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The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in the James Clerk Maxwell Room (CR4).
 
1. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether to

take items 3, 4 and 5 in private, and whether to consider its work programme, in
private, at a future meeting. 

 
2. Flexibility and Autonomy of Local Government: The  Committee  will  take

evidence from—
 

Councillor Mac Roberts, Leader of the Scottish Conservative Group, Perth
and Kinross Council;
 
Councillor Steve Burgess, Convenor, Scottish Green Party Group, City of
Edinburgh Council;
 
Councillor Susan Aitken, Leader of Glasgow Scottish National Party,
Glasgow City Council;
 
Councillor Peter McNamara, Leader of North Ayrshire Scottish Labour
Party, North Ayrshire Council.
 

3. Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland: The Committee will consider a
response from the Scottish Government to its report.

 
4. Draft Third National Planning Framework (NPF3) and Review Scottish

Planning Policy (SPP): The Committee will consider a response from the
Scottish Government to its report. 

 
5. Forthcoming legislation: The Committee will consider its approach to

forthcoming legislation. 
 
6. Flexibility and Autonomy of Local Government (in private): The Committee

will consider the evidence received as well as its approach to its draft report. 
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SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND 

REGENERATION COMMITTEE REPORT ON THE DELIVERY OF REGENERATION IN 

SCOTLAND 

 

 

Introduction 

 

The Scottish Government appreciates the focus that the Local Government & Regeneration 

Committee has given to regeneration through its 12 month inquiry into ‘the best practice and 

limitations in relation to the Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland’ and welcomes many key 

recommendations in its report. 

 

The launch headline - ‘regeneration not delivering for our most deprived communities’ – is 

stark and reflective of the historical position, but, on our reading, the report in fact provides a 

broad endorsement of the positive nature of what we are trying to do through the 

Regeneration Strategy, (the Strategy) launched in December 2011.  As the Committee 

indicates (for example at para 188) the reality is that sustained effort is needed if all of 

Scotland is to flourish in line with the Government’s purpose.    

 

The Government recognised that the changing landscape meant that previous approaches 

needed to evolve to ensure that different interventions are as effective as they can be and 

work well together. That was behind the Discussion Paper, ‘Building a Sustainable Future’, 

which preceded the launch of the Strategy.  Now, two years on, it is good to have the 

Committee’s assessment of progress, drawing on the very extensive evidence it gathered. 

 

Based on that evidence, we are glad to hear that people no longer think of regeneration 

simply in terms of physical redevelopment.  ‘Many stakeholders and communities across 

Scotland share our clear understanding that physical, social and economic considerations 

are integral to, and interdependent with, the policy of regeneration as defined today’ (para 

22).   That is the change that we want to see (para 37 in the Strategy).    

 

The Committee deliberately focused on the community-led angle of regeneration since we 

had said that ‘support for community-led regeneration is at the heart of the Scottish 

Government’s Regeneration Strategy’ (para 3).   We are strongly committed to this approach 

while recognising that for communities to be able to undertake this, much needs to be in 

place from partner organisations.  We are pleased to see that ‘there was a sense from all 

stakeholders that the Strategy has rightly placed a new focus upon community participation 
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and ownership’ (para 136) and we accept that more needs to be done if people living and 

working in communities across the country are consistently to have a real say on what 

happens.    In its press release accompanying the Report, the Committee reports that its 

evidence shows that regeneration can only be truly and long lastingly effective if ‘done by 

people’.  Its overall conclusion is that regeneration must involve the people in the 

communities from design to delivery, as set out in the foreword to the report.  We agree. 

 

We are clear that the main input must be local.  This Government puts a strong emphasis  

on  ‘local’ and funding for local regeneration is provided by central government to local 

authorities within the general local government settlement.  We noted with interest that the 

Committee ‘heard much positive evidence of local authorities aligning their activities to 

support a step change in the approach to community planning, with a clear and real focus on 

better partnership working, joined-up integrated services, community ownership, 

empowerment and participation’ (para 153).  What we as central government are doing is to 

target resources to show approaches that can drive change, encourage working in 

partnership and make a difference to behaviours locally.    

 

Regeneration activity must focus on outcomes, and we note that the Committee 

‘wholeheartedly agrees with the Strategy’s focus on outcomes’ (para 121).     

 

In our view, regeneration activity must: 

  

• put communities first, effectively involving local residents in the regeneration process 

and empowering communities 

• address the physical, social and economic needs of communities 

• have a long-term vision and focus on the safety and quality of places 

• take account of the specific function of communities and integrate regeneration 

initiatives into wider economic strategies  

• make tailored interventions to link economic opportunity, address worklessness and 

deliver sustainable quality employment 

• be supported by simpler and aligned funding streams and maximise the impact from 

mainstream resource  

• have local leadership with clear accountability and effective use of partnership 

working, involving the private sector, both in investment and in shaping ideas and 

development. 
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Some interventions are larger scale, and may not be community-led, in the sense that we 

and the committee use that phrase (para 145).   Even then, there should be a strong 

emphasis on community participation, evidence for which is one of the key criteria for 

awards from the Regeneration Capital Grant Fund (RCGF), and community involvement, 

with community benefit clauses being introduced to private sector contracts awarded through 

(Scottish Partnership for Regeneration in Urban Centres) (SPRUCE). 

 

Our approach is to: 

• work across Government and with local government to integrate and embed the 

regeneration message and outcomes in wider policy 

• provide targeted funding to support change 

• take action to help revitalise Scotland’s town centres  

• keep up the renewed focus on community led regeneration, supporting people in 

disadvantaged communities to take action themselves 

• facilitate and develop partnerships to deliver change in disadvantaged communities 

 

The Committee has hit upon a key tension in framing its recommendations: national as 

against local control and influence on regeneration. The Scottish Government has a key role 

in setting the vision and strategic direction for regeneration in Scotland, providing an 

overarching framework for delivery and helping put in place the right conditions for 

implementation, driving forward change and evaluation.  It is the role of local authorities, 

Community Planning Partnerships and others to ensure that local delivery organisations are 

putting appropriate solutions in place and that they have the right skills, capacity and 

knowledge to deliver.  Sustainable communities will only be achieved when communities 

themselves play a part in delivering that change and as a Government we facilitate 

engagement between local partners throughout the wider public, private and community 

sectors to promote community-led regeneration.   

 

We accept that there needs to be a focus of effort and strategic approach across all public 

policy areas.   We also agree with the importance of sharing and promoting best practice, 

and that there should be a measure of general oversight.  However we do not accept the 

Committee’s finding that there is ‘a key role for the Scottish Government in ensuring central 

responsibility for … co-ordination of regeneration activity’ (launch press release), and the 

comment that ‘nobody seems responsible for … co-ordination of activity…and determination 

of impact across Scotland as a whole’ (Executive summary para 10) seems to us misplaced.    

What truly matters here are local outcomes and sustainable local communities.  Community 

planning is key to the delivery of the regeneration vision (R 208) and we believe that 
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successful outcomes will be influenced more by ‘walking the walk’ than ‘talking the talk’ (para 

158), echoing the comment from the Committee’s Renfrewshire evidence about ‘business as 

usual, on a day-to-day basis, and not […] set-piece events. That is how community planning 

at the local level will begin to grow and be more effective than it is at present.’ (para 154)   

 

We want to acknowledge, as the Committee does throughout its report, that community- led 

regeneration takes commitment and effort, and we too learn a great deal from meeting 

people across Scotland who are working to regenerate their communities (para 17).  

Recognising the Committee’s encouragement to ‘everyone involved in regeneration to note 

and act upon the committee’s observation that all partners are not placing enough emphasis 

on true community participation, particularly at the design stage; and must place the 

community at the heart of decision making and involvement throughout (in the foreword to 

the Report)’, we intend to share the Committee’s report, and our response, for example with 

Location Directors (para 199). Some of the Committee’s recommendations (such as those 

about community officer posts, and the use of school buildings), (R 344 and R 341) will also 

be more appropriately addressed at local level. 

 

We have now put in place all the components under the Regeneration Strategy.   SPRUCE, 

a new regeneration loan fund , combining Scottish Government and European money, was 

established in December 2011 and has made its first four investments. The People and 

Communities Grant Fund made its first awards in May 2012 and has now given support to 

135 projects.  The combined Scottish Government/COSLA Regeneration Capital Grant Fund 

has never been done before.  The first awards from this were announced in November 2013.   

The Town Centre Action Plan was launched in November 2013.   The Strengthening 

Communities Programme was launched in April 2014.     

 

Our focus has been on getting these initiatives established.   The last two, in particular, 

involve very close working across various areas of central government and beyond.   The 

staff in the Scottish Government ‘Regeneration Unit’ spend a significant proportion of their 

time out and about around Scotland building connections as we seek to extend the 

messages about preventative and asset based approaches, partnership working, and 

community led regeneration, in other words to ‘embed’ or ‘mainstream’ these at both a 

national and local level (Executive Summary para 4). 

 

Monitoring and evaluation is important and it will take time for results to emerge.   Very often 

these results will not be clear cut.  We all recognise the challenge of measuring success in 

this area and in particular of attributing specific outcomes to specific inputs, whether that be 
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particular funding or strategic interventions or a partnership working approach.  But we are 

committed, not only to supporting best practice in regeneration activities through the grant of 

central government money, but also to helping showcase the good work that is done, and to 

drawing out the evidence through our monitoring and evaluation framework.     

 

We now turn to the broad narrative of the Committee’s recommendations based on the 

structure of both the main report and the Executive Summary: 

 

 Strategy and Policy 

 Regeneration Funded Programmes 

 Learning and Reporting 

 Community Planning and the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill 

 Procurement, the EU and State Aid. 
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Committee recommendations 

 

Strategy and Policy 

 

We are clear that regeneration is ‘as much about people as place’, as the Minister said when 

appearing before the Committee. This message is reinforced throughout the Regeneration 

Strategy and through our approach to community led regeneration, and though we do not 

intend to revise the strategy as such, we will continue to stress the importance of this 

message for delivery. R 205 

 

Regeneration,  if not always badged as such, is at the heart of government policy as set out 

in the Government Economic Strategy. This recognises the unique contribution that every 

part of Scotland can make, based on the distinct characteristics and strengths of an area 

and its local community.   The Committee agrees that regeneration outcomes are not unique 

to regeneration policy. Regeneration contributes directly and indirectly to the National 

Performance Framework, and with a range of other core policy areas working to achieve the 

same outcomes depending on their relevance to local circumstances.  The Scottish 

Government remains committed to pursuing a transformative cross-sector programme of 

public service reform to improve outcomes for people and tackle the inequalities that persist 

in society. 

 

Regeneration outcomes can be achieved through mainstream budgets such as health, 

education and justice and staff in the Regeneration Unit actively engage with colleagues 

from a wide range of policy areas across government such as Building Safer Communities, 

Employability and the Central Scotland Green Network.  One of the newer arrangements, 

overseen by the Minister for Local Government and Planning, monitors progress on delivery 

of the actions outlined in the Town Centre Action Plan published in November 2013.  This 

links colleagues from digital to third sector to transport to planning and more, to ensure we 

make these cross-cutting connections, develop a unified approach to town centre 

regeneration, and have effective engagement with external partners within the wider public, 

private and community sectors.  R 206 

 

It is doubtful whether any exercise designed to put a figure on what other budgets contribute 

to the regeneration agenda could ever produce a useful or definitive figure that could be 

relied upon, especially when much regeneration activity is funded by local authorities 

through the local government settlement. We believe that time and effort could be more 

usefully focussed on actually delivering regeneration activity for communities on the ground, 
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and therefore do not intend to undertake a mapping exercise of the type that the Committee 

recommends. R 212 

 

In response to the Committee’s request last year, the Scottish Government website now 

includes a ‘community funds’ gateway listing central government funds that can be accessed 

by community organisations with regeneration projects. This also has links to other sites 

such as the Big Lottery, Sportscotland and the Central Scotland Green Network 

Development Fund and to the SCVO website which is currently being updated to provide 

better details of funding opportunities for communities.  A first port of call for community 

groups seeking funding can be their local authority and we are pleased to see some 

excellent local authority funding websites, for example Dundee City Council’s, which provide 

the kind of signposting for community groups that the Committee seeks.  While we will 

ensure that the list of central government funds on our website is maintained, we do not 

therefore intend to devote resource to creating an extended funding information portal.   

R 340 

 

We appreciate what the Committee says about the importance of longer term funding, 

however, regeneration funding is subject to the standard cyclical budget review processes 

that are overseen by the Parliament. R 213 

 

We note the Committee’s observations about the roles of various groups within government.    

We will seek to strengthen the scrutiny and accountability for Community Planning 

Partnerships in monitoring their contribution and delivery of the Strategy outcomes.  With the 

various regeneration programmes and initiatives in place, we will also now review more 

broadly our oversight arrangements in relation to the Strategy outcomes and ensure these 

are fit for purpose, though, given the points we make in the introduction about the balance of 

national and local, we do not intend to develop a national co-ordination role.  We will, 

however, continue to work with colleagues pulling together the different strands of related 

policies at a national level so that regeneration does not stand alone but is an integral 

consideration across a wider range of connected strategies and policies.  R 207, R 481   
 
The Regeneration Strategy (Annex B) sets out clearly defined roles and responsibilities for 

government and partners in the delivery of the regeneration vision. In order to ensure that 

the vision is being delivered locally, we encourage local authorities to take account of 

national policies and strategies and implement them at a local level.  Local authorities are 

well placed to link economic opportunity and need and ensure that the resources they have 

are directed by the genuine needs of local people.  There are a number of other partners 
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who help deliver regeneration initiatives at a local level.  The Regeneration Unit work with 

these partners to influence and embed national outcomes at a local level.  
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Regeneration funded programmes  

 

Local delivery is vital to tackle disadvantage and achieve the outcomes that are required in 

Scotland’s communities.  We have always understood that local authorities and Community 

Planning Partnerships are best placed to co-ordinate both economic development and 

regeneration activity as they understand local needs.  For this reason, whilst we do have 

specific funds which we ensure are directed specifically to disadvantaged areas, such as the 

European Structural Fund etc. in addition to regeneration funding streams, we consider that 

we have struck the right balance in the way we are allocating public expenditure, with the 

majority of funds forming part of the local government settlement.  R 211  

 

As regards those funds allocated to support regeneration specifically, we welcome the 

Committee support for a holistic approach; that funding should be available across the piece 

to support physical, economic and social activities.   The Regeneration Strategy set out how, 

in addition to the transfer of funds to local authorities through the local government 

settlement, we had brought together key funding streams to focus activity on the priority 

outcomes required to deliver successful regeneration.  

