Forestry and Woodland

This policy provides a link to the Aberdeenshire Forestry and Woodland Strategy, which sets out Aberdeenshire’s
Woodland Strategy for new woods and trees, and sets out a presumption against the loss of healthy tfrees and
hedges. The policy lists eight themes that are contained in the Strategy, and under each theme the Strategy sets
out key issues and opportunities for forests and woodlands. These themes include climate change, tree planting,

protection, accessibility and enhancing the natural and historic environment. The Strategy was formerly

supplementary guidance in the LDP 2017 and remains unchanged. The Aberdeenshire Forestry and Woodlands

Strategy was considered in the Environmental Report for the LDP 2017.

No alternative was identified after the consultation on the Main Issues Report 2019.

Table 8.6.24 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy E3

Policy: Natural Heritage and Landscape - Policy E3 Forestry and Woodland
_E Comments
o _2 Effects should be assessed in terms of
° S | reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
SEA Topics b c . . e Revised effect
g @ |* risks required)
Q ":,‘: e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
:-:’ term, short-term and medium-term).
0 The policy is unlikely to have any effect on air None proposed.
Air quality issues. Effects are likely fo be medium
fo long ferm and permanent.
+ The policy is unlikely to have any effect on None proposed.
Water water quality issues. Effects are likely to be

medium fo long term and permanent.

Climatic Factors

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
climate change. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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Soil

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on soil
quality other than that provided by Policy PR1.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
biodiversity other than that provided by Policy
PR1. Effects are likely fo be medium to long
tferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

The policy is unlikely to have any additional
effect on landscape other than that provided
by Policy PR1. Effects are likely to be medium
fo long tferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
population. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
population. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
human health. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy is unlikely to have any additional
effect on Cultural heritage. Effects are likely to
be medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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The Historic Environment

The Historic Environment - Policy HE1 Protecting Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and Archaeological Sites
(including other historic buildings)

The policy will resist development that would have a detrimental effect on the character, integrity or setting of
buildings on the list of Special Historic Interest for Aberdeenshire, scheduled monuments or other archaeological sites
subject to the detailed criteria contained within this policy. In all cases we will encourage their protection,
enhancement active use and conservation.

Listed Buildings

This policy seeks to protect all “listed buildings” contained in the statutory list of Buildings of Special Architectural or
Historic Interest for Aberdeenshire and we will encourage their protection, maintenance, enhancement, active use
and conservation. We will refuse planning permission and/or listed building consent for any works, including
demolition, which would have a detrimental effect on their character, integrity or setting.

Archaeological Sites and Monuments

This policy seeks to only approve development that would have an adverse effect on a scheduled monument or on
any other archaeological site of either national or local importance, or having an adverse impact on the integrity of
their setting, subject to other policies, if there are exceptional circumstances, including those of a social or
economic nature, and there is no alternative site; and where there is doubt, the applicant has provided further
information on the nature and location of the archaeological feature(s) involved, prior to determination of the
planning application.

The preferred policy is to maintain LDP 2017 policy with minor modifications that clarifies that the original “structure”
relates to “any features of special architectural, cultural, or historic interest”, when listed buildings can be
demolished, mitigation measures on archaeological sites are to the satisfaction of the Council, and a design
statement will be required where historic sites are to be affected.

An alternative policy would be to not make the above changes, which lacks some clarity and the need for design
statements.
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Table 8.6.25 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy HE1

Policy: The Historic Environment — Policy HE1 Profecting Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and Archaeological Sites
y: (including other historic buildings)

Comments

Effects should be assessed in ferms of

o reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

e risks required)

e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-term and medium-term).

SEA Topics Revised effect

Preferred option
Alternative

0 0 Air quality will not be affected by this policy. None proposed.
Air Effects are likely fo be medium to long ferm
and permanent.

0 0 Water quality in new developments will not None proposed.
Water be affected by this policy. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.

0 0 Climatic factors will not be affected by this None proposed.
Climatic Factors policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

0 0 Soil quality issues will not be affected by this None proposed.
soil policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

0 0 Biodiversity will not be affected by this policy. | None proposed.
Biodiversity Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

+ + The policy will assist in maintaining existing key | None proposed.
landscape features such as listed vernacular
Landscape buildings and protected sites within the
landscape. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

0 0 There are no impacts on material assefs from | None proposed.
Material Assets this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.
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Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy would have no effect on human
health issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

++

++

The policy promoted will have a positive
effect on the cultural heritage of the area
through helping to conserve buildings, sites,
and monuments of importance to local
cultural identity. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect

0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Shaping Places - Policy HE2 Protecting Historic, Cultural and Conservation Areas

The policy provides protection of wider historical sites such as conservation areas, national Battlefields, unlisted
buildings, designated historic gardens, and designed landscapes in order to preserve their character and contribute

to the objectives of the designation.

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy with minor modifications that requires proposals to accord with a
Conservation Management Plan or Appraisals, subheadings, and a design statement.

An alternative policy would be to not make the above changes to include the need for design documents to

ensure high quality design within these historic sites.
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Table 8.6.26 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy HE2

The Historic Environment — Policy HE2 Protecting Historic, Cultural and Conservation Areas and Appendix 11 Conservation
) Areqs

Comments

Effects should be assessed in ferms of

e reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

e risks required)

e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

SEA Topics Revised effect

Preferred option
Alternative

0 0 Air quality will not be affected by this policy. None proposed.
Air Effects are likely fo be medium to long tferm
and permanent.

0 0 Water quality in new developments will not None proposed.
Water be affected by this policy. Effects are likely to
be medium to long term and permanent.

0 0 Climatic factors will not be affected by this None proposed.
Climatic Factors policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent,

0 0 Soil quality issues will not be affected by this None proposed.
soil policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

0 0 Biodiversity will not be affected by this policy. | None proposed.
Biodiversity Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

+ + The policy will assist in maintaining existing key | None proposed.
landscape features such as designed
Landscape landscapes and battlefields within the
landscape. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

0 0 There are no impacts on material assefs from | None proposed.
Material Assets this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.
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Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy would have no effect on human
health issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

++

The policy promoted will have a positive
effect on the cultural heritage of the area
through helping to conserve wider historic
environments across Aberdeenshire. Effects
are likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect

0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Shaping Places - Policy HE3 Enabling development to safeguard Historic Buildings at Risk

The policy will only approve development on unallocated sites to provide finance for works to secure the long-term
future of and reuse of a building that is listed and on the Buildings at Risk Register. In exceptional cases, this policy
could be applied to other buildings agreed to be exceptionally worthy of conservation and reuse and which has
been proven to be seriously at risk of imminent collapse or further decay. The wider public benefits of securing the
conservation and reuse of the building through enabling development must significantly outweigh any

disadvantages of allowing the development.

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 with minor modifications to stated that it could be applied to non-
designated historic assets and to infroduce a statement on the location for enabling development (i.e. while there is
no restriction on its location, it is preferred to be near the listed building, as long as it is appropriately designed and

does not detrimentally affect the listed building and its setting).
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An alternative policy would be to state that the policy does not apply to enabling commercial developments, such
as golf courses, but the title has since been amended by the Reporter to focus on buildings at risk.

In addition, provide glossary definitions of “Vernacular Building”, “Design Statement”, “Statement of Special
Significance”, "Historic Landscape Management Plans” “Conservation Deficit” and “Enabling Development
Appraisal”.

An alternative policy would be to not make the above changes.

Table 8.6.27 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy HE3

The Historic Environment — Policy HE3 Enabling development to safeguard Historic Buildings at Risk

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

o reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

e risks required)

e durafion (i.e. permanent, femporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

SEA Topics Revised effect

Preferred option
Alternative

0 0 Air quality will not be affected by this policy. None proposed.
Air Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

0 0 Water quality in new developments will not None proposed.
Water be affected by this policy. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.

0 0 Climatic factors will not be affected by this None proposed.
Climatic Factors policy. Effects are likely fo be medium to
long term and permanent.

0 0 Soil quality issues will not be affected by this None proposed.
soil policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.
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Biodiversity

Biodiversity will not be affected by this policy.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long ferm
and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

The policy will assist in maintaining existing key
landscape features such as designed
landscapes and battlefields within the
landscape. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

There are no impacts on material assets from
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy would have no effect on human
health issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

++

++

The policy promoted will have a positive
effect on the cultural heritage of the area
through helping to conserve specific
monuments across Aberdeenshire. Effects
are likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect

++ = significant positive effect

- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect

0 = neutral effect

2 = uncertain effect
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Protecting Resources

Protecting Resources - Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources

This policy does not approve developments that have a negative effect on important environmental resources
associated with the water environment, important mineral deposits, prime agricultural land, peat and other carbon
rich soils, open space, and important frees and woodlands. In all cases development that impact on any of these
features will only be permitted when public economic or social benefits clearly outweigh the value of the site to the
local community, and there are no reasonable alternative sites.

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy with minor additions to:

provide greater clarity on air quality, water environment, new woodlands;

provide glossary definitions of waterbodies, water environment and ancient woodland;

only essential development should be allowed on prime agricultural land;

infroduce text on peat and carbon rich soils; and

to include all the Minerals areas of search as an Appendix, which details all areas of search including a map
indicating location and boundary of each site. Two additional minerals safeguard sites have been added to
the from the 2017 list.

An alternative policy would be to not make the above changes to improve clarity and provide and glossary
definition on the water environment and retention of ancient woodland.
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Table 8.6.28 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy PR1
Protecting Resources — Policy PR1 Protecting Important Resources and Appendix 14 Areas Safeguarded or Identified as
Areas of Search for Minerals

Policy:

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

e reversibility or irreversibility

e risks

e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

required)

Revised effect

Air

Air quality will not be affected by this policy.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long ferm
and permanent.

