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31 August 2020 

Our ref: CEA159370 

Dear Andrew 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (SCOTLAND) ACT 2005 

01388 ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT FOR ABERDEEN PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 

Thank you for consulting us on the Environmental Report associated with the Aberdeen Proposed 

Local Development Plan 2020.  

The Environmental Report comprises a Strategic Environmental Assessment and a Habitats 

Regulations Appraisal (HRA).  We have provided our advice on the HRA in a separate letter. 

We appreciate the huge amount of work that has gone into preparing the Environmental Report, 

and taking previous comments into account.   

Our advice below can be considered in relation to any post adoption statement or revision to the 

Environmental Report. 

Policy B5 and OP56 

In our view the Environmental Report under-represents the importance of OP56 St Fittick’s Park 

(in terms its value to people, wildlife and flood management) and also under-represents the 

likelihood of adverse environmental effects, including post mitigation.   

It would appear that the East Tullos Burn Project area has not been included in the Policy B5 and 

OP56 assessments at all.  Therefore all the benefits that the project has delivered (and the 

available North East Scotland Biological Records Centre records) have not been considered in the 
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topics within the assessments.  This is noting that the East Tullos Burn Project area takes up most 

of the undeveloped open space within OP56, which itself is a sizeable proportion of the Energy 

Transition Zone.  

In our consultation response on the Proposed Plan, we have included representations on Policy B5 

Energy Transition Zones and the related OP56 St Fittick’s Park, and these representations can 

inform the post adoption statement or any revision to the Environmental Report.  

Our detailed representations on other Opportunity Sites 

In our response to the Proposed Plan we have also provided detailed representations on the 

following Opportunity Sites:   

OP46 Royal Devenick Park 

We agree with the SEA that: 

“Development will have a negative impact on the landscape setting of the area”.   

In relation we have recommended mitigation which goes beyond that identified in the 

Environmental Report.  We advise changes to the allocation boundary (or developable area), and 

also woodland planting to help screen the development.   

The SEA notes that: 

“Den of Leggart Local Nature Conservation Area lies inside site area which is also formed of 

Semi-Natural and Ancient Woodland”.   

Our representation advises mitigation which goes beyond that identified in the Environmental 

Report.  We advise excluding the woodland area and requiring information to demonstrate how 

the woodland would be protected.   

OP53 Tillyoch, Peterculter 

The SEA notes that: 

“Peterculter Local Nature Conservation site ancient woodland and tree Preservation Order 

210 covers the south eastern section of the site. There are two further areas of Ancient 

Woodland immediately off site, one to the east and one to west. The whole site, bar the 

most northerly field is designated as Green Space Network.”   

Our representation advises mitigation which goes beyond that identified in the Environmental 

Report.  We advise excluding the woodland area, and also providing information demonstrating 

how the woodland would be protected.  We have also advised the creation of wildlife corridors 

through the site that would help connect existing woodland parcels.   

The SEA notes that: 

“Development will change the character of the landscape. This could be managed by 

careful design and landscaping.”   
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While careful design and landscaping may be helpful to a degree, our representation further 

emphasises the sensitivity of the site and we have advised mitigation which would involve 

removing the northern part of the site from within the allocation boundary. 

OP54 Craigton, Peterculter 

The SEA says:  

“Development will intrude slightly into the landscape. Development would be visible from 

the A93, and would present as a cluster of housing, rather than the isolated units, or linear 

residential development.”   

Our representation further emphasises the landscape sensitivities of the site.  We advise that, 

given these sensitivities, the development will be a challenge to design, and we therefore we 

recommend that the Council considers removal of this site from the plan.  If retained we have 

suggested a masterplan requirement. 

Ecological survey 

More generally, we would observe that although the Environmental Report frequently lists 

ecological survey work in the “Mitigation if appropriate?” column of the site assessments, the 

requirement for such survey is not very frequently represented within the Delivery Programme.  

Recognising that Delivery Programme is to be a working document that can be continually 

updated to reflect progress with each proposal and action, we would recommend that where a 

requirement for survey is expressed in the Environmental Report it is also transposed into the 

Delivery Programme.  We have commented on this in our letter responding to the Proposed Plan.   