 

The Regeneration Investment Fund – comprising a Capital Investment Fund (£25m p.a.) and 

the People and Communities Fund (PCF) (£7.9m p.a.) – does just that, with a strong focus 

throughout on community involvement in regeneration projects.  For example, although the 

Regeneration Capital Grant Fund (RCGF) supports capital projects, all of the 22 successful 

projects have a focus on community engagement and will drive greater community 

participation. In terms of focussing funding, whose importance the Committee has flagged, 

this fund primarily supports areas which are addressing high levels of deprivation and 

disadvantage and these projects will provide much needed employment and training 

opportunities.      

 

Within the overarching PCF, The People and Communities Grant Fund  (PCGF) (at least 

£6m p.a.) has a clear focus on community led regeneration, supporting community anchor 

organisations to progress within communities.   We agree that flexibility should be retained 

for communities to deliver regeneration activities and outcomes as they see fit.  R 216,  

R 335 

 

Housing Associations, like other community anchors, can play a pivotal role here, often 

acting on behalf of a range of local projects to secure funding and being agents of change. 

They have a continuing and necessary role in many local communities across Scotland and 
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we welcome the Committee’s recognition of this wider role. We would encourage local 

partners to work with their local Housing Association and other community anchors in all 

aspects of their work, to provide a more joined up approach and better support local 

community outcomes. A Housing Association is often the local organisation with the greatest 

capacity to take the lead in this way. Many Housing Associations have diversified beyond 

their core landlord role, to address the wider issues in their local communities and we are in 

regular contact with the Scottish Federation of Housing Associations, Glasgow and West of 

Scotland Forum of Housing Associations and individual Housing Associations about their 

wider role in helping to develop sustainable neighbourhoods.  We will continue to discuss 

with them how they may wish to use their resources and skills for the benefit of their local 

communities. There are a great variety of Registered Social Landlords and we do not intend 

to remove their eligibility for PCGF funding.   R 218, R 337, R 492 

 

The emphasis on employability and preventative action projects within the PCGF has been 

well received by community organisations to date, but as the Committee suggests we will 

take a look at the current criteria for the fund to be sure they remain fit for purpose.  R 216,  

R 217 

 

We agree that the fund has been very successful and we are pleased with the initial results. 

For example, the Rosewell Development Trust is running a training and employability 

programme in Midlothian.  Thus far they have provided 75 part-time training opportunities 

and 100 part time volunteering opportunities.   90 local people have benefitted from 

employability advice and support.   Irvine Housing Association are providing  an overarching 

support service for people living in the most deprived areas of North Ayrshire, East Ayrshire 

and Dumfries & Galloway.  Thus far, 26 people have moved into employment, 24 into 

training and 6 into volunteering placements. 

 

By investing in a £10m charitable bond in 2013-14, we managed to generate £1.4m to invest 

in additional  projects. We have also increased the total People and Communities Fund 

budget by £1.5m in 2015-16 to £9.4m and we are continuing to seek ways to increase it 

further.    

 

As well as the money distributed through the People and Communities Grant Fund, the 

wider PCF fund supports the Development Trusts Association Scotland (DTAS)  to deliver 

the Community Ownership Support Service, the work of Coalfields Regeneration Trust and 

the Strengthening Communities Programme. R 214, R 215, R 475 
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The Minister officially launched the Strengthening Communities Programme on 1st April. 

This programme has been developed to 

• support emerging community groups, with a focus on communities suffering 

disadvantage and inequality, and 

• provide direct investment in community organisations that have the highest 

potential to become increasingly sustainable community anchor organisations 

 complement the work of the PCGF. 

 

Through this collaborative programme, which we are delivering in partnership with Highlands 

and Islands Enterprise, DTAS and the Scottish Community Development Centre, we expect 

to provide support to around 150 community organisations. Funding for this programme is 

from regeneration, third sector and rural communities budgets.  

 

Just as the third sector has a vital role to play in regeneration so does the private sector.  For 

example, the £50m Jessica/SPRUCE Fund, has now provided £30.6m of support for four 

projects which have a variety of private sector developers as partners. We have been 

successful in encouraging the private sector to deliver community benefits as part of these 

contracts. Appropriate clauses are now included in all investment agreements which ensure 

that local communities benefit not only by seeing new infrastructure being delivered in their 

area, but also by employment and training opportunities.  Combined, these four SPRUCE 

projects will support over 1000 jobs during the construction phase. We are not aware of 

similar community benefits agreements in other private sector investments. They are an 

example of how a supportive public sector can encourage a dynamic private sector with a 

community perspective.  R 338 

 

Again in terms of focussing funding, in order be eligible for SPRUCE funding the projects 

must lie within the 13 local authorities identified as suffering most disadvantage in the ERDF 

programme area.  It can provide support for a variety of projects including :  

 development, refurbishment and enhancement of locally based training/learning 

and e-skills centres  

 increased local access to ICT facilities within communities to improve skills of local 

people seeking to re-enter the labour market and increasing access to web based 

public services 

 development and refurbishment of existing facilities and workspace (especially 

those that employ “green design” principles)  
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 conversion and adaption of industrial sites and business centres/facilities that offer 

employment or training opportunities to people living in targeted areas (especially 

those that employ “green design” principles) 

 energy production from renewable energy and low carbon technologies in 

response to local energy needs, such as co-generation and distribution energy 

systems (e.g. district heating and Combined Heat and Power projects). 

 

A key benefit of this innovative fund is that when the loans are repaid the returns can be 

recycled into additional projects in deprived areas.  R 213 

 

Private sector developers are also contributing to a number of RCGF projects such as that at 

the Baltic Mill in Arbroath. The focus of the project is to refurbish and convert an empty, 

Grade A listed Victorian mill site in a high profile and pivotal central location in Arbroath, 

which is in the lowest 15% of the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation data zones. The local 

community listed the historic site as iconic for Arbroath and supported the development plan 

during consultations. The redeveloped estate will provide a multi-functional community 

space, nursery, a retail/ commercial unit as well as business start-up units and affordable 

flats. Angus Council are working alongside private sector investors who will be providing the 

majority of the funding – more than £3m. 

 

We continue to develop relationships with bodies such as the Scottish Futures Trust (who 

have a place on the RCGF independent panel) as well as other relevant policy areas in 

Scottish Government. Working through others already in partnership with the private sector 

can bring dividends as we are able to bolster regeneration activity such as through the work 

of Scottish Canals and the Urban Regeneration Companies (URCs) whose success is based 

on uniting public and private sector partners. R 339 

 

As the Committee states, “the level of market failure in regeneration areas is of such scope 

and scale that there is a need for commitment from the public purse. Addressing market 

failure in respective URC areas is a long-term process that aims to build interest from the 

private sector“ (para 305). “With the banking crisis this strategy, albeit still credible, is 

inevitably slowed and delayed, although the social and economic needs remain” (para 308).     

We agree that each URC business plan has been impacted by the severe economic 

recession regardless of what its original aims were.  The impact on both business and 

housing markets has presented significant difficulties for the URCs. However, it is doubtful if 

even that reduced level of activity would have taken place in their absence.  URCs have a 

made a difference to their communities and are continuing to do so. We note that the 
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Committee Convenor, commented in March 2014 in respect of one such URC that “The 

amount of community participation with Clyde Gateway seems to be very high and it is a 

URC which is delivering. The people you talk to there felt included and their opinions have 

led some changes in the strategy of what was actually going on in the area. That's a very 

good example of where participation of the community can have a major effect." 
  
The URC model of intervention, as the Committee accepts, was always seen as a long term 

investment - 10, 20 years or more. Once those operational plans have been delivered and 

time allowed for the impact of that investment to take place, we will be able to judge their 

impact.  In the meantime, however, there is early evidence of their potential successes. 

There are many good examples of projects which have been inspired by and/or had the 

support of the local community. For example, in Clyde Gateway, they have completed the 

redevelopment of the Olympia Theatre and undertaken works to restore the ‘Bridgeton 

Umbrella’ at Bridgeton Cross. Irvine Bay URC provided support for the award winning 

Pennyburn Regeneration Youth Development Enterprise (PRYDE) project, involving the 

conversion of a former pub within one of Kilwinning’s most deprived communities into a new 

community and youth training hub. They also supported a group of people from a diverse 

range of Black and Ethnic Minority communities in North Ayrshire to establish the AMEC 

Centre, a facility where they could access culturally appropriate information and advice 

services. This project has helped promote integration and delivers a range of services to 

over 100 people each week. Riverside Inverclyde URC are providing assistance to The 

Broomhill Tenants & Residents’ Action Group, who approached the URC with positive views 

on the potential regeneration of their area within Greenock – one of its most disadvantaged 

communities. A  detailed dialogue with this group is continuing to jointly develop an Area 

Renewal plan. R 309 

 

The Committee recommends that we carry out a review of the URCs, including their 

governance, aims and funding. However, the URCs are independent bodies set up to deal 

with the issues arising in their own areas, based on local knowledge and with local 

community input. They consult a wide variety of stakeholders including local groups on the 

development and delivery of their operational plans and in the circumstances, it would be 

inappropriate to intervene in that process given our role as a strategic enabler and funder, 

and supporting change at a local level rather than leading that change.   R 483 

 

The governance arrangements for each URC allows for a review process and the three 

URCs that continue to receive support from the Scottish Government have all undertaken a 

review in the last three years, taking into account the changed economic climate. The 
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responsibility for delivery of their day to day business plans lie with their respective Boards, 

with the main public sector partners being Scottish Enterprise and their respective local 

authorities.   

 

As regards establishing an appropriate level of funding for URCs, from 2014-15, save for a 

level of core government funding, the URCs will only receive funding on a project by project 

basis. They are able to apply for a range of funds, including the RCGFand a number of their 

projects have been successful in receiving support.  The funding provided to the URCs was 

always intended as pump priming, on the basis that they would move to be self-sustaining in 

the medium to longer term.  That process is now in train.   

 

In addition, the Committee suggests that the URCs consider what might be the final 

disposition of their assets once their business plans have been completed.  We have already 

asked all of the URCs to consider their legacy planning arrangements and a number of these 

are already starting to be implemented. Clydebank Rebuilt is one such example.  R 484 

 

All but one of the URCs are charitable organisations. The rules governing such organisations 

and Scottish Government grant conditions ensure that they are required to pass on their 

assets to another such organisation with similar objectives should they cease to exist. This 

could include a properly constituted community group.    

 

The Committee has made some suggestions around the monitoring of URCs.  They are all 

working in very different environments with differing priorities as decided by their 

independent Boards. Whilst shared targets might seem the way forward, we believe it would 

be inappropriate for government to interfere in that process.  They do already have an 

agreed monitoring format and provide a detailed report on their expenditure relating to their 

government grant every year.  We are happy to agree to have further discussions with them 

to refine that format.  In this way they report on their contribution to the 16 national 

outcomes.  R 482  
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Learning and Reporting 

 

On the broader question of monitoring the outcomes of the Regeneration Strategy, as the 

Committee mentions, we have developed a monitoring and evaluation framework which will 

report on the progress of delivering on the Strategy on an annual basis.   In line with this 

framework we will publish the first summary report on regeneration data and indicators in the 

autumn.   As regeneration initiatives embed, and as data from local authorities via Single 

Outcome Agreements becomes available, we will be able to build on our first report to 

provide more information on regeneration outcomes.  

 

The framework utilises existing data collected by national and local government which is 

updated on an annual basis to set the context in which the strategy operates. 

 

Specific strategy activity will also be monitored annually as the Scottish Government 

recognises the need for regeneration projects and initiatives to be given time to effect 

change and report on outcomes achieved.  We are pleased that the Committee accept this 

premise in their recommendation that we report biennially on progress, though we expect 

that sufficient progress can be made in certain projects for annual reports to be informative.   

R 479 

 

An example of specific monitoring concerns GoWell.  The Scottish Government 

commissioned the GoWell partner organisations to extend the programme into the East End 

of Glasgow. The study will look at the contribution of the Games to the communities most 

immediately affected by the Games. The main Games stadiums are included in this study 

area, as is the Athletes’ village.  

 

This study will identify changes in physical activity and wellbeing, perceptions and 

experiences of neighbourhood and housing, experience and outcomes of employment, 

learning and volunteering, engagement with legacy programmes, and support for, and 

engagement with, the Games themselves. One of the main benefits of building on the 

GoWell programme is the scope for comparability with other regeneration areas in Glasgow. 

This will allow examination of the potential ‘Games effect’ and help address the question of 

‘additionality’ of the scale and pace of regeneration in Glasgow’s East End, if the 

regeneration effects are positive. GoWell have already conducted the first survey wave of 

this study in 2012, with two further waves due to take place after the Games have finished in 

2014, and in 2016. 
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Another specific example, also involving GoWell, concerns the Transformational 

Regeneration Areas (TRAs) in Glasgow. They represent some of the most deprived 

communities in Scotland, requiring a coordinated, comprehensive regeneration approach 

going beyond physical improvements and tackling the fundamental reasons for their decline 

such as housing, health, economic and educational inequalities. These are long term 

projects with a 10 to 20 year life span. To date, four of the eight TRAs have been activated.  

The Scottish Government is working with GoWell in the development of an outcomes/ 

performance framework for the TRAs. In setting out the vision and outcomes a shared 

understanding of what needs to be achieved with communities across the TRA programme 

will be clearly established and articulated. It is anticipated that information drawn from 

GoWell will feed into the performance measurement of the individual TRAs. This connection 

with GoWell will enable a more comprehensive picture of the impact of regeneration activity 

across TRAs. 

 

The Committee also has a specific interest in the outcomes of the Jessica/SPRUCE fund.  

The fund is managed by an independent fund manager - Amber - which is required to 

comply with the terms of the three year Investment Strategy, approved by the Jessica 

Investment Board (the Board), that sets out the economic and social outcomes expected 

from investments.  Implementation is monitored on a quarterly basis by the Board. We will 

report regularly on the outcomes of these investments alongside other regeneration 

outcomes and on specific investments once in place. R 532 

 

We will be considering how to highlight further regeneration activity and outcomes.   We 

provide financial support for the annual national SURF Awards for Best Practice in 

Community Regeneration. These recognise and reward best practice and innovation in 

community regeneration, promote best practice across Scotland and highlight how 

regeneration projects can improve the wellbeing of individuals and communities. We also 

support various community organisations such as Development Trusts Association Scotland, 

Scottish Communities Alliance and Community Development Alliance Scotland in their role 

to promote good practice.   We will look at whether we can do more to signpost their work 

through the Scottish Government website as we recognise more could be done to show 

case examples and promote best practice. R 477 
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Community Planning and the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill 

 

The Scottish Government echoes the conclusion of the Committee (para 191) that effective 

public service reform is essential to the successful delivery of the regeneration strategy.  We 

welcome the Committee’s commendation of community planning as the main vehicle for 

delivering regeneration, and its recognition of the significant moves being made by local 

partners to deliver public service reform (para 460). 