None proposed.

Water

Water quality is likely to be protected by the
obligation to consider the water environment
in making development management
decisions. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Climatic factors will be enhanced by
conservation of prime agricultural land, peat
and carbon rich soils and trees and
woodlands. Effects are likely fo be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Soil

Both prime agricultural land and peat and
carbon soils are given specific protection
from this policy. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

Biodiversity associated with the potential
removal of frees must be assessed through
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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Landscape

The policy will assist in sustaining specific
landscapes where it is known that there is a
minerals resource capable of future
extraction. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

There are no impacts on material assets from
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The policy would have no effect on existing
populations. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy would have no effect on human
health issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy promoted will have a positive
effect on the cultural heritage of the area
through helping to conserve ancient
woodlands that are of importance to local
cultural identity. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Protecting Resources - Policy PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites

The policy safeguards and does not allow alternative development on sites that may reasonably be required in the
future for: the delivery of transportation improvements; cemeteries, energy generation and tfransmission; waste
management facilities; education facilities; and other community infrastructure as strategic resources, including the
sites to support the “national developments” identified in National Planning Framework. Where these are known
they are identified in the relevant Settlement Statements.

This policy will not approve any development that would have a significant adverse effect on any safeguarded site
that has been identified on a Settlement Statement for a transport infrastructure project or that has been identified
in the local or regional Transport Strategy or in the Strategic Transport Projects Review; any routes that are
recognised in the core paths plan network; any routes of closed railways, including their abutments, embankments
and cuttings; the present or possible future operations or safety of existing airports or airfields; or operational areas
of ports and harbours.

The preferred option is to retain LDP 2017 policy with minor modification to add cemeteries to the list of protected
sites.

An alternative policy would be to not make the above changes.
While this policy does not in itself allocate land for development but rather stops other development on
safeguarded sites, it does allow for the uses listed this policy ‘in principle’, and as an indirect consequence, could

have an impact on the local environment and people. These consequential positive and negative impacts are
reflected in the scores below.
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Table 8.6.29 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy PR2

Policy: Protecting Resources — Policy PR2 Reserving and Protecting Important Development Sites
§ o Comments
e | > | Effects should be assessed in terms of
° S| e reversibility orireversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
SEA Topics ° c . A h Revised effect
2 ol Trisks required)
Q 'f;' e duratfion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
g term, short-term and medium-term).
0 0 | Air quality will not be affected by this policy. None proposed.
Air Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.
-- -- | Important development sites may be within None proposed. Development in such
Water flood areas or on other areas where there are places must be shown to be necessary

water interests. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

in that location, and alternative
locations should be evaluated.

Climatic Factors

Depending on the location there may be
climatic effects associated with reserving
important development sites. In most cases
these will be long tferm and permanent.

None proposed. Development in such
places must be shown to be necessary
in that location, and alternative
locations should be evaluated.

Depending on the location development may
impact on prime agricultural land or carbon
rich soils. Both prime agricultural land and peat

None proposed. Development in such
places must be shown to be necessary
in that location, and alternative

Soil and carbon soils are given specific protection locations should be evaluated.
from this policy. Effects are likely to be medium
fo long tferm and permanent.
-- -- | In some locations important biodiversity may None proposed. Development in such
be prejudiced by the need for an important places must be shown to be necessary
Biodiversity development site. Biodiversity associated with | in that location, and alternative

the potential removal of frees must be assessed
through this policy. Effects are likely to be
medium fo long term and permanent.

locations should be evaluated. In all
cases the opportunities for biodiversity
enhancement will be examined.
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Landscape

In some locations significant landscape
impacts may arise from the developments.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed. Development in such
places must be shown to be necessary
in that location, and alternative
locations should be evaluated.

++ Important development sites will be required to | None proposed.
. allow public infrastructure to be provided.
Material Assets ; .
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.
0 The policy would have no effect on existing None proposed.

Population

populations. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

Human Health

In some locations significant impacts on open
space may arise from the developments.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed. Development in such
places must be shown to be necessary
in that location, and alternative
locations should be evaluated.

Cultural Heritage

In some locations significant impacts on the
cultural heritage of the area may result. Effects
are likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent.

None proposed. Development in such
places must be shown to be necessary
in that location, and alternative
locations should be evaluated.
Consideration of historic environment
during the design stage should be
undertaken.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Protecting Resources - Policy PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste

The preferred option is to retain LDP 2017 policy unaltered. The policy controls the development, location and use
of land for waste facilities. It also aims to reduce negative impact of waste facilities on local amenities and
addresses various statutory and non-statutory requirements, which may require additional information to be
provided. The policy also sets out to ensure neighbouring developments do not compromise waste handling
operations at an existing waste management site.

No reasonable alternatives were proposed during the consultation on the Main Issues Report 2019.

Table 8.6.30 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy PR3

Policy: Protecting Resources — Policy PR3 Reuse, Recycling and Waste and Appendix 15 Recycling and Waste Facilifies

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

e reversibility orirreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes

e risks required)

e duratfion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-term and medium-ferm).

SEA Topics Revised effect

Preferred option
Alternative

As development is directed to existing waste None proposed.
sites or employment land, impacts will limit Air
quality. Waste facilities require a full
assessment of the likely impacts. Effects are
likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent.

L]

]
~

L]

Air

0 Risks to water quality are minimised by policy None proposed.
Water RD1Providing suitable services. Effects are likely
to be medium to long term and permanent.

+ Policy promotes the provision of waste facilities | None proposed.
Climatic Factors near existing generators. In most cases these
will be long term and permanent.
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+ The policy is unlikely to have an impact on None proposed.
either prime agricultural land or carbon rich
Soil soils. Recycling points are promoted in the
Settlement Statements. Effects are likely to be
medium fo long term and permanent.

-- The policy is unlikely to have an impact on None proposed.
Biodiversity biodiversity interests. Effects are likely to be
medium fo long term and permanent.

-- Given the need for such facilities to be co- None proposed.
located with generators of waste, landscape
Landscape impacts are likely to be minimal. Effects are
likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent.

++ Waste facilities are important elements of None proposed.
public infrastructure. Important development
Material Assets sites will be required to allow public
infrastructure to be provided. Effects are likely
to be medium to long term and permanent.

0 The policy would have no effect on existing None proposed.
Population populations. Effects are likely to be medium fo
long term and permanent.
0 The policy would have no effect on human None proposed.

health. Effects are likely to be medium to long

Human Health
ferm and permanent.

0 The policy would have no effect on cultural None proposed.
heritage. Effects are likely to be medium to
Cultural Heritage long ferm and permanent.

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
Key of effects - = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Climate Change

Climate Change - Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings

This policy provides a framework for the conservation of energy and water within new buildings and the preferred
option is to strengthen the policy and set higher standards by stating that all development must “at least”
achieve a sustainability rating of ‘Gold’ level for carbon dioxide reduction and energy efficiency. The ambition to
exceed to ‘Platinum’ rating is now on the basis of “wherever feasible”. The policy no longer specifies what the
carbon dioxide reduction should be, but states that development should “at least” meet the current Scottish
building regulations Target Emissions Rate (TER). The use of alternative fuel vehicles is now promoted in the policy.
New planning advice on Energy Statements is also proposed.

An alternative option would be to delete substantial parts of the policy and revert to changing Building
Regulations over the life of the Plan to provide substance to paragraph 3F of the Climate Change Act 2009 (i.e.
remove the reference to the “Gold” standard in the policy and remove the text relating to planning advice, as it
could be deemed that additional planning advice on meeting the Building Regulations is not required). As the
Building Regulations have not moved forward as fast as we would like them, adopting a separate standard is un-
enforceable in planning terms and the information may not be available at the time of initial planning discussions.

Table 8.6.31 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy C1

Policy: Climate Change - Policy C1 Using Resources in Buildings
« | Comments
T e g Effects should be assessed in ferms of
: o .: . .. . . ope oge . -. . .
SEA Topics 52 g : EI\(/Sembnl’ry or irreversibility :\glhgicr::g)n measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
0o ] o a
o 'j;‘ e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-

term, short-tferm and medium-term).

+ + Home generated power will reduce demands | None proposed.
from other sources, resulting in general air
quality improvements. Effects are likely to be
short term as generation moves to 100%
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sustainable sources. The preferred option,
which seeks fo address climate change issues
in proposed developments and the increase to
a "Platinum” sustainability standard would
increase the positive aspects of this policy, but
it is not obligatory.

Water

Water conservation measures would reduce
impacts on water abstraction rates. Effects are
likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent. The preferred option, which seeks
to address climate change issues in proposed
developments and the increase to a
“Platinum” sustainability standard would
increase the positive aspects of this policy, but
it is not obligatory.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

0/+

There are no direct impacts on climatic factors
from this policy. Effects are likely to be medium
to long tferm and permanent. The preferred
option, which seeks to address climate change
issues in proposed developments and the
increase to a “Platinum” sustainability standard
would increase the positive aspects of this
policy, but it is not obligatory.

None proposed.

Soil

0/+

There are no impacts on soil quality from this
policy. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and permanent. The preferred option,
which seeks to address climate change issues
in proposed developments and the increase to
a “Platinum” sustainability standard would
increase the positive aspects of this policy, but
it is not obligatory.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

There are no impacts on the provision of
biodiversity or open space. Effects are likely to
be medium fo long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

There are no impacts on landscape from this
policy. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and permanent.

None proposed.
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Material Assets

0/+

There are no impacts on material assets from
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent. The preferred
option, which seeks to address climate change
issues in proposed developments and the
increase to a “Platinum” sustainability standard
would increase the positive aspects of this
policy, but it is not obligatory.

None proposed.