Abstraction related issues 

At page 46 of the Environmental Report there is a ‘Note on the assessment of Water’.  This says 

that:  

“…Scottish Water have confirmed that the levels of development proposed by the Strategic 

Development Plan and therefore this Proposed Local Development Plan fall within current 

licence levels. The issue of water abstraction from the River Dee is therefore not 

considered as part of this SEA. It is considered to be an issue beyond the scope of this Plan, 

and it’s associated Environmental Report.”   

This wording may draw upon the position taken in an early draft of the Council’s HRA.  We would 

advise, however, that the issue of water abstraction is relevant to the Proposed Plan, and cannot 

be discounted because it has been considered in the Strategic Development Plan, as a higher level 

plan.  There is some guidance in relation to this issue at paragraphs 5.27 and 5.28 of the 2015 

guidance on Habitats Regulations Appraisal of Plans.  However, in fact, the Council has considered 

the potential impact of abstraction within the HRA under “Section 6.1.1 Water abstraction impacts 

on the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC”.  We welcome that it has been fully considered 

there.    

The same page 46 ‘Note on the assessment of Water’ says: 
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“Decisions regarding acceptable water abstraction levels from the River Dee are discussed 

and agreed between Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), Scottish Water and 

SNH. The Habitats Regulations Assessment also covers this issue.” 

It would be more accurate if this were to say: 

“Decisions regarding acceptable water abstraction levels from the River Dee may be 

discussed between Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), Scottish Water and 

SNH. The Habitats Regulations Assessment also has a bearing on this issue.  The licence for 

abstraction for the public water supply from the River Dee is held by Scottish Water, and 

SEPA is the principal regulator of that abstraction licence.” 

Although SNH has a role to play in terms of Habitats Regulations Appraisal for the River Dee 

Special Area of Conservation, the above change would more accurately reflect the roles of these 

various bodies.  Similarly, the Environmental Report contains a large number of entries saying: 

“All new development will increase the need to abstract water from the River Dee, with 

requirements agreed between Scottish Water and SNH.” 

Better, more accurate, wording would be: 

“New development may increase the need for Scottish Water to abstract water from the 

River Dee for the public supply, with water abstraction licence requirements set by SEPA.” 

If you have any queries please contact  in the first instance. 

The advice in this letter is provided by Scottish Natural Heritage, acting under its operating name 

NatureScot.    

Yours sincerely 
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Dear LDP team

Please find appended NatureScot’s response to the Aberdeen Proposed Plan 2020 consultation. 
I have also attached our advice on the HRA Record, and our response to the consultation on the
SEA Environmental Report.  I’ve submitted our response on the Environmental Report via the
SEA Gateway too. 

Andrew, I’ll also separately forward a Word (non PDF) version of our representations. 

Kind regards,

NatureScot | 

nature.scot | @nature scot | Scotland’s Nature Agency | Buidheann Nàdair na h-Alba

NatureScot is the operating name of Scottish Natural Heritage.
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31 August 2020 

Our ref: CPP159384 

Dear Andrew 

ABERDEEN PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 

Thank you for consulting us on your Proposed Local Development Plan 2020. 

We have attached our representations in the annex to this letter.  In separate letters we have 

commented on the Proposed Plan’s related Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA) and Strategic 

Environmental Assessment (SEA) Environmental Report.   

There is much in the Proposed Plan that we welcome and we are pleased to see that many of our 

comments on an earlier draft have been taken into account.  Our detailed comments on the 

allocations tend to focus on those sites that were included as amendments when the Proposed 

Plan was approved at Full Council in March 2020.  Many of our other comments on the sites are 

asking for clarifications over ‘masterplanning’ requirements, although we note that a good 

number of allocations in Aberdeen do already have existing masterplans and/or development 

frameworks.   

We have made a representation on the Energy Transition Zone policy and the related St Fittick’s 

Park allocation.  We acknowledge the significant benefits that the Energy Transition Zone would 

bring.  We consider that there is a need to also appreciate the importance of the East Tullos Burn 

Project area that lies within the zone, and we advise that the plan should safeguard this asset.   