 

As the Committee knows, the Scottish Government and COSLA are committed to 

strengthening community planning so it drives public service reform in line with the clear 

vision in our shared Statement of Ambition (March 2012).   

 

New Single Outcome Agreements (SOAs), produced in 2013, provide a focus for Community 

Planning Partnerships’ (CPPs) efforts.  More than ever before, the latest SOAs provide a 

clear ‘plan for place’, with an emphasis on prevention activity around shared local priority 

needs, including on six policy priorities set out in SOA guidance (December 2012).  Each of 

these policy priorities (economic recovery and growth; employment; early years; safer and 

stronger communities and reducing offending; health inequalities and physical activity; 

outcomes for older people) are relevant to efforts to promote regeneration. 

 

We and CPPs recognise that these agreements need to be matched by improvements in 

practice.  As a result, each CPP agreed a series of development priorities to drive ongoing 

progress, as part of the quality assurance process for these latest SOAs, and is now 

addressing these priorities.  The National Community Planning Group (NCPG) intends to ask 

each CPP to report on progress against their Development Plan as part of their annual 

reporting for 2013-14. 

 

We welcome the Committee’s support for proposals to strengthen community planning in the 

forthcoming Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill.  The proposals set out in the recent 

draft Bill consultation document attracted broad support from respondents.  These included 

amending the legislative basis for community planning to place stronger emphasis on the 

purpose of delivering better local outcomes; placing clear duties on partner bodies to support 

CPPs on this purpose; making these bodies accountable for how they fulfil these duties 

under their existing formal lines of accountability; and requiring CPPs to report to their local 

communities on their progress in delivering better local outcomes.  We look forward to 

working with the Committee on the detail of the provisions in due course.  R 486, R 487,  

R 490 
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A number of the Committee’s recommendations refer to the role of the NCPG.  It has based 

its current work programme around a number of development priorities for community 

planning it has identified from CPPs’ development plans, and the first series of CPP audit 

reports published by the Accounts Commission and Auditor General in March 2013.  These 

themes include prevention (including tackling inequalities); governance and accountability, 

and the role of the third sector in supporting community engagement and co-production 

(consistent with the Committee’s recommendation - R 478).  Each of these contributes in 

some way, either directly or indirectly, to how CPPs pursue regeneration as well as other 

priority outcomes locally.   

 

Another priority for the NCPG is joint resourcing, to stimulate progress by CPPs in 

implementing the expectations of the Agreement on Joint Working on Community Planning 

and Resourcing.  These expectations require community planning partners to share budget 

and resource planning assumptions with each other at an early stage, and work together 

through CPPs to deploy resources towards the jointly agreed priorities in their SOA.  With 

these expectations in place which apply to all local priority outcomes, as we indicated earlier, 

it is not clear to us what added benefit would be achieved through the Committee’s 

recommendations about mapping and co-ordinating use of resources in relation to 

regeneration outcomes alone. R 212, R 491 

 

We note that the Committee makes recommendations which anticipate a specific role for the 

NCPG in monitoring progress by CPPs on regeneration outcomes (notably R 208, R 344,    

R 480 and R 481).  We do not consider this an appropriate role for the NCPG.  CPPs are 

accountable to their local communities for the progress they make in improving local 

outcomes, not to the NCPG.  As the Committee’s report states (at para 195), “regeneration 

is not a defined activity, there is no “one size fits all” approach to tackling deprivation and 

inequality”.  So we consider it appropriate that accountability for monitoring progress in a 

CPP area should be a led at a local level, where understanding of local circumstances and 

priorities for local regeneration activity is strongest. 

 

We are also working to encourage and establish processes to mainline and roll out best 

practice (para 477) which includes the establishment of What Works Scotland, a centre 

which from June 2014 will play an important role in evaluating evidence from emerging 

approaches to public service delivery and reform in Scotland.   
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The Committee expressed an interest in progress with the Achieving Change Programme. 

We explored the development of this programme to promote local public service reform in 

our most disadvantaged communities with an emphasis on: taking an assets based 

approach; closer integration of services; better use of data to understand neighbourhoods; 

and involving local people more deeply in developing and delivering change.   We contacted 

a number of local authority areas where significant challenges exist in relation to 

concentrated multiple disadvantage to explore how they were tackling those challenges.  

This found a range of interesting and important work, for example, Edinburgh’s Total 

Neighbourhood approach in the east of the city, Dundee’s anti-poverty strategy, and East 

Ayrshire’s Vibrant Communities Service, all of which seek to adopt evidenced based best 

practice in delivering local neighbourhood regeneration.   Given this, and in line with the 

Scottish Government’s position that real and lasting change takes place at local level, it was 

clear that a separate programme inviting CPPs to submit proposals to the Scottish 

Government would not add value.  Colleagues from across Scotland were however 

interested in hearing about the different approaches being taken.  Each approach was at the 

early stages and so it was decided that an informal networking meeting would be 

appropriate.  We therefore arranged for people from across the country to come together in 

April 2013 to share their existing practice and to help people establish their own networks.   

R 476  

 

Hearing from local delivery partners in this way has shaped thinking on our approach to 

sharing learning in the broader sphere of public service reform and community planning.  We 

are now developing a conference to be held in June 2014 to highlight good examples of 

local work that exemplifies the principles that were to underpin the Achieving Change 

Programme.  A number of the people who were originally contacted about the programme 

have been approached to present at the conference.  

 

As regards community empowerment more broadly, we share the belief of the Committee 

that strengthening the role of communities in the determination, design and delivery of public 

services can significantly contribute to public service reform and delivering regeneration.   

We welcome the Committee’s support for proposals in the forthcoming Community 

Empowerment (Scotland) Bill, and look forward to working with it on the detail of the 

provisions in due course.  R 209, R 489 
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Procurement, the EU and State Aid 

 

Turning to the Committee’s comments about procurement, we welcome its view that 

procurement can act as a mechanism to support community regeneration. The £9 billion 

spend referred to in the Committee report describes the aggregated spend across the entire 

Scottish public sector and as such cannot be artificially manipulated to direct spend to the 

most disadvantaged areas. Responsibility for this expenditure, including local budget 

priorities, rests with Scotland’s public bodies. R 346 

 

The Procurement Reform Programme provides a focus for public sector procurement activity 

in Scotland. It aims to accelerate the pace of change and the delivery of benefits, including 

those which will support and embed initiatives into ‘business as usual’. 

 

The Procurement Reform (Scotland) Bill, now progressing to stage 3 in the Parliament, 

proposes to introduce a sustainable procurement duty. This will require contracting local 

authorities to consider how a procurement exercise can improve the economic, social, and 

environmental wellbeing of that local authority’s area, to facilitate the involvement of SMEs, 

third sector bodies and supported businesses (establishments where the majority of workers 

are people with a disability) and to promote innovation. The Bill also proposes a general duty 

on contracting authorities to treat those bidding for public contracts equally and without 

discrimination and to act in a transparent and proportionate manner. 

 

We accept that a more open and transparent procurement process will make it easier for a 

wider range of groups to access public contracts. Public Contracts Scotland (PCS) was 

launched in July 2008 to provide businesses with easy access to contract opportunities.  

Over 400 public bodies are now placing their contract opportunities on PCS in a standard 

format and over 60,000 suppliers are now registered. Standardised and simplified 

procurement guidance has been published in The Procurement Journey to facilitate best 

practice and consistency across the public sector proportionate to the value or risk of 

procurements and to help manage the expectations of stakeholders, customers and 

suppliers alike.  R 347 

 

In February this year, European Ministers adopted three new EU procurement Directives 

which will replace the existing legal framework on public procurement. Their aim is to ensure 

that public purchases are made in the most rational, transparent and fair manner and to 

simplify and reduce the length of the procurement process.  These measures support access 

to public contracts by SMEs, enable a sustainable approach to the delivery of public services 
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and reduce the bureaucracy of public procurement procedures.  With the final version of the 

text of the new Directives now published, Member States will have two years to transpose 

them into national law.   R 347 

 

We are pleased to see the committee’s support for the SLAED and Improvement Services 

Supplier Development Programme (SDP). The SDP provides training to SMEs and Third 

Sector organisations to assist them in bidding for public contracts, with current membership 

extending to 25 Local Authorities.  We are working in partnership with the SDP's board to 

deliver a transition plan that will establish the SDP with a national footprint, integrated with 

regional planning and delivering improved digital commerce capability to SMEs and third 

sector bodies.  R 348 

 

The Committee comments on a number of EU issues, particularly the difficulty for community 

groups to access EU funding.  Community groups have not had significant involvement in 

the current structural funds programmes to date. There are a number of reasons for this 

such as the level of audit burden which is imposed on applicants, which may be off-putting 

for  many community groups. Projects also need to be of sufficient value in order to make a 

strategic impact and community groups may not have projects of that scale. Both the 

Scottish Communities Alliance (SCA) and the Community Energy Scotland have been 

working very closely with Scottish Government to help shape the 2014-2020 Structural 

Funds Programmes.  

 

In addition, the Committee is concerned that the State Aid Rules are restrictive and that 

robust advice is necessary to prevent a negative impact on potential  regeneration projects. 

We already provide state aid advice to all public bodies, including local authorities in 

Scotland, as the rules cover all forms of economic activity regardless of the constitutional 

status of the beneficiary. The rules are currently being revised as part of the EC’s State Aid 

Modernisation initiative and we are updating our advice to all public funders as a result.  The 

State Aid Unit has a programme of awareness-raising activities to promote awareness of the 

new regulations and clarified guidance will be coming into force this year. This will ensure 

greater consistency of approach across the public sector.  R 537 

 

In the light of any advice provided, funding decisions can then be made within the terms of 

relevant body’s financial management framework and at the appropriate seniority level for 

the relevant decision.  R 534 
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Highlands and Islands Enterprise, who gave evidence to the Committee on this issue, are 

happy to publish their guidance on State Aid on their website. They work closely with the 

State Aid Unit on state aid matters and are happy to meet with the SCA and others. We note 

that the SCA made a number of suggestions to the Committee which it supports.  We 

confirm that the European Commission’s State Aid Modernisation initiative has widened the 

scope of activities that are caught by the State aid rules, but it is also true that public 

interventions in very localised activities, which do not distort intra-EU trade, are not caught 

by the rules. The State Aid Unit is reviewing its advice to public funders to reflect the 

Commission’s State Aid Modernisation initiative.  R 535, R 536, R 538, R 539  
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Conclusion 

 

The Scottish Government is committed to supporting regeneration and development in our 

most deprived areas – this includes both urban and rural communities.   Our vision is a 

Scotland where our most disadvantaged communities are supported and where all places 

are sustainable and promote well-being.  This vision can only be delivered if regeneration is 

approached in an holistic way by addressing the economic, physical and social needs of our 

communities. These key elements cannot be delivered in isolation – each is connected and 

vital to success. Some communities face particular challenges and we are committed to 

helping ensure that the right conditions are in place to improve their wellbeing.   

 

The key regeneration outcome is sustainable communities: communities that are 

economically, socially and physically sustainable. The Regeneration Strategy gives the 

framework for local action to tackle area inequality, address market failure and create 

opportunities. We are providing targeted regeneration funding to support change, while 

recognising the importance of local decision making, and local authorities’ lead role in 

community planning and maximising the impact from their budgets.  We are working to 

ensure that our activity focuses on outcomes and to put communities first, involving local 

residents and empowering communities to take action themselves.  

 

Regeneration contributes to sustainable economic growth.We have pioneered innovative 

investment models. For example, our £10 million investment in a ground-breaking charitable 

bond initiative provides £8.6 million in loan funding for social housing development by a 

registered social landlord to build around 150 new affordable homes in 2014-15, as well as  

generating over £1 million of grant funding in 2013-14 to help community regeneration work 

through the popular PCGF. 

 

The PCGF supports robust community anchor organisations in deprived communities to 

deliver regeneration projects that meet the needs and aspirations of their communities.  This 

focus on community-led regeneration means that, so far, 135 projects are being supported 

with a funding commitment of £15.8 million  over 2012-2015.  

 

We are now beginning to deliver the Strengthening Communities Programme to build the 

capacity of community groups, with a focus on communities suffering disadvantage and 

inequality, and to provide direct investment in community anchor organisations that have the 

highest potential to become self-sustaining.  We expect over 150 organisations to receive 

support. 
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The £25 million per annum RCGF supports projects in disadvantaged communities that drive 

social and economic change and involve the local community. From the first round of 

applications, 22 projects will be supported across Scotland from 2014-15, ranging from a 

new commercial office complex in Ardrossan to a community hub in Burnfoot in Hawick and 

the Women’s Library in Glasgow.  

 

We continue to deliver the Vacant and Derelict Land Fund which is intended to stimulate 

economic growth and job creation and to promote environmental justice and improved 

quality of life.  Money from this fund encourages innovation in temporary and longer-term 

greening techniques for vacant and derelict land sites in five parts of Scotland - Glasgow, 

North Lanarkshire, South Lanarkshire, Dundee and Highland Councils - reflecting the extent 

of vacant and derelict land and levels of disadvantage in these areas.   Projects range from 

the remediation of two former municipal landfill sites in Inverness for the purpose of creating 

land which can be developed, to park space improved in North Lanarkshire, with £36 million 

being provided over four years. In the Glasgow City Council area the fund has improved 25 

hectares, to provide quality open space for the 2014 Commonwealth Games and up to 73 

residential plots for show-people relocated from Dalmarnock.   

 

The £50 million SPRUCE Fund helps develop social and economic infrastructure through 

levering in private sector investment in large-scale regeneration and development projects. 

Investments to date include workshop and office developments which support employment 

and community benefits. Its most recent investment of £9.6 million will progress a £200 

million multi-purpose development intended to create thousands of jobs in Edinburgh.   

 

We have developed a Town Centre Action Plan in response to the national review of town 

centres to support and promote local action to revitalise town centres, and we have awarded 

£2.75 million from the Town Centre Housing Fund to seven projects to test the barriers to 

and opportunities for town centre living. 

 

Regeneration covers a wide range of activity from land remediation, new build and 

renovation, housing and premises for businesses, to employability and skills programmes, all 

of which are underpinned by a supportive public sector.   

