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1

Introduction

1.1

This Post Adoption Statement (PAS) has been prepared on behalf of TAYplan the
Strategic Development Planning Authority by Perth & Kinross Council in accordance
to the requirements of the Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005. This
statement presents a summary of the responses received from the public
consultation exercise carried out in 2014 as part of the TAYplan Strategic
Environment Assessment (SEA). It also provides a summary as to how the findings
from the SEA and public consultation have been taken into account in the Strategic
Development Plan.

1.2

It explains:
 how environmental considerations have been integrated into the Strategic
Development Plan;
 how the Environmental Report has been taken into account in the preparation of
the Strategic Development Plan;
 how opinions expressed in response to the consultations on the Main Issues
Report and the Environmental Report have been taken into account in the
preparation of the Strategic Development Plan;
 the reasons for choosing the Strategic Development Plan, as approved, in the
light of other reasonable alternatives; and
 the measures that are to be taken to monitor the significant environmental effects
of implementation of the Strategic Development Plan.

1.3 More specifically:


Section 2 summarises the SEA process.



Section 3 describes the key issues raised in the environmental report and its
annexes, and explains how these have been taken into account in the published
Strategic Development Plan (in accordance with Section 18(3) (a) and (b) of the
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005). It also sets out the findings
from consultation on the environmental report at each stage, and explains how
these were taken into account (Section 18(3) (c) and (d) of the 2005 Act).



Section 4 summarises the reasons for selecting the final, approved version of
the Strategic Development Plan in the light of other reasonable alternatives
(Section 18(3) (e) of the 2005 Act).



Section 5 clarifies the approach to monitoring the environmental effects of the
approved Strategic Development Plan (Section 18(3) (f) of the 2005 Act).
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2

Overview of the SEA Process

2.1

The SEA formed an integral part of the process of preparing the Strategic
Development Plan. The process has ensured the integration of environmental
considerations into development of the Strategic Development Plan through
assessment at key stages (as shown in Figure 1). In addition the framework, against
which the Strategic Development Plan was appraised, comprised 13 environmental
objectives and a number of guide questions. At least one objective was developed for
each SEA topic to ensure all necessary topics were addressed. Other factors taken
into account in developing the environmental objectives included the baseline data,
the scope of the appraisal identified for each environmental topic. The appraisal
framework against which the Strategic Development Plan was assessed therefore
reflected environmental considerations and provided a means of appraising the
performance of the Strategic Development Plan in a consistent manner, enabling its
potential effects to be identified and mitigated where possible, and enhancements
recommended. The appraisal was an iterative process and its findings have been
integral to refining the Strategic Development Plan’s proposals.

Figure 1: The assessment process
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Stage A involved developing the framework for undertaking the appraisal as well as an
evidence base to inform the appraisal. The framework and evidence base were presented in
a Scoping Report for consultation with stakeholders including the statutory consultees
(Historic Scotland, the Scottish Environment Protection Agency and Scottish Natural
Heritage). The Scoping Report was prepared in September 2013 and used 13 objectives as
the basis for the development of objectives for the assessment.
Stage B involves undertaking the assessment itself. This involved identifying and evaluating
the impacts of the different options open as well as the preferred option(s). Mitigation
measures for alleviating adverse impacts are also proposed at this stage together with
potential indicators for monitoring the plan’s implementation.
Stage C involves documenting the assessment and preparing the Environmental Report. In
this case, several iterations of the Environmental Report were prepared as the Main Issues
Report emerged.
Stage D involves consulting on the Main Issues Report and the Environmental Report.
Stage E will involve monitoring the adopted Strategic Development Plan including its
environmental impacts.
2.2 Integral to the appraisal process was the development of mitigation measures that can
be used to avoid, reduce or offset any potential adverse effects of the implementation
of the plan. Opportunities were also sought to improve and enhance the Strategic
Development Plan to benefit environmental and other receptors. These are set out in
Table 2.1 on pages 14 and 15 of the Environmental Report (2014) and are also listed in
Table 1, below.
2.3 Each of the topic appraisal sections included a mitigation and enhancement section
identifying mitigation and enhancement measures that were suggested through the
process. As the Main Issues Report was being drafted there was an iterative
assessment process, resulting in changes being made to the Main Issues Report and
ultimately the Strategic Development Plan. No changes were made by the
Environmental Report at later stages in the development of the Plan.
2.4 The drafting of the Main Issues Report and the preparation of the Environmental
Report were carried out in parallel and mitigation and enhancement measures
proposed through the Environmental Report were considered on a rolling basis where
possible. One example is the way in which the Environmental Report informed the
options for housing because it was integral to the thinking behind these, as set out in a
summary table of SEA findings on page 35 of the Main Issues Report (2014). This
made clear the SEA findings that influenced which options were considered reasonable
and which were preferred by the authority. These were also described in Topic Paper
2: Growth Strategy (2014) along with a series of other factors.
Table 1: Environmental and other receptors considered in the Strategic
Environmental Assessment (2014)
Biodiversity, fauna and flora
Population
Human health
Soil
Water

Air
Climatic factors
Material assets
Cultural heritage
Landscape
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3

Consultation

3.1 This section discusses how responses from consultation authorities and the public in
the consultation process that was undertaken during the development of both the
Strategic Development Plan and the Environmental Report were taken into
consideration. 8 responses were received and this section is a summary of the issues
raised and how they were taken into account.
Public consultation within the SEA process
3.2 Public consultation is an important part of the SEA process. The Environmental
Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 requires that the public are given an ‘early and
effective’ opportunity to participate in the process. Public consultation was carried out
on the Environmental Report in conjunction with the Main Issues Report from 15 April
2014 to 27 June 2014 online and in the following locations (see Appendix 1 for the
statutory advertisement):









Crieff 24 April
Cupar 29 April
Arbroath 1 May
Dundee 15 May
Perth 17 May
Forfar 24 May
St. Andrews 31 May
Dundee 7 June

Consultation with the Consultation Authorities
3.3 Policy makers are also required to involve the statutory Consultation Authorities at key
stages, and to publish the environmental report alongside a draft of the plan,
programme or strategy, to allow the public to comment on both. Meetings with the
Consultation Authorities to discuss and agree the scope and approach to the SEA in
detail were also held at key stages throughout the process (Appendixes 2 to 4 for the
responses made by the consultation authorities on the Environmental Report at Main
Issues stage in 2014).
The consultation responses
3.4 The consultation responses received can be split into three key areas (Appendix 5):
 General comments on the SEA as a whole;
 Detailed technical comments on the nine questions set out within the SEA;
 Recommendations or suggestions for using the SEA to inform the development and
implementation of the Strategic Development Plan.
3.5

In total, 8 written consultation responses were received (Appendix 5), in addition to the
comments received from the consultation events. The content of these responses
varied considerably in terms of the issues raised and overall reaction to the
Environmental Report. Many comments focused on the approach to the SEA and the
assessment methods that were adopted. Specific comments on the detail presented
within individual SEA sections were also received. A number of responses also
included recommendations or suggestions as to how the Environmental Report could
be taken forward and used to inform the development of the Strategic Development
Plan (Appendix 5).
7

3.6

The majority of comments received were constructive. Some of the comments received
provided some helpful considerations in moving forward with the SEA. These were
generally around:
 The consideration of additional important or significant environmental problems
affecting the TAYplan area;
 The most significant negative environmental effects;
 Specific observations around the green network strategy and potential
environmental impacts from this; and
 Around mitigation measures.
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4

Alternatives

4.1 In line with the requirements of the Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act and the
SEA Directive, the likely significant effects of reasonable alternatives to the Strategic
Development Plan, taking into account its objectives and geographical scope, were
identified, described and evaluated. Strategic alternatives were identified which were
further developed following the scoping consultation. The development of alternatives
was ongoing with the development of the Strategic Development Plan and alternatives
fell into four broad categories:
1

Green networks;

2

Energy spatial strategy assessment;

3

Housing scale and distribution strategy assessment; and

4

Strategic Development Areas.

4.2 Early in the SEA process it was apparent that there was scope for the Strategic
Development Plan to generate a range of environmental effects, depending on its final
content. The high level scenarios demonstrated the environmental benefits and
disbenefits of the different approaches that could have been incorporated into the
Strategic Development Plan.
4.3 Although no significantly adverse environmental impacts were identified, the SEA of the
Main Issues Report raised a number of minor environmental issues that could be
addressed by amending the content of the Strategy as it evolved; for example the
approach to housing, where the key environmental implications are set out on page
35 of the Main Issues Report (2014) to illustrate its important role in developing the
options for consideration at that time. Most minor impacts relating to a specific
outcome or theme were addressed by other components of the Strategic Development
Plan, as noted in further analysis undertaken during the SEA. Some recommendations
were also made on mitigation and enhancement and these were built into the Strategic
Development Plan as it was drafted and finalised.
Green networks
4.4

The two options for TAYplan’s green network strategy each use the Strategic
Development Areas as the means to deliver enhanced multifunctional green networks.
 Option one considers enhancing and linking the green networks of the ‘core’ areas
of Perth and Dundee through the Carse of Gowrie in addition to utilising the
Strategic Development Areas to link up new and existing green networks.
 Option two concentrates on the Strategic Development Areas (SDAs) to deliver
green infrastructure but does not necessarily create links within or between the
‘core’ areas.

