Trustresponse to the Scottish Government’s Call for views on NPF4
PART 1 strategy

Q1: Do you agree that this approach will deliver our future net zero places
which will be more resilient to the impacts of climate change and support
recovery of our natural environment?

To create sustainable places we must recognise we cannotengineer or build
ourselves out of a nature crisis. To deliver netzero places, whilst supporting nature’s
recovery, requires a bold and transformative approach. The approach introduced in
Part 1 is arguably not bold enough. It does not assert the inextricable links between
nature restoration and climate resilience (although these links are recognised by the
Scottish Government in other policy papers). Without more definition, netzero places
may come at a cost to our natural environment. We need an approach that makes it
clear that any new development (and especially new developmenton an industrial
scale) must a) comply with circular economy standards, b) evidence how a reduction
in greenhouse gas emissions will be achieved at each stage of the production-
construction-decommissioning lifecycle and c) follow design principles that mean the
overall site of the development is enhanced for biodiversity and, if possible and
relevant, maximising its natural carbon store potential. To ensure thereis
accountability on each of the approaches, guidance and monitoring measures should
be introduced for every new development (this should start with every national
development) against circular economy design principles, greenhouse gas
emissions reduction and biodiversity net gain.

To create sustainable places we also need a planned approach to onshore
renewable energy development. The offshore wind energy developmentis an
example of the Government taking a planned approach. We recognise it is easier to
plan sites for offshore wind when there is effectively one ‘landowner’, the Crown
Estate, negotiating leases with companies for sites. However, a planned approach
for onshorewind can and should be set by NPF4.

Currentplanning policy (NPF3 and SPP2) has managed to provide a spatial
strategy for onshore wind. This has been achieved by clearly categorising areas
into three groups: 1) areas deemed appropriate for onshore wind, 2) areas where it
will sometimes be appropriate to site onshore wind, and 3) areas where onshore
wind is not appropriate. Currentnational policy also clearly states that Local
Development Plans should include a spatial framework for identifying where onshore
wind would be most appropriate.

As drafted, the NPF4 has policies that could form an onshore wind spatial framework
— for example Policy 32i, which states what types of developmentwould be
appropriate in a Wild Land Area; Policy 32d, which provides a presumption against
developmentin designated landscapes, and Policy 32a, which asks forinternational
national, regional and local natural assets to be safeguarded in spatial strategies.
The NPF4 policies that are designed and intended to protect land - for biodiversity,
as a natural carbon store, for public goods, wellbeing and amenity - can be the
guidelines for a spatial strategy for achieving the expansion of onshore wind targets
stated in the Scottish Government's onshore wind policy statement. The bottom line



Is that to successfully achieve this target whilst protecting and enhancing
biodiversity in Scotland, we need to make sure that onshore wind proceeds in sites
that are not species-rich and wild by nature i.e. not inadvertently destroying our
best natural assets.

As part of an approach to planning developmentin a way that safeguards nature,
NPF4 should consolidate the development patterns that we have seen over the past
10 years and direct energy development to sites that are in already managed
landscapes, where the developmentthrough land managementinterventions could
still bring positive results for biodiversity butits scale will notfragment a landscape’s
natural ecological connectivity and not destroy sensitive and ecologically significant
habitats. This is particularly important if we are to protect the ecological and
carbon value of peatlands as well as Scotland’s wild land. It is also important if
Scotlandis to achieve its target of 30% of land protected for nature by 2030 and
reverse the decades of biodiversity decline in the country.

This means policies that:

e Support repowering existing wind farm sites and view development
frameworks for repowering at Local Authority level (the Hagshaw Energy
cluster repowering framework already provides a model) favourably, with
caveats that careful design, evidence of lifecycle emission reduction and
environmental and other impact assessments are still required.

e Favourdevelopmentin already managed landscapes i.e. landscapes
where energy infrastructure already exists.

e Signal thatLocal Authorities should prioritise approving developmentthatis
part of formal emerging ‘energy clusters’ or ‘energy hubs’. A formal
emerging energy cluster could be a number of adjacent sites operated by
differentcompanies with established turbines thathave identified
opportunities forthe companies to coordinate closer integration of
developmentacross the sites including wind, battery storage, solar power and
make the most of existing grid connections (substations, overhead power
lines, cabling).

e Safeguard greenfield sites and recognise that greenfield includes
Scotland’s mapped Wild Land Areas. These areas are the 42 areas that
represent the best expression of wildness in Scotland as measured by four
physical attributes (perceived naturalness of the land cover; ruggedness of
terrain; remoteness from public roads, ferries or railway stations; visible lack
of buildings, roads, pylons and other modern artefacts).

¢ Reference existing maps and spatial data on carbon rich peatland soils as
well as Scotland’s Wild Land Areas and clearly state that Local Development
Plans should identify and safeguard these finite areas for peatland
restoration programmes and nature based solutions to carbon storage.
Identifying, recognising and safeguarding these areas will provide clear policy
direction and reduce any conflict (perceived or otherwise) between achieving
targets for nature-based recovery (such as the target to recover nature across
30% of Scotland’s land by 2030) versus targets for renewable energy
expansion.



Q4: Do you agree that this approach will deliver our future places which
will be distinctive, safe and pleasant, easy to move around, welcoming, nature-
positive and resource efficient?

To be nature positive, every new development needs to be considering how it will
contribute to nature’s recovery from the earliest design stages then evidencing the
contribution atapplication stage. National planning policy has an importantpart in
directing developers to:

e Considerand evidence the sustainability of their design (for example,
materials being used and their providence).

e Calculatethe carbon costs associated with the developmentand evidence
how these have been reduced to a minimum.

e Appraise site options with biodiversity assessments (looking at both the
potential to harm and the potential to enhance) and carbon emission
assessments as a top consideration.

e Show how theirdevelopmentis expected to interact with surrounding land
uses and habitats so that it enhances nature on the site and in the
surrounding area.

At the same time national planning policy can direct Local Authorities to ask for this
information and set standards for expectations on the quality and accuracy of the
information being provided.

Q5: Do you agree that the spatial strategy will deliver future places that overall
are sustainable, liveable, productive and distinctive?