 

Regeneration is also about a sense of place – about creating attractive and vibrant 

communities where people want to live, work and invest.    
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Most of all, regeneration is about people themselves.  The best people to take decisions 

about their local area are the people who live and work in that local area. Nobody else 

knows as much about their priorities and challenges, and nobody else cares as much about 

getting those decisions right.   That is why we are particularly pleased that the Committee 

took so much care during this inquiry to engage with so many people, from localities across 

Scotland, including during its fact finding visits.    

 

Our on-going  challenge is to embed our approach to regeneration.  As we do so, it is with a 

clear strategic focus on how best to maximise the successful delivery of regeneration 

initiatives, facilitate and share learning, and promote continued integration of policies and 

strategies across government. All this will help support local partners achieve their 

regeneration needs.  This activity will be further enhanced by the forthcoming Community 

Empowerment (Scotland) Bill that will provide, for the first time in Scotland, legislative duties 

to ensure stronger emphasis for delivering outcomes for our most disadvantages 

communities.  With the framework of the Strategy in place, we are concentrating on delivery, 

and that involves concerted effort among many partners. 

 

End 
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9 May 2014 
 
Dear Conveners 
 
Proposed National Planning Framework 3 and Draft Scottish Planning Policy 
 
I write in response to the reports of each of your Committees on the above, published on 14 
March 2014.  Given the number of recommendations within the reports, and the complexity 
of some of the issues raised, the full response is provided as an Annex to this letter.   
 
As you will appreciate, some aspects of the policies are still being reviewed to take into 
account the comments we have received - it would be premature to set out the Scottish 
Government’s finalised position at this stage.  I have provided interim comments on these 
issues, but will write to you again, upon finalisation of the documents in June 2014, to set out 
how we have addressed issues raised by the Parliament. 
 
I have noted that concern has been expressed about ongoing consultations and evidence 
gathering overlapping with the 60 day period of Parliamentary consideration.  This is 
unavoidable, as these issues are continually evolving.  However, to address this concern 
and in the spirit of continuing transparency, I would be happy to return to the lead Committee 
following publication of the finalised documents, to explain the reasoning that led to our final 
position.   
 
NPF3 and SPP are cross-cutting documents, and so where issues fall within my Ministerial 
colleagues’ portfolio, the response takes account of their position.  I appreciate that there are 
some recommendations which the Committees may wish to discuss further with relevant 
Ministers. 
 
I am very grateful for the interest shown by Parliament in their consideration of NPF3 and the 
SPP, and I look forward to continuing engagement with the Committees on these nationally 
important planning matters. 
 
 
 

 
DEREK MACKAY 
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ANNEX A 

Scottish Government Response to Parliament on its Consideration of the 
Proposed National Planning Framework 3 and the Draft Scottish Planning 
Policy 

 

A: ROLE AND SCOPE OF THE NATIONAL PLANNING FRAMEWORK AND 
SCOTTISH PLANNING POLICY 

A.1 Process 

LGRC 1: We encourage Scottish Ministers, and Government officials to be mindful of the fact that multiple 
committees of the Parliament may wish to scrutinise draft NPFs and this should be factored into their planning 
in terms of the timescales for the development and production of the successor to NPF3, as well as reviews of 
the SPP 

ICIC 1: The Committee notes these comments and acknowledges the challenges presented to stakeholders by 
the time constraints applied to the consideration of the document by the legislative framework. 

RACCEC 1: The Committee notes the concerns raised by some stakeholders in relation to the 60 day 
consultation period that, given the significance of the NPF3, they would have welcomed a longer period of time 
for consideration of the document. The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government reviews the 
process for consideration of the NPF with a view to extending the timescales for future parliamentary scrutiny to 
a minimum of 90 sitting days. 

Response: 

I have been open and transparent throughout the review of NPF3 and the SPP, building on 
the recommendations of Parliament in response to NPF2.  As I am sure the Committees will 
agree, our approach has significantly exceeded the statutory requirements for both public 
and Parliamentary engagement in the process.  For example, I brought NPF3 to the 
Parliament at a much earlier stage with my LGR Committee appearance in May 2013, and 
we held a debate at the Main Issues Report Stage.  

The Participation Statement was published at the outset of the process and subsequently 
updated – this set out our expected timescales for the review as a whole, including the likely 
timing of Parliament’s scrutiny.  I would encourage Parliament to comment on the 
Participation Statement that accompanies future reviews, should they envisage any 
difficulties with the timing of this stage.  The Conformity Report, to be published alongside 
the finalised documents, will set out how we have delivered on the commitments within the 
Participation Statement. 

At the time the Planning Etc. (Scotland) Bill was considered by Parliament, it was concluded 
that the 60 day period would be sufficient.  Any changes to this period would require primary 
legislation which I do not intend to change at this time.  However, I recognise that the 
Scottish Government could take a view that a voluntary extension of the timescale may be 
appropriate in any future review, in the continuing spirit of maximising transparency and 
engagement. 
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I appreciate the challenges that have arisen from the interest shown by several committees 
in NPF3 and, though not required by legislation, in considering Draft SPP.  This may well 
have been a result of the combined consideration of NPF and SPP – an approach which I 
volunteered on the basis of Parliament’s interest in planning.  We will of course consider how 
timescales for this stage of the process can be optimised through close liaison with the 
Scottish Parliament when preparing NPF4.   

A.2 Links between National Planning Framework and Scottish Planning Policy 

LGRC 3: We recommend the Government include consideration of how the current NPF and SPP could be 
merged, as far as is practicable, to evolve into a single national plan as part of its preparation for the successor 
to NPF3.  Including the provisions of the SPP within the statutorily-established NPF could have advantages, 
such as ensuring its provisions will form part of the five year review cycle required by the 2006 Act. 

EETC 17: The Committee commends the new approach taken to aligning the scrutiny of updates to the 
National Planning Framework with revisions to Scottish Planning Policy and recommends this approach for 
future updates. However, we also recommend that for future updates, in order to ensure effective parliamentary 
scrutiny, all consultative and research work is concluded prior to the draft NPF being laid and the 60-day 
scrutiny period commencing. 

Response: 

I believe that the National Planning Framework and Scottish Planning Policy should remain 
separate documents.  Past experience suggests that there may be a need to review the SPP 
to reflect technical or detailed matters at short notice – this would not be possible if it is 
locked into the formal adoption process and 5 year cycle for the National Planning 
Framework.   

However, there have been clear benefits from the combined review of NPF3 and the SPP - 
as a result of our integrated approach, the two documents are now more closely integrated.  
This has given Parliament an opportunity to comment much more widely on planning 
matters, and this has been very helpful.  Without going as far as merging the documents, I 
expect that a similarly aligned approach in future would also be beneficial.  

The EET Committee raised concerns about information being gathered prior to Parliament 
considering NPF3 and the SPP, and this also arose during the concluding debate, including 
in comments from Sarah Boyack MSP.   

The approach to the preparation of NPF3 and SPP has been robust and engaged many 
individuals and stakeholders. The process has allowed issues to emerge and be examined 
throughout the process.  Whilst this has meant that detailed study work from the Expert 
Panel on Unconventional Gas and final conclusions on the use of wild land mapping could 
not be provided to the Parliament, the issues which these topics raised have been subject to 
much debate throughout the Parliamentary process and we continue to use the information 
flowing from that evidence to inform our final position.  I would also note that the unresolved 
issues are largely covered by the SPP where there is no statutory duty to lay the document 
formally and the situation is naturally more fluid.   

Given the nature of the issues involved, it would be difficult to reach a position where all 
matters of relevance to the SPP are fixed - our knowledge and experience is constantly 
evolving.  However, the concerns are noted and will be taken into account in future reviews.  
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A.3 Development plans – planning performance 

LGRC 6: It is a matter of concern that nearly a decade after the Parliament enacted legislative reform of the 
planning system, 88% of all planning authorities in Scotland are currently in violation of their statutory duty to 
have an up-to-date local development plan. While we accept the Scottish Government is attempting to address 
this situation, the impact this creates in terms of delivering a plan-led planning system which has the confidence 
of policy-makers, developers and most importantly, the public, cannot be understated. 

LGRC 7: We look forward to seeing the findings of the Government’s review of LDPs and SDPs and will expect 
an early improvement by Planning Authorities to meet their statutory requirements. 

ICIC 14: The Committee is concerned that if planning for housing development rests so heavily on a plan-led 
system, and local authority plans are out of date, that the credibility of this system could be undermined and left 
open to exploitation. 

ICIC 15: The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government should work with local authorities to 
ensure their housing plans are updated in line with legislative requirements.  The Committee considers this to 
be essential if local authorities are to be positioned to effectively meet the housing needs of the people in their 
area, taking into account the prevailing economic, and social and environmental circumstances. 

Response: 

I welcome the attention that Parliament has given to the role of development planning on 
delivering on our national planning policy aims.  I agree that a plan-led approach is a key 
cornerstone of the Scottish planning system.  I also recognise the importance of 
development plans in delivering wide range of developments, including housing. 

For clarification, I am not aware that any planning authority is in violation of its statutory duty 
at present.  Many Local Development Plans are coming forward for the first time and the five 
year period only applies after the first LDP has been adopted.  As of 9 April 2014, our 
information shows that 18 out of 34 planning authorities have complete coverage with a plan 
which is less than 5 years of age.  The average age of a development plan is currently 4.8 
years.  As shown in performance statistics, development plan progress is improving and we 
now have 26 out of 46 development plans which are less than 5 years old.   
 
We are working with planning authorities to ensure development plans are both up to date 
and of a high quality.  This includes pilot projects which apply project management 
techniques for development planning with two local authorities at present.  The further 
consultation on sustainability and planning proposed introducing a presumption in favour of 
development that contributes to sustainable development.  This would be of specific 
relevance where plans are out of date.  

Performance on development plans is not simply about timescales – quality and delivery are 
also essential.  The Scottish Government commissioned a review of SDPs, rather than SDPs 
and LDPs.  The report of the SDP Review was published in April 2014 and is available online 
at: 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0044/00448818.pdf  

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0044/00448818.pdf
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The review considered whether the current arrangements for SDPs were fit for purpose.  It 
concluded that the system is not broken, nor is it yet fully optimised.  It proposes a range of 
actions for the Scottish Government, the Strategic Development Planning Authorities and 
others to help strengthen the system.  We will work with the key stakeholders to address the 
review’s findings.   

In addition, some concern was raised during the debate about the approval of planning 
applications which are contrary to the development plan.  I am committed to a development 
plan-led system, but I am also aware that the system needs to be flexible to respond to 
changing circumstances.  Plans cannot predict every development proposal and in some 
instances development not previously considered for an area may be found to be 
acceptable.  I believe that the planning system is well-equipped to deliver the right 
development in the right place through robust and transparent development management, 
allowing good quality development to progress where appropriate.   

Taking the views of Parliament into account, we will take the opportunity to refresh our 
approach to supporting development planning when we launch the finalised NPF3 and SPP 
in June this year.  This will include greater emphasis on monitoring plan content and timing 
in order to improve alignment of plans with NPF and SPP, as well as identifying good 
practice to support continued improvement.   

A.4 Planning Resources 

LGRC 11: We welcome the work undertaken by HOPS in seeking to measure the cost in the planning system 
in terms of contributing to the ongoing debate on how the level of the fees system supports the planning 
functions of local authorities. We recommend the HOPS/COSLA, and the Scottish Government, seek to extend 
the approach across all 32 local authorities. 

LGRC 12: We welcome the initiative of HOPS to utilise the local government benchmarking system in this way, 
and encourage them, and their partners in COSLA, SOLACE and the Improvement Service to progress this 
work so that it can produce meaningful outcomes in terms of mapping the skills and training needs of the 
planning sector across Scotland. We plan to undertake a review of progress on the development, benefits and 
use being made of the Benchmarking system before the summer 2014. 

LGRC 13: As part of our mainstreaming of budgeting scrutiny we will avail of the opportunity this review 
presents to examine how the system can provide meaningful data on the staff resource and skill levels within 
planning departments across local government. Following this review, we will make further comment in relation 
to the progress we expect to see in this area. 

Response: 

HoPs have recently completed their research into costing the planning service.  The High 
Level Group on Planning are considering the research findings.  HoPs have also proposed 
carrying out a further phase of the research extending it to more authorities and looking at 
benchmarking the findings.  The Scottish Government is very supportive of this and has 
since funded a second tranche of the research.  I look forward to hearing the outcome of the 
Committee’s review. 

A.5 Public Engagement in Planning 

LGRC 9: We recommend the Government seek to assess the effectiveness of the various public engagement 
models with a view to developing a more co-ordinated strategy across all public and private stakeholders. 

Response: 
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A number of issues around public engagement in the planning process emerged in the 
Committee sessions and the final debate.      

The Scottish Government recognises the value of effective and meaningful engagement in 
the planning system.  As noted in the report, there are a wide range of public engagement 
methodologies available.   

Whilst the Government has set a statutory framework for engagement in the planning 
system, it is for individual authorities and developers to consider which methodology is 
appropriate for individual communities and circumstances.  I would encourage them to share 
good practice with us.   

Planning Advice Note 3/2010 ‘Community Engagement’ is aligned with the National 
Standards for Community Engagement.  These Standards relate to the activities of all 
councils and public bodies.  As a result, I do not currently expect to take forward further 
actions on this.   

A.6 Delivery – Funding and Partnerships 

LGRC 10: We accept the Government’s decision not to include budgetary information in the draft NPF3 in its 
current form as a spatial strategy. However, the evidence has shown there is a desire for a clearer connection 
between the requirement of national planning policy documents and the budgetary streams to support and 
deliver them. We note the views expressed by various witnesses in terms of associating budgetary information 
with national-level planning documents, such as the NPF3, however we do not support this view. 

ICIC 16: The Committee is of the view that pressure on existing infrastructure can only be expected to 
increase, especially if the Scottish Government’s wider objective of meeting housing demand is to be met. The 
Committee also understands from evidence that a great deal of confusion exists around where the 
responsibility of funding infrastructure developments sits. 

Response: 

I welcome the LGRC’s view that it is not appropriate to associate budgetary information with 
national planning policy.  NPF is not a spending document and so this would be neither 
appropriate, nor would it add value.   

However, I also note the ICI Committee’s comments on infrastructure funding and recognise 
that this issue was also raised in the debate.  I agree there is considerable confusion around 
this issue and that it would be beneficial to provide greater clarity on possible solutions.   

