
RESPONSE TO THE SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT'S CONSULTATION ON THE
DRAFT FOURTH NATIONAL PLANNING FRAMEWORK (NPF4)

We have reviewed the Draft NPF4 in some detail.  Our comments are below.   We have
taken the proposals seriously and so we've expended time and effort on developing our
response.   We  accordingly  ask  for  feedback  about  how  our  observations  and
recommendations  are  considered,  to  demonstrate  that  the  government  has,  similarly,
taken  the  consultation  seriously:  Please  let  us  know  when  our  observations  and
recommendations  are  being  considered  and  please  enable  access  to  the  papers  and
minutes of such meetings.

We haven't tried to comment on all aspects of such a large set of draft proposals.  We've
commented on those that we felt most relevant.

PART 1 : NATIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY

Spatial Principles
Consultation Q6 :  Will  the principles enable the right choices to be made about where
development will be located?

We support the Principles, but have some reservations about how they will affect choices
and  priorities  for  development,  in  particular  about  Principles  B  (Local  Living)  and  C
(Balanced Development). 

We recommend:
• a strengthened role for local communities in determining what Local Living means

in island and rural areas;
• a requirement for local planning authorities to set out criteria about how they will

balance the Local Living and Balanced Development principles when it comes to
prioritising investment;

• greater clarity about what will be delivered to support the aims of growing and
retaining the population of island and rural areas; we have set out below some of
what we think is required.

While we support, in general, the Local Living principle we also note the emphasis on 20-
minute neighbourhoods.  While the draft NPF4 recognises that a flexible approach to this is
needed in island and rural areas, we think that the way the general concept could affect
such  areas  needs  careful  assessment  and,  most  of  all,  a  strengthened  role  for  local
communities in the planning process.  



We are also concerned that the emphasis given to the 20 minute concept will mean that
still greater priority than now will be given to resourcing development in mainland and
urban areas, at the expense of island and remote communities. 

It will be a particular challenge for local authorities like Argyll & Bute, which has a large
mainland hinterland yet also has the largest number of inhabited islands of any authority in
Scotland, to balance the Local Living principle and the Balanced Development principle.

We strongly support the Balanced Development principle which says "In particular, we wish
to enable more people to live and remain in rural and island areas".  However we feel this
can only be achieved with:

• clarity  about  how  local  development  decisions,  priorities  and  investment  will
balanced across these principles;

• the right housing interventions to off-set the drift  to short-term lets and holiday
homes;

• reliable ferry services; and
• an  approach  that  integrates  investment  in  the  social  infrastructure  (such  as  a

schools'  strategy  for  the  future)  with  investment  in  land,  building  and
communications.

North & West Coastal Innovation Area
Consultation Q8: Do you agree with the summary of challenges in this action area?
Consultation Q9: What are your views on the strategic actions?

Q8.  Yes, we agree with the summary of challenges.  In particular, this section of the draft
NPF4 captures very well the challenges our island faces in respect of housing need and
ferry connectivity.  These are amongst our highest concerns and priorities for ensuring the
sustainability of our island communities.

Q9: It is difficult, however, to see how the actions will actually be implemented without
some form of housing market intervention and without determined action to address the
ferry crisis.  We are not clear, in addition, how the actions on blue and green development
will  actually  affect  our  island,  as  it  seems  much  more  focussed  on  the  Western  and
Northern Isles than the Inner Hebrides. 

On  housing,  the  document  correctly  states  that  "The  additional  costs  of  island
homebuilding and development generally is a challenge that needs to be factored into a
planned approach", but we don't know what this actually means.  In addition, while we
support everything this part of the NPF4 says about housing need in island areas, we have
observed how  the gain of building affordable houses in communities is off-set by the loss
of other housing to the second homes and short-term letting market.  The challenge is how
to retain affordable housing as affordable into the future.  In short, it is difficult to build our
way out of this situation yet it , at the same time, requires continuing public funding to
make up for the loss of housing needed for local people and businesses.



We recommend that the Government:
• sets  out  proposals  about  how  the  additional  costs  of  island  building  will  be

addressed;
• continues the Scotland Self Build Loan scheme beyond its current closing date in

August 2022, given that mortgage providers will not provide loans for self-build
project on islands;

• continues  other  financial  support  and  ways  of  supporting  building  and
redevelopment/repurposing to create homes for people living locally, key workers
and local temporary workers;

• commissions a review of options for market controls that would achieve a better
balance  between  the  economic  benefits  of  the  open  market  and  need  for  a
sustainable supply of affordable housing for local living.