We fully welcome that wild land is recognised in Policies 19 and 32. However, we
are concerned thatthe document, as drafted, doesn'tcontain a spatial strategy that
will direct renewable energy development (which is predicted to expand during the
NPF4 time period and therefore is a major land use that could undermine nature
recovery) in a way that will safeguard Scotland’s wild places.

In NPF3 and SPP2 a spatial strategy for energy developmentwas achieved by the
following:

e The recognition of wild land as nationally importantin NPF3.

e Table 1, in combination with paragraphs 161-163 in SPP2, which provided
clear guidance on appropriate areas for siting onshore wind development.

e Paragraphs 166 and 167 in SPP2 which instructed local developmentplans to
identify appropriate sites for ‘renewable electricity projects in addition to wind
generation’.

e Paragraph 169 in SPP2 which added that ‘energy infrastructure developments
should always take accountof spatial frameworks for wind farms and heat
maps where these are relevant and provided detailed considerations for
deciding new planning applications for renewable energy development.

We strongly recommend that Policy 19 is revised so it aligns better with the draft
wording in Policies 32 and 33 (please see also ourresponses on these specific
policies). We suggest incorporating wording into Policy 19 to the effect that large-
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scale renewable energy developmentin Wild Land Areas and on peatlands (with
reference to the 2014 Wild Land Areas map and Scotland’s carbon and peatland
map) is supported by exception only (exception criteria could then be set outin
the policy).

It is really important that NPF4 policies on energy and on peatlands work
together for the protection of peatlands given the significant contribution restoring
degraded peatlands would make to an overall reduction in carbon. The condition of
peatlands varies across Scotland butwith 80% of Scotland’s peatlands estimated as
beingin a degraded state, peatlands are a nationally significant source of emissions.
There is huge potential to reverse this through nationwide restoration. The UK
Committee on Climate Change’s most recent progress report to the Scottish
Parliament (December 2021) notes ‘Scotland’s significantemissions from peatlands
willneed to be managed for the land use sector to avoid derailing the CCPu
emissions trajectories’. It goes on to state ‘peatland restoration could occur at a
significantly higherrate than that committed to by the Scottish Government, which is
less than half thatin the Committee’s Balanced Pathway’. NPF4 policies that identify
and safeguard degraded peatlands for restoration (providing them with equal
importance as fully functioning peatlands) should be part of a spatial strategy that
makes sure the restoration and carbon saving potential of Scotland’s peatlandsiis
realised over the nextten plusyears.

Q6: Do you agree that these spatial principles will enable the right choices to
be made about where development should be located?

We see a set of principles as complementary to spatial planning policy in guiding
decision making butwe are not convinced they will be able to direct difficultchoices
about whethera proposal will develop land in a way that respects the six planning
outcomes and is appropriate for the area. To make those kinds of choices requires
criteria set out in the policies that enable decisions to be taken.

There are a number of ways we think the principles could be strengthened so they
have clearer application related to national planning policy. These are:

e Clarity on how the principles will guide particular decisions e.g. when it
comes to deciding on applications for green energy development or a future
Nature Network. The former developmenttype is expected to expand over the
NPF4 timeframe making NPF4 an important documentin guiding where this
type of developmentis sited. From the spatial principles drafted, the principle
of ‘balanced development’ seems most applicable to managing the growth of
green energy development.

e We recommend re-wording the ‘balanced development’ principle to take
into consideration the need to balance local interests with national when
it comes to expanding green energy development. Thisis also relevantto the
just transitions spatial principle. In a just transition, people who live near
development have a say in its design and a stake in its development.

e Be consistentwith and reinforce the five guiding principles on the
environment in the UK Withdrawal from the European Union (Continuity)
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(Scotland) Act 2021. This Act requires public authorities and Scottish
Ministersto have due regard to the following principles when making policies:
(@) the principle that protecting the environmentshould be integrated into the
making of policies; (b) the precautionary principle as it relates to the
environment; (c) the principle that preventative action should be taken to avert
environmental damage; (d) the principle that environmental damage should as
a priority be rectified at source; and (e) the principle thatthe polluter should

pay.

e Forthe purposes of drafting NPF4, the legislative principle ‘protecting the
environmentshould be integrated into the making of policies’ clearly applies
and we suggest each NPF4 policy should be evaluated for its impact on
the environment with the option to make future changes to NPF4if any
of the policies are contrary to environmental protection.

Q8: Do you agree with this summary of challenges and opportunities for this
action area? (north and west)

We agree with the summary statement that the north and west of Scotland region
‘benefits from an exceptional environmentwith coastal and island landscapes

that are an important part of Scotland’s national identity’. We further agree with the
statement ‘It is rich in biodiversity, sustaining many internationally significant
ecological sites and species including some of the best remaining temperate
rainforest sites in Europe’. Scotland’s north and west supports rare habitats such as
machair, expansive peat and bogs and ancienttemperate woodlands. It's a region
that also supports rare species such as the white tailed eagle and lesser butterfly
orchid. In addition to being nationally important, protecting these rare habitats and
species is internationally and globally significant as part of a collective global
response to the climate and biodiversity emergencies.

An NPF4 strategy can help to improve the governance and land management of
these natural assets for greater community and ecological benefits across the north
and west region. The strategy could look to the developing vision and aims of
emerging community collaborations such as the NorthWest2045 project (see
https://www.northwest2045.scot/home for background). This collaboration of
organisations with connections to the North West Highlands has, through extensive
consultation with local people across the region, identified six shared goals and
agreed a vision to turn them into a reality. The six goals are:

Affordable housing for young people and families

High speed broadband access for all

Rural hubs to supportbusinesses, homeworking and delivery of services

A healthy food scheme based on local produce

A new Regional Land Use Partnership to supportgreen economic recovery
New forms of local democracy to give communities a greater role in decision -
making

ouhkwnE

These goals could help inform the NPF4 strategy for the north and west region.


https://www.northwest2045.scot/home

The NorthWest2045 vision document reflects local appreciation for the region’s
natural assets and the importance placed on protecting them. The NPF4 strategy
could help to realise this collective vision by asserting the role of local place making
and visions such as the NorthWest2045 in determining planning applications and
land use so land use decisions take into account local priorities.