As a result, Proposed NPF3 includes an action to identify examples of infrastructure 
solutions.  To deliver on this action, we will continue to work with Transport Scotland and 
others to identify the barriers to infrastructure investment that exist.  We will bring together 
evidence on the effectiveness of approaches to infrastructure investment through the 
planning system, and disseminate information on best practice with a view to preparing 
guidance.  This will help to build confidence and reduce confusion amongst planning 
authorities and others involved in the development process. 
 
In wider terms, in the final debate the importance of partnership working to ensure delivery 
was raised.  I agree that this is an important point - we will consider how the Action 
Programme can best reflect partnership working. 
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B: NATIONAL DEVELOPMENTS 

B1. National Developments – Process  

LGRC 2: We consider that the Scottish Parliament should have a role in considering and agreeing these 
criteria in advance of consultation being undertaken on specifics flowing from them. 

LGRC 5: We recommend the Government refine its approach to the development of the successor to NPF3 by 
beginning with a parliamentary process to consider and debate the types of national developments Scotland 
will need in the period beyond NPF3. This will provide clarity on the strategy and criteria upon which national 
developments will be selected by the Government, and allow for an assessment of how effective the national 
developments set out in the current NPF have been. 

ICIC 3: The Committee acknowledges that more detailed information about whether the proposed projects for 
national development status met the necessary criteria is provided on the Scottish Government website. 
However, it would be in the interest of stakeholders for this additional information to be more clearly sign-
posted in the proposed NPF3.  The Committee considers that this would enhance the transparency of the NPF 
development process by increasing accessibility of information. 

ICIC 4: The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government consider the ways in which national 
developments’ performance outcomes can be effectively measured to ensure they help meet the Scottish 
Government’s objectives in terms of making Scotland a successful, sustainable place etc.  The Committee also 
suggests that there may be value in producing amongst the associated documents to the finalised NPF3 a 
record of outcomes or progress of the national developments which appeared in NPF2 but no longer appear in 
NPF3, and note against them why they have been removed. This could also be carried forward to future 
iterations of the NPF. The Committee is of the view that this would promote transparency and assist outcome 
measurement. 

EETC 15: The Committee recommends that the Minister considers how the engagement process for future 
updates to the National Planning Framework and Scottish Planning Policy can be improved to ensure full 
stakeholder engagement throughout the process, particularly when national developments are added after the 
formal consultation process has ended, which has been the case in relation to energy storage projects. 

Response: 

The criteria used for NPF3 are closely aligned with the GES.  I was clear about the criteria 
when I announced the launch of the review in September 2012.  However, I welcome 
Parliament’s interest in this and Members’ enthusiasm for earlier engagement in the process 
of selecting national developments.  We would therefore be happy to set out the draft criteria 
in advance of the consultation in NPF4 and invite Parliament’s views on them at that time.   

We have been clear about the process of selecting national developments since the 
beginning of the process – indeed similar views in response to NPF2 led to us including an 
early call for national developments and publication of our analysis of proposals at an early 
stage.  I agree that Parliament has a crucial role to play in ensuring the suite of national 
developments balanced and relevant to all of Scotland.  The Scottish Government will 
therefore return to Committee to report on the action programme within the 5 year period.  At 
that time I would encourage any interested Committees to offer views on the types of 
development that may be relevant to NPF4, as well as on the criteria against which 
proposals will be assessed.  I also welcome the Parliament’s interest in holding an early 
debate on the potential for national developments in NPF4. 

I note that the ICI Committee have recommended that the information and analysis on 
national developments is more clearly signposted to ensure it is accessible to stakeholders.  
Maureen Watt MSP emphasised the importance of accessibility of supporting information 
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when reporting this recommendation in the final debate and it was also highlighted by Sarah 
Boyack MSP. 
 
I appreciate that this information is extensive and can therefore be difficult to navigate, but 
would like Members to note that we have taken steps throughout the process to draw 
attention to it.  This includes highlighting its availability on the website, directly to 
stakeholders in our communications at key stages, and through the Participation Statement.  
We published a report of our analysis of all the national development proposals we received 
at the same time as the Main Issues Report was launched – this set out why some proposals 
were considered suitable national development candidates and others were not.’ 
 
I do, however, accept that at the Proposed NPF3 stage, Parliament may also have benefited 
from similar signposting.  I trust my evidence and subsequent correspondence has now 
provided a clearer picture to the Committees.   
 
The ICI Committee has also requested information on the outcomes from national 
developments, including those identified in NPF2.  Monitoring of NPF2 has included updates 
on the progress towards delivering each of the national developments.  We did not provide 
an update to Parliament in 2013, as work on NPF3 was by then progressing.  The most 
recent report was published online in 2012 and is available at: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0039/00396457.pdf  
 
We will continue to monitor progress closely, reflecting the strong emphasis on delivery in 
NPF3. 
 
The Committee also sought further information on why some of the NPF2 national 
developments were de-designated.  I refer the Committee to the Main Issues Report that 
was published for consultation in April 2013, which explained how the context has changed 
since NPF2 was published.   
 
Finally, in terms of community engagement in selecting national developments, I believe we 
have achieved an appropriate level of engagement, having made considerable effort to 
involve people in the process.  We took steps early in the process to make all proposals for 
national developments as transparent as possible, by inviting proposals and announcing the 
assessment criteria at the outset of the process, and publishing submitted ideas and our 
assessment of them at the Main Issues Report.  To further reassure the Committee, I can 
advise that we have undertaken an additional public consultation event to raise local 
community awareness of the addition of the site specific element of Pumped Hydroelectric 
Storage (Cruachan).  This showed a good level of support for the proposed national 
development – of course, local people will have further questions as the proposals become 
more fully defined.   
 
These additional national developments have been included in response to consultee views.  
In the preparation of NPF4 we will continue to make the selection of national developments 
as transparent and inclusive as possible.  However, we believe that it is important that there 
should remain opportunities to add or remove developments at the Proposed NPF stage, so 
that we can effectively respond to consultee views.  Furthermore, in the past Parliament has 
proposed national developments at this stage and may choose to do so in the future. 

B2a. Proposed National Developments - Airports 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0039/00396457.pdf
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ICIC 5: The Committee acknowledges and welcomes the inclusion of the airport enhancement proposals 
contained in the draft NPF3 in simple economic development terms. However, it would also urge caution, given 
the potential for increased greenhouse gas emissions from airport expansion to undermine the Scottish 
Government’s efforts to meet its own ambitious emissions reduction targets. 

ICIC 6: The Committee recognises the importance of good surface access systems in making best use of 
Scotland’s airports. By ensuring that different transport modes are more effectively interconnected the Scottish 
Government will be working toward its objective of creating a more connected country, and also reducing the 
need for domestic flights, which are believed to contribute to the burden of emissions which are to be reduced 
significantly under the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. The Committee awaits the outcome of the 
Glasgow airport study with interest, and would welcome an update from the Minister for Transport and Veterans 
following its publication.  
 
Response: 
 
I note the ICI Committee’s support for airport enhancement proposals included in NPF3.  
These national developments are required as they are clearly in the national interest and key 
contributors to the aims of the Government Economic Strategy.  The climate change issues 
raised are addressed later in this response.   

The Scottish Government welcomes the completion of Glasgow Airport Strategic Transport 
Network Study, led by Glasgow Airport with support from Transport Scotland, Renfrewshire 
Council and Glasgow City Council.  This work compares the performance of a wide range of 
public transport measures in improving access to the airport.  The results suggest there is 
more that can be done to improve the levels of bus accessibility to the airport in the short 
term, whilst in the longer term a tram/train could be the most effective way to improve public 
transport access to the airport from the city centre.  The work recognises that any integration 
of light with conventional rail services presents numerous, significant challenges and that the 
details of the proposals are not yet sufficiently well defined.  For this reason the Minister for 
Transport and Veterans confirmed that Transport Scotland will undertake a detailed 
exploration of the proposal in his evidence to the ICI committee on 26 March 2014. 

B2b. Proposed National Developments – High Speed Rail 

ICIC 7: The Committee notes the concern of stakeholders that the business case for a high speed line between 
Edinburgh and Glasgow, in advance of the wider UK high speed rail project, has not yet been published.  
However, it welcomes the indication from the Minister for Transport and Veterans that the business case will 
come before Ministers shortly. The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government, in considering the 
business case, takes account of the concerns raised in relation to the impact the Edinburgh to Glasgow high 
speed rail plan may have upon the EGIP projects, and the Scottish Government’s commitment to wider rail 
improvements across Scotland. The Committee requests that it be kept informed of decisions following 
discussion of the Edinburgh to Glasgow high speed rail business case. 

Response: 

The strategic business case for High Speed Rail (HSR) in Scotland (including linking 
Glasgow and Edinburgh with a sub 30 minute journey time) will be submitted to Ministers 
shortly for their consideration.  The business case will take into account the impact of HSR 
on development of the EGIP project.  Indeed, HSR is being appraised not only against a ‘do 
minimum’ scenario with EGIP Phase 1 in place but also against EGIP Phase 2 as part of the 
assessment of various options.  The impact on the network and, particularly, the 
opportunities afforded by released capacity for the rest of Scotland are also addressed. 

It is clear that without intervention, passenger demand on the Edinburgh to Glasgow via 
Falkirk High route is expected to exceed available capacity by the end of this decade.  EGIP 
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Phase 1 will future-proof capacity on this critical route well into the 2020s. The EGIP Final 
Business Case (published in October 2013) includes sensitivity testing of the impact of HSR 
on EGIP Phase 1.   

Beyond the mid-2020s, there is a clear need to further improve capacity between Edinburgh 
and Glasgow with consequent opportunities to reduce journey times even further and that 
need could be met either by proceeding with EGIP Phase 2 or by constructing HSR line 
between Edinburgh and Glasgow.   

B2c. Proposed National Developments – Ports 

ICIC 8: The Committee welcomes the inclusion of three sea port developments in the draft NPF3. However, it 
also notes concerns about the potential impact on the environment and local residents of such developments.  
It therefore recommends that the Scottish Government considers whether section 3.40 of the document which 
addresses these issues might be strengthened. 

Response: 
 
My understanding of this recommendation is that it has arisen in response to evidence 
submitted specifically in relation to proposals for development at Grangemouth.  Paragraph 
3.40 and the subsequent text sets out an agenda for all five proposed energy hubs.   
 
Large scale development is subjected to environmental assessment, including SEA and EIA 
as required.  Mitigation measures  identified in the Strategic Environmental Assessment of 
NPF3 will also be included in the Action Programme.  This includes the following measures:  
 

 Project level Environmental Impact Assessment will be required to assess the 
effects of development proposals within the Grangemouth Investment Zone.  This will 
establish the extent and significance of issues identified above, including impacts on 
biodiversity, air quality, the water environment, soils, coastal processes and flooding, 
landscape and cultural heritage. 

 
 Strategic mitigation of development proposals clustered in this area should be 

developed further through continuing co-ordination of development, led by Falkirk 
Council and involving key agencies and interests in the Grangemouth area.  This 
should take into account potential for cumulative effects, including issues arising from 
transport activity and air quality and their impact on the local community.  

 
 A Habitats Regulations Appraisal of significant development, particularly changes 

to harbour access, in this location will be required to establish that there will be no 
adverse effects on integrity of the Firth of Forth and Forth Islands SPA and the River 
Teith SAC.  Development will only be approved where the appropriate assessment 
has ascertained that there will be no adverse effects on these Natura sites or if this is 
not the case, where there are imperative over-riding reasons of public interest.  
Mitigation to help to avoid adverse effects on the integrity of sites could include the 
avoidance of construction on sensitive habitat (e.g. bird roosting sites) through project 
planning and design.  If avoidance is not possible consideration should be given to a 
range of mitigation measures at the project planning and design stage, including: 
timing of construction work, use of less intrusive piling methods and noise screens 
during sensitive periods, careful dredging practice and general good housekeeping. 
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The Scottish Government is already working with Falkirk Council and a number of 
organisations to co-ordinate action arising from NPF in this area, and expects to continue to 
do so through the coming 5 years.  Taking this into account we will revisit the final version of 
the Action Programme and strengthen proposals for action in this area. 
 
I am pleased to note the Committee’s support for the inclusion of a number of seaports as 
national developments and key hubs within the Proposed Framework.   
 
I have also noted comments raised in the debate by Alex Johnstone MSP on access to 
Aberdeen Harbour.  Potential road network infrastructure requirements are addressed in the 
description of this national development.   

B2d. Proposed National Developments – National Long Distance Walking and Cycling 
Network  

ICIC 11: The Committee welcomes the inclusion in the draft NPF3 of the National Long Distance Cycling and 
Walking Network as a National Development. It also welcomes the Scottish Government’s proposal for active-
travel friendly settlements, and believes that there are a wide range of potential benefits to local communities in 
terms of environment, health, safety and achieving modal shift. The Committee also acknowledges and 
welcomes the Scottish Government’s willingness to consider committing further resources to this initiative 
should these become available. 

Response: 

I am pleased that the Committee agrees that this is a positive addition to the suite of national 
developments.  I agree that it has the potential to offer a wide range of benefits, including 
those arising from improved everyday walking and cycling, as well as an enhanced tourism 
offer. 

B.3 Additional National Developments 

ICIC 9: Whilst, the Committee recognises the Scottish Government’s position that national development status 
is conferred where that status is deemed to be vital to driving development forward, it recommends that the 
Scottish Government consider whether national development status in relation to rail freight developments 
might be made in future iterations of the NPF. The Committee is of the view that the case for its inclusion in 
future NPF documents is strengthened by the parity of scoring against sea port developments appearing as 
national developments in the proposed NPF3. 

EETC 16: The Committee notes that due to the nature of national developments these may not cover all of 
Scotland and that the focus of investment on the cities network will naturally concentrate on urban areas.  We 
therefore ask the Minister to consider for the final NPF3 and for future updates proposals for other parts of 
Scotland, such as the south of Scotland and rural areas, such as the Highlands and Islands, to ensure that they 
do not lose out. 

RACCEC 12: The Committee notes the position of the Minister for Local Government and Planning on the 
reasons why the National Ecological Network was not included in the final list of national development in the 
NPF3. However, the Committee is disappointed the National Ecological Network was not included in the draft 
NPF3 and draws the Scottish Governments attention to its biodiversity strategy where it states that in relation to 
habitats, species and protected places one of the stated priorities is to “complete the suite of protected places, 
and improve their connectivity through a National Ecological Network”. The Committee encourages the Scottish 
Government to reflect on the scope to include the National Ecological Network as a national development in the 
final NPF3. 

Response: 
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Three Committees have made suggestions about potential for additional national 
developments and some Members also raised proposals in debate.  We have carefully 
considered all proposals for national development status throughout the process.  Analysis 
of national developments has included a combination of initial scoring against the criteria, 
combined with closer examination of the proposals in relation to the spatial strategy.    
 