4.5

The assessment highlighted the negative effects that development could have on the
receiving environment in terms of biodiversity, soil and land and landscape however
both strategies offered an opportunity to mitigate the negative effects of development
by offering enhancing and protection measures. Both strategies were considered to
offer an opportunity to implement positive impacts in the long term. Option 1 supported
the greatest opportunity to improve and enhance important green networks and to
ensure the location, design and layout of development brings about complementary
and positive change in the wider TAYplan area. Option 2 considered only the
9

Strategic Development Areas to link up new and existing green infrastructure to create
and/or enhance green networks. Option 1 offered a more holistic approach with its
focus on city wide green networks and presents an opportunity to link Perth and
Dundee along the Carse of Gowrie through a multifunctional green network. Option 1
was the preferred option arising from this assessment as it is felt to offer a more
sustainable long term strategy to protect, connect and enhance multifunctional green
networks in the region.
Energy spatial strategy assessment
4.6

The focus was on reducing demand for energy and increasing the amount of energy
coming from low and zero carbon sources. The approved TAYplan (2012) sets out
policy which provides a strategic framework for energy and waste development. The
proposed changes related to additional policy in respect of better ensuring that Local
Authorities consider national/regional assets, visual impact, and wider consideration
where impacts could be across Local Authority boundaries. In addition, the proposed
changes set out potential opportunities at a strategic level for heat networks and
district heating. The comparative analysis was based on the below measures:
 Measures which seek to accommodate wind energy developments whilst ensuring
an on-going review of cumulative landscape and visual effects of multiple wind
energy developments to determine when capacity is close to being reached given
the number of operational and consented developments in existence. This included
consideration of onshore and offshore development on landscape and visual
features. It also recognised the then recent completion of landscape character
assessments by Angus, Fife and Perth & Kinross councils and the roles these
would play in judging the impacts of proposed energy development when
considering planning applications as per Scottish Planning Policy (2014).
 Measures which expand the ‘Cumulative impacts…’ criterion in Policy 6C to
consider consistency of approach effecting regional assets.
 Measures that place greater emphasis on district heating and the identification of
heat networks.

Housing scale and distribution strategy assessment
4.7 This section identified the environmental impacts of the three areas of proposed change
in respect of housing:
 The level of new house building;
 Allocating housing land within local authority boundaries; and,
 Accommodating need and demand for new homes in the Greater Dundee Housing
Market Area.
4.8 Overall the level of development and opportunities for protection and enhancement of
the environment mean that the impact of additional housing should be minimised. The
proposed changes in the Main Issues Report offered options for managing the scale of
new housing growth and where that growth is met. The greater the flexibility through
such potential policy changes, the greater the opportunity to protect, manage and
enhance the environment in meeting housing need and planning for the most
sustainable development strategy.
Strategic Development Areas
4.9 The Main Issues Report proposed no change to the Strategic Development Areas within
the approved Plan. As such, there was no significant change. However, a full
assessment was undertaken on each of the approved Strategic Development Areas (and
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projects of strategic significance submitted to TAYplan at the Pre-Main Issues Report
engagement stage). TAYplan considered all such projects and re-assessed whether the
approved Strategic Development Areas remain effective and deliverable within the Plan
period (2016-2036). As such, the Strategic Environmental Assessment was undertaken
on all of these strategic projects to ensure any significant impacts are assessed and
identified.
 Forfar Regional Agricultural Service Centre
 Orchard Bank, Forfar
 Montrose Port
 West/North West Perth
 Oudenarde
 Dundee Linlathen
 Dundee Wider Waterfront (including Claverhouse)
 Dundee Western Gateway
 James Hutton Institute
 Cupar North
 St. Andrews West and Science Park
4.10 The assessment of the Strategic Development Areas showed that although many of
the options had negative environmental effects, they are still the most viable strategic
options available in the TAYplan region. The integration of green network principles
into these projects, as outlined in the Green Network Spatial Strategy will help combat
negative effects and ensure sustainable development principles are incorporated
throughout the area.
Iteration between SEA process and the Main Issues Report
4.11 There was extensive iteration between the SEA process and the preparation of the
Main Issues Report. This enabled the strength of environmental weighting to be
brought through in the content and of the Main Issues Report. Discussions sharpened
the text of the Main Issues Report, and have allowed for enhancements to be
incorporated at an early stage. These enhancements have seen:
Green Networks:
 Option 1 of the Green Network spatial strategy was considered to offer the greatest
opportunity to improve and enhance important green networks and therefore should
be the preferred option.
 This was stated within the Main Issues Report.
Energy:
 Expanding the cumulative impacts criterion within the energy policy was considered
to have wide ranging environmental benefits and should be incorporated into the
Plan.
 This was developed through the Main Issues Report.
 It was considered that the proposed changes to energy policy, in respect of
optimising capacity, should focus on landscape capacity rather than general capacity
to provide the greatest opportunity to protect and manage the environment.
 This was developed through the Main Issues Report.
Housing:
 The environmental impact of the scale of housing growth and general location where
housing need should be met and should seek to manage environmental impact
should be considered. The Environment Report supported Option 1 as a preferred
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strategy for the level of new housing building and also Option 1 to provide greater
flexibility in meeting housing need across Housing Market boundaries.
 Option 1 was developed as the preferred strategy through the Main Issues
Report.
4.12 The consideration of alternatives undertaken during the SEA and the preparation of the
Strategic Development Plan, including feedback from the consultation, influenced the
shape of the final document. The feedback assisted in a strengthening and clarifying
policy aims and objectives and to ensure an appropriate social, economic and
environmental balance was struck.
4.13 With regard to the specific alternatives explored during the SEA process, it was
concluded that the approved Strategic Development Plan represents each of the
potential policy ‘drivers’ as far as possible, and in a sustainable way. As demonstrated
above, the consultation process also allowed for competing priorities to be rigorously
discussed and tested in relation to one another. Consequently, the Strategic
Development Plan strikes as sustainable a balance as possible between
environmental, social, economic and community priorities and aspirations.
Additional Assessment
4.14 In order to determine whether there are any significant effects are likely to result from
the Proposed Strategic Development Plan that were not identified by the assessment
of the Main Issues Report, an additional stage of assessment was undertaken. This
consisted of verification of the findings of the initial assessment that had been
documented in the Environmental Report. Having taken into consideration the
assessment related consultation comments, and based on an assessment of the
changes to the Strategic Development Plan it is considered that all of the potentially
significant effects identified in the original assessment remained valid. It was agreed by
the Consultation Authorities that no further assessment was necessary as all significant
environmental effects had been identified and addressed in the Strategic Development
Plan.
Screening by Scottish Ministers
4.15 Scottish Ministers screened their modifications for any significant environmental effects,
and in doing so consulted with the SEA Gateway. Scottish Ministers concluded that
there were no significant effects and this was agreed by the consultation authorities.
Scottish Ministers advertised the determination that the modifications to the Strategic
Development Plan raised no significant environmental effects that had not already
been considered through the Environmental Report.
Amendments to the Environmental Report
4.16 The consultation responses received suggested that changes were required to:
 Changes in terminology or expansion of meaning;
 Baseline information gaps;
 Additional significant environmental problems affecting the TAYplan area were
suggested; and,
 Suggestions for additional monitoring data.
In response to these comments no change was made to the Environmental Report.
However, the most up to date evidence base was used to finalise and inform the
Strategic Development Plan.
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4.17 Recommendations from the Environmental Report were incorporated into the Action
Programme. Many of the actions required to mitigate or enhance the effects of the Plan
will be taken forward by TAYplan’s 4 constituent Councils Local Development Plans.
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5 Monitoring
5.1 This section sets out the measures to be taken to monitor the significant environmental
and other effects of the implementation of the Strategic Development Plan and to enable
appropriate action to be taken on adverse effects. The monitoring process will focus on
the significant environmental effects (both positive and negative) that are predicted
through the Environmental Report. Effects that will be monitored include those:
 that are likely to breach international or national legislation, guidelines or standards;
 that could potentially result in irreversible damage, with the aim being to identify such
trends before the long-term damage is caused; and
 where there is uncertainty linked to the prediction and, therefore, monitoring is
needed to determine whether the prediction was correct and if further mitigation may
be needed in the future.
5.2 The monitoring process will draw as far as possible upon existing monitoring
programmes. TAYplan will be responsible for overseeing monitoring of the
implementation of the Strategic Development Plan, including the significant
environmental and other effects. They will undertake a review of the monitoring data for
each effect approximately every 4 years. This approach should coincide with reviews of
the Strategic Development Plan. This will enable a sufficient body of data to be
developed that can be used to monitor trends and performance over a number of years.
5.3 If monitoring highlights any unforeseen adverse effects, or adverse effects that are more
significant than predicted, the Strategic Development Plan Authority will take remedial
action in consultation with stakeholders and the consultation authorities. Remedial
actions could be taken through monitoring reports and may involve:
 identifying the effect in question and whether or not the effect is likely to result in
lasting significant harm;
 the relevant decision maker taking relevant action under the appropriate regulatory
regime or;
 discussing with those responsible means of arresting the adverse effects or;
 if the activity cannot be stopped or effects reversed, further measures to mitigate and
potentially compensate for the damage;
 reviewing the need for a policy revision, a change to the Plan or new or improved
monitoring indicators/measures; and
 updating the evidence base and commissioning further research if necessary.
5.4

5.5

The Monitoring Framework below is based around the Environmental Report’s
Objectives and includes the following elements:
 the potentially significant effect that may need to be monitored;
 a potential monitoring measure/indicator;
 the potential data source and frequency of monitoring, where known.
Where appropriate monitoring will make use of information that will be reported as part
of the monitoring of the Strategic Development Plan. However, there remain some
effects for which suitable monitoring indicators have yet to be identified leaving some
gaps which will need to be filled when suitable indicators become available.
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Table 1: Monitoring Framework
Environmental Report
Objective

Effect to be monitored

Monitored Measure

Source
(frequency)

Guidance for Monitoring

To conserve and enhance the
diversity of species and
habitats

Increase or loss of
biodiversity (protected
and non- protected)
within the TAYplan area
due to development.