Sent via email to: ldp@ aberdeencity.gov.uk 

Andrew Brownrigg 
Local Development Plan Team Leader 

Aberdeen City Council 

Local Development Plan 

Strategic Place Planning 

Business Hub 4 

Marischal College 

Broad Street 

Aberdeen AB10 1AB 
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We have advised a strengthening of wording on European sites so as to better support the 

conclusions of your HRA.  Our other policy comments are for the most part aimed at clarifying the 

policy requirements, or giving slightly greater emphasis to protecting and enhancing nature.  

We have also provided a brief comment on the Proposed Delivery Programme at the second 

annex to this letter. 

I hope you will find our representations of assistance.  If you have any queries please do 

not hesitate to contact  in the first instance.  

The advice in this letter is provided by Scottish Natural Heritage, acting under its operating name 

NatureScot.    

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

  

Enc.  Annex 1. Aberdeen Proposed Local Development Plan 2020 – NatureScot representations 

Annex 2. Proposed Delivery Programme – NatureScot comments
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31 August 2020 

Our ref: CEA159370 

Dear Andrew 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (SCOTLAND) ACT 2005 

01388 ENVIRONMENTAL REPORT FOR ABERDEEN PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 

Thank you for consulting us on the Environmental Report associated with the Aberdeen Proposed 

Local Development Plan 2020.  

The Environmental Report comprises a Strategic Environmental Assessment and a Habitats 

Regulations Appraisal (HRA).  We have provided our advice on the HRA in a separate letter. 

We appreciate the huge amount of work that has gone into preparing the Environmental Report, 

and taking previous comments into account.   

Our advice below can be considered in relation to any post adoption statement or revision to the 

Environmental Report. 

Policy B5 and OP56 

In our view the Environmental Report under-represents the importance of OP56 St Fittick’s Park 

(in terms its value to people, wildlife and flood management) and also under-represents the 

likelihood of adverse environmental effects, including post mitigation.   

It would appear that the East Tullos Burn Project area has not been included in the Policy B5 and 

OP56 assessments at all.  Therefore all the benefits that the project has delivered (and the 

available North East Scotland Biological Records Centre records) have not been considered in the 

Sent by email to:  

Andrew Brownrigg 

Local Development Plan Team Leader 
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topics within the assessments.  This is noting that the East Tullos Burn Project area takes up most 

of the undeveloped open space within OP56, which itself is a sizeable proportion of the Energy 

Transition Zone.  

In our consultation response on the Proposed Plan, we have included representations on Policy B5 

Energy Transition Zones and the related OP56 St Fittick’s Park, and these representations can 

inform the post adoption statement or any revision to the Environmental Report.  

Our detailed representations on other Opportunity Sites 

In our response to the Proposed Plan we have also provided detailed representations on the 

following Opportunity Sites:   

OP46 Royal Devenick Park 

We agree with the SEA that: 

“Development will have a negative impact on the landscape setting of the area”. 

In relation we have recommended mitigation which goes beyond that identified in the 

Environmental Report.  We advise changes to the allocation boundary (or developable area), and 

also woodland planting to help screen the development.   

The SEA notes that: 

“Den of Leggart Local Nature Conservation Area lies inside site area which is also formed of 

Semi-Natural and Ancient Woodland”.   

Our representation advises mitigation which goes beyond that identified in the Environmental 

Report.  We advise excluding the woodland area and requiring information to demonstrate how 

the woodland would be protected.   

OP53 Tillyoch, Peterculter 

The SEA notes that: 

“Peterculter Local Nature Conservation site ancient woodland and tree Preservation Order 

210 covers the south eastern section of the site. There are two further areas of Ancient 

Woodland immediately off site, one to the east and one to west. The whole site, bar the 

most northerly field is designated as Green Space Network.”   

Our representation advises mitigation which goes beyond that identified in the Environmental 

Report.  We advise excluding the woodland area, and also providing information demonstrating 

how the woodland would be protected.  We have also advised the creation of wildlife corridors 

through the site that would help connect existing woodland parcels.   