Q9: What are your views on these strategic actions for this action area? (north
and west)

Overall we support the strategic actions for the north and west region but believe
these could be strengthened by incorporating each of the six shared goals of the
NorthWest2045 partnership (listed in response to Q8 above) and the long term
goals highlighted at page 3 of the document (see https://www.northwest2045.scot/
for a link to the vision).

Q10: Do you agree with this summary of challenges and opportunities for this
action area? (Highlands)

We broadly agree with the summary of challenges and opportunities for this region.

We particularly welcome the statement that ‘This part of Scotland can make a strong
contribution towards meeting our ambition for a net zero and nature positive country
by demonstrating how natural assets can be managed and used to secure a more
sustainable future.’ The fact there is much more that can be done to achieve the
natural carbon sink potential of the Highland ‘northern revitalisation’ region (as well
as in the other regions) is signalled by the UK Climate Change Committee’s most
recent Progress Report to the Scottish Parliament (published December 2021). This
recognised that, after applying a new methodology that accounts for carbon
emissions from degraded peatlands, the sector known asthe ‘Land Use, Land Use
Change and Forestry Sector’ is ‘now estimated to be an overall net source of
emissions of 2.7 MtCO2e in 2019, compared with a net sink of 5.4 MtCO2e in 2018
underthe old methodology’. These emissions are more than ourinternational
aviation and shipping sector, or to put it anotherway, the same as someone taking 3
million return flights from Edinburgh to New York. This should really make us stop
and realise that all is not well in terms of how land in Scotland is being used and
managed. Land, naturally, should be a carbon sink — through its soils, vegetation,
habitats — the factitis not, indicates that our interventions, ourland use decisions
and managementchoices, are adding to, rather than removing, carbon emissions.

Some areas within the region are already recognising the potential for carbon
storage and biodiversity enhancementand the approachesthey are taking could
inform the NPF4 draft strategy for the region as a whole. The Cairngorms National
Park Draft Partnership Plan 2022-2027 contains clear objectives and time limited
actions for nature. Some of the objectives on nature could translate across into a
regional NPF4 strategy for nature — for example, objectives for ecological networks,
carbon and biodiversity plans, peatland and native woodland restoration.

The strategic actions recognise the growth of renewablesin the region. We welcome
acknowledgmentthatcommunity ownership of renewables improves and empowers
communities (from the draft: ‘Community ownership of renewable energy projects at


https://www.northwest2045.scot/

all scales could play a key role in improving resilience, empowering local people
to take control of their own assets and helping tackle fuel poverty’). As wind farms
repower or expand, continued access to the region’s wind energy resource and land
should be accompanied by clear community benefits that have been negotiated
with local communities. The Trust has submitted a response to the Scottish
Government's Draft Onshore Wind Policy Statement in which we expand on how
more community benefits could be realised from onshore wind.

Q11: What are your views on these strategic actions for this action area?
(Highlands/northern revitalisation)

As with the other regions in the NPF4 strategy, we strongly agree that ‘This part of
Scotland can make a strong contribution towards meeting our ambition for a net zero
and nature positive country by demonstrating how natural assets can be managed
and used to secure a more sustainable future.” We support a strategy for this region
that seeks to ‘strengthen networks of resilientcommunities; stimulate green
prosperity; nurture nature-based solutions; and strengthen resilience and
decarbonise connectivity’. The protection and recovery of wild places throughoutthis
region can complement each of those four aspirations and would merit reference
underthe section headed ‘nurture nature based solutions’.

Peatlands are wild places and the UK’s most important natural terrestrial store
of carbon. An NPF4 strategy should protect these habitats across the northern
revitalisation region. Renewable energy developmentas well as new housing
proposals should be critically evaluated for impacts on peat with a presumption
againstdeveloping on deep peat (please see Trust response to the NPF4 draft
Policy 33 on peatlands). A recent developmentat Blar Mor which is an undesignated
site of blanket peat resulted in the removal of huge areas of peatland to build new
houses. A strategy would help to prevent recurrences of this kind of developmenton
peat.

As with the north and west strategic region, the Highlands ‘northern revitalisation’
region contains a significantshare of Scotland’s natural capital, which provides the
economic bedrock of Scotland’s food, drink, outdoor recreation and tourism sectors
of its economy. As with the north and west strategic region, the population is
predominantly rural, but has some larger established settlements compared to the
north and west. An NPF4 strategy for the region can make sure people in rural
communities influence the stewardship of natural assets and resources as a priority
in Local DevelopmentPlanning. Thisis just as important for this region as it is for the
north and west region in achieving a just transition given the overall contribution the
region’s natural assets make to Scotland’s economic prosperity.

As part of a strategic ‘shiftto more sustainable transport’ in this region there needs to
be greater public transport connectivity to other regions and reduced reliance on
private vehicles. Specifically, connectivity by rail or bus from the region to central
Scotland could be improved as part of a strategy to reduce the number of cars on
roads. Reducing road traffic should help to ease congestion and the sense of ‘over
tourism’ that has been experienced in Glen Nevis and other scenic wild places. The
high volume of traffic from people using cars to reach wild places, including the
Trust’'s Nevis and East Schiehallion properties, has caused dangerous congestion



and puts pressure on these wild places. We welcome a ‘continued modal shiftto
rail for both passengers and freight’ to reduce congestion and accidentsin the region
and to remove heavy goods traffic from major routes, such as the A82. For journeys
beyond rail, electric shuttle bus services could link people arriving at train stations to
wilder more remote destinations. To further help manage visitor pressure on the
region’s wild places we would welcome targeted visitor infrastructure planning. Local
communities and Local Authorities could create and uphold Destination
Management Plans that put local communities at the heart of tourism
developments and balance community, environmental, and economic impacts and
benefits. These could be given weightin planning decisions.

Q16: Do you agree with this summary of challenges and opportunities for this
action area?

We see the following challenges and opportunities for southern Scotland.

