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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

3rd Meeting, 2014 (Session 4) 
 

Wednesday 29 January 2014 
 
The Committee will meet at 9.30 am in Committee Room 4. 
 
1. Draft Third National Planning Framework (NPF3) and review Scottish 

Planning Policy (SPP): The Committee will take evidence on the draft NPF3 
and review SPP from— 

 
Derek Mackay, Minister for Local Government and Planning, John 
McNairney, Chief Planner, Fiona Simpson, Assistant Chief Planner, and 
Helen Wood, Principal Planner, Scottish Government; 
 

and then from— 
 

Petra Biberbach, Chief Executive, Planning Aid Scotland; 
 
Neil Collar, Partner / Head of Planning Law, Brodies LLP; 
 
Robin Holder, Chief Executive, Holder Planning; 
 
Pam Ewen, SDPA Manager, TAYplan. 
 

2. Public Petition PE1469: The Committee will consider petition PE 1469 by 
Aileen Jackson calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish 
Government to consider a change in planning regulations to enable an increase 
in the current neighbour notification distance of 20 metres in relation to wind 
turbine planning applications. 

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

Planning Policy (SPP) (in private): The Committee will consider the evidence 
received. 

 
4. Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland (in private): The Committee will 

consider the draft report on the Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland. 
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5. Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill (in private): The Committee will 
consider its approach to the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill. 

 
 

David Cullum 
Clerk to the Local Government and Regeneration Committee 

Room T3.60 
The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh 
Tel: 0131 348 5223 

Email: david.cullum@scottish.parliament.uk 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

Submission from the Minister for Local Government and Planning 
 

National Planning Framework 3 (NPF3), Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and other 
planning issues 

 
Thank you for your letter of 13 December 2013 inviting me to provide oral evidence to the 
Committee as part of its consideration of the Proposed National Planning Framework 3, 
laid in Parliament on 14 January 2014, and on issues relating to planning within my 
Ministerial portfolio.   
 
In the letter, the Committee raised a number of questions.  My response to these 
questions is enclosed in the following annexes. 
 
Annex A: Questions on the Draft NPF3 and Review of SPP;  
Annex B: Questions on the Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland;  
Annex C: PE1469 on Neighbour notification distances for wind turbine applications;  
Annex D: Sustainable Economic Growth and Sustainable Development.  
 
My letter of 19 December 2013 confirmed that I would be happy to provide oral evidence 
to the committee on the issues raised in your letter.  I look forward to appearing before the 
Committee on 29 January 2014. 
 
DEREK MACKAY 
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Annex A 

 
Questions on the Draft NPF3 and Review of SPP  
 
1. Strategic overview of the planning system  
 

Q. What key principles should underpin the strategic vision of the Scottish planning 
system? How will the draft NPF3 deliver on these principles?  

 
A. The Scottish planning system has a key role to play in delivering the central 
purpose of the Scottish Government: to create a more successful country, with 
opportunities for all to flourish through increasing sustainable economic growth.  The 
shared vision for the National Planning Framework (NPF) and Scottish Planning Policy 
(SPP) is: 
 
“We live in a Scotland with a growing, low carbon economy with progressively 
narrowing disparities in well-being and opportunity.  It is growth that can be 
achieved whilst reducing emissions and which respects the quality of the 
environment, place and life which makes our country so special.  It is growth which 
increases solidarity – reducing inequalities between our regions.  We live in 
sustainable, well-designed places and homes which meet our needs.  We enjoy 
excellent transport and digital connections, internally and with the rest of the 
world.” 
 
To realise this vision, I fully expect planning to enable high quality, sustainable 
development.  It can achieve this through a more streamlined and efficient process, and by 
having up to date, relevant and positive development plans.  Reflecting continuous 
improvement, Draft SPP sets out the core values of the planning service that it should: 
 

• focus on outcomes, maximising benefits and balancing competing interests; 

• play a key role in facilitating economic recovery and sustainable economic growth in 
the longer term, particularly the creation of new jobs; 

• be plan-led, with plans being up to date and relevant; 

• make decisions in a timely, transparent and fair way to provide a supportive 
business environment and engender public confidence in the system; 

• be inclusive, engaging all interests as early and effectively as possible; 

• be proportionate, only imposing obligations where necessary; and 

• uphold the law and enforce the terms of decisions made. 
 
Strategic planning principles as emphasised in Proposed NPF3 and Draft SPP include 
placemaking and high quality development, a clear and positive approach to spatial 
planning and a focus on delivering our potential for growth in the key sectors identified in 
the Government Economic Strategy.  Proposed NPF3 aims to deliver on these principles 
by being clear about the priorities that the Scottish Government expects planning 
authorities to address within development plans.  It emphasises that priorities will be 
different in our cities and towns, our rural areas, and our coasts and islands.  Proposed 
NPF3 also specifically supports projects that Ministers consider to be needed, by giving 
them national development status. 
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Q. What are the strategic connections between the National Planning Framework and 
Scottish Planning Policy? How do they work together to deliver the same priorities?  

 
A. NPF3 and the SPP will work together to deliver on all 16 of our national outcomes.  
Whilst NPF3 will be about ‘where’ development should take place, the SPP will focus on 
‘how’ planning should be undertaken to facilitate sustainable development.   
 
Both Proposed NPF3 and Draft SPP focus on shared outcomes, specifically ensuring 
Scotland becomes:  ‘a successful, sustainable place’, ‘a low carbon place’, ‘a natural, 
resilient place’ and ‘a connected place’.  NPF3 will achieve this by setting out priorities and 
opportunities at a national scale, whilst SPP will provide guidance on how development 
plans and development management can deliver these outcomes at a local level.  The 
planning outcomes set out in Draft SPP were expressed differently, but in response to 
suggestions from the consultation we are revising to align more closely with NPF. 
 

NPF SPP 

Scotland’s long-term development strategy 
 
 

The vision – sets the tone 
Map based 
Statutory 

How nationally important land use matters 
should be addressed across Scotland 

 
The detail – to put into practice 

Text based – explanatory 
Non-statutory (flexible) 

 
The NPF and SPP have been prepared in an integrated way and there are many links 
between the two documents.  For example: 

 Proposed NPF3 highlights the opportunities for development and economic 
investment in different parts of the country - Draft SPP sets out policies to 
strengthen local distinctiveness through a place based approach to planning and 
design. 

 Proposed NPF3 reflects the need to strengthen transport links between cities, 
lifeline connections to rural areas and our international gateways - Draft SPP sets 
out how planning authorities should plan for development that makes sustainable 
use of transport infrastructure capacity. 

 Proposed NPF3 states that wind farm developments should not take place in 
National Parks and National Scenic Areas – Draft SPP provides guidance on how 
planning authorities should prepare spatial frameworks for wind energy 
developments to reflect a more detailed hierarchy of national, regional and local 
sensitivities.  

 Proposed NPF3 recognises the role of our high quality environment and green 
infrastructure in promoting development and investment in Scotland and supports 
the Central Scotland Green Network as a national development - Draft SPP sets out 
how planning authorities should provide clear policies for environmental protection 
and enhancement, and delivery of green infrastructure. 
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Q. How does the National Planning Framework influence local and regional 
development plans? How does it influence the development of policy by the Scottish 
Government and local authorities? How effective is the NPF Action Plan in translating top-
level strategy into the planning system?  

 
A. The NPF has statutory status, and must be taken into account in strategic and local 
development plans.  NPF2, adopted in 2009, has formed the basis for development plans 
throughout the country.  NPF2 forms the foundations for the spatial strategies of 
Scotland’s four strategic development plans.  In turn local development plans, which cover 
the whole of Scotland, take into account the framework provided by both NPF2 and 
strategic development plans. 
 
An Action Programme was prepared for NPF2, and has been kept up to date during the 
last 5 years.  It includes 80 actions for delivering the strategy.  Some of these actions have 
led to change on the ground in the last five years, whilst others will take longer to progress.  
Of the national developments identified in NPF2, the Action Programme shows that some 
have been delivered and some have seen significant progress, whilst others are longer 
term aspirations. 
 
A draft Action Programme has been prepared to accompany NPF3, and will be finalised 
when NPF3 is adopted.  The Programme has been simplified and includes 30 priority 
actions and action on the suite of national developments.  I believe that this will allow for a 
sharper focus on delivery over the next five years.  
 

Q. How does the National Planning Framework link to the National Performance 
Framework/Scotland Performs? How does the Framework and Scottish Planning Policy 
support preventative spending and the Christie Commission agenda for the reform of 
public services in Scotland?  

 
A. NPF3 will bring together a wide range of Scottish Government policies and 
strategies, and as a result, all of the 16 national outcomes, the 8 purpose targets (growth, 
productivity, participation, population, health, solidarity, cohesion and sustainability) and 
many of the associated indicators set out in the National Performance Framework are 
relevant to the NPF.   
 
Some of these links are immediately obvious, for example ‘we live in well designed, 
sustainable places where we are able to access the amenities and services we need’ and 
‘we value and enjoy our natural and built environment and protect it and enhance it for 
future generations’.  But planning is also relevant to other outcomes, not least those 
focusing on realising our economic potential, making Scotland an attractive place to do 
business, and reducing inequalities in Scottish society. 
 
Many of the key messages within the Christie Commission Report on the Future Delivery 
of Public Services are supported by the NPF and SPP.  Both encourage collaboration and 
reflect the co-ordinating role of planning on delivering shared objectives in a joined up way.  
They demonstrate the role of spatial planning in bringing together public sector policies 
and applying them in a coherent way to our many distinctive places.  Planning is 
intrinsically designed to facilitate preventative spend, by taking action now to anticipate 
and respond to future demands through a strategically planned approach.  The open and 
transparent way in which both Proposed NPF3 and Draft SPP have been produced, and 
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their emphasis on shared delivery, also demonstrates the need to design effective services 
with and for people and communities in practical terms.   
 

Q. Central to the development and delivery of the planning system envisioned by the 
NPF and SPP and the definitions of sustainable development and sustainable economic 
growth. European Union legislation provide an accepted definition of sustainable 
development as—  
 
 "development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability 
of  future generations to meet their own needs, in other words ensuring that today's 
 growth does not jeopardise the growth possibilities of future generations. 
Sustainable  development thus comprises three elements - economic, social and 
environmental -  which have to be considered in equal measure at the political level”. 
 
This definition forms the basis of the Scottish Government’s own definition of sustainable 
development in the context of its policies.  However, there does not appear to be a suitably 
clear definition of sustainable economic growth. Therefore, how does the Scottish 
Government define sustainable economic growth in terms of the NPF3 and SPP? How do 
sustainable economic growth and sustainable development relate to each other in terms of 
planning policy?  

 
A. I recently consulted on a proposal for planning to include a presumption in favour of 
development that contributes to sustainable development.  This means that the planning 
system should help to build to economically, environmentally and socially sustainable 
places by enabling development that balances the costs and benefits of a proposal over 
the longer term.  The aim is to achieve the right development in the right place; it is not to 
allow development at any cost.   
 
The consultation paper included the definitions of the two terms: 
 

 Sustainable Development:  Development that meets the needs of the present 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.  
(The Brundtland Definition. Our Common Future, The World Commission on 
Environment and Development, 1987.) 

 

 Sustainable Economic Growth:  Building a dynamic and growing economy that will 
provide prosperity and opportunities for all, while ensuring that future generations 
can enjoy a better quality of life too. (Response to Parliamentary Question S4W-
10994) 

 
In short, the Government’s purpose of sustainable economic growth is compatible with our 
wider commitment to sustainable development.  These principles form the foundations for 
the spatial strategy set out in Proposed NPF3 and Draft SPP.  Both aim to deliver multiple 
and complementary benefits for the economy, environment and society.    
 
2. Supporting policy priorities  
 

Q. How will the draft NPF3, and review of SPP support and influence the development 
of the Scottish Government’s strategies on regeneration and town centre development?  
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A. The Proposed NPF3 reflects our asset based approach to regeneration.  
Regeneration cannot and should not be fully prescribed at the national level - it depends 
on local circumstances and the aspirations of local people and therefore requires a flexible 
approach.   
 
The national perspective of Proposed NPF3 enables it to highlight opportunities for 
regeneration in different places, and has designated two leading regeneration projects as 
national developments.  This aims to achieve different things – for Dundee Waterfront, the 
emphasis is on demonstrating the positive role of planning and its potential to define and 
deliver a vision for a place.  At Ravenscraig, national development status aims to give new 
impetus to a long-standing project for reusing on a significant area of derelict land, by 
creating a new community which is an exemplar of sustainable development and high 
quality placemaking.  The recent consultation on ‘sustainability’ within the SPP highlights 
the role of planning in making efficient use of existing capacities of land, buildings and 
infrastructure. 
 
Both NPF3 and SPP will also include strong support for town centre development, and 
contribute to the Scottish Government’s Town Centre Action Plan.  Draft SPP proposed 
broadening the town centre first approach in development plans and consenting, aiming to 
encourage a wider range of high footfall generating land uses in town centres.  Our SPP 
Position Statement confirms our intention to ensure an updated town centre first planning 
policy and associated sequential test are included in the finalised SPP.  The Proposed 
NPF3 emphasises the importance of towns in delivering a sustainable spatial strategy 
across Scotland, including towns within city regions, rural towns and key towns on our 
coasts and islands.  The strategy reflects the many opportunities to strengthen local 
distinctiveness, promote the low carbon agenda, support investment and quality of life by 
taking forward the actions set out in the Town Centre Action Plan.  
 

Q. How is top-level planning policy integrated into the economic and social 
regeneration strategies by planning authorities in Scotland?  

 
A. We fully expect authorities to ensure consistency between the development plan 
and other strategies.  The approach to this will vary according to the circumstances of 
different local authorities.   
 
The NPF is the spatial expression of the Government Economic Strategy and plays a key 
role at the national level in bringing together a wide range of policies and strategies, 
including for economic and social regeneration.  This is a model which should be reflected 
at a local level through collaborative working within local authorities.   
 

Q. How will the draft NPF3, and review of SPP support and influence the community 
planning process? How do these top-level planning policies ensure that community 
planning partnerships deliver spatial planning under single outcome agreements? In other 
words, how do SOAs ensure the effective connection between land use planning and 
community planning?  

 
A. The new Single Outcome Agreements (SOAs) which Community Planning 
Partnerships (CPPs) agreed in Summer 2013 with Ministers and Council Leaders are 
intended to be “plans for place”.  They demonstrate a clear understanding of place and 
communities, including inequalities facing different areas and population groups.  They 
then translate that understanding into a genuine plans to address agreed priorities, based 
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around the ways in which six policy priorities apply in their area and their distinctive local 
needs. 
 