The SEA notes that: 

“Development will change the character of the landscape. This could be managed by 

careful design and landscaping.”   
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While careful design and landscaping may be helpful to a degree, our representation further 

emphasises the sensitivity of the site and we have advised mitigation which would involve 

removing the northern part of the site from within the allocation boundary. 

OP54 Craigton, Peterculter 

The SEA says:  

“Development will intrude slightly into the landscape. Development would be visible from 

the A93, and would present as a cluster of housing, rather than the isolated units, or linear 

residential development.”   

Our representation further emphasises the landscape sensitivities of the site.  We advise that, 

given these sensitivities, the development will be a challenge to design, and we therefore we 

recommend that the Council considers removal of this site from the plan.  If retained we have 

suggested a masterplan requirement. 

Ecological survey 

More generally, we would observe that although the Environmental Report frequently lists 

ecological survey work in the “Mitigation if appropriate?” column of the site assessments, the 

requirement for such survey is not very frequently represented within the Delivery Programme.  

Recognising that Delivery Programme is to be a working document that can be continually 

updated to reflect progress with each proposal and action, we would recommend that where a 

requirement for survey is expressed in the Environmental Report it is also transposed into the 

Delivery Programme.  We have commented on this in our letter responding to the Proposed Plan.   

Abstraction related issues 

At page 46 of the Environmental Report there is a ‘Note on the assessment of Water’.  This says 

that:  

“…Scottish Water have confirmed that the levels of development proposed by the Strategic 

Development Plan and therefore this Proposed Local Development Plan fall within current 

licence levels. The issue of water abstraction from the River Dee is therefore not 

considered as part of this SEA. It is considered to be an issue beyond the scope of this Plan, 

and it’s associated Environmental Report.”   

This wording may draw upon the position taken in an early draft of the Council’s HRA.  We would 

advise, however, that the issue of water abstraction is relevant to the Proposed Plan, and cannot 

be discounted because it has been considered in the Strategic Development Plan, as a higher level 

plan.  There is some guidance in relation to this issue at paragraphs 5.27 and 5.28 of the 2015 

guidance on Habitats Regulations Appraisal of Plans.  However, in fact, the Council has considered 

the potential impact of abstraction within the HRA under “Section 6.1.1 Water abstraction impacts 

on the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC”.  We welcome that it has been fully considered 

there.    

The same page 46 ‘Note on the assessment of Water’ says: 



 
 

   nature.scot 

NatureScot is the operating name of Scottish Natural Heritage 

“Decisions regarding acceptable water abstraction levels from the River Dee are discussed 

and agreed between Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), Scottish Water and 

SNH. The Habitats Regulations Assessment also covers this issue.” 

It would be more accurate if this were to say: 

“Decisions regarding acceptable water abstraction levels from the River Dee may be 

discussed between Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA), Scottish Water and 

SNH. The Habitats Regulations Assessment also has a bearing on this issue.  The licence for 

abstraction for the public water supply from the River Dee is held by Scottish Water, and 

SEPA is the principal regulator of that abstraction licence.” 

Although SNH has a role to play in terms of Habitats Regulations Appraisal for the River Dee 

Special Area of Conservation, the above change would more accurately reflect the roles of these 

various bodies.  Similarly, the Environmental Report contains a large number of entries saying: 

“All new development will increase the need to abstract water from the River Dee, with 

requirements agreed between Scottish Water and SNH.” 

Better, more accurate, wording would be: 

“New development may increase the need for Scottish Water to abstract water from the 

River Dee for the public supply, with water abstraction licence requirements set by SEPA.” 

If you have any queries please contact   in the first instance. 

The advice in this letter is provided by Scottish Natural Heritage, acting under its operating name 

NatureScot.    

Yours sincerely 
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31 August 2020 

Our ref: CPP159391 

Dear Andrew 

ABERDEEN PROPOSED LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2020 - HABITATS REGULATIONS APPRAISAL 

Thank you for consulting us on the Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA) for the Aberdeen 

Proposed Local Development Plan 2020.  We note that the HRA Record is included within the 

Environmental Report (at pages 68-142).   

We appreciate having been able to work closely with the Council as you have drafted the HRA. 

This has been very helpful to us in commenting at this stage.    