% area of land designated as
Biological or Mixed SSSI in
favourable condition
At risk habitats and water bodies
Open Space Strategy and
Greenspace Network reviews

SNH, SEPA, 4
Councils

Long-term monitoring may not highlight
any significant issues of regional concern
in the short term. However, any emerging
trends should be reviewed to establish
whether there are direct or indirect links
with the TAYplan strategy or strategic
sites.

To improve the quality of life
for communities in the
TAYplan area

Improvement in the
quality of life for the
TAYplan population

% resident population that travel to
work/school by a) private car b) public
transport c) cycle or by foot
Life expectancy at birth (male and
female)

Scottish Household
Survey

The long-term nature of this problem and
effects on it to an extent limits scope for
meaningful monitoring at a regional level.
Nevertheless, any emerging national
trends should be reviewed within the
TAYplan monitoring process with a view
to defining where TAYplan is contributing
positively or negatively to quality of life.

To safeguard soil quality and
reduce soil sealing or
contamination and to protect
areas of peat and carbon rich
soils

Loss of prime quality
agricultural land
together with the
amount of land
remediated or brought
back into productive
use.

Area (ha) of prime quality agricultural
land used for development.
Area (ha) of 'potentially' contaminated
land remediated

4 Councils

Monitoring of the Scottish Soil Framework
should be reviewed in order to establish
any possible issues and their links with
any elements of TAYplan.

To protect and enhance the
water environment
(considering the qualitative,
quantitative and physical
aspects and impacts
associated with invasive nonnative species) and to prevent
and minimise flood risk
To maintain catchment
processes and hydrological
systems within the TAYplan

Impact (positive and
negative) on water
environment due to
development

% of rivers and surface water bodies
classified as 'not at significant risk'

SEPA classification
of water bodies.

Long-term monitoring may not highlight
any significant issues of regional concern
in the short term. However, any emerging
trends should be reviewed to establish
whether there are direct or indirect links
with the TAYplan strategy or associated
strategic sites.

To maximise the health and
well-being of the population
through improved
environmental quality
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Table 1: Monitoring Framework
Environmental Report
Objective

Effect to be monitored

Monitored Measure

Source
(frequency)

Guidance for Monitoring

To protect and enhance air
quality

Number of people that
live in AQMAs and
therefore subject to
poorer air quality

Number of days air quality exceeds
legislative limits in AQMAs

4 Councils

The findings from the additional
assessment will be built into the TAYplan
monitoring process. As well as monitoring
negative effects, it is important that the
positive effects of sustainable transport
and green network developments are
taken into account within further
quantitative assessment.

To reduce emissions of
greenhouse gases

Potential greenhouse
gas emissions from new
development

Carbon emissions per annum (per
capita)

4 Councils

This should be linked with monitoring of
the 4 Council’s Climate Change
Declaration Commitments and their
Carbon Management Plans and sectoral
carbon emissions and final energy
consumption.
This should be revisited to establish
whether action is needed to secure
emissions reductions.

To ensure climate change
mitigation

Socio-spatial
vulnerability needs to be
considered alongside
measures of hazard
exposure.

Number of properties in 1:200 year
flood zone and flood defence
schemes implemented and in place.
% of vulnerable population in area of
flood risk

Social deprivation
indices are useful
indicators for some
aspects of sociospatial vulnerability.

Long-term monitoring may not highlight
any significant issues of regional concern
in the short term. However, emerging
trends should be reviewed to establish
whether there are direct or indirect links
with the TAYplan strategy or strategic
sites.

Energy usage in
buildings

Total domestic energy consumption
per capita (kWh) for the TAYplan
area

Department for
Business, Energy
and Industrial
Strategy (DBEIS)

It will be necessary to monitor the
effectiveness of this indicator as energy
usage is also linked to the number and
type of appliances in homes, the fuels
used and the energy mix.

area

To ensure climate change
adaptation

To promote and ensure high
standards of sustainable
design and construction
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Table 1: Monitoring Framework
Environmental Report
Objective

Effect to be monitored

Monitored Measure

Source
(frequency)

Guidance for Monitoring

To meet the Zero Waste Plan
Targets

Change in the amount of
waste produced and
capacity of waste
treatment facilities.

Waste recycling rates by household.
Waste generated per capita for
TAYplan area

4 Council, SEPA

This should be linked with monitoring
driven by the Zero Waste Plan
This should be revisited within the next
round to establish whether further action
is needed to secure appropriate facilities
in support of zero waste objectives. This
should be linked with monitoring driven by
the Zero Waste Plan.

To protect and enhance the
character, diversity and
special qualities of the
TAYplan area's landscape

Key features that
contribute to the special
qualities of the
landscape and monitor
changes in these

Landscape change using appropriate
methodology such as that developed
by SNH.

Future national and
regional level
information on
landscape trends
as available.

It will be important to determine whether
developments are impacting on
vulnerable and valued landscape
resources and to establish whether
landscape mitigation measures are
effective.

To protect and where
appropriate enhance the
cultural and built environment

Incremental loss of
historic environment

Change in historic landscape
Number of listed buildings and
Scheduled Ancient Monuments
(SAMs)

Information on the
historic
environment
gathered in relation
to project level
planning and
development

It will be important to establish whether
the potential impacts of strategic
developments and consequent mitigation
measures to safeguard protected sites are
being taken forward at the Local
Development Plan and project level.
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Appendix 1

TAYplan Main Issues Report
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005
Environmental Report Consultation Notice under Section 16(2)
Perth & Kinross Council, in accordance with Section 8(1), has prepared an Environmental Report in
conjunction with the Main Issues Report.
The Environmental Report identifies and evaluates the significant environmental effects that are likely to
result from the implementation of the Main Issues Report. It identifies any reasonable alternatives and
seeks to minimise or mitigate for any potential effects on the environment and enhance any positive
environmental effects. Consultation on the Environmental Report and the Main Issues Report is open to
everyone and the Council welcomes any comments.
Where can I obtain a copy of the Main Issues Report and Environmental Report?
Copies of these documents are available on the Council’s website at www.pkc.gov.uk and the TAYplan
website at www.tayplan-sdpa.gov.uk, public libraries, area/access/local offices, and Council planning
offices within the TAYplan area or can be viewed during normal business hours at the offices below.
How can I comment on the Environmental Report?
You can comment by the following means:
Email to:
Write to:

SEA@pkc.gov.uk

or

The Environment Service
Pullar House
35 Kinnoull Street

contactus@tayplan-sdpa.gov.uk
TAYplan
Enterprise House
3 Greenmarket

Perth

Dundee

PH1 5GD

DD1 4QB

Tel.: 01738 475000

Tel.: 01382 307180

Internet: Complete the on-line form by going to http://tayplan-sdpa-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal.

The closing date for comments is 27 June 2014.
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Appendix 2

Jim Valentine
Perth and Kinross Council
Pullar House
35 Kinnoull Street
Perth
PH1 5GD

If telephoning ask for:

Our ref:
SG ref:

Silvia Cagnoni-Watt
27 June 2014

By email only to:
sea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

Dear Jim Valentine

Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005
TAYplan 2- Main Issues Report - Environmental Report
Thank you for your Environmental Report (ER) consultation submitted under the above Act in
respect of the TAYplan Main Issues Report (MIR). This was received by SEPA via the Scottish
Government SEA Gateway on 15 April 2014.
We have used our scoping consultation response to consider the adequacy of the ER. In Appendix
1 we have responded to the consultation questions and made comments on the relevant sections
of the ER. In addition, in Appendix 2 we added further detailed comments in relation to specific
SEA Topics. Please note that this response is in regard only to the adequacy and accuracy of the
ER and any comments we may have on the TAYplan 2 itself will be provided separately. For the
purpose of brevity and proportionality we have mainly focused on issues that require action.
We are satisfied that in general the ER provides a clear and comprehensive view of the
assessment of the potential significant environmental effects of the MIR for this Strategic
Development Plan (SDP).
In general we welcome the approach taken by the TAYplan Strategic Development Plan Authority
(SDPA) of engaging with the Consultation Authorities in an informal way and through regular
meetings in order to ensure that the significant environmental effects are fully explored. We are
pleased to note that most of our formal and informal comments on the draft MIR ER have been
taken into account and that a summary of the comments and actions taken has been provided for
reference in Table 4.1.
As mentioned in one of our informal meetings, we are content with taking a similar approach to the
one taken for TAYplan 1 for the assessment and with focussing only on new policy, changes to
policy and to the environmental baseline in order to keep the assessment proportionate.
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As the TAYplan 2 is finalised, TAYplan SDPA as Responsible Authority will be required to take
account of the findings of the ER and of views expressed upon it during this consultation period.
As soon as reasonably practical after the adoption of the plan, the Responsible Authority should
publish a statement setting out how this has occurred.
Continued….