With regard to the recommendations, I note the ICI Committee’s support for rail freight 
proposals as national developments to include in future iterations of the NPF.  We will 
consider the scope for national development status to support plans for rail freight in the next 
iteration of the NPF and will include an action to explore this further in the finalised version of 
NPF3.  I also believe that there is merit in revisiting paragraphs 5.18 to 5.20 of the Proposed 
NPF3, covering rail freight, airports and shipping, to provide a more integrated and complete 
picture of freight issues.  
 
The EET Committee has raised issues about the geographic distribution of national 
developments and similar views arose during the debate.  I do not believe that assigning 
national developments to any specific area is the best way of supporting planning for growth 
in these areas, or that any area is disadvantaged by the strategy.  The assessment focuses 
on the nationally significant proposals, and so regional level consideration would be 
inconsistent with the overall criteria proposed.  We will continue to work to ensure that NPF3 
and future versions of the strategy are balanced and relevant to all of Scotland. 
 
In addition, the RACCE Committee has supported inclusion of a National Ecological Network 
as a national development in NPF3 and this was further supported in the final debate by 
Claudia Beamish MSP.  I am supportive of the concept of a national ecological network in 
the Proposed Framework and the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy also recognises its potential.  
However, I do not believe that including a national ecological network as a national 
development would be helpful, primarily because it does not encompass developments 
requiring consent.  I am also not convinced that there is consensus about what its aims and 
priorities will be, or clear about how it will be funded and taken forward.  Whilst I fully agree 
that this is a worthwhile aspiration, I believe that more tangible outcomes would be achieved 
through the planning system by maintaining a focus on the Central Scotland Green Network 
and its enhancement of quality of place and resilience, whilst acknowledging that wider 
green networks can be taken forward in development plans.   

C: POLICY  

C.1 Policy Links 

LGRC 8: We recommend the Government ensure future analysis of the effectiveness of NPF3, and the 
preparation for the consultation and development of its successor, clearly set out how effective the planning 
system has been in supporting and delivering other key national policies such as preventative spending, 
community-led regeneration, the National Performance Framework and single outcome agreements. 

ICIC 2: The Committee appreciates that the various documents which make up the framework for planning and 
investment in Scotland have different purposes, and exist within a hierarchy. However, the Committee sees the 
value to stakeholders, and to an effective scrutiny process, of ensuring that the various documents which form 
this hierarchy contain clear and unambiguous explanations of any relevant relationships which exist between 
them.  The Committee also recommends that the Scottish Government looks at how the role that each of these 
documents plays in the planning and investment process, and information on where they sit in the hierarchy, 
can be clarified in a consistent and coordinated manner for the benefit of stakeholders, and to help improve 
transparency. It calls on the Scottish Government to provide an appropriate narrative to this effect in the final 
NPF3 document. 
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RACCEC 2: The Committee recognises the importance of the NPF3 and believes it needs to be as explicit as 
possible on how these individual policies will be drawn together. The Committee seeks reassurance from 
Ministers that the final NPF3 will reflect the individual policies and strategies and will provide links to other 
appropriate documents supporting strategies such as the RPP2, climate change adaptation, biodiversity, land 
use, air quality and the national marine plan. 

Response: 

The National Planning Framework has an important role to play in supporting key national 
policies, including the National Performance Framework, our expectations of the public 
sector and more specific policies such as community-led regeneration.  I believe that NPF3 
draws together relevant policies very effectively.  As stated in evidence, it should not be a list 
or compendium of all of the relevant policies, but should focus on the role of spatial planning 
in delivering on a wider agenda.   
 
I recognise that three Committees have requested clarification of the relationship between 
NPF3 and the wider policy landscape.  Links with specific plans, such as the National Marine 
Plan and the Zero Waste Plan were also highlighted as important in the final debate.   
 
I agree that further transparency on this would be helpful.  I will consider how relevant links 
can be made explicit within the finalised NPF3.  The draft SPP already includes web links to 
key supporting documents, and I intend to retain this referencing in the finalised document.  I 
think there may also be merit in revisiting the table at the beginning of the document which 
sets out the relationships between NPF and SPP and policy areas, with a view to 
incorporating more specific policy references.   

C.2 Sustainability 

LGRC 14: We note the decision of the Government not to place a legal duty to achieve 
sustainable economic growth on local authorities in terms of their functions as planning 
authorities. We recommend the finalised NPF3, and its supporting guidance, provide greater 
clarity to planning authorities on how to balance the needs of achieving sustainable 
economic growth with their legal duty in terms of sustainable development. 

RACCEC 3: The Committee notes the concerns of stakeholders regarding the prominence 
of sustainable economic growth in the NPF3. The Committee considers that sustainable 
development, as defined by Brundtland, and the shared UK principles for sustainable 
development, should underpin the NPF3 and be reflected on the face of the document and 
the Committee welcomes the Ministers comments clarifying the significance of sustainable 
development underpinning the document. 

Response: 

The National Planning Framework and all development plans have a duty to contribute to 
sustainable development, under the Planning Etc. (Scotland) Act 2006.  

Sustainable development and sustainable economic growth are complementary, rather than 
contradictory, as confirmed in the consultation we undertook as part of the SPP review.  The 
majority of those who responded to this consultation were supportive of our proposed 
approach.  The finalised SPP will therefore confirm our commitment to sustainable 
development, whilst continuing to assert that planning authorities should be committed to 
delivering on the Government’s purpose of sustainable economic growth.   
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I understand, however, that some stakeholders would welcome further clarification on this, 
and the associated proposals for giving due regard to the net economic benefit of planning 
decisions.  Following publication of the finalised SPP, we will publish guidance which clarifies 
the role of planning in achieving this objective.   

C.3 Transport Infrastructure – General Issues 

ICIC 10: Given that the NPF is a document which aims to look forward to identify key developments in the next 
30 years, the Committee considers it to be important that full consideration is given by the Scottish Government 
to the future contribution that increased freight capability – rail freight and short-sea shipping have been 
highlighted in evidence - might make to assist it in meeting its wider objectives regarding enhanced connectivity 
and, importantly, sustainability. 

ICIC 12: The Committee also welcomes the commitment by the Minister for Local Government and Planning to 
issue further guidance regarding planning for active travel friendly communities.  It recommends that this should 
also include guidance on how wider modal shift such as to sustainable public transport might be incorporated 
more effectively into the planning system. The Committee also recommends the Scottish Government consider 
the viability of Sustrans’ proposal that sections 4.13 and 5.26 be combined. 

ICIC 13: The Committee welcomes the update from the Minister for Transport and Veterans that the canal 
regeneration work set out in the NPF2 is now at an advanced stage. It also welcomes Ministers’ willingness to 
consider the inclusion of a reference to the Glasgow Canal Partnership project in the finalised NPF3 document. 

Response: 

I agree with the ICI Committee that the freight sector has an important role to play as part of 
our economy.  Support for more sustainable modes of freight transport also aligns well with 
our wider commitment to sustainability and climate change targets.  As noted above I believe 
that there is merit in revisiting paragraphs 5.18 to 5.20 of the Proposed NPF3, covering rail 
freight, airports and shipping, to provide a more integrated and complete picture of the 
network and its future development. 

I also note the ICI Committee’s comments on guidance to support planning for modal shift, 
and intend to commence a review of Planning Advice Note 75, to ensure it supports their 
policies and proposals as fully as possible.  I am conscious that this also relates to the 
Minister for Transport and Veterans portfolio - planning officials will liaise with Transport 
Scotland to ensure the review of the PAN links with Transport Scotland’s Transport 
Assessment Guidance. 
 
When reporting this recommendation to the final debate, Maureen Watt MSP also 
highlighted evidence given to the Committee on the importance of connections between 
transport systems.  I agree that this is also an important issue - the draft Scottish Planning 
Policy states that the planning system has a role to play in supporting patterns of 
development which enable the integration of transport modes.  Wider comments in the 
debate included calls for specific transport projects to be afforded national development 
status.  I would emphasise that NPF3 complements, rather than duplicates transport plans 
and programmes, and refer Members to the analysis of candidates for national development 
status where our findings on the suitability of specific projects has been provided in full. 

I will give further consideration to Sustran’s proposals for combining paragraphs 4.13 and 
5.26 of the Proposed NPF3.  I accept that improved walking and cycling should be an 
aspiration throughout Scotland, rather than only in rural areas or cities.   
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Finally, I recognise the work of the Glasgow Canals Partnership in supporting regeneration 
and will ensure a reference to this work is included in the finalised NPF3. 

C.4 Climate change 

Climate change targets 

RACCEC 4: The Committee welcomes the emphasis on delivering a low-carbon Scotland and on meeting 
Scotland’s climate targets in both the SPP and the NPF3. However, the Committee shares the concerns of 
stakeholders in relation to the removal of the statement that the NPF3 will help deliver the package of proposals 
and policies outlined in the RPP2. The Committee recommends that this is included in the final draft of the 
NPF3. 

ICIC 5: The Committee acknowledges and welcomes the inclusion of the airport enhancement proposals 
contained in the draft NPF3 in simple economic development terms. However, it would also urge caution, given 
the potential for increased greenhouse gas emissions from airport expansion to undermine the Scottish 
Government’s efforts to meet its own ambitious emissions reduction targets. 

Response: 

I can reassure the RACCE Committee, as well as Members who raised this issue and wider 
climate change matters in the debate, that it was not our intention to signal any reduction in 
the support provided by NPF3 to delivering the proposals and policies outlined in RPP2.  
RPP2 formed the foundations for the overall strategy, and all of the key proposals and 
policies with a spatial dimension have been addressed as far as possible in the Proposed 
NPF3.  However, in response to this recommendation, I intend to reintroduce a more explicit 
commitment to this in the final document. 
 
In response to the ICI Committee’s comments on emissions from aviation, I appreciate the 
potential tension between our support for airport enhancement and our commitment to 
reducing emissions.  We recognise the importance of addressing international aviation 
emissions and Scotland is one of only a few countries to have included emissions from 
aviation in its greenhouse gas inventory.  While we do not have any specific sectoral 
emissions reduction targets, we appreciate that any increase in a particular sector, such as 
aviation, will require other policies and proposals to go further in reducing emissions to 
compensate.  

Peatlands 

RACCEC 8: The Committee recognises the importance of peatlands and their contribution to meeting 
Scotland’s climate change targets and welcomes the reflection of this in the NPF3. The Committee also 
recognises that the protection of existing peatlands is as important as peatland restoration. The Committee 
welcomes clarification that the commitment to peatland restoration set out in NPF3 encompasses peatlands 
across Scotland, and not solely the North and North West Scotland.  The Committee is encouraged to hear that 
work is ongoing on the peatland code and would welcome an update on progress in developing and rolling out 
the code to land managers. 

Response: 

As noted in evidence to the Committee, the NPF3 encompasses peatlands across Scotland 
and I will ensure that this is made clear in the finalised version of the document.  
 
The Scottish Government and Scottish Natural Heritage have been working in partnership 
with other stakeholders to develop a National Peatland Plan for Scotland.  This plan will 
recognise peatlands’ contribution in delivering multiple benefits - such as biodiversity, 
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supporting water quality and sequestering carbon - and the collective work that is need to 
protect, manage and where needed restore this valuable ecosystem.  A draft plan is 
currently being finalised for stakeholder consultation and will help to ensure we have buy in 
from a wide range of partners for delivering against an important shared agenda. 
 
Scottish Planning Policy is an important driver in helping to protect and manage our 
peatlands.  The peatland code is a voluntary initiative which should help lever in private 
money to support peatland restoration  – augmenting the £15 million investment committed 
by Scottish Government.  It is currently being piloted and we are aiming to use the work 
around the National Peatland Plan to contribute to this work. 
 
In reporting this recommendation in the final debate, Rob Gibson MSP also called for 
information on peat to be collated and used centrally to inform Government, agency and 
stakeholder knowledge and decisions.  In giving evidence to the RACCE Committee, the 
Minister for Environment and Climate Change confirmed that there is an opportunity to 
gather information on peat depth and that the matter will be considered further.  I agree that 
this could be helpful information for the planning system to take into account. 
 
Carbon assessments 

RACCEC 5: The Committee notes the response from the Minister for Local Government and Planning on how 
the NPF3 will support low carbon development patterns and welcomes the clarification from the Minister that a 
requirement for local development plans to assess how they will support low carbon living already exists.  
However the Committee considers that carbon assessments should be required to be carried out for all 
developments if Scotland is to effectively respond to the challenging targets set out in the Climate Change 
(Scotland) Act, and in the RPP2, and the Committee recommends that the Scottish Government reflects this in 
the final NPF3. 

RACCEC 9: The Committee recommends that carbon assessments should be required for all developments on 
peatlands.  The Committee also recommends that the carbon impact of every aspect of a wind farm, including 
the impact of importation and transportation along with carbon payback, should be assessed and recommends 
that wind farms under 50MW should be included in this requirement.  

Response: 

I acknowledge the important role of planning in reducing emissions from development.  
However, I also am mindful that planning and environmental assessments must be 
proportionate – a full assessment would be required for major developments, but more minor 
proposals need not be assessed to the same level.  As a result, I do not intend to introduce a 
requirement for all developments on peatlands to be assessed for carbon emissions, as this 
risks imposing a potentially disproportionate cost and time burden on those involved in the 
development sector and runs counter to our aspiration for streamlining planning.   
 
There is also a risk of duplication from introducing additional assessment requirements.  As I 
noted in my evidence to the Committee, planning authorities are required to subject their 
development plans to strategic environmental assessment, under the terms of the 
Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005.  In addition, the SPACE tool (produced in 
response to parliament’s comments on NPF2) can be used to evaluate emissions from 
development options at the spatial planning stage.  We have demonstrated scope for the 
SPACE tool to strengthen the assessment of climatic factors in the SEA process by 
combining them in our SEA of NPF3 and the SPP.  
 
Furthermore, Building Standards already set maximum carbon emissions standards for new 
buildings, with current standards around 70% lower than the standards applicable in 1990 
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and 30% lower than the previous 2007 standards.  The Scottish Government has announced 
further improvement to these standards, to be introduced in October 2015.  Additionally 
sustainability labelling for new buildings was introduced to building regulations in 2011 to 
encourage lower carbon buildings.  
 
With regard to the RACCE Committee’s more specific recommendation on development on 
peat and wind turbines, I would firstly note that the draft SPP clearly states that spatial 
frameworks for onshore wind should give significant protection to high quality unaltered peat.  
 