Our detailed advice is contained at Annex 1.  This mostly consists of agreeing with the reasoning 

and conclusions of your HRA, although we have suggested a few changes to wording in places.  

The HRA Record could be updated to take account of such comments.   

One of our representations on the Proposed Plan, covered in a separate letter, is to advise that 

you strengthen its existing wording on European sites at Policy NE3 Our Natural Heritage.  We 

consider that this change to the Proposed Plan is necessary in order to better support your HRA 

conclusions.   

At Annex 2 of this letter, for information, we have provided more detail on the supportive 

appraisal that we carried out regarding possible loss of SPA goose foraging habitat.   

I hope you will find our comments of assistance. 

Sent via email to: ldp@ aberdeencity.gov.uk 

Andrew Brownrigg 
Local Development Plan Team Leader 

Aberdeen City Council 

Local Development Plan 

Strategic Place Planning 

Business Hub 4 

Marischal College 

Broad Street 

Aberdeen AB10 1AB 
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If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact  

in the first instance. 

The advice in this letter is provided by Scottish Natural Heritage, acting under its operating name 

NatureScot.    

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

  

Enc.  Annex 1.  NatureScot’s advice on the Aberdeen Proposed Local Development Plan HRA 

Record, May 2020. 

Annex 2.  NatureScot’s appraisal in relation to possible loss of SPA goose foraging habitat 

from allocations in the Proposed Aberdeen LDP 2020. 



 
 

   nature.scot 

NatureScot is the operating name of Scottish Natural Heritage 

 

Annex 1.  NatureScot’s advice on the Aberdeen Proposed Plan HRA Record, May 2020 

River Dee Special Area of Conservation (SAC) 

Potential abstraction impacts 

Allocations and policies that may require water abstracted from the River Dee are be screened in 

as ‘likely to have a significant effect’, and requiring further investigation through Appropriate 

Assessment, due to the potential for these cumulatively increasing water abstraction levels from 

the River Dee SAC.  This is then considered in the Appropriate Assessment at p129 of the HRA.   

Based on the HRA’s reasoning, we agree that the Council can conclude that the Proposed Plan will 

not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the River Dee SAC in relation to water abstraction.  

As a relatively minor observation, we note the discussion at p133/134 of the HRA regarding the 

Examination of the Proposed Strategic Development Plan.  The Examination of the SDP dealt with 

a change to housing allowances / land release figures, and based on what we have seen (in the 

June 2020 Scottish Government SEA screening report that concerns proposed modifications 

arising from the Examination) we understand that “the practical affect [of the modification] is a 

small increase in allowances (for 23 units) required overall from 2016 to 2032 and 2033 to 2040, 

but with a shift in the time period of when these allowances are to be met, i.e. land for more 

homes (1,879) is required in the first period (2020 – 2032) than in the last period (1,856 fewer in 

2036 – 2040)”.  In slight contrast, the Council’s HRA states on p133 that “…Examination of the 

Proposed SDP has not resulted in any overall increase in housing allowances…”. Whether there is 

actually a small (23 unit) overall increase in allowances, or no increase, in our view, either way, it 

would not be a meaningful overall increase in housing allowances, and consequently the reasoned 

conclusions of the Proposed SDP Appropriate Assessment regarding abstraction would still remain 

valid.   

We also note discussion of windfall sites, and how these might affect abstraction.  Page 134 of the 

HRA flags that there is existing headroom for an identified level of windfall development in the 

plan period without going beyond the licenced limit and that there are also means of keeping track 

of the cumulative level of windfall development.  We advise, therefore, that provided the City and 

Shire Councils take steps to implement the means of ensuring that the level of windfall 

development does not exceed the identified headroom, there is unlikely to be a need to consider 

the abstraction issue afresh (via project level HRA) for each windfall application.   

Potential pollution impacts during construction 

All Opportunity Sites situated within the River Dee catchment were also screened in as likely to 

have a significant effect, and requiring further investigation through Appropriate Assessment, due 

to the potential for construction related impacts on the River Dee SAC.  This is then considered in 

the Appropriate Assessment at p134 of the HRA.   