As mentioned in the NPF4 draft, dependence on cars is an ongoing challenge for
transitioning to a connected low carbon region and it also impedes equitable access
to wild places in the region. The John Muir Trust manages 149 hectares of land at
Glenlude on the edge of the southern uplandsin the Scottish Borders. We run
regular volunteer work parties and conservation workshops at the property and
understand that limited transport links (the nearestbus link to Glenlude is 4 miles
away at Innerleithen) make it hard for people in the region to participate.

The local population is actually increasing and property prices rising (making it
difficultforlocals to live and work in the region) due to the recreational and lifestyle
advantages of the region (mountain biking and road cycling are popular pursuits in
the area) — thisis an example of how opportunities arising from outdoor recreation
(new businesses are starting up in the towns near Glenlude because of the biking
economy) also bring local challenges with associated land use pressures.

Restoration of native woodland across the Borders is a natural, relatively low cost
way to manage and reduce flooding whilst also improving habitat, ecological
connectivity and storing carbon. As a region identified as ‘predominantly rural in
character’ there oughtto be ample opportunity for land use change at private
dwellings, small holdings and farms that result in enhanced native habitats and
biodiversity recovery that will improve habitats, encourage speciesto return, reduce
flooding and improve climate resilience.

Q17: What are your views on these strategic actions for this action area?

On the strategic action to ‘innovate to sustain and enhance natural capital’, itis great
to see forests, woodlands and peatlands all being recognised as nationally
significantassets. This should equally be the case for the north and west and
northern regionsin the NPF4 strategy where areas of ‘Class 1’ and ‘Class 2’
peatlands are extensive. However, in recognising native woodlands and peatlands
as assets in the differentregions, the NPF4 strategy needs to also recognise how
they vary with geography, topography, soil types and climate. For example, vast
peatland areas are more dominantin the north and west than they are in the
southern regions of Scotland. Similarly, the species and character of native



woodland also varies regionally (for example, Caledonian pine wood forestin the
northern Highlands, Atlantic rainforestin the north and west coast regions,
regenerating birchwoods in the southern uplands). NPF4 regional strategies and
actions should be more specific on the regional variations, which, if protected, would
alladd up to arich tapestry of biodiversity across Scotland.

We have the following additional comments on the strategic actions for the southern
region:

e Sustainable developmentshould consider natural flood management which
is needed throughoutthe region.

e The region’s woodlands and forests are mentioned as assets in the strategic
actions but the strategy could be more precise in differentiating woodland
types and land use priorities according to types. Native woodland and
habitat restoration or improvement is needed throughoutthe region to
redress the region’s natural ecological balance (note Southern Scotland has
one of the lowestlevels of native woodland in the UK — conifer plantations
dominate in this region. Whilstthese plantations provide a quick timber
supply, this land use hampers biodiversity recovery. This could be countered
by more imaginative forestry and woodland planning tied to nature recovery
outcomes which could be signalled as needed through NPF4 strategic actions
for the region and associated policies).

e Theregion’swild places are assets for human well-being and nature
based therapy. These benefits should be expressly recognised and protected
for the long-term prosperity of the region as more people move into the region
to be closer to accessing nature and more people visit for outdoor recreation.
(We note the NPF4 draft states ‘The area has aspirations to become a prime
outdoor recreation and green tourism destination.’)

e The region contains some of Scotland’s smallest areas of wild land, including
the officially recognised Talla Hart Wild Land Area as well as Carrifran wild
wood and Talla & Gameshope. With the continued growth of onshore windin
the southern Scotland region these areas are all at risk of looking outonto
development. This affects the wildness and wild quality experience associated
with these areas. This may deter hill walkers, impede biodiversity recovery
and soil quality in and around these wild areas. These cumulative impacts
should remain a planning consideration in NPF4 and Local Development
Plans when determining renewable energy planning applications.

e The main means of travelling around the region is by private car. NPF4
strategic action and future planning policies for the region should support
more public transport connections as part of an equitable transition across
Scotland to a low carbon society.

Part 2 national developments
Q19: Do you think that any of the classes of development described in the
Statements of Need should be changed or additional classes added in order to

deliver the national development described?

We have views on National Development Number 12 which we have explainedin
answerto question 20.



Q20: Is the level of information in the Statements of Need enough for
communities, applicants and planning authorities to clearly decide when a
proposal should be handled as a national development?

There should be more detail on National DevelopmentNumber 12 ‘Strategic
Renewable Electricity Generation and Transmission Infrastructure’. As drafted, the
developmenttype applies ‘Scotland wide’. Whilstwe understand the demand for
renewable energy, it is notclear how this ‘Scotland wide’ national energy
developmenttype will help achieve sustainable development that is plan led and
does not resultin competing land uses that undermine long-term climate targets (e.g.
choosing between peatland restoration or the protection of wild land for ecological
restoration versus a new site for renewable energy). The clear risk is that Local
Authorities and Planning Authorities are saturated by high volumes of energy
development proposals, which they have to manage underthe NPF4 policy principle
to support, whilstalso considering the green and blue infrastructure connectivity and
realising the landscape scale nature recovery planstheirregions need as part of
addressing the biodiversity and climate emergencies.

Nature recovery relates to energy developmentexpansion because at present
energy development — particularly large-scale onshore wind —requires vast
guantities of concrete for foundations for turbine and substation compounds,
underground cabling or overhead power lines for connections to the grids, kilometres
of track and excavation of large quantities of soil - which can include peatland - to
make this all happen. To be really ‘green’, we suggestthe construction of
renewable energy development needs to continue to be sited to avoid
undermining nature recovery and must evaluate its carbon cost across the
development lifecycle and plan its design and construction and operation to
be net zero. In reality, the onshore wind sector is not there yet (Vikingwind farmis a
case in pointwhere the scale of the development means mitigation options for
restoring all the displaced and excavated peatland appear to be impossible).

The type of energy developmentwithin a national development category should be
refined and focused on energy developmentthat is re-using existing infrastructure
(consistentwith an infrastructure firstapproach). Examples could be repowering
existing onshore wind development sites, energy developmentthat expands or
consolidates existing developmentin an ‘energy cluster with its own development
framework.