Land use planning has an important role in identifying and responding to need.  It can 
facilitate improvements to infrastructure to stimulate economic growth, support 
regeneration or combat depopulation where this is an issue in rural and remote areas.  It 
can contribute to efforts to make neighbourhoods safer and greener, and promote physical 
and mental well-being.  It can help bring services, jobs, family and friends closer to people.  
It can stimulate local civic pride and community identity.   
 
Delivery of shared outcomes in both SOAs and development plans depends on effective 
partnership working.  The same people are often involved in community planning and 
development planning.  Local authorities are responsible for development planning and 
are key partners in community planning.  Both require public engagement and there is 
scope to combine this to produce a more complete and coherent picture. 
 
I fully acknowledge there is a need to strengthen the links between land use planning and 
community planning.  I expect this to improve, aided by the complementary expectations 
which Proposed NPF, Draft SPP and joint Scottish Government/COSLA Statement of 
Ambition for Community Planning.  Action is underway to strengthen community planning 
in line with the Statement of Ambition, and I propose to build on this to promote better links 
between community planning and land use planning. 
 
Our expectations for NPF/SPP and for community planning complement each other.  Draft 
SPP highlights the importance of planning contributing to the delivery of SOAs, and the 
need for greater integration between land use planning and community planning.  
Proposed NPF3 sets out place-based outcomes for Scotland as a whole and we expect 
this vision to be translated into development plans throughout the country.  As this 
happens, there will be significant opportunities for development plans to play a key role in 
the delivery of SOAs through community planning. 
 
As the Committee knows, with the National Community Planning Group we are 
implementing a major programme to strengthen community planning in Scotland, which 
should assist these efforts.  The new SOAs provide a clear focus for CPP activity.  The 
Agreement on Joint Working on Community Planning and Resourcing from September 
2013 sets clear expectations on CPPs and community planning partners to be clear about 
total collective resources available, and ensure resources (which includes the work of staff 
as well as their budgets and buildings) are deployed and aligned towards priority outcomes 
identified in their SOAs.  We have recently consulted on policy proposals for inclusion in 
the forthcoming Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill, which will place new duties on 
partner bodies, including local authorities, to support the CPP in planning and delivering its 
priority outcomes.  Like other key partners, local authorities need to work through what 
changes are necessary within and across their organisations to meet these expectations. 
 
I do not believe that better links between community planning and land use planning will 
be achieved by simply issuing further guidance - this is about relationships and 
collaboration, rather than simply aligning processes and there is therefore not a quick or 
immediately obvious solution.  It is for local partners to find locally specific solutions.  
However, to instigate change, I will ensure that the matter is discussed at the Scottish 
Government’s national development planning forum in March 2014. 
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Q. How are the outcomes of the NPF to be measured? How does the SPP relate to 
local government benchmarking and best value?  

 
A. Proposed NPF3 is clear about the outcomes we expect to see from the spatial 
strategy.  The Planning etc.( Scotland) Act 2006 requires monitoring of the delivery of the 
NPF.  A Monitoring Report for NPF2 was published in 2012.  This played a key role in 
informing the development of NPF3.  For NPF3 we will continue monitoring and produce a 
report as required.   
 
There are currently no formal requirements for monitoring of the SPP.  The consultation on 
Draft SPP showed strong support for monitoring of its impact.  However in practice 
monitoring of the use and effectiveness of the SPP and its outcomes is challenging.  It 
might best be achieved by monitoring the way in which strategic and local development 
plans respond to the SPP, but could also be supported by a number of the indicators that 
are already included in the Planning Performance Framework, such as housing and 
employment land supply and delivering high quality development on the ground.  We will 
consider these responses further and set out our plans for monitoring in due course.   
espondent GroupsAgree  

Q. How does the Scottish Government incentivise planning authorities to achieve the 
delivery of the outcomes from the NPF and SPP (e.g. through variations in the planning 
fee system etc.)?  

 
A. Compliance with NPF3 is a statutory requirement of planning legislation.  The SPP 
includes references to some requirements set out in legislation, for example minimum 
requirements for consultation and engagement set out in the Town and Country Planning 
(Scotland) Act 1997 as amended and associated secondary legislation.  The SPP also 
contains policies which the Scottish Government expects planning authorities to take 
forward.  There is no direct incentivisation for this, or penalties for non-conformity.   
 
3. The process for development and review of NPF and SPP  
 

Q. How effective has the Government’s consultation process been on the development 
of the draft NPF3?  

 
A. NPF3 and the SPP are being prepared in an open and transparent way, with 
participation forming an integral part of the process.  We have built on experience gained 
in preparing NPF2, and used innovation and best practice in public engagement, to 
achieve this.  
 
A Participation Statement has been published and updated throughout the preparation 
process – the latest version was published alongside laying of Proposed NPF3 in January 
2014.  It sets out the many components of the tailored engagement process – different 
methods have been used to ensure the effective involvement of a wide range of 
stakeholders, from individuals to local authorities, businesses and organisations. 
 
Independent consultants analysed the responses to the consultation on the draft 
documents.  The level of response to the NPF3 Main Issues Report was more than double 
the number of responses received to NPF2 (some 550 responses).  The level of response 
to consultation on Draft SPP has been unprecedented, with some 1600 responses.   
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Proposed NPF3 builds on the views and opinions raised in response to the consultation.  
Views on Draft SPP will be taken into account as the policy is finalised.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Q. The 2006 Act requires the Scottish Government to review the NPF at regular 
intervals (currently 5 years) and to lay draft revisions of the NPF before the Parliament for 
consideration. However, no such statutory requirements exist for reviews of the SPP. 
Should there be an agreed cycle for review of the SPP (statutory or otherwise)? Should 
this be linked to the cycle for review of the NPF? Should the SPP be subject to a similar 
level of parliamentary consideration as the NPF?  

 
A. There have been clear benefits in aligning the review of the NPF and the SPP.  
However, whilst the NPF has a statutory basis within the Planning etc. (Scotland) Act 
2006, the SPP does not.  I believe that there is benefit in maintaining the flexibility that we 
have to update the SPP, given its non statutory status and role as document setting out 
Government policy.  Similarly, whilst Parliament may wish to consider the content of Draft 
SPP, I believe the focus should be on NPF, as this part of the process is designed 
specifically to reflect its statutory role.   
 

Q. Is the 60-day statutory timeframe for parliamentary consideration of the draft NPF 
sufficient to allow for proper scrutiny?  

 
A. When the Planning Bill was introduced in December 2005, the statutory period was 
set at 40 days.  The then administration responded to the recommendation at Stage 1 of 
the Parliament’s then Communities Committee to extend this period to 60 days.  The issue 
of whether there was a need to extend beyond the 60 day period was not raised.  
 
The issue did not arise in the Report of the Committee on NPF2, rather Parliament 
requested that greater notice be given for the laying of the document to allow for 
scheduling of business – we have addressed this through publication and updating of a 
clear timetable throughout the process of preparing NPF3. 
 
Providing the consideration focuses specifically on the role of planning and the NPF, I 
believe that the 60 day period is sufficient.  
 
4. The planning process and the work of the committee  
 

Q. During its recent scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s 2014/15 draft budget, the 
Committee received evidence of a reduction in local government staffing level of over 
30,000 in the last five years. As part of this evidence the Committee received anecdotal 
evidence of a major reduction in the level of resources for the planning system in the 
financial year 2012/13.  In light of this evidence, is the current number of planning officers 
employed by planning authorities across Scotland adequate?  
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A. This is not a matter for the Scottish Government to comment on.  The employment 
of planning officers is a matter for planning authorities.  Under the 2007 Concordat 
between the Scottish Government and local government the presumption is against the 
establishment of new ring fenced grants.  This provides each local authority with more 
freedom and flexibility to allocate their resources to meet local needs and priorities of their 
area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Q. In the wake of the recent review, is the current planning fee regime in Scotland 
sufficient to support the planning system? How does reform of the planning system feature 
within the Scottish Government’s/COSLA’s plans for delivery of the Christie Commission 
principles?  

 
A. As approved by the Scottish Parliament, the Town and Country Planning (Fees for 
Applications and Deemed Applications) (Scotland) Amendment Regulations 2013 
increased planning fees by approximately 20% on 6 April 2013.  We consider that increase 
will strengthen resources and the capability of planning authorities to deliver a high 
performing service whilst maintaining a supportive business environment to encourage 
sustainable economic growth.  And, to incentivise performance improvement, we are 
establishing a link between planning fees and performance, through the Regulatory 
Reform (Scotland) Bill which received approval from Parliament on 17th January.    
 
In giving oral evidence to the Local Government and Regeneration Committee on 6 March 
2013 on the proposed regulations, I considered that if we move to full cost recovery - 
which is an aspiration I share with local government colleagues – it must be robust and fair 
to people who pay for applications.  I am completely dependent on local authorities to 
improve their performance to give me justification for increasing fees further.  Through the 
High Level Group on Planning Performance – which I chair jointly with Councillor Stephen 
Hagan, COSLA Spokesperson for Development, Economy and Sustainability – we have 
been taking forward a shared programme of work to ensure performance and service 
improvements are delivered across the planning service.  The detailed practical 
arrangements for the use of new provisions linking planning fees and performance are 
also being taken forward with our COSLA partners through the High Level Group. 
 
I also considered that in probing the fee issue a fuller understanding of the costs that are 
associated with each application is required.  I am pleased therefore that Heads of 
Planning Scotland and the Improvement Service have been working with 16 planning 
authorities to collect, monitor and report data on the cost of development management.  I 
hope that the Report will be available shortly. 
 
Our planning reform programme makes a strong commitment to simplifying and 
streamlining procedures through removing unnecessary processes and advocating much 
closer working between planning and other public services.  A key principle running 
through planning reform, including the 2006 Planning Act, has been to front-load the 
system, ensuring important issues are addressed and, where possible, resolved at the 
earliest stage.  This increases certainty both to public bodies and to those seeking to 
invest in development, and so can prevent substantial costs and delays from occurring 
later in the process, such as through appeals and legal challenges. 
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The changes being made through NPF3 and SPP should result in greater alignment 
between those services they improve and the principles for public service transformation 
identified in the Government’s response to the Christie Commission.  The Government’s 
reform principles and characteristics are set out in the table below, along with further detail 
on alignment with progress being made on the planning reform agenda. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Reform outcomes Relationship with planning reform  

Person centred, value 
driven and assets 
based 

Future reforms and performance improvements driven by customer focus; 
i.e. how public authorities, through planning services, can support delivery 
of good quality development and sustainable economic growth. 

Integration & 
Collaboration 

By improving the quality of engagement, communication and relationships 
between planning authorities and other public bodies through work on, 
planning appraisals, multiple consents, culture change, skills development 
and the performance framework. 

Prevention Promotion of a plan–led system to provide certainty to investors and 
communities.  Better early engagement and simplification of process / 
requirements should resolve issues and potential showstoppers to 
proposed developments at early stage, and so prevent unexpected costs 
and protracted processes at later stage. 

Performance 
Improvement 

By working with local government and key agencies on a performance 
framework which will give a more rounded view of service quality and 
priorities for improvement and to drive a culture of continuous improvement 
and by further simplification of processes. 

Workforce 
Development & 
Leadership 

Performance framework focused on driving a culture of continuous 
improvement, including evidence of ongoing development of staff, 
management and elected members. 

 
 

Q. Is the current supply of graduate planners into the Scottish planning system 
adequate? How many third-level educational institutions currently offer accredited courses 
in Scotland in terms of urban planning and associated studies?  

 
A. The effectiveness of our planning system depends on the skills, experience and 
judgement of our planning professionals.  Scotland has a long tradition of planning 
education.  Four universities currently offer courses that are accredited by the Royal Town 
Planning Institute:  Heriot Watt University, University of Dundee, University of Glasgow 
and Strathclyde University.  Recruitment can also of course come from planning and 
related courses that are run outwith Scotland.  I am not aware of any issues with the 
supply of graduate planners into the Scottish planning system.  
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Annex B  
 
Questions on the Delivery of Regeneration in Scotland  
 

1.  What guidance has been given to CPPs in relation to planning for delivering 
regeneration?  

 
A. The Scottish Government’s 2012 Guidance to Community Planning Partnerships on 
SOAs emphasises the need to establish a clear understanding of place within community 
planning.  There is a focus on six national policy priorities: economic recovery and growth; 
employability; early years; outcomes for older people; reducing health inequalities and 
increasing physical participation and community safety / reduced reoffending.  In addition, 
the guidance steers CPPs towards tackling place-specific, distinctive local priorities in 
SOAs – this will include planning for delivering regeneration in many community planning 
areas.   
 

2.  What discussions have, or are, taking place with SLAED, in relation to planning and 
delivery of regeneration in Scotland?  

 
A. The Scottish Local Authorities Economic Development group (SLAED) comprises 
senior officials from economic development teams across all 32 Scottish local authorities.  
It acts as a joint local authority forum allowing economic development professionals to 
discuss and co-ordinate, share experience, expertise and best practice on a wide range of 
economic development issues – including planning and regeneration - relevant to 
Scotland’s local authorities, and the Scottish economy.  
 
Scottish Government Ministers and officials regularly meet with SLAED to discuss a range 
of economic development issues.  For example, SLAED is a member of the Local 
Economic Development Partnership Forum which was established, in part, as a response 
to calls from the EET Committee for greater political oversight and alignment between 
central and local government and key enterprise and delivery agencies involved in local 
economic development.  
 
The Forum’s key objective is to improve the impact of local economic development activity 
by securing partnership approaches and to ensure alignment.  The Forum meets twice 
yearly and is chaired jointly by the Minister for Energy, Enterprise and Tourism and 
COSLA’s Spokesperson for Development, Economy and Sustainability.  Its membership 
also includes senior officers of key enterprise agencies, Visit Scotland, SDS, and senior 
representatives from COSLA, Business Gateway, Heads of Planning Scotland and the 
Scottish Government. 
 
A Senior Officers’ Group, of which SLAED is also a member, meets 6 times a year to 
support discussion at the Partnership Forum.  The most recent Senior Officers’ Group 
meeting was held on 10 December and regeneration issues formed part of the discussion.  
 
As an example of further recent engagement with SLAED, the Minister for Energy, 
Enterprise and Tourism attended the SLAED annual conference on 28 November where a 
wide range of economic development issues were discussed. 
 