We would suggest some minor changes to the first three paras on p135 of the HRA record – i.e. 

replacing these, so as to say: 

“It is important to know that the risk of construction related impacts from Opportunity 

Sites in the River Dee catchment is suitably low or can be adequately managed. On a 

precautionary basis, the LDP requires project level HRA to be carried out for all the 
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allocations located within the catchment.  At project stage, the Council will appraise the 

risks of construction, and if it considers that the proposal is likely to have a significant 

effect it may require submission of an adequate Construction Environmental Management 

Plan (CEMP).  Where the Council considers that a CEMP is required, this could be made 

subject to a planning condition.  The requirement for project level HRA is set out for 

relevant Opportunity Sites at Appendix 2 of the LDP, and on this basis we are able to 

conclude (at plan stage) that an adverse effect on site integrity can be avoided. 

It is worth noting that the Council is also likely to undertake project level HRA for any 

windfall development located within the River Dee catchment, and similarly should the 

Council consider it is likely to have a significant effect, it can potentially require the 

submission of an adequate CEMP.”    

The changes would recognise that the Council is going to have a more detailed look at the risk 

associated with proposals at the project (/application) stage, and then assess whether there is  

‘likely to be a significant effect’ on the interests of the SAC.   

We note that the Appropriate Assessment’s conclusions (page 136) are based in part on the logic 

that “if future development projects were considered likely to cause a likely significant effect, then 

at that stage project level HRA would be required as a legislative requirement (as noted under 

Policy NE3 Natural Heritage)”.  Although noting that the acronym “HRA” in this sentence should be 

replaced with the term “Appropriate Assessment”, we are generally content with this approach.  

However, our advice is that to support such a conclusion you should strengthen the wording on 

European sites at Policy NE3.  As a representation on the Proposed Plan we have advised changes 

to the relevant Policy NE3 paragraph.  Our proposed changes will make the legislative 

requirements for European sites clearer within the plan, and this will therefore better support the 

logic you are using to reach your HRA conclusions.   

It is also worth noting that we have discussed the possibility of also including specific caveat 

wording on the need for protection of European sites within some of the plan policies.  The 

approach being taken by the Council in this case, however, is to rely on the overarching policy at 

NE3 concerning European sites.  We understand the reasons for that approach, but it does 

increase the importance of having robust wording at Policy NE3, as is discussed above.    

Although noting the need for / desirability of strengthening the wording at Policy NE3, we support 

the HRA’s reasoning, and agree that the Council can conclude that the Proposed Plan will not have 

an adverse effect on the integrity of the River Dee SAC in relation to construction pollution 

impacts.  

It is worth noting that the final column of Appendix 2 of the Proposed Plan includes wording about 

the need for project (/application) stage Habitats Regulations Appraisal for those Opportunity 

Sites that are located in the catchment of the River Dee Special Area of Conservation (SAC).   This 

standard wording for Opportunity Sites in the River Dee catchment says: 

“A Habitats Regulations Appraisal is required to accompany development proposals in 

order to avoid adverse effects on the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC.  As part of 

this process it is likely a Construction Environmental Management Plan will also be 

required.” 
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As a representation on the Proposed Plan we have suggested some relatively minor modifications 

to that Appendix 2 wording to say: 

“This development proposal will be subject to a Habitats Regulations Appraisal (HRA) in 

order to consider potential effects on the qualifying interests of the River Dee SAC.  As part 

of this process an adequate Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) may be 

required, although it is possible that this could be made subject to planning conditions.”   

Should the Council be willing to accept this suggested change, the entries in Table 2.3 (on p75) of 

the HRA Record, which contain the same wording, could be similarly updated.  

Goose SPAs: Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA, and Loch of Skene SPA 
 
Potential loss of foraging habitat 

The Proposed Plan may have an impact on goose Special Protection Areas (SPAs) due to the 

possible loss of foraging habitat from allocations, which could arise from direct habitat loss and 

disturbance of foraging geese.   

All allocations within 20 km of a goose SPA are screened in as ‘likely to have a significant effect’, 

and requiring further investigation through Appropriate Assessment on the basis that they might 

collectively, and in combination with other proposals (allocations in the Aberdeenshire Proposed 

Plan), affect SPA geese through loss of foraging habitat.   