On  transport,  the  document  says  that  resilient  connectivity  is  required  to  strengthen
community resilience.  We absolutely agree.  But we can't see how "A net zero island air
network and decarbonising ferries will secure the viability and service stability of island and
remote coastal communities".   There are two aims here and both are necessary.  But the
first, decarbonising and net zero, is not going to deliver the other - a viable and stable
service,  and  one  delivered  in  a  way  that  does  not  disadvantage  island  people  and
businesses.   We recommend the NPF4 includes a discrete and specific commitment to
securing a stable and reliable ferry service and a commitment to ensuring that island
residents and businesses have some form of protection to meet transport needs that
cannot be arranged long in advance; the current first-come, first-served booking system
helps holidaymakers but disadvantages islanders for whom ferry service is a necessity.

We further  recommend a thorough review of  the criteria  that  guide whether  or  not
developments need an Island Communities Impact Assessment, as we consider that this
is too open to interpretation presently and does not act to trigger an ICIA when one is
most needed. 

The NPF4 ICIA does not properly reflect a number of other issues that affect islands.
We've set this out in more detail in our response to Q69 but, in summary:

• Road Equivalent Tariff (RET) doesn't apply to commercial vehicles, which means that
island shop prices and the price of other goods, including building materials and
other supplies for island businesses, are significantly higher than the mainland; and
that exporting product to the mainland is expensive.

• The higher shop prices have an effect on nutrition and health.
• Both procurement and supply take longer and can be unreliable.
• Changing  regulations  on quality  homes  and standards  are  positive,  but  increase

costs and can act as a disincentive to quality and safe maintenance.
• There  is  a  need  for  housing  for  temporary  workers  and  contractors  as  well  as

resident housing need.
• There is a significant shortage of people with construction and allied trade skills,

against need and market demand.  It is also difficult and expensive to obtain support



from mainland businesses.   Investment is  needed in skills  training and start-up
businesses  for  the  local  market,  if  the  development  aims  of  NPF4  are  to  be
achieved.

The  strategic  actions  for  the  Innovation  Area  wholly  fail  to  reflect  the  development
opportunities and needs of the Inner Hebrides.  They focus heavily on the Western Isles,
Orkney and Shetland.  Our area, Argyll & Bute, has the largest number of inhabited islands
of any local authority in Scotland.  The opportunities for development need to be far better
reflected and represented, or the NPF4 will fail in its stated purpose for building on the
unique contribution that each region can make.  The technical (data) appendices that are
supposed to underpin the action area are superficial and the ICIA is limited.

Also,  islanders  and  island  communities  are  resilient,  multi-skilled  and  committed  to
community endeavour.  These are real strengths.  The NPF4 and other strategies need to
capitalise on this, by building-in mechanisms through which islanders can have confidence
that their voices will be heard and that community action will be supported.

We recommend a thorough re-appraisal of the opportunities for the Inner Hebrides to
make its contribution to the aims of NPF4 and the North & West Coastal Innovation Area
and a refreshed set of strategic priorities and actions that reflect these.

PART THREE: NATIONAL PLANNING POLICIES

Policy 8 - Infrastructure First

Yes, we agree with this.  Too much difficulty and too many untended impacts result from a
piecemeal approach.   Mull's main ferry port was moved to the south of the island several
decades ago and there are suggestions that the island's main school should move there too
-  but  the  road  between  the  south  and  Tobermory,  where  there  is  the  greatest
concentration of population, and which is a tourist hotspot, remains a single-track road for
some  six  miles.   Piecemeal  development  prevents  social  and  economic  viability  and
growth.   It inhibits efforts to promote population growth and sustainability.

Policy 9 - Quality Homes

We support the proposal that homes should be of high quality, contribute to making great
places, help to reduce reliance on carbon and address the climate crisis.  Changing building
regulations  and  new  requirements,  nonetheless,  add  to  construction  and  maintenance
costs which are already much higher on islands.  This is a disincentive to population growth
and to maintaining standards in the built environment.  NPF4 says that the additional costs
should be factored in.   We need clear commitments and a meaningful financial investment
to that end.



Policy 17 - Tourism

We support the Policy but are concerned about paragraph (b) which seems to allow too
much latitude, if not  properly balanced against the requirements of paragraph (g).  We feel
paragraph  (g)  needs  to  be  strengthened.   Where  paragraph  (b)  sets  out  that  new  or
extended tourist facilities and accommodation should 'normally be supported' in very wide
and  somewhat  vaguely-defined  circumstances,  paragraph  (g)  which  essentially  aims  at
protecting local conditions and communities, needs only be 'taken into account'.  
We recommend that paragraph (b) is amended to say that proposed development should
normally be supported only where it also demonstrates conformity with paragraph (g),
and recommend that paragraph (g) is amended to make it into a set of requirements. 

Policy 21 - Aquaculture

The Policy will  further concentrate fish farm development in the West of Scotland and
Hebridean islands.  We welcome that the Policy sets out that the cumulative impact of
aquaculture developments needs to be taken into account; the criteria that determine
this need to be unambiguous.   We are also glad that development decisions also have to
take account of other marine planning.  