 
 



Agenda item 1    LGR/S4/14/3/1 
29 January 2014 
 

13 
 

 
 
 

3. How is SLAED supporting and delivering this agenda?  

 
A. In partnership with the Improvement Service and SLAED, the Scottish Government 
has jointly funded the production of an improvement guide for local authority economic 
development services.  Developed in partnership, this guide is supporting local authorities 
in delivering economic development and regeneration including: tackling market failure; 
exchanging good practice; assessing overall performance in delivering economic 
development; benchmarking performance; and identifying practice improvements to 
strengthen their performance and impact.  The Scottish Government is supporting the 
implementation of this guide alongside the Improvement Service and SLAED. 
 
SLAED sit on the Regeneration Capital Grant Fund Independent Panel and have also 
acted as key representatives on the review group for the national review of town centres 
and will continue to advise Scottish Government on views on policy and actions emerging 
from the Town Centre Action Plan. 
 
SLAED also met with Scottish Government officials early in the NPF3 process, prior to 
preparation of the Main Issues Report.  Their views were used to inform development of 
the strategy.  Discussions focused on achieving a balance between responding to 
opportunities and addressing need.  Ideas included: the need for planning to support 
regeneration projects (such as Dundee); promoting low carbon opportunities; and 
improving transport links within, and to, key growth corridors.    
 

4. What direction have local authorities been given in relation to involving communities 
in their planning arrangements?  

 
A. SPP recognises that effective engagement with the public can lead to better plans, 
better decisions and more satisfactory outcomes and can help to avoid delays in the 
planning process.  It also improves confidence in the fairness of the planning system.  The 
existing policy is clear that the Scottish Government expects engagement with the public 
to be meaningful and to occur from the earliest stages in the planning process to enable 
community views to be reflected in development plans and development proposals.  A 
requirement for engagement that is meaningful, early and proportionate is reflected in 
Draft SPP.  
 
Fuller advice on community engagement in the planning system is provided in Planning 
Advice Note (PAN) 3/2010: Community Engagement.  This advises communities on how 
they can get involved and advice to planning authorities and developers on ways of 
effectively engaging with communities on planning matters.  The PAN also links directly 
with the National Standards for Community Engagement which set out best practice 
principles for the way that councils and other public bodies should engage with 
communities. 
 
There is clearly potential for those involved in land use and community planning to work 
together to provide linked opportunities for engagement.  Scottish Government guidance 
on SOAs also emphasises the importance of community involvement in their development.  
It notes that CPPs should understand communities and provide genuine opportunities to 
consult, engage and involve them.  Our policy proposals for statutory community planning 



Agenda item 1    LGR/S4/14/3/1 
29 January 2014 
 

14 
 

duties in the forthcoming Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill anticipate that one of 
the duties to be placed on CPPs should be to consult and engage with communities in 
identifying and prioritising the outcomes that are to be delivered and ensure that 
community engagement is properly planned, resourced and integrated across partners. 
 
 

5.  How is the Government working with planning authorities to ensure that quality 
design features are at the heart of placemaking?  

 
A. The current review of SPP has brought placemaking into Draft SPP and set it out as 
an overarching principal policy that is relevant to all development.  This is a positive step 
which is further strengthened by the emphasis on high quality natural and built 
environments and placemaking in Proposed NPF3. 
 
The Scottish Government has been working with planning authorities since 2012 on the 
charrette mainstreaming programme, which aims to increase the level of engagement, 
design input and quality of outcomes in planning processes.  Charrettes bring 
communities, planning authorities and other stakeholders together with a specialist design 
team to work together intensively over a short period to develop plans for local areas.  The 
process is specifically focussed on increasing the quality of design by engaging those with 
detailed local knowledge and specialist design and planning skills together.  
 
Recent charrettes, supported by the Scottish Government, have taken place at an early 
point in the preparation of local development plans.  This allows the outputs of the 
charrette to have an effective influence over the development of long-term plans and 
brings the benefits of design thinking into very early planning stages where it may not 
typically be employed.  The charrette mainstreaming programme has recently been 
expanded to address the issues raised through the national review of town centres.  As 
part of the Scottish Government Town Centre Action Plan, a fund of £120,000 is available 
in 2013/14 to support local authorities, communities and anyone with an interest in town 
centre regeneration to deliver charrettes.  
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Annex C  
 
PE1469 on Neighbour notification distances for wind turbine applications  
 

Q. The Local Government and Regeneration would appreciate your views on this 
petition when responding to the questions on the draft NPF3 and SPP.  

 
A. While we appreciate the concerns of people living near proposals for wind turbines, 
our overall aim is to provide opportunities for interested parties to comment on applications 
while not placing disproportionate burdens on planning authorities and applicants.  We 
believe in the round the current statutory requirements do that.   
 
Neighbour notification is intended for those living next to a proposal site, not everyone who 
might be affected by or have an interest in an application.  Other publicity requirements 
also apply.  Where developments are likely to have wider impacts on amenity because of 
their size (e.g. structures over 20 metres in height) or noise or in that they significantly alter 
an area of established amenity, then a notice must be published in a local newspaper.  
Information on all planning applications is required to be published on an online list by the 
planning authority for the area and available in the planning office, local libraries and 
weekly lists of new applications sent to all community councils in the planning authority’s 
area. 
 
We recognise, however, that guidance on public engagement beyond the statutory 
minimum can encourage a more tailored approach to individual circumstances and 
consider this a proportionate response to the particular concerns about wind turbines.  We 
have advised the Public Petitions Committee previously that we will issue such guidance 
for wind turbine proposals, and we will advise both Committees shortly on the timetable for 
its production.  
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Annex D  
 
Sustainable Economic Growth and Sustainable Development  
 

Q. Is a planning authority required to take account of the duty to support sustainable 
economic growth when considering a planning application?  The Regulatory Reform 
(Scotland) Bill would seem to specifically exempt them from this duty, is this the case?  
The Local Government and Regeneration Committee would appreciate your views on this 
position and explain whether these policy objectives are compatible? 
 

 
A. The Regulatory Reform (Scotland) Bill [as amended at Stage 2] specifically 
exempts planning authorities to being subject to the duty to contribute to sustainable 
economic growth.  The amendment at Stage 2 was proposed by the Government after 
considering the evidence and views of stakeholders that were discussed at the Economy, 
Energy and Tourism (EET) Committee with regard to planning, and concluding that the Bill 
is not the appropriate way of dealing with matters in the planning system.  The amendment 
was agreed to unanimously by the EET Committee. 
 
This does not mean that planning authorities do not need to deliver better regulation or 
contribute to sustainable economic growth.  The established planning framework already 
ensures balanced decision making by planning authorities and takes into account 
sustainable economic growth.  Our planning system’s important role in contributing to 
sustainable economic growth will continue to be taken forward through SPP and NPF3 
 
When considering planning applications a planning authority is not required to take 
account of the duty to support sustainable economic growth.  However, planning 
authorities, must determine planning applications in line with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise.   
 
In preparing their development plans, planning authorities are required by the Planning 
etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 to take account of the NPF, which has sustainable economic 
growth as a key driver.  Authorities must also have regard to such other information and 
considerations as appear to them to be relevant.  This would include the SPP which sets 
out Scottish Minister’s priorities and expectations of the planning system.  
 
The SPP, which supports sustainable economic growth, is also an established material 
consideration in the determination of planning applications.     
 
The policy objectives are compatible – our approach will achieve the same outcomes, but 
in a way that aligns with established planning legislation. 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE

QUESTIONS ON THE DRAFT NPF3 AND REVIEW OF SPP 

RESPONSE FROM NEIL COLLAR

Introduction

Neil Collar is a solicitor working exclusively in planning law. He is a Partner with Brodies LLP and 

Head of the firm’s Planning Law team. He is a Legal Associate of the Royal Town Planning Institute 

and is accredited as a specialist in planning law by the Law Society of Scotland. The 3rd edition of his 

book “Planning” was published in 2010, containing an outline of all current planning law. Neil has over 20 

years’ experience advising on planning law and procedural issues for developments throughout Scotland. 

This Response contains Neil’s personal opinions, not those of Brodies or its clients.

Response to Questions from the Local Government and Regeneration Committee

1.        Strategic overview of the planning system

 What key principles should underpin the strategic vision of the Scottish planning system? 
How will the draft NPF3 deliver on these principles? 

Response: The key principle is sustainable economic growth. The SPP states that:

“Planning should take a positive approach to enabling quality development and making efficient 
use of land to deliver long term benefits for people while protecting and enhancing natural and 
cultural resources.” (para 2)

The references to “positive approach” and “enabling quality development” are important. The 
proposal to introduce a presumption in favour of development that contributes to sustainable 
development is also welcome, because of the focus on delivering (appropriate) development.

The draft NPF3 chapter 6 deals with delivery, which is a combination of the 14 national 
developments which will help deliver the spatial strategy, and 30 key actions to ensure that the 
delivery of priorities is co-ordinated with other strategies and targets for the Scottish Government 
and its agencies. 

 What are the strategic connections between the National Planning Framework and Scottish 
Planning Policy? How do they work together to deliver the same priorities?

Response: The Scottish Government Position Statement January 2014 discusses the alignment 
between the NPF and SPP (page 3). 

Reviewing the NPF and SPP at the same time has been a positive innovation. It raises the 
question of whether there needs to be 2 separate documents, or if the purposes of both could be 
fulfilled in a single document. 

Agenda item 1 
29 January 2014

 
LGR/S4/14/3/2



2

20199094v1

 How does the National Planning Framework influence local and regional development 
plans? How does it influence the development of policy by the Scottish Government and 
local authorities? How effective is the NPF Action Plan in translating top-level strategy into 
the planning system?

Response: The statutory provisions require the NPF to be taken into account in preparing strategic 
development plans and local development plans (Town and Country (Planning) Scotland Act 1997, 
sections 8 and 16). The NPF is a material (planning) consideration for Scottish Government and 
local authorities to take into account. 

The NPF Action Plan records progress but could do more to analyse the quality of outcomes. 

 How does the National Planning Framework link to the National Performance 
Framework/Scotland Performs? How does the Framework and Scottish Planning Policy 
support preventative spending and the Christie Commission agenda for the reform of 
public services in Scotland? 

Response: These issues are outwith my expertise.

 Central to the development and delivery of the planning system envisioned by the NPF and 
SPP and the definitions of sustainable development and sustainable economic growth. 
European Union legislation provide an accepted definition of sustainable development as—

"development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability 
of future generations to meet their own needs, in other words ensuring that today's 
growth does not jeopardise the growth possibilities of future generations. 
Sustainable development thus comprises three elements - economic, social and 
environmental - which have to be considered in equal measure at the political 
level”.[1]

This definition forms the basis of the Scottish Government’s own definition of sustainable 
development in the context of its policies.[2] However, there does not appear to be a suitably 
clear definition of sustainable economic growth. Therefore, how does the Scottish 
Government define sustainable economic growth in terms of the NPF3 and SPP? How do 
sustainable economic growth and sustainable development relate to each other in terms of 
planning policy?

Response: The Scottish Government Position Statement January 2014 discusses sustainability 
and planning (page 4). It notes that the consultation paper (“Sustainability and Planning” October 
2013) proposes replacing the draft SPP principal policies on sustainable economic growth and 
sustainable development, with a principal policy on sustainability.  

2.        Supporting policy priorities 

 How will the draft NPF3, and review of SPP support and influence the development of the 
Scottish Government’s strategies on regeneration and town centre development? 

Response: The NPF Key Actions include: “5 We will implement the Town Centre Action Plan, 
taking forward a series of demonstration projects including a programme of town centre charrettes” 
(page 45). The Scottish Government Position Statement January 2014 reports on Proactive Policy 
in Support of Town Centres (page 6).

 How is top-level planning policy integrated into the economic and social regeneration 
strategies by planning authorities in Scotland?

Response: My practical experience relates to planning policy, rather than economic and social 
regeneration strategies. 
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 How will the draft NPF3, and review of SPP support and influence the community planning 
process? How do these top-level planning policies ensure that community planning 
partnerships deliver spatial planning under single outcome agreements? In other words, 
how do SOAs ensure the effective connection between land use planning and community 
planning?

Response: My practical experience does not include the community planning process. 

 How are the outcomes of the NPF to be measured? How does the SPP relate to local 
government benchmarking and best value? 

Response: The NPF states that the actions and outcomes identified in the Action Programme will 
be used to monitor progress over the next 5 years (page 47, para 6.11). As mentioned above, the 
NPF Action Plan records progress but could do more to analyse quality of outcomes.

My practical experience does not include local government benchmarking and best value.

 How does the Scottish Government incentivise planning authorities to achieve the delivery 
of the outcomes from the NPF and SPP (e.g. through variations in the planning fee system 
etc.)? 

Response: I am not aware of any general incentivisation; there may be examples of incentivisation
in relation to specific policy initiatives. 

3.        The process for development and review of NPF and SPP

 How effective has the Government’s consultation process been on the development of the 
draft NPF3?

Response: Consultation on the draft NPF3 has been wider and more effective than previous 
consultation. The Participation Statement shows there has been a wide range of consultation and 
some innovative approaches. It is disappointing that only 549 responses were received to the 
NPF3 Main Issues Report. 

 The 2006 Act requires the Scottish Government to review the NPF at regular intervals 
(currently 5 years) and to lay draft revisions of the NPF before the Parliament for 
consideration. However, no such statutory requirements exist for reviews of the SPP. 
Should there be an agreed cycle for review of the SPP (statutory or otherwise)? Should this 
be linked to the cycle for review of the NPF? Should the SPP be subject to a similar level of 
parliamentary consideration as the NPF?

Response: Reviewing the SPP in tandem with the NPF appears to have worked well, so 
consideration should be given to formalising this arrangement. Indeed, as mentioned above, 
consideration should be given to combining them into a single document.  

 Is the 60-day statutory timeframe for parliamentary consideration of the draft NPF sufficient 
to allow for proper scrutiny? 

Response: This is a question for the MSPs doing the scrutinising to answer. One of the continuing 
problems with the planning system is the length of time it takes to prepare and approve 
development plans and other policy documents. The statutory provisions require the NPF to be 
revised every 5 years (Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, section 3A). 
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4.        The planning process and the work of the committee 

 During its recent scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s 2014/15 draft budget, the 
Committee received evidence of a reduction in local government staffing level of over 
30,000 in the last five years. As part of this evidence the Committee received anecdotal 
evidence of a major reduction in the level of resources for the planning system in the 
financial year 2012/13.[3] In light of this evidence, is the current number of planning officers 
employed by planning authorities across Scotland adequate? 

Response: Developers are concerned about whether sufficient resources are being made 
available for the planning system. There is still scope for resources being used more effectively –
for example, processing time for planning applications is often increased by requesting too much 
information, which then has to be assessed.

 In the wake of the recent review, is the current planning fee regime in Scotland sufficient to 
support the planning system? How does reform of the planning system feature within the 
Scottish Government’s/COSLA’s plans for delivery of the Christie Commission principles? 