The Scottish Government also recognises that there is a carbon cost in the construction of 
wind farms, especially where the wind farms are to be built on peatlands.  The Scottish 
Government has advised that applicants for wind farms that are to be constructed on land 
that has substantial quantities of peat should present calculations using the carbon calculator 
and that this should be a material factor in the determination. 

Where the carbon calculator has been used (by SEPA on large wind farms under s.36 of the 
Electricity Act), it has generally been found that the carbon pay-back period is less than 2 
years.  Developers are encouraged , as a matter of good practice, to use the carbon 
calculator for smaller schemes, which are subject to approval by local authorities (or the 
Scottish Government on appeal).  The carbon calculator is now being reviewed - it may be 
that it can be revised and made to have a wider application.   

In the meantime, I can assure the Committee that project level environmental assessment of 
wind farm developments identify emissions arising from specific proposals and this should 
be taken into account in decision making. 

C.5 Housing 

ICIC 17: The Committee acknowledges the Minister’s view that local authorities are best placed to decide 
where and what type of housing is required in their region areas and where it should be situated to most 
effectively meet demand.   The Committee is concerned, however, by evidence which suggests that even a 
focus on high-density housing developments (for example on urban brownfield sites) in areas of high demand, 
might not be enough to ensure that demand was met, and that appropriate consideration may not have been 
taken of the housing needs of vulnerable groups. 

RACCEC 15: The Committee is concerned about the need for planning policy to strike the right balance 
between protecting rural landscapes and ensuring there is a sufficient supply of affordable, sustainable, low 
carbon, rural housing. The Committee considers that the provision of affordable, sustainable, low carbon, rural 
housing, located close to public services, and driven by housing need, underpins sustainable rural 
communities. The Committee encourages the Scottish Government to ensure that the NPF3 and Scottish 
planning policy supports this. The Committee would welcome an update on the outcome of the current 
consultation on the review of the Scottish planning policy with regard to the flexible quota for affordable 
housing. 

Response: 

I note the ICI Committee’s comments on housing provision.  The draft SPP does not suggest 
that high density brownfield development is the only answer to providing housing land – it is 
simply a priority where viable.  The draft SPP aims to encourage spatial strategies for growth 
which provide a sustainable pattern of development.  I believe that planning authorities are 
best placed to address this through development plans, within the policy framework provided 
by the SPP.  To also reassure the ICI Committee, specialist housing needs are a core part of 
the housing needs and demand assessment.  The draft SPP states that adequate provision 
should be made to meet all housing requirements and I expect this position to be maintained 
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in the finalised SPP.  I have also noted the comments made in the debate by Cameron 
Buchanan MSP on the need for transparency and specificity within HNDAs.  I agree that 
greater clarity on planning for housing generally would be beneficial and will ensure this is 
achieved in the finalised SPP. 
 
I agree with the points made by the RACCE Committee on the importance of sustainable 
and affordable rural housing provision.  The draft SPP emphasises the need to provide 
housing to meet requirements in rural areas, and outlines the need for sustainable patterns 
of development.  This is further supported by a clear recognition of the need for development 
to support sustainable and vibrant rural communities in the Proposed NPF3 (paragraph 2.23 
– 2.27). 
 
The RACCE Committee requested an update on our consultation on the proposed 
presumption that affordable housing would generally not be more than 25%.  As noted in the 
SPP Position Statement this was broadly welcomed by most respondents to the 
consultation.  More specifically, a slight majority supported the approach set out in the draft 
SPP.  Of the others, a minority wanted a lower limit and the remainder supported a higher 
limit or no limit at all.  We have yet to finalise our policy on this, but I can reassure the 
Committee that our approach will be designed in a way which, in the Scottish Government’s 
view, best supports a sustainable rural Scotland. 

C.6 Digital 

ICIC 18: .. the Committee queries whether assuming developers will adopt best practice in this regard is 
sufficient, and recommends that the Scottish Government examines ways in which developers can be more 
actively required through the planning system to ensure that appropriate digital connectivity measures feature 
in all proposals for new developments. 

RACCEC 19: The Committee encourages the Scottish Government to continue to prioritise and support the roll 
out of digital infrastructure to remote and rural areas. The Committee also encourages the Scottish Government 
to consider whether there is further scope for the NPF3, and the Scottish Government, to support connectivity 
for individuals and businesses in rural areas, given the significant costs of this, compared to the costs for those 
in urban parts of Scotland. 

Response:  

I note the recommendation of the ICI Committee that the Scottish Government should 
explore how developers can be more actively required to ensure digital connectivity 
measures are included in all proposals for new development.  For planning, the draft SPP is 
clear that digital connectivity is a consideration for development plans and development 
management decisions.  As noted by the Committee, to further strengthen our support for 
digital connectivity, the Proposed NPF3 includes digital infrastructure as a national 
development, focusing on the roll out to remote and rural areas.   
 
To an extent, the solutions to this lie beyond the scope of the planning system.  There have 
also been recent discussions between Building Standards officials and industry 
representatives involved in delivering new homes.  These discussions have revealed that 
broadband infrastructure is routinely being installed in new developments as a matter of 
course.  As a result, I do not currently believe that additional measures requiring action are 
necessary.   
 
The RACCE Committee has made a similar recommendation, albeit focusing specifically on 
connectivity for rural areas.  Our Digital Scotland Superfast Broadband programme is laying 
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the foundations for world class digital connectivity, by extending superfast broadband access 
to parts of Scotland that wouldn’t otherwise be served commercially.  The programme is 
delivering £410 million of public and private investment which will extend access to fibre 
broadband to 95% of premises across Scotland by 2017/18.  Whilst the impacts will be most 
significant in rural areas, many semi-rural and suburban areas will benefit too.   
 
With regards to mobile, achieving widespread 4G coverage whilst ensuring that the gap 
between those who do not receive 3G or even 2G services does not widen, is a priority, and 
we are exploring the role we could play in the future in addressing coverage gaps.  As part of 
our Demonstrating Digital programme, we are developing technology pilots which will test 
new delivery models that could extend mobile services to some of Scotland’s hardest-to-
reach areas.   
 
We also aim to remove barriers to investment in mobile networks.  We are currently 
reviewing the planning aspects of this, which is perceived by many in the industry as 
restrictive.  On 7 March, we published a consultation on changes to permitted development 
rights to favour telecoms infrastructure and we will follow with proposals for legislative 
changes later this year. 

C.7 Flooding 

ICIC 19: The Committee welcomes the Minister’s assurances that flood mitigation and climate change are 
being considered fully as part of the SPP.   The Committee agrees that there is a need to understand the 
impact of land-use in catchment basin systems, especially in the light of changing climate systems. The 
impacts of the recent flooding events in the south of England highlight the importance of this. However, this is a 
matter which falls into the remit of the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee, who have 
taken evidence on flooding, climate change and resilience as part of its scrutiny of the proposed NPF3. 

RACCEC 6: The Committee notes the update from the Minister for Environment and Climate Change on the 
progress of the work in respect to tackling flooding issues and the explanation of how the NPF3 works as a 
signpost for planners and developers to this work.  However, the Committee considers that the NPF3 might 
better reflect the issues around building a climate resilient Scotland. The Committee recommends that the 
Scottish Government gives further consideration to strengthening the NPF3 with regard to these issues. 

Response:  

I note the Committees’ comments on flooding, and also the issues raised Graeme Dey MSP 
in the debate.  
 
The Scottish Government recognises the importance of building resilience to climate change, 
and our Climate Change Adaptation Programme sets out many actions to achieve this.  
Planning has a role to play in climate change adaptation, and this is recognised in a number 
of statements within the Proposed NPF3, including in much of Section 4.  The Committees 
may have noted that this Section was specifically renamed to emphasise the importance of 
improving our long term resilience to climate change.   

A consolidated Planning Advice Note on Flooding, Water and Drainage will follow the 
publication of the NPF3 and SPP.  It will include guidance and advice on climate change 
adaptation in relation to development planning and development management. 

C.8 Zero Waste 

RACCEC 13: The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government reflects on the views of SEPA 
regarding the scope for the NPF3 to provide stronger policy support to the delivery of the zero waste strategy 
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and gives further consideration to how this policy support could be incorporated in the final NPF3.  The 
Committee also recommends that the Scottish Government ensures that the NPF3 provides clarity on its 
expectations for the planning system to support sustainable waste management and resource efficiency. 

Response:  

I agree on the importance of providing planning authorities with clear and strong policy 
support for delivering the aims, aspiration and targets set out in the Zero Waste plan and EC 
legislation.  I believe the SPP, rather than NPF3, has a key role to play in this regard.  To 
improve the clarity and strength of this policy support, I intend to consolidate guidance on 
planning policies for waste into the revised SPP, including policies currently set out under the 
Zero Waste Plan.   
 
The Scottish Government will also publish an updated Planning Advice Note on waste, after 
the SPP has been finalised.  This will provide fuller guidance on the role of planning in 
supporting our approach to waste and resource efficiency.   
 
 
 
 

C.9 Sustainable Rural Scotland 

RACCEC 16: The Committee notes the view of the Scottish Government on how the NPF3 should ensure 
planning certainty for future developments and industries.  However, the Committee remains concerned about 
uncertainties in the speed of progress in the development of offshore renewables, and considers that the 
potential alternative opportunities to support rural development in coastal and island communities are not fully 
explored in the draft NPF3.  The Committee urges the Scottish Government to give further consideration to this. 

RACCEC 17: The Committee notes the confirmation that the Scottish Government has no plans to create new 
national parks at this time, but understands there may be interest in some areas to discuss the scope for, and 
benefits of, this further. The Committee would welcome updates from the Scottish Government on further 
discussions and developments in relation to this issue. 

RACCEC 18: The Committee remains concerned that the outward-migration of young people from rural areas 
is a significant issue and impacts on the sustainability of rural communities. The Committee recommends that 
the Scottish Government considers the scope for the final NPF3 to address the outward-migration of young 
people from rural areas. 

Response:  

The RACCE Committee has made a number of recommendations relating to evidence 
received on the role of NPF3 and the SPP in supporting a sustainable rural Scotland.  

Offshore renewable energy is a major opportunity for many of our coastal and island areas.  
The Scottish Government recently granted consented for two adjacent offshore wind farms in 
the Moray Firth, representing the world’s third largest windfarm with a generating capacity of 
1866MW.  Scottish Ministers are committed to maximising the economic benefits as a result 
of the construction and manufacturing, operations and maintenance activities associated 
with offshore wind energy developments.  Ports, harbours and quayside infrastructure 
facilities are central components in the delivery of offshore wind energy, and so it is clear 
that there is a key role to be played by our coastal and island areas in the long term. 
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The Scottish Government has also granted consent for developments including Aquamarine 
Power’s wave farm off the North West Coast of the Western Isles and the Megyen Project in 
the Pentland Firth - the largest tidal energy project in Europe. While it is recognised that both 
the wave and tidal energy industries are at an early stage of development and that significant 
strategic issues remain, such as the provision of grid infrastructure, Scottish Ministers are 
clear that marine renewable energy represents significant opportunity for Scotland to create 
an indigenous industry. 
 
As a result, I believe it is appropriate to highlight the opportunities arising from offshore 
renewable energy within NPF3, given their national and indeed international significance.  
However, the strategy also recognises the importance of other key economic sectors (see for 
example paragraph 2.32).  I expect planning authorities for these areas to take these 
aspirations for growth forward, within place-based development plans that reflect the specific 
assets of local areas.   
 
I note the request for further updates on the Scottish Government’s intentions for new 
national parks in Scotland.  The Minister for Environment and Climate Change will provide 
further information on this, should the current policy position change.  
 
I note the RACCE’s Committee’s recommendation on planning’s role in supporting the 
retention of young people in rural Scotland.  As I stated in my evidence to the Committee, I 
do not believe that any particular part of society should be singled out for special measures 
in NPF3 as the strategy is relevant to Scotland as a whole.  However, many parts of the 
Proposed NPF3 will support this agenda, including the need to create vibrant and resilient 
rural communities, the importance of education and employment in rural areas, rural digital 
connectivity and the need for affordable housing as supported  by both NPF3 and the SPP.  
Furthermore, this issue is not simply a planning matter, but also needs to be addressed by 
wider measures, including Single Outcome Agreements prepared by local authorities.  
Notwithstanding these comments, we will revisit demographic information to clarify any areas 
of particular concern and address any nationally significant spatial issues arising from this 
analysis in the finalised NPF3.   

C.10 Wind and Wild Land 

EETC 1: Whilst the Committee understands the reason for further consultation on this controversial issue, the 
timing of that has impacted on the ability of the Committee to hear the views of stakeholders on the Scottish 
Government’s proposed position on how the Core Areas of Wild Land Map is to be used. This has hindered our 
ability to scrutinise this area in full. The Committee recommends that for future NPF and SPP reviews, all 
consultations and working group considerations should be completed prior to laying the draft framework so that 
parliamentary committees have all the necessary information to hand to scrutinise the government’s proposals. 

EETC 2: The Committee recommends that the final NPF3 and SPP need to provide greater clarity on how the 
Core Areas of Wild Land Map is to be used in practice by planners to achieve the required protection for wild 
land in a consistent and transparent way. At the moment, there is too much uncertainty on whether the 
designation of an area as wild land prohibits economic development projects. 

EETC 3: Therefore, the Committee recommends that the final NPF3 and SPP provide a clear statement on 
whether or not the intention is that development can take place in areas identified as wild land in 
circumstances, where environmental constraints can be satisfactorily addressed.   

EETC 4: The Committee recommends that the final Scottish Planning Policy contains guidance for planning 
authorities on the consideration they should give to the impact on the areas adjacent to wild land of their 
decisions on the siting of onshore wind farms. If land is designated as wild and that prohibits development, then 
there may be the unintended consequence that development projects become even more concentrated in 
adjacent areas 
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EETC 5: Finally, the Committee recommends that the final NPF3 and SPP documents contain text on the 
protection of wild land which makes clear precisely what the Scottish Government’s policy intention is and how 
it is to be implemented. 

RACCEC 10: The Committee understands the benefits of identifying core areas of wild land in Scotland in 
relation to directing the siting of wind energy developments and turbines, and considers that there will be some 
areas of wild land in which large scale wind energy developments would be inappropriate and should be 
avoided. The Committee also recognises that there may be a requirement for some development in these 
areas, particularly community owned energy developments, and welcomes the reassurance provided by the 
Ministers that development in an area which appears on the core areas of wild land map will not be prohibited 
as long as the impacts are appropriately mitigated.  However, the Committee is concerned with regard to the 
timing of the SNH consultation on the analysis and map. The Committee believes it would have been helpful to 
have had the analysis and the finalised core areas of wild land map available to assist the consultation process.  
The Committee understands that, once finalised, this will provide valuable guidance on the siting of possible 
wind energy developments.  The Committee requests further information from the Scottish Government with 
respect to the status of the finalised map and its relationship to the SPP and NPF3. 