-2We normally expect this to be in the form of an "SEA Statement" similar to that advocated in the
Scottish Government Guidance available at: www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/08/3355.
A copy of the SEA statement should be sent to the Consultation Authorities via the Scottish
Government SEA Gateway on publication.
Should you wish to discuss this environmental report consultation, please do not hesitate to
contact me on 01786 452430 or via our SEA Gateway at sea.gateway@sepa.org.uk
Yours sincerely

Silvia Cagnoni-Watt
Senior Planning Officer

Ecopy: hssea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk ; sea_gateway@snh.gov.uk
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Appendix 1 - Response to the Environmental Report consultation questions.
1. Do you agree with our understanding of the baseline assessment in the TAYplan
area?
1.1 Yes, we do agree. We however have the following comments to make including specific
comments to Section 3 of the ER (environmental baseline).
1.2 We note that in some cases there is reference to the River Basins Plans, while the correct
terminology should be River Basin Management Plans (RBMP). Also, for TAYplan area there is
only one RBMP, so there is no need to refer to the second RBMP which covers the Solway Tweed
area.
1.3 In Table 3.1 it is mentioned that “some plans advocate management of flood risk as part of a
holistic approach to water management”. We consider unclear what is meant by this statement and
we would welcome if this could be elaborated further. Please also refer to information on Natural
Flood Management on SEPA’s website.
1.4 Table 3.4 mentions that “a large amount of development in coastal areas and areas at risk from
flooding. The majority of these areas are low-medium risk.” We would welcome further
clarification about what it is meant by this in terms of return periods. Low to medium risk is defined
within Scottish Planning Policy 2010 (SPP) as 1:1000-1:200, medium to high is 1:200 year or more
frequent events.
1.5 Section 3 recognises that we need to reduce energy consumption and travel, in order to reduce
emissions of greenhouse gases and improve air quality. It also highlights the four Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMAs) that exist within the TAYplan area and explain that they have been
caused by emissions from road traffic. However, Table 3.2 does not contain an estimate of
greenhouse gas emissions arising from road traffic (although it is referenced on page 202, Total
Emissions Carbon Dioxide 2011). We would also welcome reference to the need to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from traffic in Table 3.3. In addition, please note that the Scottish
Government is intending to launch a Low Emission Strategy for Scotland. Please see our
comments to question 2A of the MIR for further details.
2. Do you think there are any other plans, policies (in addition to those listed in the ER)
or wider environmental objectives that should be taken into account?
2.1 We consider the list of plans, programmes and strategies (PPS) in the ER to be
comprehensive, however we would suggest including the following:
considered a relevant Plan in production of TAYplan2. The Government has just completed a
consultation on the draft Heat Generation Policy Statement, but as the final document is expected
to be published following consultation in 2014, it may have relevance to the approach set out in
TAYplan 2.
Please find link to the draft Heat Generation Policy Statement:
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0044/00445639.pdf
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th Onshore Oil and Gas Licensing Round and relative SEA (UK000041 ER) for
consideration of unconventional gas.

Please see our comments to question 2A of the MIR for further details.

3. In your opinion have we identified the most important or significant environmental
problems affecting the TAYplan area? Are there other environmental effects arising
from the MIR?
3.1 We are satisfied that the TAYplan 2 MIR ER has identified most of the significant
environmental problems affecting the area for the SEA Topics that fall under SEPA’s remit. Please
find further comments below and specific comments in relation to the environmental assessment in
Appendix 2 of this response.
3.2 The MIR, and the SEA as a consequence, does not consider the environmental impacts of
unconventional gas. Our response to the MIR recommends that unconventional gas is considered
in TAYplan 2 and therefore the SEA assessment should be extended to include this. Please refer
to the SEA of the 14th Onshore Oil and Gas Licensing Round (UK000041 ER) and related
responses from the Consultation Authorities for identification of significant effects at national level.
3.3 In addition, in response to question 3A of the MIR we answered that TAYplan 2 should include
the identification of areas of nationally and regionally important clusters for business, tourism and
leisure. We would therefore welcome an assessment of the significant environmental effects of this
as part of the next ER for TAYplan 2. Please refer to the MIR response for further details.
3.4 We are content with the identification of problems and negative effects made in relation to the
protection of the water environment. However we would have welcomed further details on issues
related to the RBMP. For example, the water section in Section 6 (page 48) does not highlight what
the environmental problems are with regards to the poor and moderate status of the water bodies.
The status is also mentioned elsewhere in the document (baseline information and map in
Appendix A1), however further details could be provided on the reasons for the status and
opportunities for mitigation and enhancement.
3.5 Air quality, climate change and greenhouse gas emissions are considered throughout the ER
and there are also numerous references to the need to reduce car dependency to improve air
quality and greenhouse gas emissions. Strategy option A, the approved TAYplan (2012), locates
the majority of new development in principal settlements to reduce the need to travel. We agree
that green networks offer an opportunity to promote sustainable and active travel.
3.6 In several part of the ER there is reference to development and people living close to AQMAs.
We are unclear if a traffic study has been undertaken in order to inform the development and the
effects on AQMA. Traffic generated in one area could impact on air quality in an area that is some
considerable distance away. Please find specific comments on this in Appendix 2 of this response.
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3.7 We understand that the MIR is proposing no change to the Strategic Development Areas
(SDAs) within the approved Plan, however a full environmental assessment has been undertaken
again on each of the areas and projects of strategic significance submitted at the pre-MIR stage in
order to consider if additional significant effects, from the ones identified in TAYplan 1, are likely to
occur. We welcome this approach and are satisfied with the results.
3.8 We also note that in this re-assessment the green network has also been considered as a
mitigation measure for many effects and we therefore welcome this. This not only highlights the
importance of the green network in its multi-functionality, but also shows the benefit of reassessing the SDA on the basis of emerging issues that were not considered in TAYplan 1.
3.9 We therefore welcome the role given to the green network in relation to flood risk. Please
however note the comments made on the response to the MIR in relation to green networks as
natural barriers and refer to Natural Flood Management on SEPA’s website for further information.
We also support the statements in the ER that avoidance of flood risk represents the most
sustainable solution in terms of sustainable flood management and should be the primary
mitigation measure in relation to flood risk wherever possible. We however have made some
specific comments in Appendix 2 of this response where there seem to be a contradiction in
relation to the role of green network and flood risk avoidance.
3.10 We note that the MIR makes reference to the inclusion of the blue network within the green
network strategy. We would have welcomed a reference to this in the ER as this identification is
helpful in seeking to achieve the objectives of the Water Framework Directive.
3.11 We also welcome the consideration of flood risk assessments (FRA) as a mitigation measure
in the assessment. We however note that the assessment does not make reference to the fact
that some FRAs have already been undertaken or are in the process of being undertaken as part
of the Local Development Plans (LDPs) following TAYplan 1. Therefore while in response to
significant environmental effects a FRA may be required as a mitigation measure, in some cases
this may already have been delivered. In addition we note that the assessment includes some of
the comments submitted by SEPA in relation to flooding for Tayplan1 (e.g. “a FRA is
recommended by SEPA etc.” for Dundee Western Gateway), but our comments have not been
applied consistently (i.e. in some cases there is a direct reference for a specific SDA and in some
case this is mentioned in the general mitigation section with a proposal for a FRA ‘if appropriate’).
3.12 We would therefore welcome a more consistent approach and, where a FRA was requested
as part of TAYplan 1 for a specific SDA, we would recommend mentioning it directly in the effects
section, as well as in the mitigation section. Please find detailed comments about this in Appendix
2.

4. What are the most significant negative effects arising from the assessment that
should be taken into account as the Plan is finalised?
4.1 We consider that all the significant negative effects arising from the assessment should be
taken into account and mitigated as the Plan is finalised, preferably through changes to TAYplan 2
itself or through implementation of mitigation measures as proposed in the assessment.
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4.2 In general we agree with the assessment and have made comments in response to the
previous questions and in Appendix 2 about further significant issues to be considered.

5. How can the Plan be enhanced, to maximise its positive environmental effects?
5.1 In relation to air quality and greenhouse gas emissions, we consider that opportunities exist for
enhancement in terms of RBMP. Even though the status of the water bodies has been identified
and considered, we would suggest expanding on this and recommending further enhancements
where there is good status and improvement for moderate status. The Water Framework Directive
requires improving as well as protecting the water environment. Please find a link to the RBMP
section of SEPA website for further details.
5.2 As mentioned before, SDPs should focus on the key land use and development issues that
cross the planning authority boundaries, thus placing them in an ideal position to influence
commuter behaviour.