Response: The planning fee regime needs to be kept under review. I do not have information on 
the Scottish Government’s/ COSLA’s plans for delivery of the Christie Commission principles. 

 Is the current supply of graduate planners into the Scottish planning system adequate? 
How many third-level educational institutions currently offer accredited courses in Scotland 
in terms of urban planning and associated studies? 

Response: I do not have direct experience of these issues.
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QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

What key principles should underpin the strategic vision of the Scottish 

planning system? How will the draft NPF3 deliver on these principles? 

What are the strategic connections between the NPF and Scottish Planning 

Policy. How do they work together to deliver the same priorities? 

Simply, planning should be about facilitating development that will contribute to the 

well-being of Scotland’s population in economic and social terms, now and in the 

future. NPF3 supports sustainable economic growth and that must be the focus. 

NPF3, in itself, will only have a limited impact on achieving this because planning 

decisions are mostly in the control of Councils. The NPF does not contain policies as 

such and so its influence is quite limited on how Councils choose to have regard to it. 

Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), which is currently the principal national reference 

point for development plans and planning decisions, has no statutory force, and is 

regularly ignored by Councils in respect to key planning decisions on growth. 

There should be a closer relationship between NPF and SPP, and I believe they 

should be a single document. 

How does the NPF influence local and regional development plans? How does 

it influence the development of policy by the Scottish Government and local 

authorities. How effective is the NPF Action Plan? 

The influence of NPF is strong, except where Councils either do not wish to follow its 

lead or find it difficult to do so. Many of the key aspirations of the NPF appear to 

exceed the finance available. 

Robin Holder (Director) has 25 years experience working in the public and private sectors, and is 

a leading figure in the Scottish planning profession. He is a recognised expert on planning for 

housing and retail e.g.  retail assessments, housing supply and demand, land use strategies, 

masterplanning, affordable housing and planning obligations/infrastructure requirements. He is an 

adviser to Homes for Scotland, and has substantial experience in promoting detailed and outline 

planning applications and securing development plan allocations. 
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The adequate provision of land for private and affordable housing is not achieved by 

Councils, often for local political reasons and an anti-development culture which still 

exists in some areas despite planning reform. 

An over-arching point is that despite planning reform, the planning system is still not 

in my view ‘fit for purpose’ 

 The plan led system is not working because most plans take too long to 

prepare. 

 Decisions on planning applications take too long by far. 

 Some major beneficial developments are being prevented or delayed, which 

should in fact be permitted. 

I don’t know how effective the NPF Action Plan is. 

How does the NPF link to the National Performance Framework and the 

Christie Commission Agenda 

I cannot provide an informed response. 

How should Sustainable Economic Growth be defined. 

In my view ‘sustainable economic growth’ is analogous to ‘sustainable development’, 

but the former is actually a better phrase. 

The difficulties in definition arise from trying to encapsulate the purpose of planning 

in a single phrase. Planning is often about balancing competing objectives. In my 

view, planning authorities place too little weight on encouraging growth in the 

defence of principles of lesser importance. 

It is crucial that SPP sets the correct balance, because my experience is that 

regulatory authorities find it easier to say ‘no’ than ‘yes’. 

How will NPF3 and SPP support strategies of regeneration and town centre 

development. 

Both documents place more emphasis on economic growth than previous versions 

but with limited effectiveness for reasons given above. 

Generally speaking, planning authorities are supportive of development in deprived 

areas and town centres, so the planning system is not the main impediment. The 

main barrier to private sector investment in regeneration areas is the prospect of no 

return on that investment. Inevitably, significant public sector pump priming is 

required and this is in short supply. There is no easy solution. 

Many town centres have become degraded because of changing shopping habits – 

internet and out of town shopping. While this has greatly increase choice and 
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convenience for shoppers, the physical and social fabric of many town centres has 

deteriorated. Those which have avoided the worst impacts have invested in 

improving the physical environment and redirected the focus to social activities. 

There is little, in my view, that the planning system in itself can do to support town 

centre development, other than continue to focus retail and leisure developments 

there as per the sequential approach. 

I am surprised that no mention of housing is made in the LGR’s questions on policy 

priorities. The shortage of private and affordable housing is at crisis levels. 

Considerably more needs to be done to ensure an adequate supply of housing, as in 

some key growth areas (e.g. the Edinburgh City Region) there seems to be a 

reluctance by the planning authorities to do so.  

I AM STRONGLY OF THE VIEW THAT NPF3 SHOULD CONTAIN REGIONAL 

HOUSING TARGETS. 

 

How is top-level planning policy integrated into the economic and social 

regeneration strategies by planning authorities in Scotland. 

This varies greatly between Councils. Some Councils that profess the objective to 

grow and regenerate, produce plans and make decisions on planning applications 

that do not accord with this. Quite often, short term political concerns (e.g. NIMBY 

objections) seem to override and contradict economic and social policies and 

aspirations. Because planning policies are often expressed in ambiguous terms (i.e. 

seeking to balance all objectives) these decisions can usually find some kind of 

justification. Greater emphasis needs to be placed on economic growth. 

How will NPF3 and SPP support and influence the community planning 

process. How do top level planning policies ensure that community planning 

partnerships deliver spatial planning under single outcome agreements. How 

do SOAs ensure connection between land use planning and community 

planning. 

Although I am involved in community consultation on a very regular basis on behalf 

of developers, I rarely if ever encounter ‘community planning’ as referred to above. I 

may simply be ignorant of what Councils are doing in respect of community planning, 

but I do not get the impression of a successful connection between land use 

planning and community planning. 

How are the outcomes of the NPF to be measured? How does the SPP relate to 

local government benchmarking and best value. 
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The draft NPF does not contain many clearly measurable targets so this will be 

difficult. I do not know if the SPP relates to LG benchmarking and best value, but I 

suspect not in a measurable way. 

How does the Scottish Government incentivise planning authorities to achieve 

the delivery of the outcomes from the NPF and SPP. 

At present there are few, if any, sticks or carrots. A fundamental problem for decades 

and at present is the delay in preparing development plans and making decisions on 

planning applications. Reform to the planning system, premised on ‘culture change’ 

has not markedly improved matters. Unlike the private sector, Councils are not 

rewarded for success and punished for failure. There will not be radical 

improvements in performance until tangible incentives are introduced. 

Increases in planning fees will make no difference unless they are dependent on 

improved performance. 

 

How effective has the consultation process been on NPF3 

Good, so far as I’m concerned. 

Should there be an agreed cycle of SPP, linked to NPF, and should SPP be 

subject to parliamentary consideration. 

Definitely yes to all. NPF and SPP are inextricably linked and should be presented to 

parliament as a single document. 

Is the 60 day time frame for parliamentary consideration enough? 

I don’t know. 

Is the number of planning officers employed by planning authorities enough? 

Not in my experience. 

Is the planning fee regime sufficient to support the planning system? 

I am not aware that there exists an accurate cost for the system which, if so, is very 

surprising, and means the question can’t be answered without establishing this. 

Are there enough planning graduates? 

I do not know. 
. 
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Evidence to the Local Government and Regeneration Committee, the Scottish Parliament 

National Planning Framework 3 (NPF3) and Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 

January 2014 

Written evidence in response to the questions on the Draft NPF3 and Review of SPP as sent to Mrs 

Pamela Ewen, TAYplan SDPA on 14th January 2014. 

1.         Strategic overview of the planning system 

What key principles should underpin the strategic vision of the Scottish planning system? How will the draft NPF3 

deliver on these principles?  

The response to this question is based generally on what the key principles should be, rather than on the 12 key 

principles set out in SPP and in the subsequent draft SPP ‘sustainability and planning’, although I will refer to the later 

also. 

The Proposed NPF does not set out clearly Key Principles; 4 planning outcomes are set out which translate the role 

planning will have in achieving the planning vision and in turn achieving the national outcomes. The 12 principles set 

out in draft SPP may result in more debate on what weight is attached to these and how these are used, rather than 

being used positively as guiding principles. If they are to remain TAYplan suggests that more guidance is offered. 

Assessing proposals against these principles will, in TAYplan’s view, require further studies to be submitted by 

applicants to demonstrate, for example, the net economic benefit. What impact this would have on local authority 

resources, investment and speed of planning decisions needs to be considered. The one principle that is missing in 

draft SPP is the overarching point that proposals should be in accordance with SPP, covering all policies, and assessed 

in that regard. TAYplan’s key point in that the SPP brings clarity and does not leave phrases/policy open to wide 

interpretation. 

The key overarching principle should be sustainable development (of which economic growth is a part) in accordance 

with the Planning Act. This is a balance between economic, social and environmental factors and that balance will 

differ from proposal to proposal and by local area. 

The focus on outcomes is welcomed. In respect of Key Principles, TAYplan supports the 10 principles set out by the 

Royal Town Planning Institute in its response to the draft NPF3 consultation (dated 16th July 2013). These principles 

are: 

1. Is ambitious 

2. Prioritises 

3. Integrates 

4. Is influential 

5. Is clear and holistic 

6. Focuses on delivery 

7. Is based around outcomes 

8. Is directly linked to revised SPP 
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9. Provides clarity on where it links with other policy, guidance, advice and good practice 

10. Is based on sound evidence and needs to be monitored to ensure it continues to be fit for purpose. 

TAYplan considers that the Proposed NPF3 largely provides a focus on these principles. It sets out the Government’s 

ambition for how the country should change and does so in a way that takes forward these principles. 

The NPF is a long term framework that needs to provide certainty to investors, communities, developers and planning 

authorities –it is an investment and marketing document, not just a spatial planning framework. 

What are the strategic connections between the National Planning Framework and Scottish Planning Policy? How 

do they work together to deliver the same priorities? 

 The move to a clearer outcomes focus in NPF3 and as indicated in the SPP position statement, provides greater 

clarity on how the NPF and SPP are aligned. The key to how they work together is through the Action Programme 

which is where the clarity should be provided on delivering national projects. 

The NPF is essentially about the what and where, and the SPP is about the how. A more radical approach may be to 

consider, next time around, if the two documents could become one perhaps providing more of a national plan 

approach. 

As commented on elsewhere in this response, the NPF could be strengthened by Government better aligning spending 

priorities with NPF priorities. Also, the Scottish Government could provide a stronger framework by providing more 

national direction.  In TAYplan’s response to draft NPF3 (July, 2013) the Authority considered that NPF should set out 

a framework for population and demographics and how landuse change should respond to this. The response asked 

the question, what parts of the country should plan for population growth/stabilisation/decline? TAYplan is not 

suggesting at this stage in the review this is now incorporated but raises this as a key aspect of the future review 

through NPF4. This, amongst other areas of work higlighed in this response, would require more research to be 

undertaken to inform the review and would suggest that work on the next review should commence early. Perhaps 

the NPF should be continually reviewed, akin to the process for Strategic Development Plans and Local Development 

Plans. 

Both the NPF and SPP are regarded internationally as good practice. It is therefore important to focus on lessons 

learnt from this review to look to implement improvements for NPF4 and the next review of SPP. 

How does the National Planning Framework influence local and regional development plans? How does it 

influence the development of policy by the Scottish Government and local authorities? How effective is the NPF 

Action Plan in translating top-level strategy into the planning system? 

 The NPF provides a framework which sets a national context for other plans and strategies. Strategic Development 

Plans relate to the NPF and take forward national priorities and projects in more detail, which in turn is translated 

into Local Development Plans. 

NPF (and SPP) does influences local authorities plans and strategies, particularly in landuse planning. In respect of 

how NPF influences Scottish Government policy this relationship is clear in landuse planning through SPP. Perhaps it 

is not so clear on how the NPF influences wider transport, economic, social policy. The NPF could be stronger in 

influencing spending on the national priorities and projects and aligning Scottish Government budgets to delivering 

on the outcomes e.g. better aligning Transport Scotland spending through STPR and review of spending programme 

aligned with NPF.  
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Overall, TAYplan considers that largely NPF sets out projects which are already committed. TAYplan considers that 

the NPF should be driving what those future priorities should be through a spatial framework and influencing the 

alignment of budgets in doing so, to achieve agreed outcomes. This would be a beneficial shift in the next review, 

NPF4. 

The draft Action Programme (January 2014) could be improved by setting out the priority attached to actions, the 

extent to which it has been implemented and where funding has been committed. 

How does the National Planning Framework link to the National Performance Framework/Scotland Performs? 

How does the Framework and Scottish Planning Policy support preventative spending and the Christie 

Commission agenda for the reform of public services in Scotland?  

TAYplan is unsure how the NPF links to national performance framework and considers this a matter for Government 

to align their strategic frameworks.  

In respect of the Christie Commission and preventative spending, the NPF provides a clear national context and focus 

to align the work of the Scottish Government, Key Agencies and Planning Authorities. The proposed NPF provides 

clarity on how the Framework will be aligned to achieving national outcomes. The focus on outcomes should bring 

with it a focus on what needs to be delivered to improve and help achieve these outcomes over a long period.  The 

focus on national projects and through the Action Programme should align spending. The NPF adds value to the 

overall planning system. The Framework helps provide certainty to investors and developers as well as communities 

and other stakeholders. The NPF is as much an investment strategy as it is a landuse spatial framework.  

Central to the development and delivery of the planning system envisioned by the NPF and SPP and the 
definitions of sustainable development and sustainable economic growth. European Union legislation provide an 
accepted definition of sustainable development as—  

 "development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet 
their own needs, in other words ensuring that today's growth does not jeopardise the growth possibilities of future 
generations. Sustainable development thus comprises three elements - economic, social and environmental - which 
have to be considered in equal measure at the political level”.[1]  

This definition forms the basis of the Scottish Government’s own definition of sustainable development in the 

context of its policies.[2] However, there does not appear to be a suitably clear definition of sustainable economic 

growth. Therefore, how does the Scottish Government define sustainable economic growth in terms of the NPF3 

and SPP? How do sustainable economic growth and sustainable development relate to each other in terms of 

planning policy?  

Planning has a key role in driving economic growth. Sustainable economic growth does need to be defined for clarity 

and to avoid different interpretations. Sustainable development is the overarching policy and sustainable economic 

growth should be considered as part of this, not as a separate element. Sustainable development should not be seen 

to imply no detriment to the environment, but rather a balance between environment, economic and social and 

seeking net benefits in all to achieve the most sustainable development solution for a strategy or development 

proposal. 

 

 

 

How the Government defines ‘sustainable economic growth’ really hinges on what is sustainable in this regard. What 

economic benefit a proposal brings will vary not only by proposal but also by the local area. The SPP would need to 
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set out guidance on how decisions would be taken where economic arguments are to be set against environmental 

impact. The use of the term ‘significant’ needs to be carefully used as it could add more complexity in considering 

how to balance economic, environmental and social aspects of a proposal. Perhaps ‘appropriate’ would be better.  