While the Scottish Government’s draft Onshore Wind Policy Statement makes
the case for more onshorewind, it relies on national strategy and planning
policy to guide where this expansion takes place and in what circumstances.
Applications are currently driven by private corporations and private
landowners in competition with each other — not strategic in terms of need,
guantity and location. Including National Development Number 12 ‘Strategic
Renewable Electricity Generation and Transmission Infrastructure’ in NPF4 means it
is also the job of NPF4 to direct the expansion of this developmenttype so thatit is
in the publicinterest.
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Q21: Do you think there are other developments, not already considered in
supporting documents, that should be considered for national development
status?

In response to the government’s Call for Views in 2020, Scottish Environment LINK
members called for a Scottish Nature Network as a national development for
expanding and connecting more sites for nature across Scotland which would
‘enable delivery of green and blue infrastructure, restoration of nature and the
ecosystem services that underpin societal wellbeing.” Some of these ideas have
been incorporated into the national development proposal to expand the Central
Scotland Green Network (CSGN). The expansion of the CSGN is welcome as it can
be expected to meet multiple outcomes - improving biodiversity, expanding green
spaces near urban populations and providing more recreational space for
communities. However, we refer Scottish Governmentto Scottish Environment
LINK’s earlier calls for a National Nature Network and to consider placing a
requirement on all Local Authorities (in Policy 3) to plan for Nature Networks
and for how these networks join up into a national network for nature. For more
detail on a National Nature Network please see Scottish EnvironmentLINK’s
response to this consultation.

Q22: Do you agree that addressing climate change and nature recovery should
be the primary guiding principles for all our plans and planning decisions?

Yes. For climate change and nature recovery to be the primary guiding principles for
all plans and planning decisions, every planning application needs to evidence
what it will achieve for nature on the site of the proposed development and be
aland use changethat brings about positive overall impacts for both nature
and climate. Planning officials and Planning Authorities need to be able to evaluate
the plans for evidence thata proposal is going to achieve gains for nature and also
reduce carbon emissionsin the short and long-term. Planning Authorities also need
to enforce conditions which can be reported on and monitored transparently so that
developers and those who approve plans are accountable.

PART 3 POLICIES
Policy 1: Plan-led approach to sustainable development
Q23: Do you agree with this policy approach?

A plan-led approach to sustainable developmentis commendable but more is
needed from NPF4 to make this achievable in practice (please see our response to
Questions 1 and 5). The policy places an emphasis on the importance of Local
DevelopmentPlans guiding long-termland use in the interests of nature recovery
and climate resilience. However, to achieve this, all the policiesin NPF4 need to take
account of the imperatives of nature recovery and climate change. In our response to
questions on individual policies we have pointed outwhere we think a policy can be
revised so that it supports nature recovery and helpsto reduce carbon emissions or
mitigate against adverse impacts of climate change.

Policy 2: Climate emergency
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Q24: Do you agree that this policy will ensurethe planning system takes
account of the need to address the climate emergency?

We support the inclusion of this policy and have outlined specific comments
below.

Policy 2b requires developmentis designed to minimise emissions. Thisis welcome
but raises questions. How will the Planning Authority know thata developmenthas
been designed to minimise emissions? Will the developer be expected to provide a
report or evaluation as part of a planning application? If so, we suggestthis should
be made explicitas a requirement and a condition of planning approval in the NPF4
draft.

Policy 2c states a presumption againstapproving development proposals that will
generate significantemissions. Thisis also welcome, but we recommend that more
clarity is provided for interpreting whatis to be understood by ‘significantemissions’
to avoid ambiguity and inconsistentinterpretation. That additional detail could be
provided in guidance.

As more renewable energy developmentoptions come forward, planners need to
know which proposals are likely to generate the least or no ‘significant’ emissions
and use this information as a transparent and logical way to approve schemes or
not. To aid this process they need to receive accurate estimates of emissions from
carbon rich soils and peatlands associated with a proposed development. An
emissions assessment should be a clear requirement for planning proposals.
At presentapplicants for onshore wind use the carbon calculator to estimate
emissions butthis needs to be updated in light of improved understanding on how
peatlands function and the ways that energy infrastructure can drain peatlands,
turning them from being carbon stores into sources of carbon emissions. (Please see
response to question 51.)

Under Policy 2c national developments and major or EIA developmentwill require a
whole life assessment of greenhouse gas emissions. This is welcome but will the
Scottish Government favour an assessment methodology to ensure there is
consistency in evaluating planning applications for fairness and transparency? The
carbon calculator assessment methodology requires updating to reflect the
science on the extent of drainage impacts infrastructure has on peatlands.
Perhaps these updates could include calculating a whole-life assessment.

We suggest revisiting the wording of Policy 2c (‘Where significantemissions are
likely (even as minimised) in relation to national decarbonisation pathways butthe
planning authority is minded to grant consent, emissions off-setting measures may
be considered including nature-based solutions’). As drafted, it potentially
undermines Policy 2b. If offsetting is an option for ‘significant’ emissions, then a
developer may give less consideration to how emissions can be reduced through
design (Policy 2a). We suggestmaking the priority order of these policies clear.
Thatis, developmenthas to be designed to reduce emissions as far as possible.
Offsetting being an available option for those emissions that cannotbe reduced or
eliminated by design. Developers should be asked to evidence their approach to
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design and accountfor how emissions have been reduced as much as possible.
For those emissionsthat cannotbe reduced, developers should be asked to provide
a credible offsetting plan.

The UK Climate Committee’s Progress Report to Scottish Parliament (published
December 2021) points out that Scotland’s Land Use, Land Use Change and
Forestry Sector is a net emitter of carbon. This is a national failing. Policy 2 can
afford to be bolder about whatis expected from the land use, land use change and
forestry sector. NPF4 policies have arole in directing land use to ensure that
the amount of carbon stored by the land rises and continues to rise in future
decades. NPF4 should make it very difficult for land use changes that would
emit more carbon than they remove to proceed. This could be achieved through
stricter carbon credibility and quality criteria for any type of developmentand
discretion for Local Planning Authorities to refuse planning where development
significantly impedes the natural ability of the land to store carbon. Further
suggested NPF4 policies:

e As part of a development proposal, applicants be expected to identify
suitable sites for the restoration of native carbon sequestering habitats.

e Local Authorities to identify and protect degraded and functioning
peatland habitats.

e Carbon storage values for land and habitats to be provided before any
land use change with estimates for how the carbon store will change
following proposed development. Technology for mapping carbon storage is
advancing which developers could use to provide these estimates.

e Local Development Plans to encourage natural flood mitigation and
defences as part of planning applications.

e Regional spatial strategies that map and enhance landscape connectivity.