6. Do you have concerns about significant or cumulative environmental effects on
particular parts of the TAYplan area or on particular environmental features? (If yes,
please give details)
6.1 The cumulative environmental effects considered in TAYplan 2 are the effects of the Plan itself
in conjunction with other strategic plans (National Planning Framework 2, Scottish Planning Policy
2010, Tay Forest District Strategic Plan). While we are content with this approach, we would have
also welcomed consideration of an assessment of cumulative effects ‘within’ TAYplan as part of
the ‘normal assessment’ (i.e. Section 6). It is not clear if this has taken place as there is not clear
reference to it, however we understand, from informal discussion taken place as part of the
consultation, that an ecosystem services approach has been taken for the spatial assessment (in
particular in the maps) and this would consider interrelation between SEA topics. It would have
been helpful expanding on this and providing further details in Section 4 (methodology).
6.2 We understand that the new National Planning Framework (NPF) 3 and Scottish Planning
Policy (SPP) 2014 could not be considered as part of this assessment because they were still at
draft stage during the preparation of the MIR. As NPF3 and SPP 2014 have been published on the
23 June 2014, we would recommend considering the impact of any changes as part of the next
stage of the SDP preparation and relative SEA, wherever possible.

7. What do you think of the proposed approach to mitigation and monitoring proposed
in section 8 and 9?
7.1 We are generally content with the mitigation proposed in Section 8. We also welcome the
reference to specific mitigation for each effect directly in the assessment (Section 6). Please note
that in addition to the comments below, we have made further comments in relation to mitigation as
part of the answer to question 3 and in Appendix 2.
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7.2 We agree with the use of the multi-functional green network as a mitigation measure for
several effects. We would suggest reinforcing the preference given to avoidance of development
in reference to flood risk and the role of FRA as a mitigation measure. We also suggest including
references to mitigation measures related to RBMP, ensuring that the development does not cause
downgrade to the quality of the water environment, as per Water Framework Directive.
7.3 The conclusions in Section 8.18 (bullet point 4) include a reference to air quality and it
mentions the benefits of encouraging the use of sustainable and low carbon transport but it does
not acknowledge that reducing the need to travel will reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
Emissions from traffic are measured as grams of CO2 e per Km travelled, so a reduction in
distance travelled will reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
7.4 We are generally content with the section on monitoring and the indicators listed in Table 9.1.
We would however welcome including the number of water bodies at good status and monitoring
changes in the status.
7.5 In particular, the water section of table 9.1 (page 158) states: “% of river and surface water
bodies classified as ‘not at significant risk’. This is old terminology, as explained in one of our
previous informal responses, and therefore it should be changed to refer to the ‘status’ of the water
bodies. We note however that this was corrected in the baseline section of the ER.
7.6 We note that the climate change mitigation indicators (in relation to CO2 emissions) are listed
under the SEA of air rather than under climatic factors. Table 4.4, SEA objectives, lists climate
change mitigation under climatic factors. We are pleased that these important indicators are
considered somewhere, however we consider that consistency in the approach may prevent
misunderstanding when looking at the SDP and his influence on LDPs.

8. Do you think there are further relevant positive aims and aspirations for the
environment that the Strategic Development Plan could deliver in the long term? If yes,
please give details.
8.1 Yes, we do have recommendations for the long term TAYplan in terms of positive aims and
aspirations.
8.2 SDPs should focus on the key land use and development issues that cross the planning
authority boundaries, thus placing them in an ideal position to influence commuter behaviour. This
is an opportunity to make a significant contribution to reducing greenhouse emissions. We
therefore suggest that the TAYplan 2 include a calculation of the current emissions of greenhouse
gas emissions from road traffic, and use this to show improvement in future years, when the plan
starts to take effect.
8.3 In addition we consider that TAYplan 2 should consider long terms measures for enhancing the
water environment and looking to achieve measures within the RBMP.
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Appendix 2 – Specific comments on the Environmental Report
9. Air Quality
9.1 The ER, page 84 in relation to Cupar states “New development in this area could lead to an
increase in population living within the AQMA and subject to poor air quality”. We consider this
statement to be inaccurate. The AQMA has been designated along a busy main street, so it is
unlikely that there will be an increase in the population living in the AQMA but new development is
likely to increase traffic passing through the problem area, thus adding to levels of pollution. We
welcome the mitigation proposed which refers to the design of green network corridors through
new development which would promote more sustainable and active forms of transport and
subsequently reduce car dependency and emissions.
9.2 Appendix 1, Section 1.15, states: ‘Strategy A will see an increase in the number of people who
live in an AQMA, and who are therefore subject to poor air quality’. This may not be the case:
Perth and Kinross Council and Dundee City Council has designated city wide AQMAs, but the
areas of poor air quality are often limited to a length of road. However, they may be areas where
pollution exists at a level that is just below the maximum permitted level and these areas need to
be protected.
9.3 Appendix 1, Section 1.16, we agree that the SDP will have limited influence on reducing the
level of air pollution, however it can set the agenda for this through indirect measures in relation to
sustainable transport networks and we also agree that it is well suited for long-term planning of an
energy efficient infrastructure.
9.4 Appendix 1, Section 1.17 states: “Strategy B may lead to the development of 'commuter' style
communities in the Firth Lowlands, which as previously mentioned, would increase the need to
travel.” The development of commuter style communities should be discouraged. Emissions from
traffic are measured as grams of CO2 e per Km travelled, so any increase in distance travelled will
increase greenhouse gas emissions. We therefore agree with the statement in Section 1.18:
“Placing new development in the Firth Lowlands under Strategy B conflicts with the idea of
reducing the need to travel, and strategically planning for future energy efficient infrastructure for
housing in the TAYplan 2 area. Consequently, Strategy A would be a better option for ambitions to
improve air quality, and would be complimentary to the proposals in the Vision.”
9.5 Section 6.46: traffic generated in one area could impact on air quality in an area that is some
considerable distance away. For example, commuters travelling from Angus may converge in
Dundee, where there will be congestion and elevated levels of pollution. An increase in road traffic
could increase the levels of pollution that already exist at some roadside locations.
10. Flood risk
10.1 We would recommend that the section on air and climatic factors within Table 4.3 is
elaborated. We are not clear on what is meant by ‘alluvial fan flood areas’. You may wish to
consider surface water flooding as well as this is now included within the Flood Risk Management
Act definitions of sources of flooding and the new SEPA Flood Maps.
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10.2 Page 48 of the ER mentions that watercourses are an integral part of green networks. We
support this. However, the paragraph then goes on to state that “Green network planning offers an
opportunity to manage surface water run off through creating areas for flood attenuation or water
storage.” Consideration should be given to including fluvial flooding within this statement.
10.3 Page 49 (assessment of Strategy option A) mentions that “Due to the location of proposed
development along main watercourses, green networks will contribute to managing flood risk
through soft engineering methods, natural barriers and soak-away areas.” This does not tie in with
other parts of the document which state that avoidance is the most sustainable option. This
suggests that development within flood risk areas can be promoted through engineering methods
and potentially natural flood management, neither of which we would support in preference to
avoidance of risk as the primary method.
10.4 We support the mitigation proposal outlined in page 73 where it is stated that avoidance of
flood risk represent the most sustainable solution in terms of sustainable flood management and
should be the primary mitigation measure in relation to flood risk, wherever possible. We also note
that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) will be updated to inform the proposed plan and
we welcome this.
10.5 Page 97 mentions that “Sites located on the River Tay will be susceptible to coastal flooding”.
The ‘Tay Estuary’ or ‘fluvial’ flooding may need to be inserted into this sentence to correct it.
10.6 As TAYplan refers to strategic areas rather than specific sites, our comments should be
treated as general only. Please remember that the SEPA fluvial Flood Map is indicative and only
models catchments >3km² hence there may be flood risk to the site not shown from small
watercourses. In addition, we published a surface water flood map in January 2014 which should
also be taken into consideration. The coastal Flood Map is based on still-water flood levels and
does not take into account wave action, funnelling or local bathymetry and hence the risk could be
greater than indicated.
10.7 As mentioned before, we welcome the reference to FRA in the mitigation section of the
assessment, however the reference is made to FRA as a general measure for several areas and
with the caveat ‘if appropriate’. We would recommend making the mitigation more specific to each
area given the importance of the SDP to influence the LDPs and given the fact that we already
made specific comments on this in TAYplan 1. Therefore, for easier reference we have provided
below comments previously supplied on flood risk for TAYplan 1 (in regular font) and the
comparison with latest document (in italics).
Forfar Regional Agricultural Service Centre – an assessment of all sources of flood risk
should be undertaken once a location has been agreed. The ER mentions that the site is partially
within the 1:200 year fluvial flood area and an FRA is proposed in the general mitigation ‘if
appropriate’. We recommend the inclusion of a specific FRA requirement for this area.
Orchardbank – An assessment of all sources of flooding may be required at a LDP or detailed
planning stage to avoid areas at risk of flooding and prevent an increased risk elsewhere. No risk
is identified in report and the ER did not taken the above comments on board. Although an FRA is
proposed in the general mitigation ‘if appropriate’, we recommend the inclusion of a specific FRA
requirement for this area.
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Montrose Port – Development of a port area would generally be supported however any
proposal would need to identify any mitigation measures and minimise the existing risk of flooding
through appropriate layout and design. The ER states that the site is within the 1:200 year coastal
flood extent. Although an FRA is proposed in the general mitigation ‘if appropriate’, we recommend
the inclusion of a specific FRA requirement for this area.
West/North West Perth – Development (including any new link roads) would need to take
account of incidences of historic flooding, current flood prevention schemes and ongoing work to
agree appropriate areas for development. The ER mentions that the site is near to the Craigie Burn
and specifically requires an FRA. We welcome this.
Oudenarde – Any additional development should take account and avoid the previously
identified areas at risk of flooding through detailed planning process. The ER identifies the area at
risk from river flooding and there is the potential for negative effects to the area from development.
Although an FRA is proposed in the general mitigation ‘if appropriate’, we recommend the inclusion
of a specific FRA requirement for this area.
Dundee Linlathen – Fluvial flooding occurred in the area in 2010 hence careful consideration of
flooding from all sources will be required at any detailed planning stage. This may require a review
of any FRA previously carried out in the area. Areas identified that are already at risk of flooding
should be avoided. The ER identifies the area at risk from river and flash flooding as well as poor
drainage and has incorporated the above comments. We welcome this.
Dundee Centre and Port – Dundee centre has experienced several pluvial flooding events and
development would need to consider this along with other sources of flooding and where
necessary provide mitigation. Development of a port area would generally be supported however
any proposal would need to identify any mitigation measures and minimise the existing risk of
flooding through appropriate layout and design. Called Dundee Wider Waterfront (including
Claverhouse) in updated report. We are pleased to see that the above comments have been
incorporated in the updated report and an FRA has already been carried out.
Dundee Western Gateway – The area experienced a flood event in August 2004 with extensive
areas and several roads being affected. An assessment of all sources of flooding may be required
at a LDP or detailed planning stage to identify and avoid areas at risk of flooding and prevent an
increased risk elsewhere. Previous assessments for this area are understood to have taken place
but may need updating and reviewing considering new legislation and information available. In
particular, any areas at risk of flooding would need to be avoided rather than mitigated via
landraising. The ER mentions that the site is at risk from tidal and river flooding and an FRA is
recommended. Appropriate defences are mentioned in the report. These should be part of a
formal scheme progressed by the Council through the relevant legislation.
Scottish Crop Research Institute (SCRI) – An assessment of all sources of flood risk should
be undertaken once a location has been agreed. Areas identified that are already at risk of flooding
should be avoided for built development. Now called James Hutton Institute. No watercourses are
identified in the report and hence no FRA is recommended. It mentions that “development should
not be located in an area of flood risk and therefore no potential effects are expected”. This can
only be ascertained through an FRA.
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Cupar North – An assessment of all sources of flooding is likely to be required at a LDP or
detailed planning stage to avoid areas at risk of flooding and prevent an increased risk elsewhere.
We are pleased to note that this sentence has been included in the ER.
St Andrews West and Science Park – An assessment of all sources of flooding is likely to be
required at a LDP or detailed planning stage to avoid areas at risk of flooding and prevent an
increased risk elsewhere. We are pleased to note that this sentence has been included in the ER.