TAYplan considers that the issue still remains of how to properly assess a development proposal giving due weight to 

‘net economic benefit’. More policy guidance is needed. Measuring and understanding what this net benefit is, 

TAYplan believes would require further independent assessment to be submitted by the applicant with the 

application. Care needs to be taken to balance achieving outcomes with not adding additional complexity into the 

planning system that could slow process down and add costs for applicants and investors, as well as planning 

authorities through additional time to assess. 

TAYplan is concerned at the terminology ‘out of date’ development plan and Government would need to define what 

this means. TAYplan is not involved in assessing planning applications and a more detailed response representing 

views of local authorities could be sought from Heads of Planning, Royal Town Planning Institute and COSLA. 

Sustainable development is the overarching principle which will help Scotland create great places and enhance our 

existing cities, towns, neighbourhoods and the wider environment. This is already achieved through the planning 

system with decisions balanced on economic as well as environmental and social factors. If a greater emphasis is 

placed on ‘sustainable economic growth’ the Government will need to consider how this will be reconciled with a 

planning authority’s legal duty to comply with sustainable development objectives. 

If there were to be a presumption in favour of sustainable development then it places the onus on the planning 

authority to determine whether a proposal does or does not contribute to sustainability. Our planning system already 

has a presumption in favour of development and the majority of development proposals are granted. These decisions 

consider economic, social and environmental factors. 

 

 2.         Supporting policy priorities  

How will the draft NPF3, and review of SPP support and influence the development of the Scottish Government’s 

strategies on regeneration and town centre development?  

TAYplan cannot answer how the Government will do this. The draft SPP preceded the Town Centre Review and the 

Scottish Government’s response. TAYplan generally supports the recommendations arising from the Town Centre 

Review and hope that Government embed these within national planning policy. In respect of the planning system, 

one of the key recommendations is for a town centres first policy approach. The TAYplan approved Strategic 

Development Plan already has a similar policy and the forthcoming Main Issues Report is likely to raise this further. 

This policy could have a very significant change in where development is located in support of achieving national 

outcomes. 
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How is top-level planning policy integrated into the economic and social regeneration strategies by planning 

authorities in Scotland? 

TAYplan have interpreted ‘top level planning policy’ as being SPP. Within TAYplan’s 4 constituent Councils the various 

planning, economic, social, transport and other plans and strategies are integrated. TAYplan works in collaboration 

with the 4 constituent Councils and Key Agencies and aligns the Strategic Development Plan with a range of other 

plans and strategies including SOAs, Community Plans, NPF, Economic Strategy and Regional Transport Strategies. 

Planning policy through SPP, Strategic Development Plan and Local Development Plans are aligned with Community 

Plans. This could be strengthened at the national level with the Scottish Government better aligning spending 

priorities with NPF spatial priorities.  

How will the draft NPF3, and review of SPP support and influence the community planning process? How do these 

top-level planning policies ensure that community planning partnerships deliver spatial planning under single 

outcome agreements? In other words, how do SOAs ensure the effective connection between land use planning 

and community planning?  

Strategic Development Planning Authorities are not required by law to be part of Community Planning Partnerships, 

unlike Regional Transport Partnerships. Within TAYplan’s 4 constituent Councils the alignment of community 

planning with development planning (and vice versa) is delivered through corporate and collaborative working with 

key partners. NPF3 is one of many national plans/strategies/frameworks which the Community Planning Partnerships 

will take account of. Single Outcome Agreements focus on outcomes which are aligned to national outcomes. NPF 

will be implemented and delivered locally. 

How are the outcomes of the NPF to be measured? How does the SPP relate to local government benchmarking 

and best value?  

TAYplan is unsure in the detail of how the outcomes of the NPF are to be measured by the Scottish Government.  

Certainly it would be TAYplan’s preference for national planning indicators to be part of a ‘set’ of indicators for 

development plans, this would best ensure that national outcomes are being monitored efficiently and effectively 

without undue overlap in monitoring, thereby achieving indicators at national-city region-local levels aligned to NPF3 

-Strategic Development Plans-Local Development Plans. 

How does the Scottish Government incentivise planning authorities to achieve the delivery of the outcomes from 

the NPF and SPP (e.g. through variations in the planning fee system etc.)?  

How this could be best achieved is through a framework which is aligned with national spending priorities and is 

deliverable. 

TAYplan does not deal with planning applications and therefore does not receive fees. As such the example of fees 

would be best answered by Heads of Planning Scotland, the Royal Town Planning Institute in Scotland and COSLA. 

 

3.         The process for development and review of NPF and SPP 

How effective has the Government’s consultation process been on the development of the draft NPF3? 

TAYplan cannot comment on overall how effective the consultation has been. Certainly it was clearly evident that a 

considerable resource was put into holding a range of events and seeking to engage with communities, individuals 

whom otherwise may not have been aware of NPF and the overall planning system, as well as planning authorities, 

developers etc.  This was positive, engaging and supportive. 
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The 2006 Act requires the Scottish Government to review the NPF at regular intervals (currently 5 years) and to lay 

draft revisions of the NPF before the Parliament for consideration. However, no such statutory requirements exist 

for reviews of the SPP. Should there be an agreed cycle for review of the SPP (statutory or otherwise)? Should this 

be linked to the cycle for review of the NPF? Should the SPP be subject to a similar level of parliamentary 

consideration as the NPF?  

The SPP should be reviewed and published in parallel with the NPF. The dual consultation in 2013 as part of the 

current reviews was well received and allowed interested parties to better understand the relationship between the 

two. It would have been more beneficial to have the 2 documents published together – proposed SPP with proposed 

NPF. 

The SPP is much more technical than the NPF, the focus for many is on how the policies are worded and what the 

implications of this are. Certainly providing an opportunity for parliamentary consideration of the SPP would allow 

Parliament to consider the national documents together.  A change in legislation would likely be required. 

Is the 60-day statutory timeframe for parliamentary consideration of the draft NPF sufficient to allow for proper 

scrutiny?  

This is a similar timeframe which planning authorities would provide interested parties an opportunity to submit 

representations to the Proposed Plan stage of development plans. TAYplan considers that there is a balance with 

having a reasonable period for scrutiny with completing the NPF3 review process expeditiously.  The 60 day period 

seems proportionate. 

 

4.         The planning process and the work of the committee  

During its recent scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s 2014/15 draft budget, the Committee received evidence of 

a reduction in local government staffing level of over 30,000 in the last five years. As part of this evidence the 

Committee received anecdotal evidence of a major reduction in the level of resources for the planning system in 

the financial year 2012/13.[3] In light of this evidence, is the current number of planning officers employed by 

planning authorities across Scotland adequate?  

TAYplan cannot answer this question across planning authorities. This would best be answered by Heads of Planning 

Scotland and the Royal Town Planning Institute in Scotland. TAYplan would comment that in addition to considering 

reduction in staff resources, consideration is also given to increased workloads relating to planning applications, the 

need to review development plans quicker, more emphasis on masterplanning etc. 

In the wake of the recent review, is the current planning fee regime in Scotland sufficient to support the planning 

system? How does reform of the planning system feature within the Scottish Government’s/COSLA’s plans for 

delivery of the Christie Commission principles?  

TAYplan cannot answer the first part of this question on the planning fee regime. This would best be answered by 

Heads of Planning Scotland, the Royal Town Planning Institute in Scotland and COSLA.  

In respect of the Christie Commission TAYplan considers that the planning system has a key role in delivering 

sustainable communities, improving the quality of place and quality life, as well as tackling inequalities and taking 

preventative action. The planning system sets a context for economic growth, the importance of jobs and financial 

security in helping people lift out of poverty, deprivation and ultimately the risk of poor health and lower life 

expectancy. The socio-economic circumstances are a critical factor in health and quality of life and the planning 

system has a key role. 
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Is the current supply of graduate planners into the Scottish planning system adequate? How many third-level 

educational institutions currently offer accredited courses in Scotland in terms of urban planning and associated 

studies?  

As external Examiner at University of Dundee I have some knowledge.  In respect of HEIs three universities offer RTPI 

fully accredited courses and specialist masters courses – Dundee, Heriot Watt and Glasgow.  I understand both 

Dundee and Heriot Watt have undergraduate and post-graduate programmes while Glasgow only has post 

graduates.  Strathclyde does offer one RTPI specialist degree (MSc in Urban Design), but this as I understand is not 

fully accredited.   

Whether the number of graduates is adequate is difficult to answer and would require a view from across all 

planning authorities. It may be that as the economy recovers and more planners are sought a shortage may become 

evident.  I understand that numbers have fallen in recent years and a significant proportion of students are 

international. 

Annually TAYplan employs a summer planning student and this year provided an internship. Not only does this assist 

with resourcing but importantly provides training for students.  

 
 
 
Pam Ewen 
TAYplan Strategic Development Planning Authority Manager 
22/01/14 

(This response does not represent a formal view of the TAYplan SDPA, but the views of the TAYplan Manager) 
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Written Evidence to Local Government and Regeneration Committee Questions on the 

Draft NPF3 and Review of SPP  

 

 

Planning Aid for Scotland 

Planning Aid for Scotland (PAS) is a national charity operating on social enterprise 

principles, working across Scotland to improve the way people engage with the planning 

system and helping people to contribute to their communities. 

 

Through its impartial advice, training and education services, PAS is actively involved in 

raising awareness of the opportunities for all people to be involved in planning. PAS is 

especially interested in planning policy and law; engagement and consultation; and involving 

all groups of society in a transparent and equitable way with planning matters. 

 

Planning Aid for Scotland has an overall interest in engagement, and in particular, civic 

engagement through involvement with the land-use planning system, but also beyond. PAS 

believes that facilitating public involvement in forming a community vision for the future of 

their areas is a key aspect of civil engagement to create vibrant and confident communities.  

PAS would like to focus on the following questions from the perspective of civic engagement 

with the planning system. 

 

1.        Strategic overview of the planning system 

What key principles should underpin the strategic vision of the Scottish planning 

system? How will the draft NPF3 deliver on these principles?  

 

 Effective engagement must underpin the strategic vision (no other public service offers 

as high a level of possibility for engagement as planning). PAS has welcomed the 

approach to engagement on NPF3. 

 

 Better engagement on development plans will lead to better outcomes.  It is also 

essential that young people and other seldom heard groups are actively included. 

 

 The highest possible level of engagement in NPF should be aimed for also – national 

development proposals will impact on affected communities. 

 

 Strong links need to be made between land use planning and community planning. 
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What are the strategic connections between the National Planning Framework and 

Scottish Planning Policy? How do they work together to deliver the same priorities? 

No comment 

How does the National Planning Framework influence local and regional development 

plans? How does it influence the development of policy by the Scottish Government 

and local authorities?  

 

 For those who engage with planning including community councils/groups and 

individual members of the public it is important that there is clarity about how both 

documents are connected. 

 

 PAS is clear that NPF has clear links to the National Performance 

Framework/Scotland Performs – as does planning, and the work of PAS –generally. 

 

 Strategic and Local Development Plans will be clearly influenced by the NPF as set 

out in the 2006 Planning Act – again it is important that key stakeholders and 

members of the public understand this relationship. 

 

How effective is the NPF Action Plan in translating top-level strategy into the planning 

system? 

no comment. 

 

How does the National Planning Framework link to the National Performance 

Framework/Scotland Performs? 

 

 The planning system has a key role in helping to meet the aims of the National 

Performance Framework/Scotland Performs in helping to deliver economic growth 

and as a public service which offers more opportunities than any other for people to 

get involved in shaping the future of their local area. 

 

 As a key planning document NPF3 has a clear links to National Performance 

Framework/Scotland Performs in strategic terms and in setting out National 

Developments which the Scottish Government believe will benefit Scotland’s people. 

 

How does the Framework and Scottish Planning Policy support preventative spending 

and the Christie Commission agenda for the reform of public services in Scotland?  

 

 PAS has particularly noted the Scottish Governments 4 pillar approach to public 

sector reform which has followed on from the findings of the Christie Commission: 

 

(i) a decisive shift towards prevention; 

(ii) a greater focus o “place” to drive better partnership, collaboration and local 

delivery;  

(iii) investing in people who deliver services through enhanced workforce 

development and effective leadership; and  
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(iv) a more transparent public service culture which improves standards of 

performance. 

 

 PAS advocates effective engagement as a key factor in preventative spend with 

regard to planning proposals and in particular engaging people in the development 

plan. 

 

 Linking community planning and land use planning will also lead to better outcomes 

for communities in particular with reference to place making and service delivery – 

especially as single outcome agreements are now expected to have a focus on 

place. PAS has implemented this approach in its Charretteplus™ approach to 

engagement. 

 

Central to the development and delivery of the planning system envisioned by the 

NPF and SPP and the definitions of sustainable development and sustainable 

economic growth.  European Union legislation provide an accepted definition of 

sustainable development as—  

 

"development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 

ability of future generations to meet their own needs, in other words ensuring 

that today's growth does not jeopardise the growth possibilities of future 

generations. Sustainable development thus comprises three elements - 

economic, social and environmental - which have to be considered in equal 

measure at the political level”.[1]  

 

This definition forms the basis of the Scottish Government’s own definition of 

sustainable development in the context of its policies.[2] However, there does not 

appear to be a suitably clear definition of sustainable economic growth. Therefore, 

how does the Scottish Government define sustainable economic growth in terms of 

the NPF3 and SPP? How do sustainable economic growth and sustainable 

development relate to each other in terms of planning policy? 

 

 PAS does not support having separate core policies (Sustainable Development / 

Sustainable Economic Growth) in the first draft of the revised SPP.  

 

 There is no official definition of Sustainable Economic Growth. In addition, the 

existence of two apparently similar core policies could cause confusion to 

stakeholders as to how planning decisions are made.  

 

 PAS has generally supported the general policy on Sustainable Development in the 

follow-up further consultation on this matter on the basis of providing better of clarity 

to stakeholders.  

 

 The additional consultation on the SPP review sets out a definition of Sustainable 

Economic Growth - if this term is to define the purpose of a Scottish Government 

then a set definition across all Scottish Government documents is needed. 
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2.        Supporting policy priorities  

How will the draft NPF3, and review of SPP support and influence the development of 

the Scottish Government’s strategies on regeneration and town centre development? 

 

Regeneration: 

 Regeneration Strategy: draft Scottish Planning Policy clearly makes the link between 

the planning system and regeneration in terms of choices to be made about land use. 

 

 PAS has a particular interest in community led regeneration - this matter is given less 

focus in both documents although it is singled out as a priority in the Scottish 

Government regeneration strategy. 