Population

0/+

There are no impacts on population from this
policy. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and permanent. The preferred option,
which seeks to address climate change issues
in proposed developments and the increase to
a “Platinum” sustainability standard would
increase the positive aspects of this policy, but
it is not obligatory.

None proposed.

Human Health

There are no impacts on human health from
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

There are no impacts on cultural heritage from
this policy. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Climate Change - Policy C2 Renewable Energy

Policy C2 sets out a general presumption in favour of development supporting the generation of renewable
energy technologies in the right places and subject to appropriate controls.

The preferred option is to maintain LDP 2017 policy, but add text relating to the following:

e re-powering of wind turbines sites in perpetuity to reflect Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 161 and 170,
including the preference for re-use of existing base;

e cross reference to Rural Development, Natural Heritage and Landscape, the Historic Environment and
Protecting resources chapters;

e enhance the references to siting and design as a clear consideration in the development of solar panels; and

e arevised section on on-farm biomass energy generation to highlight their potential impact on amenity and air
quality.

As an alternative option would be to retain the existing LDP unaltered, but this would make it less robust.

Table 8.6.32 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy C2

Climate Change - Policy C2 Renewable Energy

o Comments
T c 2 Effects should be assessed in ferms of
SEA Topics 5 % g . rgver5|b|llfy or irreversibility Mlhg'ahon measures (i.e. changes Revised effect
TS| & | risks required)
o ":,‘: e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).
++ ++ | Promoting generation of renewable energy None proposed. Removal of a
within Aberdeenshire will have a positive effect | temporary consent makes any impacts
. on air quality. Effects are likely to be medium to | more positive.
Air - . .
long term and in the case of wind furbines,
temporary unless consent is sought to repower
them.

329




Water

Hydroelectric power generation may have a
negative impact on water quality. Effects are
likely to be medium fo long term and in the
case of wind turbines, temporary unless consent
is sought to repower them.

None proposed. Policy requires
economic justification for larger
schemes. Removal of a temporary
consent makes any impacts more
positive.

Climatic Factors

Renewable energy generation will have no
impact on climatic factors other than slowing
down the rate of catastrophic change. Effects
are likely to be medium to long term and in the
case of wind turbines, temporary unless consent
is sought to repower them.

None proposed. Removal of a
temporary consent makes any impacts
more positive.

Renewable energy generation may have an
adverse impact, particularly on higher altitude
carbon rich soils. Effects are likely to be

None proposed. Policy C3 requires the
use of a "carbon calculator”
technique to evaluate possible

Soil medium to long term and in the case of wind impacts and ensure that they are
turbines, temporary unless consent is sought to carbon neutral. Removal of a
repower them. tfemporary consent makes any impacts

more positive.
Renewable energy schemes are unlikely to None proposed. Policy in E1
impact on biodiversity interests. Effects are safeguards against impacts.

Biodiversity likely to be medium to long term and in the
case of wind turbines, temporary unless consent
is sought to repower them.

Renewable energy development may have a None proposed. There is no prospect
significant impact on landscape quality and for protecting large landscapes from

Landscape character. Effects are likely to be medium to incremental development of turbines

long term and in the case of wind turbines,
temporary unless consent is sought to repower
them.

and wind farms. Removal of a
tfemporary consent makes any impacts
more negative.

Material Assets

Renewable energy schemes are likely to
provide positive community assets, particularly
if combined heat and power biomass plants
are proposed. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and in the case of wind turbines,
temporary unless consent is sought to repower
them.

None proposed. Removal of a
temporary consent makes any impacts
more posifive.
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Population

The policy will have no impact on populations.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long ferm
and in the case of wind turbines, temporary
unless consent is sought to repower them.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy will have impacts on human health.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long ferm
and in the case of wind turbines, temporary
unless consent is sought to repower them.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy will have limited impacts on cultural
heritage. Impacts on wider cultural landscapes
from developments outwith their borders is a
real risk. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and in the case of wind turbines,
temporary unless consent is sought to repower
them.

None proposed. Removal of a
temporary consent makes any impacts
less negative.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect

Climate Change - Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores

The policy ensures that important carbon stores, such as peat and woodland, are protected, including carbon
capture and storage developments. Major development proposals that may result in the loss of or disturbance to
peat will only be permitted if fools such as the “Carbon Calculator” demonstrate that the development will, within its
lifetime, have no net effect on CO2. Removal of woodland will only be permitted if an equal area is replanted,
preferably as part of the open space requirement and as part of the green network in the settlement, so as to

maintain the carbon balance.

The policy also supports the development of carbon capture and storage developments, including proposals for
woodland that can store carbon for long periods of time. In line with the national planning framework, the policy
supports the development of carbon networks aimed at storing CO» in offshore oil and gas fields, especially around

Peterhead and the gas fired power station.

The preferred option is to carry forward the LDP 2017 policy unaltered.
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The alternative option is to not include a standalone policy relating to carbon sinks and stores, but move it and
place it under PR1 Protecting important resources. However, this policy is also about creating carbon stores and not

just about protecting them.

Table 8.6.33 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy C3

Climate Change - Policy C3 Carbon Sinks and Stores

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

e reversibility orirreversibility

e risks

e duratfion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-term and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

+
+

++

The policy will improve air quality by restricting
CO2 emissions into the atmosphere. Effects are
likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Water

The policy will have no effect on water quality
issues. Effects are likely to be medium to long
ferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

++

++

The policy will assist in arresting climate change
issues by reducing the emission of greenhouse
gasses (CO2 and other hydrocarbon based
emissions) to the atmosphere. Effects are likely
to be medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Soil

The policy will have no effect on soil quality
issues. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and permanent.

None proposed.
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Biodiversity

The policy will have no effect on biodiversity
issues. Effects are likely to be medium to long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

The policy will have no impact on landscape
issues. Effects are likely to be medium to long
ferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

The policy will have no effect on material
assets. Effects are likely to be medium to long
ferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The policy will have no effects on population.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy will have no effects on human
health. Effects are likely to be medium to long
ferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

0

0

The policy will have no effect on cultural
heritage issues.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Climate Change - Policy C4 Flooding

This policy sets out a framework for the avoidance of flood risks for new development in areas of medium to high
risk of flooding (up to 1:200 years flood risk annual probability). It also sets out exceptions where development
may be allowed in such areas, and the standards that such development must abide by. It gives advice on
maintenance buffer strips for water bodies and prohibits land raising or excavations in low to medium risk areas.
Coastal flooding risks must be assessed for areas under the 10m contour. It also oppose the culverting of
watercourses.

The preferred option is to carry forward the LDP 2017 policy with minor changes and a revises definition of
freeboard in the glossary.

Based on representations from the Main Issues Report, an alternative policy could be to specify the levels of risk
that are acceptable, introduce SEPA’s Land Use Vulnerability Guidance and Technical Flood Risk Guidance,
promote the use of buffer strips, and provide glossary definitions of “active flood plains” and “essential
development”. However, this information is available elsewhere and may not need to be repeated in this policy.

Table 8.6.34 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy C4

Climate Change - Policy C4 Flooding

é o Comments
Q > | Effects should be assessed in terms of
° S | reversibility or irreversibility Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
SEA Topics ° c ) . Revised effect
o 5 | o risks required)
Q ":,‘: e duration (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
g term, short-term and medium-ferm).
0 0 The policy is unlikely to have any effect on air | None proposed.
Air quality issues. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.
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Water

The policy may have a positive impact on
water quality issues by avoiding domestic
material being washed out of flooded houses
and causing downstream pollution. Effects are
likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

The policy will have a positive impact by
avoiding risk from flooding. Effects are likely to
be medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Soil

The policy will have no impact on soil related
issues. Effects are likely to be medium to long
ferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

The policy will safeguard riparian habitats from
development which may damage biodiversity.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

The policy will protect river valley landscapes
from inappropriate development. Effects are
likely to be medium to long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

The policy will have no impact on material
assets. Effects are likely to be medium to long
ferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Population

The policy will have no effect on populations.
Effects are likely to be medium to long term
and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy will have positive effects on the

ability to create walkways on land secured
from development. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy will have no impact on cultural
heritage. Effects are likely to be medium fo long
term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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The Responsibilities of Developers

The Responsibilities of Developers - Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services

The current policy only allows development that provides adequate road, waste management, water and/or
waste water facilities, connections and treatment as appropriate. This policy seeks to ensure that all new
development can be satisfactorily accessed by a variety of modes of fransport, in a safe, convenient, and
resource efficient manner. Any new roads and paths have the potential to form part of a well-connected
network serving both existing and future developments within each settlement.

In terms of water and waste water infrastructure, this policy seeks to approve development, subject to other
policies, if it is serviced or mains water supply; and for waste water disposal, it is in an area serviced by existing or
committed future public waste water infrastructure and where this is not the case private drainage infrastructure
can be achieved without adverse impact. The applicant must also ensure drainage is dealt with in a sustainable
manner through the use of SuDS. Reference to ‘Sewers for Scotland’, the CIRA SuDS manual and the CAR
Regulations should be added.

In terms of waste management requirements, the policy seeks to approve development, subject to other policies,
if asite Waste Management Plan is agreed with the Council and adequate space has been provided within the
development to provide for effective separation, storage and collection of waste.

The preferred option would be to maintain LDP 2017 policy and include reference to “*home and workplace
electric charging and hydrogen refuelling facilities” as a separate voluntary obligation, add text to encourage
Electric Vehicle Charging for major leisure and retail uses, reference hydrogen fuel stations, add references to
“Sewers for Scotland”, the CIRA SuDS manual and the CAR Regulation, and include text on roads for proposals of
more than 5 homes.