Policy 3 — nature crisis

Q25: Do you agree that this policy will ensurethat the planning system takes
account of the need to address the nature crisis?

We support the inclusion of this policy.

Policy 3a is very welcome. We agree that ‘Development plans should facilitate
biodiversity enhancement, nature recovery and nature restoration across the
developmentplan area’. To help strengthen the outcomes this policy can achieve for
nature, and to match the ambition that is needed to reverse biodiversity loss, we
recommend the wording is explicit that restoration across the development
plan area requires the identification, creation and protection of Nature
Networks in such a way that enables natural connectivity between habitats and
reverses habitat fragmentation. Examples of habitats to be mapped andincluded
in DevelopmentPlans include riparian habitats, connected native woodland habitats,
mapped areas of peatlands for restoration and, where appropriate, recognition that
Wild Land Areas provide a pre-mapped basis for Nature Networks, especially across
the Highlands.
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To aid interpretation of what Nature Networks may include, itwould be helpful to
expandthe list as drafted in Policy 3a and make clear that it is not exhaustive (Local
Planning Development Guidance could provide extra detail on how Development
Plans can facilitate biodiversity enhancementunder this policy). It is reasonable to
expect that regionally what qualifies as a Nature Network can be expected to differ
but overall we would expect Nature Networks to be advancing the shared national
outcomes for improving biodiversity whilstreducing carbon emissions by enhancing
land and nature’s role as a natural carbon store.

The definition provided in the Glossary is really helpful for recognising that Nature
Networks are aboutconnecting wild places. In this respect they are distinct from
‘green networks’ and connecting green spaces. Green spaces are notnecessarily
predominantly characterised by wild nature; whilstopen or green in aspect or
appearance, they are most likely managed spaces such as country or city parks. We
recommend that the list as written in Policy 3a includes the nationally important
landscape type, Wild Land Areas, which whilst not protected by statute, remain
valued landscapes and important places for wild nature (therefore matching the
definition for Nature Networks in the draft NPF4).

For Policy 3b and c to be compatible and mutually enforcing, we suggest Policy 3c
should state that overall a developmentproposal should enhance biodiversity on a
site even where there is adverse impact arising from the construction or operation
activities on some parts of the site. This would remove ambiguity or the interpretation
thatit is enough for developers to minimise harm. That would notbe an adequate
reading of Policy 3c given the biodiversity crisis is well known.

Policy 3d is really welcome. It has the potential of turning large-scale development
into a means to reverse the decline of biodiversity. The land footprint of major EIA
and national developmentcan be vast (for example we estimated that the proposed
Glensherowind farm site is equivalentto the size of the city of Perth) therefore the
biodiversity enhancement potential of these sites is enormous.

Under this policy, the long-term monitoring and evaluation should be a policy
requirementof every national, major and EIA development. We suggest removing
the wording ‘as appropriate’ from the sentence ‘They should include management
arrangements for their long-term retention and monitoring.” This change would make
the policy requirementunconditional.

To strengthen interpretation and consistentapplication of this policy we suggest
guidance is provided for how ‘it can be demonstrated that the proposal will conserve
and enhance biodiversity’. The quality of proposed plans for conserving and
enhancing biodiversity at a proposed developmentsite, as well as the commitment to
follow through, will determine how successful this policy is in achieving positive
impact for nature.

Q27: Do you agree that planning policy should support community wealth
building, and does this policy deliver this?

Yes. We agree that planning policy should support community wealth building.
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We see a couple of ways that this policy could be strengthened:

In Policy 5a developmentplans should notonly take a ‘people-centred approach to
local economic development’; they should take this approach to any kind of
developmentas not all developmentis ‘local economic development’. National
Developments, for example, should not be exempt from supporting community
wealth building. Changesin land use of any kind should be informed by community
wealth building and place-making principles.

Policy 5b could be strengthened by stating a proposed development must show
how it meets the community wealth building priorities. It could also be
strengthened by placing an expectation on developers to monitor and evaluate how
developmenthas supported community wealth building. Notonly should a
development proposal be assessed on how it contributes to community wealth
building, butit should be accountable to the community for following through on its
contribution. Monitoring of the developmentwith respect to its contribution to
community wealth building and evidence of outcomes should be reported in a way
that the Local Planning Authority and the community can interpret.

Q28: Do you agree that this policy will enable the planning system to promote
design, quality and place?

We agree with Policy 6a).

We suggest Policy 6b should recognise landscape design principles where these
have been adopted by planning authorities.

To promote careful design that supports Policy 5, community wealth building, and
Policy 4, human rights and equality, Policy 6 needs to mention community
involvementin the design. The needs of people living in a place should inform
the design of any development. By making community needs a consideration at
design stages it means developers and planners musttake the time to explore what
communities need. This could help developers consider how design aids or
undermines human wellbeing.

Policy 8: Infrastructure First

Q30: Do you agree that this policy ensures that we make best use of existing
infrastructure and take an infrastructure first approach to planning?

We welcome an infrastructure first approach to planning as part of a plan-led
approach to sustainable development (policy 1).

This policy, or guidance supporting its implementation, could provide or guide a
shared interpretation of whattypes of developmentwill be favoured underan
infrastructure first policy.

On ourreading of this policy, it would mean proposals for repowering existing
renewable energy developmentsites and extending existing sites will be viewed
more favourably than proposals for new energy development at previously
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undeveloped sites. This is because the latter would require new infrastructure to
be constructed on greenfield sites whereas the former would make use of existing
infrastructure and should be designed and adapted accordingly.