We are disappointed, however, that the policy does not then also require consideration
of environmental impacts, access and economic impacts on coastal fishing and seafood
businesses, including small commercial boat owners and sea or on-shore seafood and
seaweed businesses.  We recommend this should be added to the Policy.

We also note that while steps will be taken to protect wild, native fish stocks in the North
and East of Scotland (by preventing any further fish farm development), no such protection
is  envisaged  for  fish  stocks  in  the  West.    Fish  farming,  fishing  and  aquaculture  are
important to our islands, but it is important that the spatial strategy takes account of wild
fish stocks in all areas of coastal Scotland.  We recommend that NPF4 policies include a
requirement to protect and enhance wild fish stocks.

Policy 31 - Rural Places

Yes, we support the policy. 

Policy 34 -  Trees, Woodland & Forestry

We feel the Policy should make it more explicit that proposals for woodland creation are
in accordance with the Forest & Woodlands Strategy.  We value the benefits of woodland
creation,  including  carbon  sequestration,  but  we  are  concerned  about  inappropriate
planting and poor management by companies who cause climate damage but green-wash
it through spending on carbon sequestration forests.
Local,  community  ownership  of  woodland carries  many  benefits  and we believe this
should be reflected in the Policy.



Policy 35 - Coasts

Yes, we support the Policy.

PART 4 : DELIVERY OF THE SPATIAL STRATEGY

Q55: Do you have any other comments on delivery of our spatial strategy?

While  we  welcome  the  joined-up  approach  of  national  and  local  strategies,  we  are
concerned  that  there  could  be  an  unintended  proliferation  of  planning  policies  and
associated bureaucracy, slowing the system and introducing additional complexity where it
is unnecessary.  There are 35 national policies in the NPF4.  There are over 70 in Argyll &
Bute's LDP2.  Many of the policies can be contradictory in some circumstances and our
discussions with planners have shown that they do not know how these matters can be
easily resolved.  We do not want additional bureaucracy, so it may be that more weight
should be given to local community voices. 

It is essential that planning for small-scale local projects is kept as simple and as swift as
environmental, safety and local community considerations allow.

Finally, we are concerned about the prospect of development that is piecemeal, finding
justification in some principle, action or policy in NPF4, but failing to properly address the
the tensions and conflicting priorities that we've illustrated in our comments.  

INTEGRATED IMPACT ASSESSMENTS
Q69: Do you have any comments on the Islands Impact Assessment?

The NPF4 ICIA does not properly capture a number of other issues that affect islands.  We
made a number of comments in earlier sections,  These are repeated below but we have
also added a number of other comments on the ICIA:

• Road Equivalent Tariff (RET) doesn't apply to commercial vehicles, which means that
island shop prices and the price of other goods, including building materials and
other supplies for island businesses, are significantly higher than the mainland; and
that exporting product to the mainland is expensive.

• The higher shop prices have an effect on nutrition and health.
• Both procurement and supply take longer and can be unreliable.
• Changing  regulations  on quality  homes  and standards  are  positive,  but  increase

costs and can act as a disincentive to quality and safe maintenance.
• There  is  a  need  for  housing  for  temporary  workers  and  contractors  as  well  as

resident housing need.
• There is a significant shortage of people with construction and allied trade skills,

against need and market demand.  It is also difficult and expensive to obtain support
from  mainland  businesses.   Investment  is  needed  in  skills  training  and  start-up
businesses for the local market, if the development aims of NPF4 are to be achieved.



• The  R100  programme  appears  to  have  dropped  more  of  the  difficult  to  reach
properties/settlements than islanders expected.  The number of properties to be
covered  by  the  Northern  LOT  may  have  been  reduced  by  40%  when  contract
negotiations took place. Vouchers for installation of satellite services are not the
answer as the monthly charges are much higher.

• The  emphasis  on  electric  travel  is  important,  but  needs  careful  assessment  and
costing in island and other remote communities, where the distances can be long
but the population and travel support network are sparse.

• Community  empowerment  is  of  central  importance  if  proposals  are  to  make  a
difference  to  islands.   Too  often  consultation  comes  late,  rather  than  first,  and
decisions  are  remote  from the  communities  they  affect  and  fail  to  reflect  local
priorities and concerns.

• The Islands Act reflects that the circumstances of each island is unique.  This is not
really and properly taken into account when ICIAs are conducted on a wholesale
basis and without significant local involvement.

• Islanders are typically multi-skilled and entrepreneurial.  Many have more than one
job.  There is a resource of skill and of problem-solving that should be reflected and
called much more than the proposals imply, as we've suggested in our comments on
the North & West Coastal Innovation Area.