The alternative option would be to seek to do nothing on this subject, depending on Building Regulations to
provide private local refuelling facilities at home and at work at some point in the near future.
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Table 8.6.35 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy RD1

The Responsibilities of Developers — Policy RD1 Providing Suitable Services

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

o reversibility or irreversibility

e risks

e durafion (i.e. permanent, temporary, long-
term, short-ferm and medium-term).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

The policy is unlikely fo have any effect on air
quality issues. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed. Managing
improvements to air quality can only
be achieved through the application
of a Spatial Strategy that considers this
specific issue.

Water

++

++

Long ferm improvements fo accommodate
and mitigate the impact on the potable and
waste water freatment infrastructure are
required from all developments. SuDS are
required. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

Promotes and facilitates active travel and
modal shift. Promotes use of SuDS. Effects are
likely to be medium fo long term and
permanent.

None proposed.

Soil

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on sall
quality issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
biodiversity issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
landscape issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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++ ++ The policy will result in the creation of new | Creation of home and work-based | No change.
. infrastructure to serve the community. Effects | charging stations would be a positive
Material Assets . . .
are likely to be medium to long term and | material asset.
permanent.
0 0 The policy is unlikely to have any effect on None proposed.
Population population issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.
0/+ 0 /+ | The policy promotes active travel as a means None proposed.
of accessing the sites but otherwise is unlikely
Human Health to have any effect on human health issues.
Effects are likely fo be medium to long ferm
and permanent.
0 0 The policy is unlikely to have any effect on | None proposed. Cultural heritage will | No change.

Cultural Heritage

cultural heritage issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

be protected by other policies should
development be proposed which
impinges on its quality.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect

++ = significant positive effect

- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect

0 = neutral effect

2 = uncertain effect
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The responsibilities of developers - Policy RD2 Developers’ Obligations

The policy specifies needed conftributions towards necessary infrastructure, open space and access, primary

school, secondary school, community facilities, waste and recycling, health facilities and other off-site

contributions.

The preferred option is to retain LDP 2017 policy, but remove references to the Strategic Transport Fund. Further
good practice advice will be published as Supplementary Guidance, which will amalgamate the former
supplementary guidance on affordable housing and developer obligations.

No reasonable alternatives were proposed by respondents commenting on the Main Issues Report 2019.

Table 8.6.36 Assessment of the polices and appendices - Policy RD2

The Responsibilities of Developers — Policy RD2 Developers’ Obligations

SEA Topics

Preferred option

Alternative

Comments

Effects should be assessed in terms of

e reversibility orirreversibility

e risks

e durafion (i.e. permanent, tfemporary, long-
term, short-term and medium-ferm).

Mitigation measures (i.e. changes
required)

Revised effect

Air

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on air
quality issues. Effects are likely to be medium
to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Water

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
water quality issues. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Climatic Factors

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
climate change. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.
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Soil

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on soil
quality. Effects are likely fo be medium to long
ferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Biodiversity

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
biodiversity. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Landscape

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
landscape. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Material Assets

++

The policy will assist in providing material assets
in seftlements according to need and the
scale of the development proposed.

None proposed.

Population

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
population. Effects are likely to be medium to
long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Human Health

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
human health. Effects are likely to be medium
fo long ferm and permanent.

None proposed.

Cultural Heritage

The policy is unlikely to have any effect on
cultural heritage. Effects are likely to be
medium to long term and permanent.

None proposed.

Key of effects

+ = positive effect  ++ = significant positive effect
- = negative effect -- = significant negative effect
0 = neutral effect 2 = uncertain effect
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Appendix 8.7: Assessment of the Preferred Sites and Alternatives

The tables in Appendix 8.7 provide a summary of the detailed assessments that were undertaken for each preferred
opportunity site and their alternative(s), and they show only the post-mitigation scores for each SEA Topic. Important
mitigation measures are identified in the comments box. The pre-and post-mitigation scores of each site can be found
in the full assessment at hitps://www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/planning/plans-and-policies/Idp-2023/. A total of 605 bids,
which proposed land for development, were received during the Call for Site stage between January and March 2018
and only a handful of new bids (i.e. not currently allocated) were preferred during the Main Issues Report consultation.
All bids were assessed against the ten SEA Topics.

These summary tables also include an assessment of the existing sites in the LDP 2017 that are to be carried forward (i.e.
OP, P, R and BUS sites) in the next LDP. The score/effect of each LDP 2017 site has been updated to reflect any changes
in the assessment criteria. Assessment of the existing LDP 2017 sites can be found in the SEA for the LDP 2017 at
https:.//www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/20184/strategic-environmental-assessment-with-appendices.pdf.

The tables below have also been updated to reflect the changes as a result of the consultation on the draft
Environmental Report of the Proposed LDP 2020, and the examination of the Proposed LDP 2020, which concluded in
2022, where Reporters recommended changes to the allocated and designated sites. This included the addition and
removal of several opportunity sites, which have previously been subject to the SEA. They will either state '"New' or ‘PLDP
2020’ (Proposed Local Development Plan 2020) at the start of the allocation name. The Local Development Plan 2023
was agreed by Aberdeen Council at its Full Council meeting on 21 September 2022.
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Table 8.7.1:

SEA Topic
Scores are post-
mitigation only

ABERCHIRDER

O

= @
S o
£0
T 7

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Assessment of Site-specific Allocations, Desi

Material

nations, and Alternative Bids — Banff and Buchan

Population

Cultural

Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures
The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

Preferred Sites

New OP1 West of 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 Overall neutral to positive. This is a logical site fo develop.

Cranna (LDP 2017 site) Development would provide affordable homes. WWTW

45 homes needs upgraded; a growth project has been initiated.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

playing field as an environment effects on the recepftors.

amenity for the village

P2 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

playground and areas environment effects on the receptors.

of parkland as

amenities for the

vilage.

P3 To protect -- -- 0 0 + 0 0 The site is located adjacent to a flood risk area and a small

recreational open watercourse runs through and adjacent to the site. Future

space as an amenity use of the site should be subject to a FRA.

for the settlement.

P4 To protect the open 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

space area as an environment effects on the receptors.

amenity for the

settlement.

CA Aberchirder 0 0 0 0 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.

BUS Safeguarding for - - 0 0 0 0 The site is located adjacent to a flood risk area and a small

business uses watercourse runs through and adjacent to the site. Future
use of the site should be subject to a FRA. Buffer strip
required.
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Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Climatic
Factors
Biodiversity,
Flora, Fauna
Landscape
Material
Population
Cultural
Heritage

Alternative Sites

None.

BANFF

Preferred Sites

OP1 (BB0OO7) Land at 0 0 0 0 | 0/+ 0 +/¢ + + 0 The site has an overall positive impact due to its location
Goldenknowes, Banff adjacent to an existing settlement with good connectivity,
400 homes, community green-blue networks retained, and biodiversity

facilities, leisure and enhancement. Other positive impacts are the likely high
retain units number of affordable housing, and the mixed use aspect

of the development that should minimise car dependency
and related air pollution.

OP2 (BB020) Colleonard | 0 0 0 -~ | +/2 0 +/2 + + 0 The site has an overall positive impact due to its location
Road, Banff adjacent to an existing settlement with good connectivity,
200 homes. potential for green network enhancement, and ability to

sustain local services and facilities. School capacity is
dependent on phasing.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
setting of Banff as a environment effects on the receptors.

significant conftribution
to the character of the
place, to safeguard the
former railway line
forming part of the
green-blue network,
and to prevent
coalescence between
Banff and Inverboyndie.
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Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

SEA Topic
Scores are post-
mitigation only

Climatic
Factors
Biodiversity,
Flora, Fauna
Cultural
Heritage

e] | andscape
Material
e} Population

o WS
o Nl

+ + This use is not considered to have any significant
of open space at Banff environment effects on the receptors.

Castle as a significant
contribution to the
character of the place.

P2 To protect the area

P3 To protect Duff 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
House Gardens as a environment effects on the receptors.
significant contribution
to the character of the
place.

P4 To protect 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
recreational open environment effects on the receptors.

space as an amenity
for the settlement.

P5 To protect the area 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
of woodland and to environment effects on the receptors.

reserve a 3 metre wide
strip of land along the
eastern boundary
adjacent to Cemetery
Lane for a footpath as
an amenity for the
settlement.

P6 To protect the Duff 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
House Royal golf course environment effects on the receptors.

as a significant
contribution to the
setting and character
of the place, and as an
amenity for the
settlement.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the

SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mifigation only _ £EC = 'Tg o 2 % 2 2 %=  from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

< 0| 2 ) § =) > & 8 % required modifications have been made.

P7 Marks the strategic 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

landscaping required environment effects on the receptors.

for sites OP1 and OP2. The portion of P7 pertaining to OP2 is to be moved to align
with the revised western boundary (see bid BB020).

P8 To protect 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

recreational open environment effects on the receptors.

space as an amenity

for the settlement.

P9 To protect the 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

cemetery as an environment effects on the recepftors.

amenity for the

settlement and for

contribution to the

character of the place.

R1 Reserved for a 0 0 0 ++ 0 + 0 + Could provide future allocations for the town but presently

cemetery. poorly connected. Cemetery extension could affect
groundwater, but without a full assessment, this is
unknown. A groundwater assessment will be required.

TC Town Centre 0 0 0 0 0 + + + This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

CA1 Scotstown 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.

CA2 Banff Conservation | 0O 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

Ared environment effects on the receptors.

Alternative Sites

None.

345




SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

CAIRNBULG AND INVERALLOCHY

Climatic
Factors
Biodiversity,
Flora, Fauna
Landscape
Material

Population

Cultural
Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

Preferred Sites

OP1 (BBO17) Land to +/2 The site has an overall mixed impact due to its location

South of Allochy Road, adjacent to the settlement, with good connectivity, no

Inverallochy Airfield, maijor infrastructure required, green networks retained.