 

 The focus on town centres in SPP may offer up opportunities for community 

involvement and community led regeneration. 

 

 The proposed Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act will offer further 

opportunities for community led regeneration. 

Town Centre Policy: 

 The draft SPP has a core policy on Town Centres. The findings of the Town Centre 

Review group and the Scottish Government’s response (the Town Centre Action 

Plan) will need to be taken into account. 

 

 PAS supports the idea of a people-orientated, collaborative approach to town centre 

regeneration - this must involve business, young people, residents, local authority, 

community groups etc. Their agreed vision or plan for their town centre should then 

be reflected in the local development plan (spatial elements) and Community 

Planning (the public service delivery elements).  

 

 It is useful that the need for land use planning and community planning to align better 

is now specifically made in the draft SPP, and singled out as important with regard to 

town centres. 

 

How is top-level planning policy integrated into the economic and social regeneration 

strategies by planning authorities in Scotland? 

No comment. 

 

How will the draft NPF3, and review of SPP support and influence the community 

planning process?  

How do these top-level planning policies ensure that community planning 

partnerships deliver spatial planning under single outcome agreements? In other 

words, how do SOAs ensure the effective connection between land use planning and 

community planning? 

 

 The interface between land use planning and community planning is a matter of 

particular interest to PAS and we have commented on this in our response to the 
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proposed Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill.  

 

 It is often acknowledged that there needs to be an inter-relation between the two 

but it seems that this is not always easy to achieve in practice. 

 

 PAS welcomes the inclusion of the diagram on page 2 of the draft NPF3 clearly 

setting out the position of community planning in the context of the Scottish 

Government’s Purposes. 

 

 PAS believes that Local authorities need to integrate community planning and land 

use planning at local level, leading to better placemaking and more efficient delivery 

of public and private sector investment. Scotland can no longer afford for land use 

planning and community planning to operate as parallel systems, as the latest 

Scottish Government Circular on Development Planning makes clear.  

 

 A fundamental part of this integration is about involving local communities in 

decision making about the future of their places, to feed into Development Plans 

and Community Plans (as PAS has demonstrated through its Charretteplus model) 

and the community empowerment agenda (such as through an extension of PAS’s 

long-standing mentoring scheme for community development trusts and other 

community organisations). PAS and its network of professionally qualified, 

experienced personnel are ideally placed to partner the Scottish Government in 

rolling out the reform agenda at the local level. 

 

How are the outcomes of the NPF to be measured? How does the SPP relate to local 

government benchmarking and best value?  

No comment 

How does the Scottish Government incentivise planning authorities to achieve the 

delivery of the outcomes from the NPF and SPP (e.g. through variations in the 

planning fee system etc.)? 

 

 PAS gave evidence in June 2013 to the Economy, Energy & Tourism Committee 

and did not support the Regulatory Reform Bill consultation proposal to raise fees 

for poorly planning authorities. This appeared counter-intuitive to the spirit of 

planning reform which has been predicated by promoting and sharing good 

practice. 

 

 PAS also noted that it would be hard to set out a definition of “poorly performing”. 

3.        The process for development and review of NPF and SPP 

How effective has the Government’s consultation process been on the development 

of the draft NPF3? 

 

 PAS has supported the Main Issues Report-based approach to both consultation 

processes, and the alignment of the two. This has made it easier for stakeholders to 
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consider how both documents related to each other.  

 

 PAS appreciates that it is easier to engage members of the pubic at a more local 

level – however NPF3’s proposed National Development may have huge impacts on 

relevant area so community councils, community groups and local people need to be 

informed. 

The 2006 Act requires the Scottish Government to review the NPF at regular intervals 

(currently 5 years) and to lay draft revisions of the NPF before the Parliament for 

consideration. However, no such statutory requirements exist for reviews of the SPP. 

Should there be an agreed cycle for review of the SPP (statutory or otherwise)? 

Should this be linked to the cycle for review of the NPF?  

 

 PAS supports this as it will make it easier for those responding and be likely to 

encourage bodies such as community councils to respond. 

 

Should the SPP be subject to a similar level of parliamentary consideration as the 

NPF? 

 

 Because the revised SPP is being produced alongside NPF3 there may be some 

sense in it being discussed in parliament. One approach might be that the core 

polices in SPP (Sustainable Development, Engagement, Climate Change, 

Placemaking etc) could be debated – but not the detailed subject policies. 

 

Is the 60-day statutory timeframe for parliamentary consideration of the draft NPF 

sufficient to allow for proper scrutiny? 

No comment 

 

4.        The planning process and the work of the committee 

During its recent scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s 2014/15 draft budget, the 

Committee received evidence of a reduction in local government staffing level of over 

30,000 in the last five years. As part of this evidence the Committee received 

anecdotal evidence of a major reduction in the level of resources for the planning 

system in the financial year 2012/13.[3] In light of this evidence, is the current number 

of planning officers employed by planning authorities across Scotland adequate? 

 

 PAS is aware of this matter, and of the difficulties some graduates with planning 

qualifications have in securing related employment (many of whom volunteer or 

intern with PAS in order to gain experience). A reduction in staff may however open 

up the opportunity to discuss new and innovative ways of delivering planning 

services.  
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In the wake of the recent review, is the current planning fee regime in Scotland 

sufficient to support the planning system?  

 

 PAS believes that there should be a dedicated budget for engagement within 

planning authorities, given the statutory duty that they have to engage with members 

of the public and that planning reform has been predicated on effective and 

innovative engagement as well as efficiency. 

 

How does reform of the planning system feature within the Scottish 

Government’s/COSLA’s plans for delivery of the Christie Commission principles? 

 

 PAS believes that the planning system has a key enabling role and is the glue 

between many inter-related aspects of local government. Effective engagement is of 

paramount importance. 

 

 A key reform of public service delivery which is required is better collaborative 

working between planning and community planning. 

 

 Looking at the planning system in the widest sense, it is important to recognise the 

essential role it has in improving public health, creating places people want to live in 

and benefits to physical and mental health - and in engendering a sense of inclusion, 

confidence and well-being. 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

Submission from John Muir Trust 
 
Draft Third National Planning Framework (NPF3) and Review Scottish Planning 

Policy (SPP) 
 
BACKGROUND 

The John Muir Trust is the leading wild land conservation charity in the United 

Kingdom. Working with people and communities to conserve, campaign and inspire, 

the Trust is a membership organisation that seeks to ensure that wild land is 

protected and enhanced and that wild places are valued by and for everyone.  The 

UK’s wild land is an asset of national and international significance but it is a finite 

resource and rapidly disappearing resource.   

The Trust has considerable experience of the planning process at both the strategic 

level and through involvement with individual applications.   

SUMMARY 

The government clearly states that “the National Planning Framework (NPF) is a 
long-term strategy for Scotland. It is the spatial expression of the Government 
Economic Strategy, and of our plans for development and investment in 
infrastructure.”  There are also clear criteria for ensuring that the public have an 
adequate opportunity to look at and comment on proposals in the NPF3, including 
National Developments. 
 
The Trust wishes to highlight some contradiction with this purpose and aims in the 
way in which issues are dealt with in the draft NPF3 and SPP.  The Trust believes 
this suggests that the process followed needs reviewed.   
 

The Trust comments to the LGR Committee address: 

 The purpose of National Planning Framework 3 (NPF3) 

 The statutory procedure and review process for NPF3 

 The relationship between NPF3 and SPP2 

 Specific issues arising from current procedure including:  

 Treatment of wild land in planning process 

 Late changes in NPF3 including – late inclusion of National Developments 

(NDs) 
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PROCESS 
 

The Trust considers that the consultation process of releasing a Main Issues Report 
(MIR), rather than a consultation draft NPF3, did not give a clear enough indication 
of what was likely to be included in the parliamentary draft NPF3.  There are aspects 
of the parliamentary draft which are very significantly different from the MIR.  How 
will the public be aware of and comment on new aspects of the NPF3?  There is no 
public document accompanying the parliamentary draft explaining how the changes 
have been brought forward and included.  It does not seem possible for the public to 
follow and understand the evolution of the NPF3.   

In contrast, there is at least some explanation about the government’s thinking about 
the SPP in the Scottish Government Position Statement on SPP - although it is 
difficult to follow and draws some sweeping conclusions from the analysis of SPP 
responses.  A similar document explaining government thinking on changed aspects 
of the NPF would seem essential to allow consideration by the Parliament. 

One particular example of significant change in the NPF, which the Trust regards 
with great concern, is the treatment of wild land in planning.  The Main Issues Report 
made it clear that the government “also want to continue our strong protection for our 
wildest landscapes.” It is of very serious concern that the parliamentary draft of 
NPF3 has no reference to wild land, wildness or wildest landscapes.  (See further 
detail below).  

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NPF3 AND SPP2 
Timing of drafts 

The timing of the various drafts does not allow joined-up consideration of NPF and 
SPP. 

A critical problem about the SPP being reviewed alongside the NPF is the different 
timing for the release of the final versions of the two documents.  This means that 
the public and MSPs have no way of knowing what will be in the final SPP – they 
only have the consultation document of 2013 and the short SG position statement to 
“read the runes” in.  The Parliament will have signed off the NPF without seeing a 
final SPP.  If the SPP changes from the consultation draft as much as the NPF has 
changed, then the Parliament may well find in a few months’ time that they have 
bought a pig in a poke. 

So the Parliament and others are drawing conclusions about the NPF3 in the 
absence of a clear sense of what will be contained in the SPP. 

NPF Needs to Include Key Policy and Spatial Aims, As the Statutory Document 

The process of reviewing NPF and SPP together is clearly intended to bring about a 

joined-up approach to government planning and that is a worthwhile aim.  However, 

NPF needs to clearly state government aims and how they relate to SPP since NPF 

sits above the SPP, as a statutory document.   
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It is not adequate for the SPP to refer to an issue of national importance, without the 

over-arching government policy being identified in NPF.  This is of particular 

relevance when there is a spatial dimension to the policy –as is the case with Core 

Areas of Wild Land mapping (see below). 

Whilst the aim of reviewing NPF 3 and SPP together is worthwhile, the scale of the 

task and the time constraints may have led to some confusion over which proposals 

should be in which document.   

REFERENCES TO LANDSCAPE AND WILDEST LANDSCAPES  

One key aspect of the latest draft of NPF which the Trust wishes to highlight is the 

changes in the approach to “Landscape” in the document.  It is relevant to look at 

what wording was used in previous drafts. 

NPF2 stated “97. Scotland’s landscapes are a national asset of the highest 
value…… 
99. Scotland’s remoter mountain and coastal areas possess an elemental quality 
from which many people derive psychological and spiritual benefits. Such areas are 
very sensitive to any form of development or intrusive human activity and great care 
should be taken to safeguard their wild land character.” 
 
NPF3 Main Issues Report (summer 2013) stated “In addition to our nationally 
important, most scenic, landscapes, we also want to continue our strong protection 
for our wildest landscapes.” 
 
NPF3 parliamentary draft (January 2014) states “4.4 Scotland’s landscapes are 
spectacular, contributing to our quality of life, our national identity and the visitor 
economy.  Landscape quality is found across Scotland/ National Scenic Areas attract 
many visitors and reinforce our international image. All landscape makes an 
important contribution to quality of life.” 
 
There is no mention of wild land, wildness or the Core Area of Wild Land 
mapping in the latest draft of the NPF3.   
 
The references to National Parks and National Scenic Areas do not encompass the 
large areas of Scotland’s best wild land which do not fall within these designations.  
This is a complete contradiction to the previous drafts.  It is not adequate that the last 
draft of SPP considered wild land in detail as the NPF would be the over-arching 
government policy document considered in planning and the final SPP could be 
radically different. 
 
The CAWL map was referred to in the draft SPP but it is the NPF which is the 
government’s spatial plan.  So there should be some text in the NPF3 which refers to 
wildness as a quality to be considered in planning and which explains how the map 
sits alongside the NPF. 
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In fact, the Trust would suggest that specific reference to Core Areas of Wild Land 
(CAWL) mapping should have been in the NPF – as a spatial plan.  There has been 
considerable confusion and side-lining of the wild land issue within the planning 
review which is partly due to the mapping being linked to the SPP.  Since the map 
has been linked to the SPP, however, reference must be continued within the NPF 
using the wording used in the MIR - “In addition to our nationally important, most 
scenic, landscapes, we also want to continue our strong protection for our wildest 
landscapes.” 
 
It is hard to understand the removal of this important wording from NPF when the 
SPP consultation responses showed a two to one majority in favour of strengthened 
protection for wild land through the Core Areas of Wild Land map and strong wording 
in NPF3 and the SPP to make clear policy protection. 
 

 Of the more than 110 or so submissions supporting the wild land map, the 
vast majority came from Scotland, and included environmentalists, charities, 
businesses, local authorities, community groups, professional bodies and 
individuals. 

 

 Of the fewer than 50 submissions opposing wild land, almost all were from 
businesses with a financial interest in exploiting Scotland’s wild land –  two-
thirds of them from outside Scotland, and one third multinational corporations 
from outside the UK. 

 
Where does consideration of these latest changes lie in the parliamentary 
scrutiny? 
 
The Trust is concerned that consideration of this critical part of the planning review 
process will fall between two stools.  There is no reference to wildest landscapes in 
the parliamentary draft of NPF and yet it was clearly stated by government last year 
and in MIR that this was important.  What the final SPP treatment of the CAWL 
mapping will be is unknown, but the CAWL is before the Parliament for 
consideration.  
 
The Trust welcomes the opportunity to discuss CAWL mapping at the Economy, 
Energy and Tourism Committee as part of the NPF process.  However, any such 
consideration can only be partial since it is focused on the possible constraint by 
CAWL mapping on onshore wind energy expansion.  The Trust believes the CAWL 
mapping should have been referred to in the “natural resources” section of SPP 
rather than under “onshore wind energy”.  It is unfortunate and misleading that wild 
land consideration has been included as a specific possible constraint on onshore 
wind development.   
 
The long-term aspirations of NPF should consider the mistakes of the past (e.g. 
commercial forestry on wild land) and realise that these maps should be promoted 
with pride.  The CAWL brings a great opportunity to protect one of Scotland’s unique 
assets from varied and as yet unpredicted potential inappropriate developments.  It 
is an opportunity, not a constraint.  Planning policy about our best landscapes should 
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be considered as part of our natural environment protection and as a contribution to 
our economy from tourism and ecosystems services. 
 

It is critical that wild land is properly protected.  Sadly, there has been a significant 
worsening of the policy wording and intention in the parliamentary draft 
despite the public wishes.  The Trust asks the various Committees and Parliament 
to correct this direction. 