11. Other comments
11.1 In relation to page 34, table on Consultation Authority Comments and TAYplan Action, there
may have been a misunderstanding for point 27. In our scoping response we said: ‘we suggest
adding assessment questions where appropriate to reflect the change in the objective. For
example we have requested that the SEA objective for soil mentions the protection of areas of peat
and carbon rich soils, but no questions have been added to reflect this’ The related TAYplan
action in page 27 states that this is considered more to be of a Plan matter. Apologies if this was
not very clear, but what we meant was, for example in relation to Soil and Land, that because we
asked for a change in the SEA objective to include reference to peat and carbon rich soils (Table
4.4. SEA objectives and sub-criteria), the assessment question in page 38 should also be changed
to include an SEA sub-objective question, for example with the addition of the following: ‘will the
Plan protect areas of peat and carbon rich soils?’
11.2 We found that climate change mitigation, although considered under climatic factors in Table
4.4 SEA objectives, it is often referred to under the SEA topic of air in other sections of the ER.
We have no problem with this, as long as climate change mitigation is assessed and considering
that greenhouse gas emissions are often arising alongside air quality issues (e.g. traffic), however
consistency in the approach may prevent misunderstanding when referring to specific SEA Topics.
Please also note our comments to section 9 (monitoring) in relation to this.
11.3 Paragraph 8.12 identifies that there may be benefit to regionally important waterways in the
energy assessment. However, we could not clearly locate this information in the energy section.
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Appendix 3

Graham Esson

Longmore House Salisbury Place Edinburgh

Strategic Policy and Sustainable Development
Team Leader

EH9 1SH

The Environment Service

Direct Line: 0131 668 960

Perth and Kinross Council Pullar House

Switchboard: 0131 668 8600
Andrew.Stevenson2@scotland.gsi.gov.uk

35 Kinnoull Street Perth

Our ref: SDP/2

PH1 5GD

Our Case ID: 201400341
25 June 2014

Dear Graham
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005
Perth and Kinross Council – TAYplan Strategic Development Plan
Main Issues Report – Environmental Report
Thank you for consulting Historic Scotland on the Environmental Report for the TAYplan
Strategic Development Plan Main Issues Report which was received in the Scottish
Government’s SEA Gateway on 9 January 2014.
I have reviewed the Environmental Report (ER) on behalf of Historic Scotland and should make
clear that this response is in the context of the SEA Act and our role as a Consultation
Authority. My focus in reviewing the report is on the potential for significant environmental
impacts on the historic environment that may arise from the plan.
We welcome the continuing engagement throughout the SEA process and that our comments
at the scoping stage have largely been taken into account. We are generally content with the
assessment approach and its findings and can offer the following comments.
As the ER notes historic environment issues of relevance to the MIR include the impact of
increased pressure of development on the historic environment resource. In light of this it is
unclear from the assessment of the Housing and Distribution Strategy Assessment the reasoning
behind the identified positive effects of this strategy on cultural heritage. These findings would
not appear to be justified in the textual analysis accompanying the assessment. Throughout this
assessment reference is made to “the potential to improve the historic environment through
investment in old buildings and management of historic gardens and designed landscapes”. This
is variously reported as either an effect or mitigation. It is therefore unclear to what level this
reference has influenced the predicted effect reported. As noted above, we do not
consider that there is enough certainty regarding the effects at this level to ascribe a positive
impact on the historic environment from the housing strategy. In recognising the difficulties in
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attributing residual effects on the historic environment at a strategic level it would therefore
be more appropriate to note this as an uncertainty as opposed to reporting a positive effect.
Monitoring
We would suggest that monitoring of ancient woodland sits more comfortably in the biodiversity
section.
Should you wish to discuss any issue raised in this response please do not hesitate to contact me
on the above details.
Yours sincerely

Andrew Stevenson
Senior Heritage Management Officer (SEA)
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Appendix 4

Graham Esson
Planning and Regeneration
Perth and Kinross Council
Pullar House
35 Kinnoull Street
Perth
PH1 5GD

Our reference 00869/CEA130360
25 June 2014
Dear Graham
00869 Environmental Report – Perth and Kinross Council - Tayplan Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005
Please find our comments below on the Perth and Kinross Council – Tayplan
Environmental Report. Our detailed comments are contained in Annex 1.
We have provided advice directly to Tayplan on this Environmental Report (included in
Annex A below) in response to some specific questions put to consultees through their
online questionnaire. This included advice on how the ER could be improved. Broadly
however, the environmental issues/concerns and key trends been correctly identified, the
assessment of likely significant effects on the environment been carried out satisfactorily
and the measures that could prevent, reduce or offset any significant adverse effects on
the environment when implementing the Plan been clearly identified.
Whilst the biodiversity indicators with respect to biodiversity and landscape are acceptable
in broad terms, more detail is needed on how the indicators will be measured. We suggest
that further joint-working is needed with SNH to agree the methodology involved in
measuring these indicators and how frequently such measures should be made.
We would be pleased to discuss our comments further with you if that would be helpful.
Please do contact me on or via the SNH SEA Gateway Sea.gateway@snh.gov.uk.
Yours faithfully
Ivan Clark

Planning Team Manager
mailto:Ivan.Clark@snh.gov.uk
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cc