Inverallochy The site does however have direct impact on a site of

85 homes archaeological interest and potential ground
contamination. Mitigations include specialist investigation
for contamination and the former airfield use should be
commemorated in the public realm and overall
development design. A FRA will be required. The site is
also part of a disused airfield used by protected species
(geese and wading birds), and although encroaching
further onto the airfield, the site is closely bound to a built-
up area and the main expanse of the airfield, which is a
resting place for birds, will be unaffected.

OP2 (formerly +/0 The site is under construction. The site has a mixed impact

unallocated site) overall with adverse impact on landscape and sense of

Westhaven, place and positive impacts of good connectivity with

Inverallochy existing settlement, with no major infrastructure

43 homes requirements.

OP3 (BB024) +/0 The site has a negative impact overall due to its significant

North of Rathen Road, adverse impact on landscape and sense of place against

Cairnbulg the positive impacts of good connectivity with the existing

30 homes seftlement. There are no maijor infrastructure requirements

and minor surface water flooding can be mitigated
through a FRA. As development has been approved on
either side of this site, through careful siting and design, the
landscape and visual impact could be lessened.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the
SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
Scores are post- T 5 o B 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
mifigation only _ £EC = 'Tg o 2 % 2 2 %=  from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
< 0| 2 ) (I) =) > & 8 % required modifications have been made.
P1 To protect the play 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
area as an amenity for environment effects on the receptors.
the village, to
safeguard the former
railway line as part of
the green-blue network,
and protect the sefting
of Inverboyndie and
Banff as a significant
contribution to the
character of the place
and to prevent
coalescence between
these settlements.
P2 To protect the play 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
area and parkland as environment effects on the receptors.
amenities for the
vilage.
P3 To protect the 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
playing field and environment effects on the receptors.
recreation ground as
amenities for the
vilage.
P4 Marks the strategic 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
landscaping required environment effects on the receptors. The portion of P4
for sites OP1 associated with OP2 site to be removed from LDP as OP2
construction is now complete.
P5 To protect 0 0 0 0 - - + 0 + 0 There is potential for land take and development. This use
recreational open is not considered to have any significant environment
space as an amenity effects on the recepftors.
for the settlement.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the

SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mifigation only _ £EC = 'Tg o 2 % 2 2 %=  from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

< o 2 | = 2 9 P & 8 2 required modifications have been made.

P6 To protect the green 0 0 0 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

space area as an environment effects on the receptors.

amenity for the village.

P7 To protect the golf 0 0 0 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

course as a significant environment effects on the receptors.

confribution to the

character of the place

and to prevent

coalescence with St

Combs.

P8 To protect the war 0 0 0 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

memorial area as a environment effects on the receptors.

significant conftribution

to the character of the

place.

CA Cairnbulg/ 0 0 0 0 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

Inverallochy environment effects on the receptors.

Conservation Area

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BBO18 Land to 0 0 /e | +/- 0 +/2 The site has an overall positive impact due to its location

South of Allochy Road, adjacent to the settlement, with good connectivity, no

Inverallochy Airfield, maijor infrastructure required, and green networks

Inverallochy retained. The site does however have direct impact on a

95 homes site of archaeological interest and potential ground

(proposal changed to contamination. Mitigations include specialist investigation

180 homes) for contamination and the former airfield use should be
commemorated in the public realm and overall
development design. A FRA may be required. The site is
used by protected species (geese and wading birds) as a
resting place. No mitigation available for this impact.
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Climatic

Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural

Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

However, this is a logical area for future expansion of the
settlement.

CORNHILL

Preferred Sites

OP1 Midtown 0/- 0 + 0 0 +/0 0 The site has a mixed impact with positive effects of scale

8 homes and location combined with potential negative effects on
water and climatic factors mitigated through water
impact assessment, buffer strip, and a FRA.

OP2 (BBOO1) Land to the 0/- 0 + 0 0 +/0 0 The site has an overall slightly mixed impact with its scale,

west of Midtown Farm, location, and biodiversity enhancement offsetting any

Cornhill negative impact on water environment and emissions.

63 homes Mitigation measures include water impact assessment,
buffer strip, and a FRA. The site is near two bus routes.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

playing field and environment effects on the receptors.

recreation ground as

amenities for the

vilage.

P2 To protect the free 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

belt as a significant environment effects on the recepftors.

conftribution to the

character of the village.

P3 To protect the free 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

belt as a significant environment effects on the receptors.

contribution to the

character of the village.

P4 Marks strategic 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

planting associated environment effects on the receptors.

with OP2.
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Alternative Sites

Climatic

Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural

Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

None.

CROVIE

Preferred Sites

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

setting of the village as environment effects on the receptors.

a significant

conftribution to the

character of the place.

CA Crovie 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.

Alternative Sites

None

CRUDIE

Preferred Sites

OP1 (BB0O0Y) -/2 0 0 0 + +/0 0 | The site has an overall slightly negative impact due o

Land at Hawthorn Croft, infrastructure requirements (waste water treatment), its

Crudie siting on prime agricultural soil, and low biodiversity value

10 homes with no enhancements proposed. However, the site will
help sustain the local community and school.

OP2 (formerly part of 0 0 0 0 + +/0 0 Mixed impact as it sits on prime agricultural soil, but there is

OP1) sufficient WWTW for this development and expansion of

Hawthorn Crescent the seftlement would help sustain the local school.

9 homes
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Comments and mitigation measures
The comments below include those taken from the

SEA Topic

> 8 (O] C
%) G = 8‘ = = _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
mitigation only _ €0 52 2 % 2 % £ from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
< o2 ) (I) =) > & O % required modifications have been made.

P1 To protect 0 0 0 - - - + 0 + 0 | There is potential for land take and development.

recreational open This use is not considered to have any significant

space as an amenity environment effects on the receptors.

for the settlement.

Infill (BBO33) Site 0 - 0 - 0 0 + -/2 0 0 Due to the scale of site and number of homes proposed, it

adjacent to ‘The Firs’, is proposed as infill development. The site has an overall

Crudie mixed impact due to infrastructure requirements (waste

4 homes (self build) water freatment), its scale and location creating minimal
impact although the site is on prime agricultural land. Mix
of house types cannot be assured due to nature of self
build developments.

Alternative Sites

None.

FORDYCE

Preferred Sites

OP1 (BB027) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +/0 0/+ 0 The site has a mixed impact due to its small scale of

West Church Street, development, good connectivity to the existing

Fordyce settlement, no major infrastructure required, open space

5 homes provision and low impact on the surrounding landscape.
Historic character and conservation status of the village
would have to be respected. A Flood Risk Assessment
may be required.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant

community woodland environment effects on the receptors.

as an amenity for the

settlement.
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Comments and mitigation measures
The comments below include those taken from the

. > 8 (O] c
SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
mifigation only _ £EC = 'Tg o 2 % 2 2 %=  from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

< o 2 | = 2 9 P & 8 2 required modifications have been made.

P2 To protect 0 0 0 - - + 0 0 There is potential for land take and development.
recreational open This use is not considered to have any significant
space as an amenity environment effects on the receptors.
for the settlement.
P3 To protect the 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant
cemetery as an environment effects on the receptors.
amenity for the
settflement and for
conftribution to the
character of the place.
CA Fordyce 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant
Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.
Alternative Sites
None.
FRASERBURGH
Preferred Sites
OP1 Kirkton 0 0 0 + - + + 0 The site is under construction. Development would have a
Development mixed impact. Significant positive effects are predicted
600 homes & sites for under climatic factors as mixed-use developments should
education/community minimise car dependency, air pollution and nuisance and
use, health centre and the scale of new development provides for new facilities
cemetery and services. A Transport Impact Assessment is required.
OP2 Land to West of 0 0/- 0 + - + + 0 Part of the site is under constfruction. The site has a mixed

Boothby Road

590 homes, land for two
full sized pitches and
associated changing
facilities.

impact.  Part of the site is at risk from flooding.
A FRA will be required. Sustainable settlement, affordable
housing provision. While development is likely to improve
the landscape of the areq, it would affect its setting, and
buffer strips adjacent to watercourses will be required.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the

SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mitigation only €0 52 2 % 2 % £ from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

o2 a2 S P & @) 2 required modifications have been made.

P3is reserved for a park

and sport/recreation

facilities (see below)

OP3 Phingask 0 0/- + -/0 0 0 0 0 The site has a slight mixed impact. Provides additional

16.5ha employment employment land, but minor flood risk from an adjacent

land with link road to waftercourse, which could be mitigated.

OP5 A FRA will be required. Strategic landscaping would be
required to mitigate effects, and buffer strips adjacent to
watercourses will be required.

OP4 (BB035) 0 0 0 0 0/+ +/0 0 0 The site has an overall positive impact with its potential to

Land at Tyronhill Farm, accord with OP1 masterplan and benefit from mixed use

Fraserburgh development minimising car dependency, air pollution

30 homes and nuisance. The OP1 development will also provide
new facilities and services. A FRA may be required to
mitigate surface water flooding.

OP5 (formerly BUS3) 0/+ 0 -/0 -/0 0 0 0/+ 0 This would be an industrial site in an industrial location. It

Land to the East of will have an overall positive effect in this location. Part of

Phingask the site is at risk from flooding, which could be mitigated

10.13ha employment through a FRA. Strategic landscaping and buffer strips

land with a link road to adjacent to watercourses will be required.

OP3

OP6 Land within Kirkton 0 0 + - + + 0 0 Positive effect overall. It would develop arable land to the

Development south of the main setflement of Fraserburgh.