LATE CHANGES IN NPF3  

A general procedure question which arises is about the process when very 
significant changes have been “parachuted” into the parliamentary NPF3 draft since 
many of those changes have had no public consultation about them.  
 
What is the capacity for these points to be adequately reviewed by the 
Parliament and, if necessary, changed, in the 60 day scrutiny?   
 
Looking beyond parliamentary engagement, the Trust asks the Committee to 
consider how the public and stakeholders comment on late inclusions in the NPF3.   
 
Has there been adequate opportunity for public engagement? 
 

NATIONAL DEVELOPMENTS WHICH WERE NOT IDENTIFIED IN MIR AND 
HAVE NO SPATIAL INDICATION 

Another specific concern is the addition to the parliamentary draft of proposed 
National Developments (NDs) when those developments were not in the list of 
proposed National Developments at the time of the Main Issues Report.  One such 
development is pumped storage hydro stations.  Although pumped storage was 
assessed in the April 2013 Assessment of proposed National Developments Report 
(proposals 26 and 163), this was not assessed at that time as a good National 
Development candidate nor was it put forward in the Main Issues Report.  The only 
vague indication came under Q 5 which asked about what more could be done to 
improve energy storage.  So the public engagement would not have included 
substantive discussion around this proposal. 

Now that this National Development is proposed, another aspect of concern with this 
proposal and others is the lack of a spatial framework in which to consider it.   The 
government states regarding NPF and SPP, “Reviewing these two key national 
planning policy document at the same time will enable connections to be made 
between where we want to see development (NPF) and how we want to see it 
delivered (SPP).”  However, the NPF gives no clear indication of the overall scope of 
the planned pump storage expansion, or what sites, other than Cruachan, would be 
potentially impacted.  Although Cruachan is named on the NPF map, the text makes 
it clear that the ND would include any pumped storage development deemed 
necessary.  This would mean that the need for the development would be regarded 
as proven despite the fact that, at the time of that need being accepted, there is no 
indication of where such developments might be. 
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The Trust is in favour of a coherent National Energy Strategy.  Unfortunately, the 
current process of including large chunks of energy infra-structure under amorphous 
National Developments, such as “grid infra-structure” or “pump storage” is the 
opposite of a strategy.  It appears to be reactive loosening of planning process in 
response to industry lobbying, without consideration of environmental constraints or 
economic case.  It does democracy a disservice. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Trust asks the Committee to consider whether the process of having a Main 
Issues Report, rather than a consultation draft NPF3, gave a clear enough indication 
of what was likely to be included in the parliamentary draft NPF3. 

The Trust asks the Committee to consider whether the public and stakeholders have 
had adequate opportunity to comment on late inclusions in the NPF3. 

The Trust asks the Committee to consider the treatment of wildest landscapes within 
the NPF process and ask whether there has been and is adequate opportunity to 
consider and understand what policy will exist after the NPF and SPP are finalised. 

The Trust asks the Committee to consider whether the responses from the public to 
the planning consultations regarding wild land protection have been properly 
considered. 
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 

 
Submission from Planning Democracy 

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

Policy (SPP) 
 
What is Planning Democracy? 
 
Planning Democracy is a registered charity which campaigns for a fair and 
inclusive planning system in Scotland.  We advocate for transparent and 
accountable decision-making, based on a level playing field between all 
stakeholders.  We do this because planning decisions have a long lasting, often 
permanent effect on the lives of individuals and communities.   
 
The mission of Planning Democracy is threefold: 
 

 to undertake practical and academic research on the state of community 
participation in the Scottish planning system  

 to campaign for just and open decision-making within the planning system 

 to promote practical changes for a more equitable, inclusive and 
transparent planning system. 

 
We recognize the reasoning behind the Government’s review of the NPF and SPP in 
tandem, and understand that the committee is interested in taking a strategic look at 
these planning changes alongside parallel developments in the delivery of 
regeneration and the Community Empowerment Bill.  
 
Our response will therefore include:  
 

 Response to the Government's NPF consultation 

 Recommendations regarding future community empowerment in planning 

 Recommendations regarding inequalities within planning 
 
We believe that reforms have failed to address the democratic deficit inherent in the 
planning system. We therefore welcome an assessment of the system against the 
original goals of the reform, particularly in the context of community empowerment.  
 
However, we are concerned that the committee does not lose focus on the 60-day 
scrutiny period for the NPF, which as the only opportunity to scrutinize the draft 
NPF3 should remain the key priority. 
 
Our Evidence for the NPF3 
 
Support for the NPF3 
Planning Democracy supports the NPF as a means of democratically shaping key 
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priorities for Scotland’s spatial development.  
 
National-level planning and priority-setting are basic democratic requirements. It is 
important, for example, that undesirable developments are not displaced to areas 
less able to advocate for their priorities. The NPF must ensure that the necessary 
infrastructure is developed in line with Scotland’s commitments to social welfare and 
climate change.  
 
In making national planning decisions, it is crucial that power and influence flows 

from the bottom up as well as from the top down. The local impacts - positive and 

negative - of nationally important infrastructure developments (e.g. a power station) 

must be considered. Under the Aarhus Convention, Scotland is required to ensure 

that the views of those affected are fully incorporated into the decision-making 

process. 

 

We understand that this is a challenging proposition.  However, our ongoing 

research and contact with community networks across Scotland indicates that the 

current trajectory of the NPF3 falls far short of what Scotland should aspire to 

achieve.  Instead, for most people in Scotland, the plan remains remote and many of 

those who have sought to contribute feel alienated from the process. 

 
Learning from the NPF2 process 
 
In their report on NPF21 the previous Local Government and Communities 
Committee recognized that more work was required to effectively engage people and 
raise awareness of the NPF, particularly at a local level and amongst those affected 
by prospective national developments. The Committee recommended using local 
authorities alongside “improved consultation mechanisms to be deployed when in 
the process of finalising its list of national developments, to allow for further 
engagement with stakeholders”.  

 

We recognize that, during the NPF3 consultation process, the Government made 
extra efforts to carry out additional meetings and stakeholder events. However, we 
have found little evidence that Local Authorities were involved in raising awareness 
at a local level (beyond their Community Council Liaison officers forwarding 
consultation documents to Community Councils). 

More disappointingly, we have found no evidence of significantly improved 
consultation mechanisms being deployed in the process of developing either the 
plan or the list of national developments.  We certainly welcome the Government’s 
commitment to ensuring that candidate developments are proposed early in the 
process (and a proposed list was published). However, we have some continued 

                                                           

1 Local Government and Communities Committee 5
th
 Report, 2009 
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concerns about the definition of national developments (see below), and believe that 
it is still not clear how the Government intends to engage in an authentic debate 
about different options.  
 
Lack of debate and short 60 day scrutiny period 
The lack of opportunity for authentic debate is still evident in the NPF3 process. The 
Government’s own review of the consultation responses to the Main Issues report 
recognised that some issues were clearly controversial. However, the only 
opportunity to review and consider those issues comes during the short period of 
parliamentary scrutiny of the Proposed Plan. The process by which these 
controversial issues are considered and resolved between the Main Issues Report 
and the Proposed Plan remains opaque, with no opportunity for further engagement 
on what are complex issues. The short period of a 60 day scrutiny by parliament 
gives too little opportunity to debate the issues and hardly does justice to a decision 
making process that has important implications for Scotland’s future. This is unlikely 
to improve public trust in the decisions made, or to help secure widespread support 
for the plan or national developments within it. 
 
Early in the NPF3 process, Planning Democracy recommended that the Government 
investigate the use of innovative deliberative techniques to improve public 
understanding and scrutiny of the plan, particularly its more controversial provisions. 
We also argued that such processes could enable input by local communities 
affected by prospective site-specific national developments.  
 
Although officers showed some interest in this proposal, it was not pursued, 
apparently due to resource constraints. We maintain that this was a missed 
opportunity to address the fundamental challenges that the Government faces in 
creating a robust and legitimate plan. Citizens’ juries, consensus conferences, grand 
debates and other similar deliberative approaches are increasingly used in major 
planning and infrastructure decision-making in other countries and should be seen 
as emerging best practice. (Appendix 1 provides an outline of how such approaches 
could work in a modified NPF process). 
 
 
We therefore welcome the suggestion that the revised SPP should give greater 
priority to engagement and endorse the use of innovative deliberative techniques.2 
However, if the government truly recognizes the value of such techniques they 
should commit to ensuring that the flagship NPF process becomes a standard-
bearer for their use. 
 
We also suggest that members of the committee could participate in such 
processes, leading deliberative hearings and acting as representatives of their 
results during the statutory period of parliamentary scrutiny of the Proposed Plan.  
 

                                                           

2 p4-5, Key Issue 3, SPP Position Statement, Scottish Government, January 2014 
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Time, resources and new approaches are required to realise the full democratic 
potential of the NPF3. The consultative methods currently pursued (workshops, 
written responses, online publicity, etc.) are certainly better than nothing; however, 
participants often cannot see how their views are taken into account. The 
interrogation of key issues is limited by time, spatial, and methodological constraints. 
Fundamentally, such traditional methods have proven ineffective in engaging many 
people. This is particularly problematic when people belatedly discover that they will 
be directly affected by the provisions of the plan. Moreover, such techniques do little 
to assist the participation and understanding of ordinary citizens, for whom the 
planning system, the NPF and the complex range of other strategies to which it 
relates are often inaccessible.   
 
The example below highlights the democratic deficit entailed by this limited 
methodology, and its effects on those who seek to engage with the planning system: 
 
Community Council resignations and national developments 
This year we followed the story of two previously energetic and committed 
community councils. One community will be affected by two national developments 
(Grangemouth). Both organizations suffered from mass resignations ultimately 
resulting in their closure, as a direct consequence of feeling unheard, unsupported, 
and excluded from a purportedly democratic planning system. These are clear 
examples that the planning system is not working for people.  
 
With specific reference to Grangemouth as a community affected by NPF national 
developments:  
 
The issues that led to the mass community council resignations were mainly 
concerning air pollution and the lack of enforcement of Air Quality Standards and the 
concern that the health and wellbeing of the community and its environment was 
being systematically undermined by the intent to focus industrial developments in 
Grangemouth. The Carbon Capture and Storage plants planned for Grangemouth 
was part of a package of developments proposed for the area that had the potential 
to impact on air quality which concerned the community.  Given that there are 
legitimate concerns it would seem reasonable to ask more of the NPF process in 
terms of involving the local community in the consultation.  
 
However, it was not deemed necessary to hold an event in the local area or give 

specific information to the community of  Grangemouth, despite the fact that two 

proposed national developments were intended for the area. The community council 

received a generic email informing of the NPF process, the same as any other 

community who may have been unaffected by any developments.  The only planned 

opportunity given to residents was to travel to Edinburgh for a drop-in session (which 

they did). (A further drop in session was later organised at the request of a local 

councilor once she had became aware of the proposals through other means). This 

does not demonstrate an effective effort towards “improving mechanisms of 

consultation” (NPF2 Committee recommendation) for key stakeholders. This 
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example highlights the urgent need for a process that can effectively acknowledge 

and use local knowledge, experience and expertise to support an effective NPF.  

 
 
Our concern is that now the residents of the “sacrificial” community of Grangemouth 

are now facing further large scale development without the benefit of a working 

Community Council to represent their views. 

 

With regard to the NPF consultation 

 

Types of National Development 
 

We also draw to the committee's attention  national developments in the proposed 

NPF3 that describe classes of development (as opposed to specific developments), 

in particular 'National Development 5: Pumped Hydro Electric Storage'.  
 

In general, we would argue that there is a need for greater clarity over the definition 

of national developments and a commitment to ensuring that all candidate national 

developments can be subject to a thorough process of assessment and democratic 

scrutiny.  

 
If the Government does wish to confer national development status on a class of 
development it is important that this is used sparingly and the criteria describing the 
class is well thought-out. The proposed NPF3 appears to give national development 
status to any development (new-build or refurbishment) that is related to a pumped 
storage scheme over 50MW, regardless of the development's location or impact. 
 

People should be able to have influence over the principle of a major development, 
such as a pumped storage scheme, when one is proposed. We are concerned 
National Development 5 is excessively permissive and believe certainty for 
communities and developers would be better served by site specific designations. At 
this late stage however it is unclear how a meaningful public debate could be had 
over site specific national developments. 
 
Towards a democratic Scotland in 2014 
 
As Scotland builds to a defining democratic moment, many people are questioning 
why, as an area that is already devolved, the planning system is not achieving a 
greater level of public participation and greater equality.  The NPF3 process as part 
of that system clearly remains undemocratic.  
 
Recent planning reforms were justified by promises of increased public participation 
at the front end of the system, whereby public views would be taken into account 
earlier in decision-making processes. 
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However, our research indicates that these promises have not been fulfilled. Instead, 
people continue to feel shut out of a system that, through its increasingly dominant 
focus on sustainable economic growth, has turned its back on participatory and 
representative democratic decision-making. The public is losing faith in a system that 
is demonstrably asymmetric, with far greater resources available to developers than 
to communities.  
 
 
We recommend that: 

 

1. The committee should be aware that the NPF3 process, whilst improved, has 

not provided sufficient opportunities to resolve controversial or complex 

issues. 

 

2. Committee members consider the role of the 60-day period of parliamentary 

scrutiny, whether this provides a suitable opportunity for democratic overview 

and input into the NPF and, if not, how it could be changed to be made more 

effective. 

 

3. The committee should as a matter of priority undertake to investigate the 

reality of planning for people and whether promises of increased public 

influence and involvement have been realised (for example by listening to the 

community councillors who resigned, speaking to the constituents and public 

who feel unable to influence national and major developments).  

 

4. The committee ask the Government to set up a working group to re-evaluate 
the NPF process and consider how it might be changed to ensure that it is 
designed to promote a full and open conversation about the spatial 
development of the country. This should include a full investigation of the 
potential to use new deliberative methods as a way of generating public 
understanding, debate and influence on the plan (some methods and 
successes are outlined in Appendix 1). The Government should provide a 
budget for developing such techniques for future NPF revisions. 

 

 
Issues relating to the SPP 

 

As the committee is interested in taking evidence on a wider range of planning 

issues we offer the following. 

 
Our concerns 

 

The planning system exists to provide a forum for democratic debate about what 
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kinds of developments serve public interest: the relative costs and benefits of 

different proposals and their potential economic, social and environmental value.  

This debate is not possible within a system that views development - in and of itself - 

as the prime public good. In a society where increasing reliance on market forces 

has led to growing inequalities and environmentally unsustainable patterns of 

development and resource consumption, it is imperative that alternative means of 

measuring and understanding growth and well-being can be debated and 

developed.   