This issue is considered in the Appropriate Assessment at p137 of the HRA regarding the two 

relevant SPAs - Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch SPA, and Loch of Skene SPA. 

As noted in the Appropriate Assessment, we have appraised the potential for an adverse effect on 

the goose SPA populations.  Our appraisal looked at goose foraging distribution data alongside 

information on the proposed allocations and also in-combination effects from allocations in the 

Aberdeenshire Proposed Plan.  Again, as noted in the Appropriate Assessment, our advice is that, 

given the status of the relevant goose populations, the relatively low area coverage of allocations, 

and the distribution of these sites (mainly concentrated around existing settlements and not 

significantly encroaching on any known preferred SPA goose foraging area), any loss of foraging 

habitat from these proposals will be negligible and that there will be no adverse effect on the 

integrity of goose SPAs.  For information, we have attached our related appraisal at Annex 2.  

We agree that your HRA Record can conclude that there is no adverse effect on site integrity in 

relation to loss of foraging habitat for SPA geese.   

We are also content that, unless any ‘windfall’ development sites are concentrated near particular 

SPAs, or unless the goose population trends change markedly, it would be appropriate to wait to 

consider this issue again for the next LDP (i.e. rather than carrying out re-appraisal for each 

proposed windfall development). 

Recreational disturbance of qualifying interests at SPAs 

It may also be worth noting that we have also considered potential recreational disturbance of 

qualifying interests at SPAs.  There is a potential impact from development in relation to an 

assumed increased or redistributed human population causing increased recreational disturbance 
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in the SPAs themselves.  However, taking account of the locations of allocated sites, as well as 

facilities for visitors and/or visitor management plans, and parking limits, we advise that you could 

conclude no adverse effect on the integrity of SPAs from increased recreational pressure.  You may 

wish to also mention this aspect in any update to your HRA Record.   

Other potential impacts on European sites 

We note that potential impacts on the following European site interests are also covered at p138-

140 of the Appropriate Assessment: 

- Eider (non-breeding) as a qualifying interest of Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle 

Loch SPA. 

 

- Bottlenose dolphin as a qualifying interest of Moray Firth SAC.   

 

- Grey seal as a qualifying interest of Isle of May SAC.   

We support the HRA’s reasoning in each case, and agree that the Council can conclude that the 

Proposed Plan will not have an adverse effect on site integrity regarding these interests.  However, 

we again reiterate our comment about the importance of having robust wording on European 

sites at Policy NE3 of the Proposed Plan.     
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Annex 2.  NatureScot’s appraisal in relation to possible loss of SPA goose foraging habitat from 

allocations in the proposed Aberdeen LDP 2020.   

(Please note.  The appraisal below is overarching in that it looks at the potential combined impact 

of allocations contained in the Aberdeenshire Proposed Plan and the Aberdeen City Proposed 

Plan.  Consequently it considers a wider range of SPAs than is relevant to your own HRA. ) 

Our appraisal focussed on the question of whether the potential loss of foraging habitat resulting 

from the Aberdeenshire and Aberdeen City proposed plans would affect SPA geese by site and 

overall.  An initial basic assessment showed that of approximately 520 km squares with a goose 

record within 20 km of a goose SPA, only 60 have overlap with an allocated site (12%).  The need 

for further assessment was about the distribution of these sites in relation to the SPAs, so we 

looked at that.  We do not think there is need for concern here, and we have not attempted to 

make any further detailed quantitative assessment.  In making our assessment we have primarily 

looked at the goose foraging data layers from the Mitchell 2012 report (Mitchell (2012) Mapping 

the distribution of feeding Pink-footed and Iceland Greylag Geese in Scotland) (both time periods, 

as the older data shows where greylags used to favour when they were present in higher 

numbers), and the proposed allocations for the Shire and City – taking into account existing sites.  

We have also used the detail in the Mitchell 2012 report and goose count information on the 

WWT webpage, particularly the latest IGC counts (Brides et al (2019) Status and distribution of 

Icelandic-breeding geese: results of the 2018 international census).  