4ha employment land The development together with OP1 provides a mixed-use

(linked to OP1 mixed site.  Significant positive effects are predicted under

use development) climatic factors as mixed-use developments should
minimise car dependency, air pollution and nuisance and
the scale of new development provides for new facilities
and services. A Transport Impact Assessment is required.
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Climatic
Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural

Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

Strategic landscaping will be required and a masterplan
with site OP1 has been agreed.
CC1 South Harbour -/0 0 0 0 0 0 The site is suitable for use which would promote
Road Commercial regeneration and diversification of economy. Part of the
Centre site is at risk from flooding, which could be mitigated
Bulky comparison through a FRA. A FRA will be required.
outlets
P1 To protect Saltoun 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant
Gardens, playing fields, environment effects on the receptors.
tennis courts, bowling
green, putting green,
play areas and cricket
ground as amenity
areas for the
settlement.
P2 To protect 0 - - + 0 0 There is potential for land take and development.
recreational open This use is not considered to have any significant
space as an amenity environment effects on the receptors.
for the settlement.
P3 To protect 0 - 0 + 0 0 There is potential for land take and development.
recreational open This use is not considered to have any significant
space as an amenity environment effects on the receptors.
for the settlement.
P4 To protect 0 - 0 + 0 0 There is potential for land take and development.
recreational open This use is not considered to have any significant
space as an amenity environment effects on the receptors.
for the settlement.
P5 To protect the 0 - 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
playground and open environment effects on the receptors.
space area as an
amenity for the

354




SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

settflement, and for
contribution to the
character of the place.

Climatic

Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural

Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

P6 To protect the
playground and open
space area as an
amenity for the
settlement, and for
contribution to the
character of the place.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

P7 To protect the
playground and open
space area as an
amenity for the
settlement.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

P8 To protect the
playground and open
space area as an
amenity for the
settlement, and for
confribution to the
character of the place.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

P9 To protect the
caravan site for
amenity and leisure
uses.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

P10 To protect the
harbour for port related
activities.

May involve land take for future development. This use is
not considered to have any significant environment
effects on the receptors.
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SEA Topic
Scores are post-
mitigation only

P11 To protect the
cemetery as an
amenity for the
seftlement and for
conftribution to the
character of the place.

o WS
Climatic
Factors

o Nl
Biodiversity,
Flora, Fauna

e] | andscape
Material

Population
Heritage

Cultural

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

P12 To protect the area
as forming part of the
green-blue network.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

R1 Reserved for park,
sport and recreational
facilities

Diversification of economy, reuse of derelict land. RI
Safeguarding of community provision allocation.

R2 (BB032) Reserved for
healthcare use.

++

The site has an overall positive impact due to ifs location
within Fraserburgh, its remediation of brownfield land, and
provision of new community facilities (a new healthcare
facility). Any soil contaminants to be investigated and
appropriate remediation identified.

BUST, 2, 3 (formerly
BUS4) and 4 (formerly
BUS5) Safeguarded for
business uses

Retention and extra provision of Employment land in a
regeneration area, and an assessment of flooding issues is
required, but it is not in a flood risk zone.

TC Fraserburgh Town
Centre.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

CAT1 Fraserburgh
Central Conservation
Areq

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

CA2 Fraserburgh
Broadsea Conservation
Areq

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.




SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Alternative Sites

Climatic
Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural

Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

Bid Site BB022 (Part of -/0 0 + - 0 + 0 The site has an overall negative impact due to its proximity

R1), Land West of from services, loss of reserved land for open space (human

Greenbank Gardens, health), and impact on air, climatic factors and

Fraserburgh landscape impact. Buffer strip required beside

95 homes watercourse and a FRA may be required.

GARDENSTOWN

Preferred Sites

OP1 0 0 0 0 0/+ +/0 0 The site will have a mixed effect. The site profrudes from

Braegowan/Morven the eastern boundary and could affect the landscape

View Road setting of the setflement. However, strategic landscaping

25 homes and well-designed layout would mitigate against any
landscape or visual impacts. Public sewerage treatment
capacity is constrained.

OP2 Bracoden 0 0/+ 0 0 0/+ +/0 0 The site will have a slightly positive effect. Itis on a

Road/Knowhead prominent site, but negative effects on the landscape are

11 homes reduced as there is development on two sides. The site is
unlikely to adversely affect the setting of the Conservation
Areqa. Public sewerage freatment capacity is constrained.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

setting of the village as environment effects on the receptors.

a significant

conftribution to the

character of the place.

P2 Marks where 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

strategic landscaping environment effects on the receptors.

will be required for site
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

OP1 to improve the
boundary freatment of
the seftlement

Climatic
Factors
Biodiversity,
Flora, Fauna
Landscape
Material

Population

Cultural
Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

CA Gardenstown 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BBOO8 +/0 The site has an overall negative impact as despite having

Site South West of access to local services, and there being low risk of impact

Castlenhill Drive, on the natural habitats protected by SSSI and SPA, public

Gardenstown sewerage freatment capacity is constrained and there is a

7 homes significant visual landscape impact that cannot be fully
mitigated against in this sensitive landscape. There is also
an adverse effect on the setting of the Conservation Area
weakening sense of place.

INVERBOYNDIE

Preferred Sites

P1 To protect the play 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

area as an amenity for
the villoge and as a
significant contribution
to the character and
setting of Inverboyndie
and Banff, and to
safeguard the former
railway line as part of
the green-blue network,
and to prevent
coalescence between
these settlements.

environment effects on the receptors.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the

SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mitigation only _ £ = | 88| E % 2 % £ from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

< @hiEE e ) (I) =) > & O % required modifications have been made.

P2 To protect the 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

cemetery as an environment effects on the receptors.

amenity for the

seftlement and for

conftribution to the

character of the place.

BUS Safeguarded for 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 The site will have a neufral impact. The allocation would

business uses provide an employment allocation, which would serve
Banff (especially west Banff), Whitehills and Inverboyndie.
Effects on the watercourse adjacent to the site could be
affected, but the requirement for a buffer strip would
negate any potential negative impact.

Alternative Sites

Bid site BB026 Land at 0 -/2 -/2 0 0/+ -- +/- +/0 -/+ | The site has an overall negative impact due to high flood

Mill of Boyndie. risk and adverse effects on landscape and sense of place

Inverboyndie due to the scale of development causing visual disruption.

20 homes A FRA would be required together with buffer strips against
watercourses. Part of the site is unlikely to be developable
due to flood risk.

LADYSBRIDGE - new settlement

Preferred Sites

0 0 0 - 0/+ 0 + + 0 This site is under construction. The site has an overall mixed

OP1 (BB025)

Phase 5, Ladysbridge
Village, Boyndie

35 homes

impact as no major infrastructure is required. There is good
foot/cycle path connectivity, and the settflement benefits
from sense of place associated with Ladysbridge House
and its historic sefting. However, the development causes
loss of prime agricultural land, which cannot be mitigated
against.
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Comments and mitigation measures
The comments below include those taken from the

. > 8 (O] c

SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mifigation only _ £EC = 'Tg o 2 % 2 2 %=  from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

< o 2 | = 2 9 P & 8 2 required modifications have been made.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

woodlands as an environment effects on the receptors.

amenity for the

settlement, and forming

part of the green-blue

network, and to

prevent coalescence

with the adjacent

village of Boyndie.

P2 To protect the area 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 ++ | This use is nof considered to have any significant

as a significant environment effects on the receptors.

contribution to the

character of the place,

forming the historic

setting of Ladysbridge

House.

P3 To protect the park 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

and ifs facilities as an environment effects on the receptors.

amenity for the village.

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BBO16 0 - 0 -/0 -/+ +/0 -/2 | The site has an overall negative effect due to loss of prime

Land at Ladysbridge agricultural land, adverse landscape impact, the need for

Coftages, Boyndie increased fravel and associated car dependency, school

45 homes capacity issues and risk of adverse impact on historic
setting associated with Ladysbridge House. Consultation
with the Education Service would be required to mitigate
against a potential negative impact on the school
capacity.
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

MACDUFF

Climatic
Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural

Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

Preferred Sites

OP1 (BB036 and o/- | -/2 -/+ 0 + 0 0 The site has an overall positive impact due to its proximity

formerly part of CC1) fo the settlement, good connectivity. However, there is a

Land South of Corskie potential impact on protected species, subject to a

Drive, Macduff Habitat Survey to confirm if any badger sefts are within

22 homes licensable distance. A FRA will be required, and open
space obligations can help mitigate visual landscape
impact.

CC1 Corskie o/- | -/¢ -/+ 0 + 0 0 The site has an overall positive impact due to its proximity

Drive/B9026 fo the settlement, good connectivity. However, the site is

Commercial Centre liable to flooding and there is a potential impact on

2.5 ha for large format protected species, subject to a Habitat Survey to confirm if

stores and a healthcare any badger setts are within licensable distance. A FRA will

facility,with a link road be required, and open space obligations can help
mitigate visual landscape impact.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

playground, war environment effects on the receptors.

memorial and

recreation land at The

Knowes as an amenity

for the seftlement and

for contribution to the

character of the place.

P2 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

playing field and play environment effects on the receptors.

areas as amenifies for

the town.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the
SEA Topic » 52 8 | = ke _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
Scores are post- T 5 & 2 S5 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
mitigation only _ ED = T3¢ = % 2 % £ from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
< o 2 | = 2 9 P & oL required modifications have been made.
P3 To protect 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

recreational open environment effects on the receptors.
space as an amenity
for the settlement.

P4 To protect the area 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
as an amenity for the environment effects on the receptors.
settlement and as a
confribution to the
character of the place.

P5 To protect the area 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
as a contribution to the environment effects on the receptors.
character of the place
and amenity for the

settlement.
P6 To protect the 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
cemetery as an environment effects on the receptors.

amenity for the
seftlement and for
conftribution to the
character of the place.