Response:  

I am aware that there is a great deal of interest in our approach to wild land in NPF3 and the 
SPP and I welcome the keen interest taken by both Committees in their consideration of this 
important issue.  

I appreciate the concerns raised by the EET and RACCE Committees about information 
being made available to support their consideration of this issue.  I hope that Members will 
also recognise the steps we have taken to provide as much background analysis as possible 
to the public and the Committees throughout the review of NPF3 and the SPP.  Whilst the 
timing of the SNH consultation on the 2013 Map of Core Areas of Wild Land has overlapped 
with the 60 day period, as the Committee will appreciate, we also had a responsibility to 
provide all interested parties with an effective opportunity to comment on the map and its 
preparation.  There has also been extensive evidence on the matter presented to the 
Committees on this issue. 

The EET Committee has recommended that the Scottish Government clearly sets out its 
position on wild land in the finalised NPF3 and SPP.  I agree that this is essential – national 
planning policy must provide certainty in order to support all those involved in the 
development process.   

Scottish Ministers will consider advice from SNH which takes into account the analysis of 
responses to their consultation on the 2013 Map.  The Scottish Government will provide a 
clear statement on the status of the finalised map of Core Areas of Wild Land and its 
relationship to policy in the finalised SPP.  We will also consider the role of NPF3 in 
complementing the SPP policies.     

I note the Committee’s comments on the potential impact that increased protection of wild 
land could have on adjacent areas.  I recognise this is a potential issue and will set out how 
this will be addressed through planning either in the finalised SPP or in associated guidance.  
In the meantime I can reassure the Committee that all development is assessed for its 
impacts on its surroundings. 

The RACCE Committee has noted that there may be circumstances where development 
could be acceptable within areas of wild land, as a result of mitigation measures to address 
development impacts.  I would reiterate that our approach to wild land is not intended to take 
the form of a designation, or a comprehensive ban on all activities within these areas.  The 
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Draft SPP noted that although wild land areas were constrained in terms of accommodating 
wind farms, mitigation could be available to reduce effects to an acceptable level.   

We will clarify our final position on the matter in the SPP when it is published in June.    

C.11 Wind Energy Development and Communities 

EETC 6: It is clear from the evidence we took that there are different interpretations of the term ‘community’ 
and uncertainty over how the term ‘wind farm’ will be interpreted. For example, how many dwellings are 
required to form a community and how large does a development have to be before it constitutes a wind farm? 
Consequently, the Committee recommends that the final NPF3 and SPP documents provide much greater 
clarity on these two issues. 

EETC 7: The Committee welcomes the Minister’s commitment to reconsider the evidence received before 
making a final decision on the original proposal to increase the separation distance from 2km to 2.5km between 
wind farms and local communities. The Committee recommends that the Minister includes guidance in the final 
SPP on whether the separation distance is to be applied as a fixed boundary or whether flexibility can be 
applied by local planning authorities depending on the scale, size and number of wind turbines, the impact on 
topography and the levels of community support. 

RACCEC 11: The Committee notes that there could be unintended consequences of the proposal, contained in 
the Scottish Planning Policy consultation document, to increase the separation distance between communities 
defined in local development plans and wind farms, from 2km to 2.5km. The Committee notes that further 
research is being undertaken in relation to this proposal and the definition of settlements and it supports an 
approach which will be sensitive to the circumstances of local communities. The Committee understands the 
outcome of this research will inform the final Scottish Planning Policy. 

 

Response:  

I agree with the EET Committee that there can be confusion about the terms ‘community’ 
and ‘wind farm’.  With regard to the former, the draft SPP refers to cities, towns and villages 
rather than communities, and specifically those identified in local development plans.  I 
maintain that this is an appropriate position for the SPP to take, but would note that we are 
also currently giving careful consideration to the way we address the separation distance in 
the finalised SPP in the light of the evidence provided by the research.   

Several Members expressed concern in the final debate that the research report was not 
available.  The Committees may find it helpful to note that it was published in September 
2013 and is available at  

http://www.climatexchange.org.uk/reducing-emissions/review-separation-distances-onshore-
wind-farms/ 

There are many different definitions of a wind farm.  However, I maintain that planning 
authorities should themselves define the scale to which their spatial frameworks for wind 
energy developments relate.  This has been achieved, for example, in the two National 
Parks.  The finalised SPP will maintain a flexible approach to allow local circumstances to be 
applied as appropriate.   

In reporting these recommendations to inform the final debate, Murdo Fraser MSP asked for 
greater clarity on the extent to which community views can be taken into account.  Each 
planning application is considered on its merits, taking into account responses made to the 
planning authority’s consultation on the application. 

http://www.climatexchange.org.uk/reducing-emissions/review-separation-distances-onshore-wind-farms/
http://www.climatexchange.org.uk/reducing-emissions/review-separation-distances-onshore-wind-farms/
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The debate also highlighted support from several Members for community owned renewable 
energy projects.  As set out in the NPF3 and reflected in energy policy, the Scottish 
Government is committed to realising its target of 500MW of community and locally owned 
renewables.  Recent figures show that we are making excellent progress towards achieving 
this target.  As recently announced by the Minister for Energy, Enterprise and Tourism, at the 
end of June 2013 an estimated 285MW was operational in Scotland.  This is a 40% increase 
from last year’s figures. 

C.12 Unconventional Gas 

EETC 8: The Committee recommends that, in the interests of transparency, the final SPP should include an 
explanation of the different roles and responsibilities of the various agencies involved in the licensing and 
monitoring of unconventional gas extraction and hydraulic fracturing and that the planning policy outlines the 
consultation requirement for each process. 

EETC 9: The Committee welcomes the Minister’s commitment to consider whether the application processes 
for unconventional gas extraction and the use of hydraulic fracturing fully involve the communities where the 
extraction could take place and recommend that both processes should be subject to the same level of 
community consultation. 

EETC 10: As the possible sites for unconventional gas extraction are often located in urban areas, the 
Committee welcomes the Minister’s commitment to establishing a ‘buffer zone’ between these developments 
and local communities. We recommend that the Minister considers the evidence the Committee has received 
on the possible environmental, tourism and community impacts of such developments and confirms that the 
final SPP will have a robust separation distance and whether it will be a fixed distance or based on individual 
circumstances. 

EETC 11: Whilst we welcome the Expert Panel’s remit to provide an independent, impartial evidence base on 
unconventional oil and gas extraction upon which to inform a robust policy position, we are disappointed that 
this work was not concluded prior to the Committee taking evidence and that the Minister has not yet confirmed 
whether the Expert Panel would report within the 60-day parliamentary scrutiny period. 

EETC 12: The Committee recommends that the final SPP provides fuller guidance to planning authorities when 
considering proposals for onshore oil and gas developments than at present, specifically taking into account the 
environmental and social impacts on communities.    

EETC 13: Given the controversy and lack of understanding of the nature of unconventional gas extraction 
processes, the Committee recommends that the Scottish Government consider how SEPA and local planning 
authorities can work together to ensure that communities are adequately consulted on any applications for 
unconventional gas extraction and hydraulic fracturing and that the final SPP includes guidance on agreeing 
sufficient restoration processes. 

Response:  

I appreciate the considerable attention that the EET Committee has given to planning policy 
for onshore oil and gas extraction.  I have also noted comments raised by several Members 
in the debate. 

I also accept that the process can be misunderstood because it is relatively new and that is 
can generate concerns amongst communities.  As a result, a number of the Committee’s 
recommendations seek greater clarity on this issue.  It is important to note that the SPP 
provides policy, rather than guidance.  I intend for the finalised policy to make Scottish 
Government intentions clear, but also believe that it should be supported by guidance to 
address these issues more fully. 
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Firstly the Committee has requested greater clarity on the roles and responsibilities of 
different parties in the licensing and monitoring of proposals for unconventional gas and 
hydraulic fracturing.  I agree this would improve transparency, and will therefore commit to 
providing this information in guidance.  This guidance will supplement existing roadmap and 
best practice publications to the benefit all of those involved in the process, including 
planning authorities. 

Two further recommendations focus on community consultation.  Statutory publicity 
requirements; our development management regulations; the hierarchy regulations in 
combination with environmental impact assessment legislation ensure that only the fullest 
public engagement applies to development proposals concerning both processes would be 
appropriate.  The planning and environmental regulatory systems operate independently to 
avoid overlap whilst working co-operatively.  Public engagement in planning is of course well 
understood and deeply embedded in development planning and development management.  
I appreciate, however, the importance of transparency and will therefore address this in the 
finalised SPP. 

The Committee highlights the importance of buffer zones and recommends clarity on this in 
the final version of the policy and views on appropriate buffers were raised in the debate.  
The Scottish Government said last October that SPP would be strengthened in this respect.  
The draft SPP states that it is for developers of proposals for the extraction of resources to 
identify a buffer zone.  Planning authorities will be able to assess their adequacy case by 
case.  I remain of the view that this is an appropriate policy approach, rather than setting a 
fixed distance at a national level.  Our policy will be confirmed in detail in the finalised SPP. 

I note the Committee’s comments on the timing of the work of the Expert Panel.  This group 
was set up independently of the review of NPF and SPP and is considering a wide range of 
evidence, including on the operation of the planning system.  It will report in due course and 
we will of course consider its recommendations fully.  Given the likely timing of these 
recommendations, I expect we will reflect them in guidance to support the SPP, rather than 
the finalised policy. 

Finally, the Committee recommended guidance on restoration processes.  There are helpful 
and relevant processes concerning the issuing of Petroleum Exploration and Development 
Licences to operators.  Whilst only partly comparable, I will consider whether any lessons 
can be drawn from the recent problems arising in East Ayrshire, and incorporate relevant 
matters into the guidance. 

C.13 Energy Storage 

EETC 14: The Committee understands the importance of energy storage to Scotland in achieving its energy 
potential and asks the Scottish Government to continue to work with industry and the UK Government to help 
pumped storage development achieve that potential. 

Response:  

The Scottish Government recognises the importance of energy storage in supporting 
delivery of our energy policy as set out in the Energy Generation Policy Statement 2013.  
This wider policy is also supported by the inclusion of Pumped Hydroelectric Storage as a 
national development in NPF3.  We will continue to work with the industry and the UK 
Government to ensure all types of storage, including pumped storage, realise their full 
potential.   
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D: OTHER ISSUES 

D.1 International Context 

LGRC 4: We note the comments of the RIAS about the lack of a European and international aspect to the draft 
NPF3. As one of the main purposes of the NPF is to support economic growth and competitiveness, this 
omission seems to be at odds with the need for planning to supports Scotland’s trade and engagement 
relationships. We recommend the Scottish Government rectify the lack of both spatial connectivity and 
recognition to the world outside Scotland in the finalised NPF3 when it is published in June 2014. 

Response:  

I wish to assure the Committee that the international dimension already forms a core part of 
the strategy set out in the Proposed NPF3.  The section exploring Scotland as a connected 
place considers internal and external links, emphasising the importance of both to meet our 
economic objectives.  It notes the historic perception of Scotland as being on the periphery 
of Europe – as a result the spatial strategy supports and reinforces the role of city regions as 
gateways to the rest of the world, maintaining an outward-looking and open for business 
approach.  This emphasis on wider spatial connectivity underpins the selection of several 
national developments, including airports, high speed rail and ports.  However, I also accept 
that this issue goes beyond physical connectivity and may benefit from more explicit 
referencing in the finalised NPF3. 

D.2 Community Ownership and Empowerment 

RACCEC 14: The Committee notes that community ownership will be addressed in the forthcoming Community 
Empowerment and Regeneration Bill. The Committee recommends that the targets for community ownership, 
set by the First Minister, should be reflected in the action programme in the final NPF3. 

 

Response:  

I agree that community ownership targets should be reflected in the finalised version of 
NPF3.  This has an important role to play in supporting our spatial aspirations for growth and 
sustainable development and in creating vibrant and resilient communities.   

D.3 Coal Restoration 

Members raised the issue of coal restoration in the final debate and I can provide an update 
on our ongoing work to address this issue.  The Cross-Party Scottish Opencast Coal Task 
Force met in Hamilton on 7 April 2014 chaired by the Minister for Energy Enterprise and 
Tourism.  It was announced that two working parties to address restoration finance and 
compliance monitoring would be formed to take forward the response to the recent Scottish 
Government consultation Opencast Coal Restoration: Effective Regulation and other matters 
relating to restoration guarantees and effective land use planning.  The analysis report is due 
with Scottish Government shortly.  The working parties will report back their findings and 
recommendations to the task force towards the end of 2014. 

D.4 Ravenscraig 

Concerns about the description of Ravenscraig within the Proposed NPF3 were raised by 
Members at Committee and in the debate.  Whilst the formal status of settlements, new or 
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existing, is for classification in the development plan, I appreciate the need to accurately 
describe the proposed development and reflect the aspiration to create a sustainable 
community at Ravenscraig.  I will therefore ensure this is addressed in the finalised NPF3.    
 
D.5 National Renewables Infrastructure Plan 
 
Kenneth Gibson MSP asked for an update on the status of the National Renewables 
Infrastructure Plan (NRIP).  The Scottish Government and its enterprise agencies continue to 
work towards securing manufacturing commitments from major inward investors.  Therefore 
the Scottish Government is undertaking a comprehensive options appraisal of our port 
infrastructure and market analysis to provide the necessary evidence prior to investment. 
 
The Proposed NPF3 reflects the importance of NRIP, and has highlighted the need for a 
planned approach to the areas around ports and harbours where investment and growth is 
anticipated.  More specifically with regard to the Member’s comments on Hunterston, I 
believe that the Proposed NPF3’s description of the site as an energy hub provides sufficient 
flexibility to allow for a range of uses to be taken forward at the local level. 

D.6 Spatial Strategy – Priorities and Balance 

A number of comments were made in the Committee sessions and in the final debate about 
the overall spatial coverage of NPF3. I am confident that the strategy is relevant to all of 
Scotland, whilst also reflecting the distinctive opportunities arising in our cities, towns, rural 
areas, coasts and islands.  As I noted in my concluding comments to the debate, I want 
every part of the country to feel ownership of NPF3.  I will therefore review the final version 
of NPF3 with these comments in mind, to ensure that no nationally significant issues or 
opportunities have been overlooked. 
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