We have looked at the potential impact of allocations (if all were built) on loss of foraging habitat 

for five relevant SPAs as follows: 

Muir of Dinnet – citation of 29,458 greylags, but population declined from the late 90s to just a 

few hundred birds by 2010 with the overall population shift northwards.  The main foraging sites 

were previously noted as the Howe of Alford and Howe of Tarland, although birds could move up 

to 22 km to the north-east to feed. Very little of this area is covered by allocated sites (and these 

are largely on the edge of existing settlements) with only one 1 km square overlapping with 

feeding records. 

Loch of Skene – citation of 5,500 greylags, but declined to a mean peak of 1,358 (06/07-10/11). 

Main foraging sites were to the north and north-west.  No overlap with City sites, some Shire 

allocated sites overlap around Inverurie – however, allocated sites are on the edge of existing 

settlements and would only affect a very small number of squares. Feeding sites to the north-west 

unaffected.  

Loch of Strathbeg – citation of 27,500 pink-footed geese (PfG), 5,565 greylags and 520 barnacle 

geese. More recently, this site holds high numbers of PfG but very low numbers of greylags 

(51,969 and 287 mean peak 06/07-10/11 respectively) and is now little used by barnacles. There is 

most information available for preferred feeding areas of PfG – these surround the loch although 

birds can range to the west of Mormond Hill. So a wide feeding distribution around the loch, with 

very little overlap with Shire allocated sites (there are some very small allocated sites around 

heavily used feeding areas of St Fergus, Crimond, St Combs – and bigger sites on less important 

edges of larger settlements – Fraserburgh, Mintlaw, Peterhead).  
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Montrose Basin – cited for 21,800 PfG and 1,080 greylags. This site is now the most important PfG 

site in the country (Oct 2018 count of 78,320) but no longer holds internationally important 

numbers of greylags (low hundreds by 2010). Preferred feeding sites were thought to be to the 

south and west of the estuary for greylags, and for PfG are farmland close to the basin to the 

south and south west (towards Chapleton/ Inverkeilor) and to the north. In the autumn, stubbles 

to the west are also used. There are very few Shire allocated sites in the vicinity of Montrose Basin 

– a small site at St Cyrus and slightly larger ones near Laurencekirk and Edzell Woods, but only one 

square of overlap. 

Ythan Estuary, Sands of Forvie and Meikle Loch – cited for 17,213 PfG, and still holding good 

numbers of geese (13,000 at Meikle Loch Slains in 2018). The preferred feeding areas are widely 

spread to the northeast of the loch, the south to Balmedie, west to Ellon and probably to 

Oldmeldrum. Again, most allocated sites are around settlements (especially Ellon), but there is 

only really a minor overlap with goose feeding areas to the south around Hill of Menie and 

Newburgh.  

Wider trends and changes in goose populations are relevant here (which largely mirror the trends 

at relevant SPAs), and do not indicate any issue with the foraging resource for these species. The 

PfG population has increased hugely in recent decades, from about 200k in 1990 to well over 400k 

in the last few years despite being a quarry species, so there is clearly plenty for the geese to eat 

even at much higher numbers than when the SPAs were classified. The Icelandic greylag goose 

population has also changed – this time shifting range northwards in Scotland, such that many 

previously used sites are now abandoned or barely used, while numbers have increased drastically 

in Orkney. Overall, numbers since the 1980s have fluctuated between 70-110k birds, with lower 

counts recorded only in the last few years. So there is an obligation to maintain the suitability of 

SPAs should greylags return, but reasons for the shift are likely to be climatic so as long as there is 

no large scale changes to potential foraging for greylag geese at these sites we do not think there 

should be an issue. 

In conclusion, we think that given the status of the relevant goose populations, the relatively low 

area coverage of potential allocated sites and the distribution of these sites (mainly concentrated 

around existing settlements, not significantly encroaching on any known preferred SPA goose 

foraging area) that any loss of foraging habitat from these proposals will be negligible and that 

there will be no adverse effect on site integrity for these five SPAs.  

Additionally, while defining particular thresholds is difficult, we are content that unless any 

‘windfall’ development sites are concentrated near particular SPAs, or unless the goose population 

trends change markedly, it would be appropriate to wait to consider this issue again for the next 

LDP. 

 

 