P7 To protect the 0 0 0 0 - - + 0 + + May involve land take for future development. This use is
harbour for port related not considered to have any significant environment effects
activities. on the recepftors.

BUS Safeguarded for 0 0/- 0 0 0 0/- 0 0 0 0 There is a sewerage capacity problem for this allocation.
business uses This is reflected in the slight negative assessment. A large

site, landscaping and good design will be required to
ensure it does not detfract from Macduff's sense of place.
TC Macduff Town 0 0 0 0 0 0 + + + + This use is not considered to have any significant

Centre environment effects on the receptors.
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Alternative Sites

Climatic
Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural
Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

Bid Site BBO37 (OP1), 0 0 0/2 0/- + 0 The site has an overall mixed effect, on account of its

Land South of Law of positive impact of good connectivity and sustaining the

Doune Road, Macduff local school but a negative impact on the landscape due

41 homes to is location on an elevated, sloping site although visual
impact can be mitigated by screen planting. Landscape
impact is also mitigated by its location adjacent to an
existing residential area and having no impact on
elemental coastal gualities of its landscape designation.

Bid Site BBO38 Land 0 -/e 0 - -/+ 0 The site has an overall negative impact due to impact on

North of Myrus Caravan water environment and flood risk, and landscape impact.

park, Macduff A FRA and screen planting will be required.

Supermarket/retail/

hotel

Bid Site BB0O39 Land 0/¢ 0 0/+ -/0 +/2 0/+ The site has an overall mixed impact with potential positive

South and East of Myrus effect from sustaining the community through the provision

Circle, Myrus, Macduff of housing choice and good connectivity to the

Housing settflement. Potential adverse effects due to landscape

(proposal changed to impact could be mitigated by screen planting and a

160 homes with buffer strip along the watercourse and FRAs are also

reduced boundaries to required due to flood risk.

exclude P2)

Bid Site BB040 0/¢ 0/¢ 0/2 -/0 +/2 0/+ The site has an overall mixed impact with potential positive

Land West of Corskie
Drive, Macduff
Housing

(proposal changed to
160 homes)

impacts from sustaining the community through the
provision of housing choice and good connectivity to the
settlement. Potential adverse effects due to flood risk and
landscape impact (due to scale of development) can be
mitigated through strategic planting, a buffer strip along
watercourse and a FRA.




Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the

SEA Topic » G 3 = | = 9 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- = Q) g 2 ke, 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mitigation only £ 52 2 % 2 % £ from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

O a2 S > & O £ required modifications have been made.

MEMSIE

Preferred Sites

OP1 (BB0O10) 0/e | 0/- 0/+ 0 - +/0 0 The site has a negative impact due to impact on water

Crossroads, Memsie quality (site is within SEPA waste water drainage hot spof)

15 homes and infrastructure required, notably WWTW and education.
Rathen Primary School may be able to accommodate a
small increase in numbers. Scottish Water has confirmed it
is feasible to connect to the public septic tank at Memsie
Cairn Stone, subject to a growth project. A FRA may be
required.

OP2 (BB003) 0/e | -/2 0/+ - - +/0 0 The site has an overall negative impact due to impact on

Land to the North of climatic factors and landscape, and infrastructure

Memsie (Phase 1) required, notably school capacity. Waste water treatment

20 homes is available from the communal drainage system however
this was meant to allow existing home owners to connect
to it (at their own cost). To mitigate the potential negative
impact, a growth project will be required for the settlement
and early discussions with Scottish Water are held.

P1 To protect the area 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant negative

of woodland as a environmental effects on the receptors.

contribution to the

character of the place.

P2 Marks an area for 0 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant negative

strategic landscaping environmental effects on the receptors.

associated with OP2.

P3 To protect the play 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

area as an amenity for environment effects on the receptors.

the seftlement.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the

SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mifigation only _ £EC = 'Tg o 2 % 2 2 %=  from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

< o 2 | = 2 9 P & 8 2 required modifications have been made.

R1 For education or 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant

community uses. environment effects on the receptors except on potential
flooding. A FRA may be required.

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BBO02 Land to 0 0 -/e 0 |0/+ - - +/0 0 0 The site has an overall negative impact due to impact on

the North of Memsie climatic factors and landscape, and infrastructure

40 homes required, notably school capacity. Waste water treatment
is available from the communal drainage system however
this was meant to allow existing home owners to connect
to it (at their own cost). To mitigate the potential negative
impact, it should be a mandatory requirement for new
home owners to connect to the communal drainage
system to avoid further private septic tanks in Memsie.
However, this proposal is however likely to remove any
remaining capacity.

Bid Site BBOOY Land off 0 0/¢ | 0/-] O 0 0 - +/0 | O/+ 0 The site has a negative impact due to infrastructure

A981, Adjacent fo required, notably WWTW and school capacity. Landscape

Berryhill House, Mem:sie impact could be mitigated by strategic landscaping and

15 homes provision of open space. Rathen Primary School may be
able to accommodate a small increase in numbers. Water
impact may be mitigated if it is possible fo connect to the
nearby communal WWTW.

Bid Site BBO11 0 -- -/2 0 0/+ - - +/2 + 0 The site has a negative effect due to impact on water

P3 School Site, Memsie quality, landscape, and infrastructure required with no

Change of use to infill school capacity nor waste water freatment available. A

for housing FRA may be required.

Bid Site BBO15 - - - 0 0/+ - -/+ + 0 0 The site has a negative effect due to impact on air and

Land South of Cairnmuir water quality, climate, landscape and cultural heritage,

Farm, Memsie and infrastructure required, with no school capacity nor

60 homes waste water freatment available.
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Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Climatic
Factors
Biodiversity,
Flora, Fauna
Landscape
Material
Population
Cultural
Heritage

A buffer strip may mitigate the impact on the watercourse
if SuDS/attenuation ponds to a high standard. A FRA may
be required.
Bid Site BBO19 0 -/e - 0 - - - +/0 + - The site has an overall negative impact due to impact on
Site at Birnie Woods, climatic factors and landscape, and there is no school
North of Muir Road, capacity or waste water treatment capacity. The site also
Mem:sie impacts on natural and cultural heritage. Impact on water
30 homes quality is unknown.
Bid Site BBO21 - -- - 0 0/+ - -/+ + 0/+ -- The site has a negative effect due to impact on air and
Land South of Muir water quality, climate, landscape, cultural heritage, and
Road, Memsie there is no school capacity nor waste water treatment
60-70 homes infrastructure.
NEW ABERDOUR
Preferred Sites
OP1 St Drostans Lane 0 0 0 0 0/+ 0 0/+ +/0 0 0 The site will have a slightly positive effect due to the
48 homes requirement for SuDS, appropriately scaled growth within

the sefttlement, and the site would best fit urban design of
the village. However, there is limited sewerage capacity,
but this can be mitigated. A buffer strip will be required
adjacent to the drain.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
bowling green as an environment effects on the recepftors.

amenity for the village.

P2 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
market stance as a environment effects on the receptors.

significant contribution
to the character of the
place.
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SEA Topic
Scores are post-
mitigation only

P3 To protect the
playing field as an
amenity for the village.

Biodiversity,
Flora, Fauna

— O
OO
22
0]
O

o Air
Climatic
Factors

4 Soil

el | andscape
Material

Sd Population

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

P4 To protect the area
of woodland as an
amenity for the village.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

P5 To protect the
cemetery as an
amenity for the
seftlement and for
contribution to the
character of the place.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

Alternative Sites

None.

NEW BYTH

Preferred Sites

OP1 (formerly OP2)
Former New Byth
Primary School

12 homes

The site has a slightly positive impact. The proposal is on a
former school, but there is a lack of WWTW capacity in the
area. A growth project would be required.

P1 To protect the
square as a significant
contribution to the
character of the place.

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

P2 To protect the
playing field and
playground as

This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.




SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

amenities for the
settlement.

Climatic

Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural
Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BBO13 Site 0 0 0 -/0 -/2 0 The site has an overall mixed impact due to lack of

adjacent to Urquhart capacity of WWTW in the area and loss of prime

Road, Land at New agricultural land. A WWTW growth project would be

Byth 10 homes - self required if development in New Byth exceeds 10 homes

build overall. Also, mix of house types cannot be assured due to
the nature of self-build developments.

PENNAN

Preferred Sites

CA Pennan 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.

Alternative Sites

None

PORTSOY

Preferred Sites

OP1 Target Road 0 0 0 + +/0 0/+ | Development is close to the coastline, but this a small

10 homes

allocation adjacent to the road, opposite existing
development which would have minimum impact on the
landscape. The site is not affected by any major
environmental constraints and no flooding consfraints.
Would see a westward spread of the town, but this is
unavoidable in a town like Portsoy with little opportunities
for growth due to topography and flooding issues.
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Comments and mitigation measures
The comments below include those taken from the

. > 8 (O] c

SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mifigation only _ £EC = 'Tg o 2 % 2 2 %=  from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

< 0| 2 ) (I) =) > & 8 % required modifications have been made.

OP2 Depot, Park Road 0 0 0 -/0 0 + +/0 + This would be a small allocation of é units on a brownfield

6 homes site within a residential area of Portsoy. The overall effect
would be positive.

OP3 (formerly OP5) 0 0 + +/0 0 + + 0 The sites would have a positive impact. Potential

Former Campbell landscape and visual impacts as a result of

Hospital redevelopment can be mitigated through the use of

44 affordable homes strategic landscaping and screening along site boundaries
to the north, east and south. Any future development of
the site would need to take into consideration the high
flood risk area identified by SEPA, located immediately to
the west of the site.
The development is likely to have minor negative impacts
on the landscape, and development of this brownfield site
provides scope for landscaping and structure planting
which is likely fo improve the quality of biodiversity.
Improvement of the brownfield land will have a positive
effect on biodiversity. While the creation of housing
choice is likely to have a positive effect on material assets,
the flooding potential could have significant effect on
material asset. The effects on population and human
health are likely to be positive overall.