Scottish Government SEA Gateway: sea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk
SNH SEA Gateway: sea.gateway@snh.gov.uk
SEPA SEA Gateway: sea.gateway@sepa.gov.uk
HS SEA Gateway: hssea.gateway@scotland.gsi.gov.uk
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Annex 1 Tayplan SEA – consultation questions
Question 1. Do you agree with our understanding of the baseline environment in the
TAYplan Area?
No - It is our understanding that there are 64,886 ha of peat soil cover as per our email
dated 8 November 2013
Question 2. Do think there are there any other plans, policies (in addition to those listed
in the Environmental Report) or wider environmental objectives that should be taken into
account?
Yes - The 2020 Challenge for Scotland's Biodiversity (launched on 19th June 2013 - a
supplement to the original Scottish Biodiversity Strategy, Scotland's Biodiversity: It's in
Your Hands) should be included as key national plans/ strategies that could have an
influence on the SDP. The 2020 Challenge provides a focus for action to 2020, responds
to new international targets, and updates elements of the 2004 document.
Scotland’s new architecture and place policy statement, “Creating Places” should be
included as a key national plans/ strategies that could have an influence on the SDP.
Question 3: In your opinion have we identified the most important or significant
environmental problems affecting the TAYplan area? Are there other environmental
effects arising from the Main Issues Report?
Yes, but the problems set out in relation to the SEA topic Population & Human Health
(Table 3.3) do not capture the importance of high quality places to good health outcomes.
The problem, as currently articulated in the ER, is focussed on lack of affordable housing
and access to services, rather the issue of the effects that poor quality existing
environments (e.g. where there is a lack of green infrastructure) can have on human
health. The implications for the Main Issues Report (or subsequently the Plan) in relation
to this problem is that the SDP should have a strong policy approach to promoting
successful places and shaping existing poor quality places, with the integration of green
infrastructure being one element of this. This is largely already the case with the current
SDP, but the suggested change to the ER would help to make the link between the SEA
‘issue’ and the policy response more apparent.
Question 4: What are the most significant negative effects arising from the assessment
that should be taken into account as the Plan is finalised?
The most significant negative effects arising from the assessment are the impacts of new
housing allocations on green-field sites (particularly those in the Greater Perth Area and in
Angus) on soil, biodiversity and landscape. The proposed mitigation rests heavily on the
proposed green network strategy. In practice though, delivering successful places that
minimise impacts on landscape and enhance biodiversity will only happen if existing
green networks (and opportunities to enhance the network) are identified and mapped in
constituent LDPs at a detail and scale that can be used as a context for master-planning.
We consider this mapping a matter of urgency because without it, the key opportunities to
maximise benefits from new development could be missed as the economy picks up and
pressure builds to get developer-led master-plans through the system.
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We would therefore like to see an explicit commitment from LDP Authorities (in the SDP
but perhaps more importantly in the Action Programme) to map green networks and
opportunities within a year of Tayplan being adopted. We would hope that for the LDPs,
such work would be well underway or completed before the SDP is adopted.
Question 5: How can the Plan be enhanced, to maximise its positive environmental
effects? The Plan could set out a requirement (with agreement from the 4 Planning
Authorities) that Green networks and opportunities should be identified and mapped in
LDPs (or Supplementary Guidance) at a scale that can be used as a framework site
master-planning. See answer to question 4 for more detail.
Question 6. Do you have concerns about significant or cumulative environmental effects
on particular parts of the TAYplan area or on particular environmental features?
Yes - The table on page 145 identifies “Possible adverse impacts on biodiversity arising
from direct and indirect effects on protected sites”. In reality, the biggest potential impact
is the cumulative effect on biodiversity in the ‘wider countryside’, in other words on nondesignated sites with no protection. This could include fragmentation of woodland/
hedgerow networks, and impacts on wetlands and water courses. The ER should include
these impacts and set out the mitigation that will address them.
Question 7. What do you think of the proposed approach to mitigation and monitoring
proposed in Section 8 and 9 (of the Environmental Report)?
The mitigation relies heavily on the Green Network Strategy, see answer to question 4 for
more detail.
It is not clear how you intend to measure and monitor the following indicators related to
biodiversity and the extent to which any observable change could be attributed to impacts
from development:
-natural habitats
net population or range recovery

It would be helpful to have a discussion in early course about this. It would also be useful
to discuss how you intend to measure changes identified in landscape character
assessments, which ‘key features’ of landscape character areas you intend to monitor and
how you would monitor them.
Although ancient and semi-natural woodlands are a key part of Scotland’s cultural
heritage, they are more relevant as an indicator of effects on biodiversity, so we suggest
this belongs in the biodiversity row of table 9.1
Question 8. Do you think there are further, relevant positive aims and aspirations for the
environment that the Strategic Development Plan could deliver in the long term?
No
Question 9. Is there anything else that you would like to tell us about the Environmental
Report that has not been covered in any of the questions above? - No
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Appendix 5
Question 1: Do you agree with our understanding of the baseline environment in the
TAYplan Area?
Question 1A: If you answered 'No' please tell us your reasons for this.
ID Number
Name/ Organisation
Comment Ref
845330 Forestry Commission Scotland
SEA2014_2
846286 Mrs Anne Richmond
SEA2014_5
844164 Scottish Natural Heritage
844703 Scottish Water
847183 SEPA
Wallace Planning for National Grid/
763366 Scotia Gas Network

SEA2014_4
SEA2014_6
SEA2014_8
SEA2014_3

Question 2: Do think there are there any other plans, policies (in addition to those
listed in the Environmental Report) or wider environmental objectives that should be
taken into account?
Question 2A: If you answered 'Yes' please tell us what plans etc. should also be
considered and tell us your reasons for this.
ID Number
548525
845330
846286
844164
847183

Name/ Organisation
Dr Peter Symon
Forestry Commission Scotland
Mrs Anne Richmond
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Wallace Planning Ltd for National
763366 Grid/Scotia Gas Network

Comment Ref
SEA2014_7
SEA2014_2
SEA2014_5
SEA2014_4
SEA2014_8
SEA2014_3

Question 3: In your opinion have we identified the most important or significant
environmental problems affecting the TAYplan area? Are there other environmental
effects arising from the Main Issues Report?
Question 3A: If you answered 'No - there are other problems and effects' please
explain what these are and tell us your reasons.
ID Number
845330
844164
847183
847183

Name/ Organisation
Forestry Commission Scotland
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
SEPA
Wallace Planning Ltd for National
763366 Grid/Scotia Gas Network

Comment Ref
SEA2014_2
SEA2014_4
SEA2014_8
SEA2014_8
SEA2014_3
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Question 4: What are the most significant negative effects arising from the
assessment that should be taken into account as the Plan is finalised?
ID Number
845330
344877
846286
844164
847183

Name/ Organisation
Forestry Commission Scotland
Historic Scotland
Mrs Anne Richmond
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA

Comment Ref
SEA2014_2
SEA2014_9
SEA2014_5
SEA2014_4
SEA2014_8

Question 5: How can the Plan be enhanced, to maximise its positive environmental
effects?
ID Number
Name/ Organisation
Comment Ref
845330 Forestry Commission Scotland
SEA2014_2
344877 Historic Scotland
SEA2014_9
846286 Mrs Anne Richmond
SEA2014_5
844164 Scottish Natural Heritage
SEA2014_4
844703 Scottish Water
SEA2014_6
847183 SEPA
SEA2014_8
Wallace Planning for National
763366 Grid/Scotia Gas Network
SEA2014_3
Question 6: Do you have concerns about significant or cumulative environmental
effects on particular parts of the TAYplan area or on particular environmental
features?
Question 6A: Please tell us what your concerns are, what they relate to and your
reasons?
ID Number
Name/ Organisation
Comment Ref
845330 Forestry Commission Scotland
SEA2014_2
846286 Mrs Anne Richmond
SEA2014_5
844164 Scottish Natural Heritage
SEA2014_4
847183 SEPA
SEA2014_8
Question 7: What do you think of the proposed approach to mitigation and
monitoring proposed in Section 8 and 9 (of the Environmental Report)?
ID Number
Name/ Organisation
Comment Ref
845330 Forestry Commission Scotland
SEA2014_2
344877 Historic Scotland
SEA2014_9
844164 Scottish Natural Heritage
SEA2014_4
847183 SEPA
SEA2014_8
Question 8: Do you think there are further, relevant positive aims and aspirations for
the environment that the Strategic Development Plan could deliver in the long term?
Question 8A: If you answered 'Yes' to Question 8 please tell us about the further
positive, relevant aims and aspirations for the environment that the Strategic
Development Plan could deliver in the long term.
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ID Number
846286
844164
847183

Name/ Organisation
Mrs Anne Richmond
Scottish Natural Heritage
SEPA
Wallace Planning ltd for National
763366 Grid/Scotia Gas Network