In this way the current commitment to sustainable economic growth hinders the 

capacity of the planning system to deliver true sustainability and thereby contribute 

to building a fairer, more prosperous Scotland.  

There is a serious inequality of arms between participants in the planning system 

which remains dominated by professionals. It is important that the costs of 

participation incurred by citizens are recognised by people in power.  Our research 

and case studies3  tell a story of people who genuinely want to engage with local 

decision-making (often not through their own choice but because their lives are 

affected by the decision) but find this involves an uphill struggle. People have to 

learn how a system works, spend hours reading thick documents, struggle to access 

information, and then find themselves on a playing field tipped in favour of groups 

whose resources are far greater, and who already ‘speak the language’ of the 

system.  

 

We recommend the following: 

 

1. ‘Sustainable development’ should be understood as the overarching purpose 

of the planning system and the best means available to manage a dynamic 

balance between environmental, social and economic concerns to ensure that 

development meets current needs without compromising the well-being of 

future generations.  We therefore believe that the Scottish Government should 

replace all references to sustainable economic growth. 

 

2. In keeping with the proposed revision to the SPP, all levels of planning should 

be encouraged to experiment with various innovative deliberative techniques 

to bring public voices together with those of elected members in relation to 

key decisions as per our NPF suggestions (see appendix 1); 

 

                                                           
3
 http://www.planningdemocracy.org.uk/resources/PAP_discuss_draft_web_April12.pdf 
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3. Public rights to participate should be strengthened at the business end of the 

system, where decisions are made. Contrary to the scaremongering of 

development interests, this need not cause long delays in decision-making, 

but would mean that people are empowered to influence developments and 

would increase the legitimacy of the planning process. 

 

4. More effort should be put into supporting and resourcing civic participation in 

Development Planning. In relation to this, community planning priority setting 

needs to be more responsive to local democratic opinion and concerns. There 

is room for more active experimentation with deliberative techniques in the 

setting of such priorities as one way of responding to the challenge of how to 

engage people in such processes (e.g. participatory budgeting). Councillors 

need the capacity to properly consider important planning applications plus 

training and support to help them fairly balance diverse priorities. 

 

5. Dedicated officers should be appointed to ensure that all locally affected 

individuals and groups are able to participate effectively in development 

planning and development management decision-making 

 

 

6. Community Councils should be given more resources and capacity-building 

support, so that they can participate in the planning process more fully; 

 

7. Explore greater flexibility in defining ‘statutory consultees’ for the purposes of 

local planning processes, so that these other voluntary bodies can have 

equivalent influence in planning matters. 

 

8. People who have made representations on development plans or specific 

planning applications should be given the right to speak at planning 

committee hearings and the right to be heard in any subsequent public 

hearing. This is common practice in England but still rare in Scotland. This 

would make local authority decision-making more identifiably local. 

 

9. More weight should be given to local planning priorities throughout the 

planning process; for the duration of any planning permission; and, where 

relevant, following closure of site. Thus: 

 

o The development plan should represent a presumption in favour of 

locally agreed planning priorities and that any departure from these 

should be grounds for appeal.  

 

o Planning permission should be seen as a legally binding social license 
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to operate and there should also be a clear understanding that this 

needs to be enforced. 

 

o Reports of breaches of permission need to be investigated fully. All 

relevant conditions should be legally enforceable, including restoration, 

as this is key to ensuring public trust that the system is fair and aimed 

at protecting the public interest (rather than acting as a means of 

creating commercial opportunities for developers). 
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Appendix 1 Innovative and deliberative techniques 

The deliberative techniques outlined below would provide a means of building a fuller 

and more open conversation about the spatial development of the country at both 

the national and local levels. These techniques are not a panacea, and will not 

necessarily ensure a fully democratic process.  However, they can provide a focus 

for attention and debate that can help raise the wider public profile of emerging plans 

and strategies, whilst ensuring that citizen expertise is fully harnessed in a more 

accountable process. 

 

A number of mechanisms which have increased citizens’ participation in local 
development have been implemented in different countries around the world. Most of 
these involve processes beyond planning and encompass local government and 
policy planning more widely. Despite not being planning specific, Planning 
Democracy would welcome efforts to include such mechanisms in the NPF and  SPP 
and to encourage and resource their widespread use in the planning system.  
 

 Citizen juries. A very recent example in Australia has shown a successful 
way of incorporating wider deliberative techniques into the plan making 
process in South Australia. Looking to move beyond the normal consultation 
process involving paper submissions or “road show” events, the South 
Australia government decided to hold a citizens’ jury over a period of three 
months to deliberate a specific “policy issue” (night time economy) in the 
development of the South Australia Plan. The government invited people to 
volunteer to be part of the jury. Following random selection of these 
volunteers, 43 local citizens, of a wide cross section of ages, gender, and 
professions formed the jury.  The jury met 6 times and were able to listen to 
programmed expert presentations which informed their deliberations. The jury 
could also request specific expertise to answer questions they had.  
 
We believe a citizen jury of this type could be easily included in the NPF 
process, particularly to clarify or expand deliberation on specific national 
infrastructure or controversial issues. For example,  it is evident from the 
NPF3 consultation responses, and subsequent report, that wind power 
developments are a key example of divided opinion between Government 
policy and local community opinions. A jury process exploring the issues in 
depth, via expertise and informed deliberation, could enhance the NPF 
process greatly. 
 

 Participatory budgeting, first used in Brazil, and has been adopted in over 
200 cities worldwide. To date, the majority of participatory budgeting 
processes involve a citizen driven process to allocate municipal funds to 
specific local infrastructure projects. Nonetheless, Brazil, which pioneered the 
process at city level, now has examples at state level planning and resource 
allocation. Given that participatory budgeting is widely recognised as a 
mechanism which increases state-citizen dialogue and funding allocation 
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legitimacy, incorporating a variation of this at Scottish national or regional 
level planning could also be considered. 
 

 Citizen Assemblies. Regarded as direct democracy mechanisms at the local 
level, citizen assemblies could form a key part of the NPF or policy process, 
particularly to allow local communities to decide upon the infrastructure or 
projects which will be implemented in their local communities. It is after all the 
local citizens who bear the brunt of development in their local area. Decisions 
made by a local citizen assembly can help make decisions regarding policy or 
projects more acceptable rather than being implemented from the top down. 
 

In British Columbia, Canada, a citizen assembly (160 members) was created 
to deliberate to review the province’s electoral system over an 11 month 
period, culminating in a referendum on the issue. Although the citizens’ 
assembly recommendations for electoral reform were voted against at the 
referendum, the assembly process was regarded as a successful example. It 
was concluded in reports and studies following the event that citizens 
demonstrated the capacity to engage with, and deliberate, complicated policy 
issues and come to reasoned decisions. 
 
In Ireland 2011, following polls showing the lowest ever citizen confidence in 
political representatives in Ireland, a large experiment, based on a citizen’s 
assembly model, was trialled in Ireland. The experiment involved a 
representative random sample. Similar to the British Columbia example 
above, participants were found to be able to deliberate and deal with 
contentious and difficult issues extremely well. The final report states that 
participants evolved as much as the deliberations showing greater interest in 
politics, their ability to influence issues and greater understanding of the 
difficult choices needed to be made in policy making. 4 
 

 Sortition, or other mechanisms of random selection, can help decide on 
which community members would be involved - a way of getting beyond the 
“same old faces” to decide on community matters. Sortition can be 
implemented as part of any of the mechanisms outlined above at a macro or 
micro scale.  

 

Using the methods in the NPF process 
As noted above, Planning Democracy has previously recommended the use of such 
techniques in the NPF process to the Scottish Government. We believe such 
mechanisms would provide a means of improving democratic consideration of key 
issues, including the often wide-ranging effects of particular national developments. 
Our proposal, developed in conjunction with experts at the University of Edinburgh, 

                                                           

4  http://www.wethecitizens.ie/pdfs/We-the-Citizens-2011-FINAL.pdf  

          
 

http://www.wethecitizens.ie/pdfs/We-the-Citizens-2011-FINAL.pdf
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would have involved added deliberative scrutiny of the proposed NPF. Members of a 
chosen parliamentary committee would each have attended deliberative events in 
either key localities identified within the plan, or their own constituencies. These 
would have heard evidence from various stakeholders before producing a set of 
recommendations. Members of the Committee would then have been responsible for 
ensuring that these recommendations were duly considered by Parliament and the 
Government. The Government in turn would have been expected to provide a written 
response to the issues and recommendations raised. Such a technique would have 
significantly augmented the currently limited provisions for public scrutiny of the 
proposed plan whilst offering an innovative means of linking participatory 
mechanisms to representative democratic processes, helping to build a stronger, 
more active democracy in Scotland and create a stronger and a more legitimate 
NPF.  
 

1. We recommend that the committee ask the Government to set up a 

working group  to investigate these methods and provide a budget for 

developing such techniques for future NPF and other planning 

consultations.  
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

3rd Meeting, 2014 (Session 4), Wednesday 29 January 2014 
 

Public Petition PE1469 – Clerk’s Note 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This paper considers the Committee’s possible approach to petition PE 1469, which 
was referred to the Local Government and Regeneration Committee by the Public 
Petitions Committee at its meeting on 10 December 2013. 
 
2. The petition, by Aileen Jackson, calls on the Scottish Parliament to urge the 
Scottish Government to consider a change in planning regulations to enable an increase in 
the current neighbour notification distance of 20 metres in relation to wind turbine planning 
applications. 
 
Background (Extract from Public Petitions Committee Clerk’s Note 10 December) 
 
3. There are two separate authorisation processes for wind farms, which have 
separate neighbour notification systems.  Which authorisation process applies depends on 
the generating capacity of the proposed wind farm development.  Proposals for wind farms 
with an installed generating capacity above certain thresholds are considered and 
authorised by Scottish Ministers under the provisions set out in Section 36 of the Electricity 
Act 1989. 
 
4. Notification and publicity arrangements for such applications are set out in the 
Electricity (Applications for Consent) Regulations 1990, as amended. These Regulations 
require a notice of the application for consent to be published for two consecutive weeks in 
one or more local newspapers circulating in the vicinity of the application, and a similar 
notice to be published in one or more national newspapers and in the Edinburgh Gazette.  
Scottish Ministers can also direct the applicant to notify any other person they consider 
appropriate. 
 
5. Applications for wind farms with a generating capacity of 50 megawatts and under 
are considered and authorised by planning authorities under the provisions of the Town 
and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997. A planning authority is required to notify those 
with an interest in "neighbouring land" of a planning application under the provisions of 
Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) 
(Scotland) Regulations 2009.  Regulation 3 defines the term "neighbouring land" as "an 
area or plot of land which, or part of which, is conterminous with or within 20 metres of the 
boundary of the land for which the development is proposed."  
 
6. Further information on neighbour notification can be found in the Planning Circular 
4/2009: Development Management Procedures. 
 
Views from the Minister for Local Government and Planning 
 
7. Derek MacKay MSP, Minister for Local Government and Planning, responded to the 
Committee’s request for views, concerning petition PE1469 in relation to the draft Third 

http://external.scottish.parliament.uk/gettinginvolved/petitions/turbineneighbournotification
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Meeting%20Papers/Papers_20131210.pdf
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/07/03153034/0
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2009/07/03153034/0
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National Planning Framework and Review Scottish Planning Policy, on 21 January 2014 
with the following: 
 

“While we appreciate the concerns of people living near proposals for wind turbines, 
our overall aim is to provide opportunities for interested parties to comment on 
applications while not placing disproportionate burdens on planning authorities and 
applicants.  We believe in the round the current statutory requirements do that.   

 
Neighbour notification is intended for those living next to a proposal site, not 
everyone who might be affected by or have an interest in an application.  Other 
publicity requirements also apply.  Where developments are likely to have wider 
impacts on amenity because of their size (e.g. structures over 20 metres in height) 
or noise or in that they significantly alter an area of established amenity, then a 
notice must be published in a local newspaper.  Information on all planning 
applications is required to be published on an online list by the planning authority for 
the area and available in the planning office, local libraries and weekly lists of new 
applications sent to all community councils in the planning authority’s area. 

 
We recognise, however, that guidance on public engagement beyond the statutory 
minimum can encourage a more tailored approach to individual circumstances and 
consider this a proportionate response to the particular concerns about wind 
turbines.  We have advised the Public Petitions Committee previously that we will 
issue such guidance for wind turbine proposals, and we will advise both 
Committees shortly on the timetable for its production.”  

 
Committee Consideration 
 
8. The Committee may wish to note the far simpler approach taken by the Scottish 
Parliament in relation to ‘Guidance on Private Bills’ and the notification process.  That 
approach is less prescriptive, relying on the bill promoter to identify who is likely to be 
affected by the proposed works.  Annex A to this note lifts the relevant sections of that 
publication for your consideration. 
 
Part 2 of the publication (paragraph 2.26-2.28) details two categories of affected persons 
and Annex G detailing the notification arrangements. 
 
9. The Committee is invited to consider what further action, if any, it wishes take in 
relation to the petition. 
 
 
David Cullum 
Clerk to the Committee 
24 January 2014 
 
Annex: 
 
A. Guidance on Private Bills 
  

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/15709.aspx
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Annex A: Guidance on Private Bills  
 
Part 2, Promoter’s Statement, para 2.27-2.28 
 
2.27  There are two steps to the notification process. The promoter must first identify 
which properties are ‘affected’ by the Bill and second, must establish who has a relevant 
interest in such property and ensure that all affected persons are duly and properly 
notified. 
 
2.28  Affected persons generally fall into two categories. Those who— 
 

 own or hold an interest in land that may be acquired or used compulsorily; and  

 may otherwise be affected by the proposed scheme at any stage, be it construction, 
operation or maintenance. 

 
 
Annex G, Notification and consent, para (1) 
 
(1) DETERMINATION BY THE PRESIDING OFFICER ON THE NOTIFICATION 
ARRANGEMENTS FOR PRIVATE BILLS AFFECTING PERSONS OR CLASSES WITH 
AN INTEREST IN HERITABLE PROPERTY 
 
The Presiding Officer has determined under Rule 9A.2.3(d)(i) of Standing Orders the 
persons or classes of persons with an interest in heritable property who require to be 
notified by the promoter of a Private Bill as follows: 
 
Persons whose interests are–– 
 
(a) registered in the Sasines Register held by Registers of Scotland; or 
(b) registered on the Land Register; or 
(c) on the latest version of the valuation roll; or 
(d) as ‘the owner’, ‘the lessee’ or, as the case may be, ‘the occupier’ of any 
land or buildings (other than the owner, lessee or occupier of which cannot be ascertained 
after reasonable inquiry). 
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