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

playground and environment effects on the receptors.

cemetery as amenities

for the seftlement, and

to protect the setting of

Portsoy as a significant

contribution to the

character of the place.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the

SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR

Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as

mifigation only _ £EC = 'Tg o 2 % 2 2 %=  from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where

< 0| 2 ) (I) =) > & 8 % required modifications have been made.

P2 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

playing fields and environment effects on the receptors.

recreation ground as

amenities for the

settlement.

P3 To protect 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

recreational open environment effects on the receptors.

space as an amenity

for the settlement.

CA Portsoy 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.

TC Portsoy Town Centre 0 0 0 0 0 0 + + + This use is not considered to have any significant
environment effects on the receptors.

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BB028 Durn 0 - - 0 + 0 + + 0 The site has an overall negative impact with the effect of

Road, Portsoy 125 significant flood risk overriding the positive effects of good

homes connectivity with the existing settflement and access to
local services, facilities, green space, and potential
biodiversity enhancement.

RATHEN

Preferred Sites

OP1 Bridge of Rathen 0 -/0 0 0 0 0 -/+ 0 0 Overall mixed impact with a range of negative effects due

10 homes

to lack of WWTW, low school capacity, surface water flood
risk and landscape impact mitigated through a FRA, new
communal tfreatment plant for future adoption by Scottish
Water, strategic landscape planfing and consultation with
infrastructure providers identifying sufficient school
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Climatic

Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural

Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

capacity for the low numbers likely from this development.
Effect on Rathen Old Parish chuch unlikely to be significant.
The site is 140m west of St Ethernan's, Rathen late medieval
old parish church and scheduled monument. While
screened by frees, even if felled, the potential impact on
the setting of the monument is unlikely to be significant.

P1 Marks the proposed 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

strategic landscaping environment effects on the receptors.

required for Site OP1

P2 To protect a 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

playground and environment effects on the receptors.

recreation ground as

amenities for the

vilage.

P3 To protect an area 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

of woodland and the environment effects on the receptors.

setting of the village as

a significant

contribution to the

character of the place.

P4 To protect an area 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

of woodland as an environment effects on the receptors.

amenity for the

settlement.

P5 To protect the 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

cemetery as an environment effects on the receptors.

amenity for the

seftlement and for

contribution to the

character of the place.
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the
SEA Topic » 52 8 | = ke _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
Scores are post- T 5 & 2 S5 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
mitigation only _ ED = T3¢ = % 2 % £ from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
< o 2 | = 2 9 P & oL required modifications have been made.
R1 Reserved for a 0 -/2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + Likely to have an adverse effect on soil and landscape

cemetery extension but the effects unlikely to be significant. Due to the
underlying geology and the presence of a private water
supply, Without a detailed groundwater assessment, the
environmental impact on water factors are unknown

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BB034 Land 0 - 0 0 0 0 - -/2 0/- --/2 | The site has an overall negative impact due to the

North and East of proximity from the settlement, impact on local

Rathen West Church, infrastructure and water quality, potential impact on

Rathen historic setting, and lack of housing mix. Mix of house types

10 homes - self build cannot be assured due to the nature of self-build
development. A FRA may be required.

ROSEHEARTY

Preferred Sites

OP1 (BB023) South of -/0 0 -/0 0 0/+ +/- 0/+ + + 0/+ | The site has an overall mixed impact due to negative

Ritchie Road, impact on air quality and climatic factors due to location

Rosehearty and limited employment opportunities, but positive

49 homes and small impacts on enhancing biodiversity, human health and

business units population. Impact on the landscape to be mitigated by
strategic landscaping. A FRA may be required.

OP2 Murison Drive 0 0/- | +/- 0 +/- -/0 0 +/0 0 0 The site would allow for the decontamination of the site

10 homes from its current use (scrap yard). Minor flood risk (buffer

strip required). A FRA may be required. Strategic
landscaping can mitigate the adverse visual impact from
its coastal location.

OP3 (formerly OP4) 0 0 0 0 0/- 0/- 0 +/0 0 0 Overall slightly mixed effect due to the small scale of the
Cairnhill Road/adj allocation. Possible slight minor adverse impacts as a result

Bowling Green
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Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the

. > 2 o c
SEA Topic 0 % 3 = 2 _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
Scores are post- T 5 orc| 9 | 2 o 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
mitigation only €0 52 2 % 2 % £ from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
o2 a2 S P & @) 2 required modifications have been made.
10 homes of developing greenfield site. Mitigate landscape effects
by strategic landscaping.
P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
setting of Rosehearty as environment effects on the receptors.

a significant
contribution to the
character of the place.

P2 Marks the proposed 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
strategic landscaping environment effects on the receptors.

required for sites OP1

and OP2.

P3 To protect 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
recreational open environment effects on the receptors.

space as an amenity
for the settlement.

Alternative Sites

None.

SANDEND

Preferred Sites

OP1 Rear of Seaview 0 -/e 0/-1] O 0 0 0 +/0 0/- 0 The site is on a plateau overlooking part of the settlement,
8 homes butitis unlikely to affect the setting of the Conservation Area

due to the topography of the area, which visually separates
the site and designation.

Because of potential flooding issues on this site, the
assessment of the effect on water and material asset
reflects this. A FRA will be required
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Comments and mitigation measures

. = 2 O c The comments below include those taken from the
SEA Topic » 52 8 | = ke _ o Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
Scores are post- T 5 & 2 S5 2 2 (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
mitigation only _ ED = T3¢ = % 2 % £ from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
< o 2 | = 2 9 P & oL required modifications have been made.
P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant

playing field and environment effects on the receptors.
playground as
amenities for the
vilage, and to protect
the setfting as a
contribution to the
character of the place.
CA Sandend 0 0 0 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.

Alternative Sites
None | | | | | | | | | | |
SANDHAVEN AND PITTULIE

Preferred Sites

OP1 St Magnus Road, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +/0 + 0 This use is not considered to have any significant
land opposite Caird environment effects on the receptors.

Place

31 homes

P1 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + + + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
setting of Pittulie as a environment effects on the receptors.

conftribution to the
character of the place.

P2 To protect the 0 0 0 0 + + + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
recreation ground as environment effects on the receptors.

an amenity for the

settlement.

P3 To protect 0 0 0 0 - + + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant
recreational open environment effects on the receptors.
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

space as an amenity
for the settlement.

Climatic

Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

Heritage

Alternative Sites

None

WHITEHILLS

Preferred Sites

OP1 (BB030) 0 -/2 0/- + +/0 - The site has a mixed effect overall with negative impact on

Knock Street, Whitehills landscape and sense of place associated with cultural

30 homes heritage and coastal setting, combined with positive
impacts of good connectivity to the existing settlement
and provision of housing choice. Strategic planting is
required to mitigate landscape impact.

P1 To protect the 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

setting of Whitehills as a environment effects on the recepftors.

significant contribution

to the character of the

place.

P2 To protect the 0 + 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

playing field and environment effects on the receptors.

recreation ground as

amenities for the

settlement.

P3 Marks the proposed 0 0 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

strategic landscaping environment effects on the receptors.

required for site OP1.

P4 To protect 0 - 0 + 0 + This use is not considered to have any significant

recreational open environment effects on the receptors.
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SEA Topic

Scores are post-
mitigation only

Climatic

Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Landscape

Material

Population

Cultural
Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017), the MIR
(2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental Reports, as well as
from the Reporters examining the PLDP 2020. Where
required modifications have been made.

space as an amenity

for the settlement.

P5 To protect the 0 + 0 + 0 + ++ | This use is not considered to have any significant

setting of the ancient environment effects on the receptors.

‘Red Well’ as a

significant contribution

to the character of the

place.

CA Whitenhills 0 + 0 + 0 + + This use is not considered to have any significant

Conservation Area environment effects on the receptors.

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BB029 Land East 0 -/2 - +/- +/0 0 - The site has a negative effect overall with significant

of Redwell Drive, adverse impact on landscape and sense of place

Whitehills associated with cultural heritage and coastal setting (site

30 homes being located in both Coastal Zone and Specidal
Landscape Area), these outweighing the positive impacts
of good connectivity to the existing seftlement and
provision of housing choice.

LANDWARD SITES: FINTRY

Preferred Sites

None

Alternative Sites

Bid Site BBO14 Site at - -/2 -/2 +/0 0/- 0 The site has an overall negative impact due to

Yonderton, Craigston,
Fintry
20 homes

proximity to the settlement, infrastructure required,
landscape impact, flood risk and potential habitat
impact. A FRA and Habitat Survey required.
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SEA Topic
Scores are post-mitigation

only

ARDALLIE

Climatic
Factors

Biodiversity,

Flora, Fauna

Table 8.7.2: Assessment of Site-specific Allocations, Desi

Landscape

nations, and Alternative Bids — Buchan

Material Assets

Population

Human Health

Cultural
Heritage

Comments and mitigation measures

The comments below include those taken from the
Proposed LDP 2017 Environmental Report (2017),
the MIR (2019) and PLDP (2020) Environmental
Reports, as well as from the Reporters examining
the PLDP 2020. Where required modifications have
been made.

Preferred Sites

+/- +/- | +/- 0 - +/0 - +/- | Overall the development will have a mixed effect,
as it is not located close to any larger seftlement,
the need for infrastructure increases to service the
OP1 Land at Nether Backhill dwellings and business units (if developed), likely to
10 homes and 0.3ha increase commuter traffic, over development, and
employment land (6 small only detached dwellings are proposed. However,
units) some positive effects are predicted due to the use
of SuDS, space for a recycling facility is provided on
the entrance to the site, and the incorpo