Realising an infrastructure firstapproach would also require a collaborative approach
to designing a development. The Hagshaw Energy development cluster and its
associated developmentplan is an example of the collaborative effort required to
take an infrastructure firstapproach to designing renewable energy development
around existing infrastructure. This policy could be strengthened by stating that
collaborative approaches between different developers and landowners are
expected in taking an infrastructure first approach.

An infrastructure firstapproach should apply to all types of infrastructure, including
green and blue infrastructure. To aid consistentinterpretation, this policy should
state that infrastructure can be natural forms as well as manmade. This would
support the implementation of Policy 12, which states ‘Local development plans
should identify and protect blue and green infrastructure, safeguarding existing
assets.” It could also ensure thatgreen and blue infrastructure are integrated into a
proposal’s design evolution and seen less as a constrainton developmentas an
asset for working with.

Policy 12: Blue and green infrastructure, play and sport

Q34: Do you agree that this policy will help to make our places greener,
healthier, and more resilient to climate change by supporting and enhancing
blue and green infrastructure and providing good quality local opportunities
for play and sport?

We support this policy overall.

Some suggested changes for how to strengthen this policy against outcomes for
improving biodiversity and improving health and wellbeing:

e Policy 12a, which asks Local DevelopmentPlans to identify and safeguard
green and blue infrastructure, is a necessity if we are to make places green,
healthier and more resilient. However, making places green, healthier and
more resilientto climate change requires action. Therefore in Policy 12a or
Policy 12h, NPF4 should favour land uses that help to restore and recover
nature at the identified and safeguarded green and blue infrastructure
sites and areas. Only through nature restoration activity will places
become greener, healthier and more resilient to climate change.

e Overall Policy 12 reads with an urban focus with references to ‘parks’,
‘outdoor play facilities’, ‘outdoor play provision’. These references imply
formal, man-made environments in green spaces. To support human health
and wellbeing for people throughout Scotland, NPF4 should more explicitly
recognise the role of wild places, in addition to green spaces. Empirical
research consistently indicates that contact with the natural world provides
multiple benefits for human health and wellbeing, including improvements to
physical health (throughincreased physical activity) and improvements to
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psychological and social wellbeing (such as reduced stress and anxiety,
increased happiness, self-esteem and resilience). In addition, research
supports the view that spending time in nature is an important childhood
experience that promotes personal development, with positive impacts on
children’s cognitive processes, academic performance, interest in school,
social and emotional skills, and civic interest and engagement. Time spent
discovering, exploring and being active in nature and wild places also
supports a child’s rightto play under Article 31 of the UN Convention on the
rights of the child is the right to play: ‘Every child has the right to relax, play
and take part in a wide range of cultural and artistic activities’.

e In lightofthis evidence, NPF4 would be more complete if it recognised the
role of wild places and Nature Networks in making places greener, healthier
and more resilientto climate change. This could be achieved by adapting
Policy 12b, which should ask Local Development Plans to identify and
protect wild places ‘as part of enhancing and expanding blue and green
infrastructure’ and Policy 12f, which should make clear that ‘loss of
children’s outdoor play provision’ includes loss of wild places in urban
as well as rural areas. Policy 12i should also make it clear that ‘good-
quality provision for play, recreation and relaxation’ has to include the
creation, restoration and enhancement of wild places — native habitats
such as community woodlands — close to new developmentso that children,
young people and families can benefit.

e For Policy 12c, developmentthat would fragmentgreen and blue
infrastructure would be contrary to the aim of identifying and safeguarding it,
so this policy is welcome. However, some types of the national developments
listed in NPF4 could, if they were to proceed, fragment existing green and
blue infrastructure. To aid consistentinterpretation and decision making,
NPF4 should make it clear what is meant by ‘the overall integrity of the
network of blue and green infrastructure will be maintained’. This clarity
and additional detail could be provided in guidance.

Policies 14 and 15: Health, wellbeing and safety

Q36: Do you agree that this policy will ensure places support health, wellbeing
and safety, and strengthen the resilience of communities?

As drafted this policy misses an opportunity to recognise the important role that
access to green spaces, and nature, has for improving health and wellbeing. Places
where people can experience and connectwith nature help to reduce cardiovascular
disease, depression and anxiety. Green spaces and wild places are often a
backdrop to recreational pursuits which keep people active and healthy. The Covid-
19 pandemic highlighted the unequal access that people around the country have to
nature. This policy can be re-drafted to address those inequalities and help realise
an aspiration that everyone in Scotland has access to nature and that new
development proposals are pro-actively designed to include spaces for nature.

Some suggested changes for this policy to ensure places support health, wellbeing
and safety:

17



e A provision that there is a presumption to refuse any type of
development that restricts people’s access to green space and wild
places.

e Arequirement for any proposal for development close to existing green
spaces (in an urban setting) or wild places (in a more rural setting) should
show through its design how it will enhance the natural environmentand
community access to green spaces and nature.

Policy 17: Sustainable tourism

Q38: Do you agree that this policy will help to inspire people to visit Scotland,
and support sustainable tourism which benefits local people and is consistent
with our net zero and nature commitments?

A balance needs to be struck between developmentof renewable energy and
industrialisation of Scotland’s finite unique wild landscapes which potentially damage
tourism (please see research by Mountaineering Scotland:
https://www.mountaineering.scot/conservation/information/wind-farm-research).

Policy 19: Green energy

Q40: Do you agree that this policy will ensure our places support continued
expansion of low-carbon and net zero energy technologies as a key
contributor to net zero emissions by 2045?

To ensure a continued expansion of renewable energy developmentthatis low
carbon and netzero itis vital that every renewable energy development proposal
is evaluated for its carbon costs before a planning decision is made and that the
expansion is compatible with Policies 32 and 33.

Policies 2, 3, 32 and 33 are critical to consider alongside Policy 19 for achieving the
planning balance and decision making on developmentand land use that is the long
term publicinterest. Land is a natural carbon store and land use is key to achieving
biodiversity targets. By European and UK wide standards, Scotland has large areas
of land to its population. The uplands in Scotland are well suited to ecological
restoration at landscape scale. Huge carbon saving gains would accompany
ecological restoration. NPF4 has a role to play in ensuring our peatland and
ecosystems are protected for ecological restoration and as a natural carbon store.