Comment Ref
SEA2014_5
SEA2014_4
SEA2014_8
SEA2014_3

Question 9: Is there anything else that you would like to tell us about the
Environmental Report that has not been covered in any of the questions above?
Question 9A: If there are other points you would like to make about the Strategic
Environmental Assessment which have not been covered by the questions above
please do so here.
ID Number
Name/ Organisation
Comment Ref
845330 Forestry Commission Scotland
SEA2014_2
344877 Historic Scotland
SEA2014_9
844164 Scottish Natural Heritage
SEA2014_4
847183 SEPA
SEA2014_8
n/a
Main Issues to
which the
comment relates
Summary of the comments to MIR:
Question 1/ 1A
There was overall agreement with TAYplan's understanding of the baseline
environment across the region.
SEPA also suggest some changes:
1. Terminology should be changed from River Basin Plans to River Basin
Management Plans (RBMP);
2. Expansion of meaning in Table 3.1 and Table 3.4; and,
3. Would welcome reference to the need to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from
traffic in Table 3.3.
SNH also suggested a change to the peat soil cover figure and it was considered that
there should be a greater emphasis on areas requiring remediation and
redevelopment and associated environmental, social and economic benefits.
Question 2/ 2A
Overall, the SEA was considered to be comprehensive.
The below plan/ policies were suggested for inclusion in the Environmental Report:
 2020 Challenge for Scotland's Biodiversity (2013);
 Creating Places (2013);
 Forestry Act (1967) on the control of woodland removal;
 Landscape Character Assessment of the Tay Landscape Partnership Area
(LUC, 2012);
 Scottish Government's forthcoming Heat Generation Policy Statement;
 14th Onshore Oil and Gas Licensing Round and relative SEA (UK000041
ER); and,
 Scottish Government's Low Emission Strategy for Scotland.
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There was also a suggestion that more emphasis is required on identifying areas in
need of remediation and regeneration, specifically provisions.
Question 3/ 3A
There was general agreement that the most important or significant environmental
problems and effects have been identified.
However, some additional important or significant environmental problems affecting
the TAYplan area were suggested:
 Environmental impacts of unconventional gas;
 Assessment of the environmental effects of identification of areas of nationally
and regionally important clusters for business, tourism and leisure;
 Further details on issues related to River Basin Management Plans e.g.
environmental problems with regards to poor and moderate status of water
bodies;
 Greater reference to AQMAs and the impacts of these on air quality a
considerable distance away;
 Welcome consideration of flood risk assessments as a mitigation measure,
but note that there is no reference that some FRAs that have been
undertaken through LDPs;
 Assessment includes some of SEPAs comments from SDP1 on flooding, but
these have not been applied consistently;
 Should also capture the importance of high quality places to good health
outcomes; and,
 There should be more emphasis on the environmental effect of
redevelopment and remediation, specifically referring to the Gas Holder Site,
Dock Street, Dundee.
It was welcomed that whilst there was no change to the SDAs, a full environmental
assessment has been undertaken again on each of the projects submitted at pre-MIR
stage. SEPA also noted the value of the green network as a mitigation measure for
many environmental effects, but also note the role the green network can have as a
natural barrier. Likewise, SEPA welcome the reference to the inclusion of the blue
network within the green network strategy. However, SEPA do state that there is
some contradiction between the role of the green network and flood risk avoidance.
Question 4
The most significant negative effects are considered to be:
 Impacts of new housing allocations on greenfield sites, soil, biodiversity and
landscape. It was considered that LDPs should map green networks and
opportunities within one year of proposed plan being published;
 The loss of woodland cover for windfarms, deforestation and death of older
woodland for field enlargement and housing;
 The impact of increased pressure of development on the historic environment
resource; and,
 Densely concentrated housing e.g. Cupar North, which would be detrimental
to the character and quality of life of the town.
One respondent considered that all significant negative effects from the assessment
should be taken into account and mitigated.
Question 5
There was support for the green network approach set out in TAYplan’s Main Issues
Report, specifically in terms of a design led approach to surface water management
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to enhance and protect water quality. It was, however, suggested that the Plan
should set a requirement for LDPs to identify and map green networks, using this in
masterplanning. It was considered that green networks should form an integral part
of the design of development.
One respondent considered that scaling down the size of Cupar North and dispersing
amongst smaller sites would be critical to maximise positive environmental effects.
Another respondent suggested that positive environmental effects could be
enhanced through remediation and redevelopment.
It was recommended by 1 respondent that further enhancements to the good status
of water bodies and improvement for moderate status, and improving as well as
protecting the water environment are important. It was also considered that SDPs
should continue to focus on the main cross boundary land use and development
issues.
Finally, it was considered that more clarity could be given to ascribing a positive
impact on the historic environment from the housing strategy. It was regarded more
appropriate to note this as an uncertainty as opposed to reporting a positive effect.
Question 6/ 6A
While respondents were generally content with the approach, there were some
suggested changes:
 Would have welcomed consideration of an assessment of cumulative effects
'within' TAYplan;
 Recognising NPF3 and SPP 2014, considering the impact of any changes to
the SDP and SEA;
 Concern about the Cupar North development damaging the landscape;
 Concern about the cumulative effect on biodiversity in the countryside on nondesignated sites and suggest impact and mitigation should be set out in the
Environmental Report; and,
 Suggestion that ancient and semi-ancient woodlands should be included as
an indicator of biodiversity in Table 9.1. There was also concern about the
loss of habitat and biodiversity networks through inappropriate development.
Question 7
Respondents were generally content and welcomed the reference to specific
mitigation. There was specific agreement with the use of the multi-functional green
network as a mitigation measure for several effects.
Suggestions for improvement were as follows:
 Reinforcing the preference for development outwith areas of flood risk and
including references to the RBMP for mitigation;
 Reducing the need to travel will reduce greenhouse gas emissions (section
8.18, bullet point 4);
 Include the number of water bodies at good status in Table 9.1;
 Mitigation relies heavily on the Green Network Strategy and it is not clear how
TAYplan intend to measure and monitor the indicators related to biodiversity;
 It is suggested that the monitoring of ancient woodland sits more comfortably
in the biodiversity section;
 Change terminology in water section of Table 9.1 to refer to the 'status' of the
water bodies; and,
 Consistency in where climate change mitigation indicators are listed.
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Question 8/ 8A
There was a suggestion that TAYplan should include a calculation of the current
emissions of greenhouse gas emissions from road traffic and use this for monitoring
in future years. It was also suggested that TAYplan should consider long term
measures for enhancing the water environment and looking to achieve measures
within the RBMP. It was also considered that there should be further consideration of
including better recreational and sports facilities as a positive aim.
One respondent reiterated the environmental improvements through redevelopment
and remediation e.g. Gas Holder Site, Dock Street, Dundee.
Question 9/ 9A
TAYplan’s continuing engagement throughout the SEA process was welcomed and
respondents were generally content with the assessment approach and its findings.
There were specific comments provided on air quality and flood risk, in relation to the
Strategic Development Areas and an updated position on these provided.
Perth & Kinross Council’s response:
Perth & Kinross Council is the Responsible Authority.
Question 1/ 1A
Perth & Kinross Council will use the term River Basin Management Plans (RBMP) in
the Proposed Plan. This is to keep terminology universal. Other minor changes will
be made at post adoption stage.
Question 2/ 2A
Perth & Kinross Council welcomes the Consultation Authorities confirmation that the
Environmental report is comprehensive. The changes suggested to additional
legislation and strategies as well as more emphasis in the need of remediation and
regeneration will be incorporated at post adoption stage.
Question 3/ 3A
Perth & Kinross Council welcomes the Consultation Authorities general agreement
that the most important or significant environmental problems and effects have been
identified.
The environmental impacts of unconventional gas were considered as an overview.
The Proposed Plan does not set out a spatial strategy and therefore there is no
significant change from the assessment undertaken at Main Issues Report stage.
Clusters have not specifically been identified and all Strategic Development Areas
have been assessed. At post adoption stage the comments which would result in
very minor changes will be picked up, including more emphasis on the environmental
effect of redevelopment and remediation, including the Gas Holder Site, Dundee.
Perth & Kinross Council note that Consultation Authorities welcomed that whilst there
was no change to the SDAs, a full environmental assessment has been undertaken
again on each of the projects submitted at pre-MIR stage.
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Question 4
The post adoption stage will consider the comments made.
Question 5
The Proposed Plan incorporates the suggestions relating to Green Networks and
related actions are set out in the Proposed Action Programme.
It is not considered that allocating many smaller development sites rather than Cupar
North Strategic Development Area would maximise positive environmental effects.
Cupar North, along with the other Strategic Development Areas, has been assessed
at a strategic scale and in more detail through the adopted Fife Local Plan, and
respective other Local Development Plans.
Other minor comments will be considered at post adoption stage.
Question 6/ 6A
Suggestions to make minor changes in relation to national documents, ancient
woodland etc. will be considered at post adoption stage. The comments in respect of
Cupar North raise concern. Any mitigation to potential environmental effects is set
out in the Environmental Report (and the Environmental Report relating to the
adopted Fife Local Plan).
Question 7
Perth & Kinross Council welcomes the support and specific agreement with the use
of the multi-functional green network as a mitigation measure for several effects.
Suggestions were made for minor changes, which will be considered at post adoption
stage. Policy on flooding within the Proposed Plan has been prepared with SEPA
and addresses the comment made.
Question 8/ 8A
TAYplan undertook work in 2010 on a Greenhouse Gas Regional Inventory which
has informed policy work. The Proposed Plan addresses the comments in relation to
recreation and sport. TAYplan has worked with SportScotland and other Key
Agencies on the policies. Other minor comments will be considered at post adoption
stage.
Question 9/ 9A
Perth & Kinross Council welcomes the supporting comments from the Consultation
Authorities and confirmation that they are generally content with the assessment
approach and its findings.
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