With that in mind we fully supportthe protection of designated landscapesin Policy
19c and the recognition in Policy 19d that there are sensitive landscapes outside
Scotland’s National Parks and National Scenic Areas and that impacts on these
remain a consideration in planning decisions. We also support the full list of
considerationsin Policy 19k and the inclusion of wild land impacts in this list.

That said, we have some suggestions for how this policy could be revised to ensure
energy development that is approved is genuinely low carbon and net zero:
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As drafted, Local DevelopmentPlans under Policy 19a should be realising
an area’s full renewable energy potential. However, this could create
unnecessary trade-offs between land uses with missed opportunities to
restore peatlands and woodlands which would be in the interests of nature
recovery, climate resilience and human wellbeing. To avoid this risk and
potential policy conflict, we suggestLocal Development Plans should be
identifying the areas in their Local Authority where the renewable
energy potential can be realised whilst at the same time identifying
areas for safeguarding for nature’s recovery.

In current National Planning Policy the onshore spatial framework has guided
where onshore wind can be sited. This has been useful for ensuring
consistency of interpretation and decision making at Local Authority and
Scottish Ministerial levels whilstenabling the expansion of onshore wind. We
strongly recommend that a spatial approach for onshore wind is clearly
stated and retained in NPF4. This could be achieved by reiterating the
presumption againstdevelopmentin Wild Land Areas (Policy 32i) and
peatlands (Policy 33c) in Policy 19. Or it could be achieved by incorporating
into Policy 19 the same, or similar, tiered grouping of areas as those that
feature in current Scottish Planning Policy (areas notappropriate for onshore
wind, areas that are only appropriate in some circumstances and areas that
are appropriate).

For Policy 19a to be consistentwith Policy 8, which requires an ‘infrastructure
first approach to planning, we suggestincorporating a preferential
planning hierarchy which prioritises 1) repowering existing wind farms;
2) extending them; and 3) support for energy development clusters
before new development on greenfield sites (the draft NPF4 glossary
contains a definition for brownfield and we suggest, for completeness, that it
includes a definition for greenfield too).

To aid clarity and consistentinterpretation of Policy 19d, which states
environmental and landscape impact assessments are needed, we suggest
reference be made to Wild Land Area impact assessments as an
assessment consideration within the Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment. If referenceis notappropriate in NPF4 then we suggest Wild
Land Impact Assessments are referred to in Local DevelopmentPlanning
guidance.

It would be helpful if Policy 19 could steer developers on the integration of
different types of green energy development and how an infrastructure first
approach will direct the concentration of developmenttogether. For example,
the policy as drafted is missing any reference to pumped hydro storage
despite this development type being listed for National Development status.

This policy as drafted is missing references to decentralising green energy.
By the same token itis missing National Planning Policy support for
community renewable energy development. Part 1 of the NPF4 draft
introduced spatial principles for Scotland ‘“To build a climate-conscious and
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nature-positive future, our strategy and the policies that support its
delivery are based on six overarching principles.’ These six principles include
three that should be reflected in Policy 19: decentralising energy networks
and building local circular economies, balanced developmentto enable more
people to live in rural and island areas, and a just transition principle.

Policy 21: Aquaculture

We understand that Scotland’s salmon farming industry is an important industry to
Scotland and provides employmentto people in rural communities on Scotland’s
north and west coasts. We therefore understand why the draft NPF4 policies would
seek to sustain and supportthis industry. However, as consumers are increasingly
tuned into the sustainability and providence of food sources, farmed salmon in
Scotland needs to become a brand that is truly sustainable, associated with
maintaining clean waters and not undermining Scotland’s natural assets. NPF4
policies need to protect the wild waters that the salmon farms operate in as the
basis for the industry’s future success.

Policy 21, in its currentform, does notgo far enough to protect the wild waters of
Scotland’s inshore coasts and islands against negative impacts from aquaculture
development. While we welcome the statement in Policy 21a that ‘local development
plans should guide new aquaculture developmentto locations that [...] take account
of environmental impact, including cumulative impacts that arise from other existing
and planned aquaculture developments in the area’, we are concerned that the
emphasis placed on ‘industry needs’ and ‘support [for] investmentin aquaculture’ will
take precedence and outweigh environmental considerations.

Additionally, we do not believe that Policy 21b will provide adequate protection to
safeguard migratory fish species (not only migratory salmon but sea trout as well), as
the policy does not cover Scotland’s west coast, where the vast majority of
fish farm development is taking place, and where wild salmonids are already
under immense pressure. Records show a steady decline of wild salmonids
returning to Scottish rivers; this decline has been seen during atime of climate
change effects, expansion of industrial fishing at sea and, notably, the development
and expansion of the fish farming industry, which is contributing to the deterioration
of the inshore waters of Scotland’s west and northwest coasts (cf. the Scottish
Parliament’s SPICe briefing on “Wild Salmon” from 2018).

The environmental and ecological impacts associated with open net fish farming are
well documented and include negative impacts on the seabed, disease, organic and
material waste, sea lice, medicines and chemicals, farmed salmon escapes,
sustainability of food supply, plastic pollution and impacts on wild wrasse and marine
mammals (cf. the Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee’s
“‘Report on the Environmental Impacts of Salmon Farming” from 2018). Migratory
salmonids rely on healthy coastal ecosystems to complete their natural life
cycle, and the upland ecology benefits from the nutrients provided by mature
salmonids returning from sea. Safeguarding the health of wild coastal waters
and wild salmonids also helps to support the viability of fishing and helps to
keep this activity and the knowledge of this species alive, but the negative
environmental impacts of open net fish farms are increasingly creating
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conditions that are making it harder for wild salmonids to thrive. In
addition, there may be negative impacts on other less well observed or
understood species.

With a presumption in Scottish Planning Policy againstfurther salmon and troutfish
farm developments on the north and east coasts of Scotland, this places the
pressure on Scotland’s west coast. By implication, this confirms that salmon farms
are a threat to wild salmonids withoutimproved regulatory safeguards and
standards. We question why the wild salmonids of the west coast be penalised? The
pressures on the west coast are of particular concern given the aquaculture
industry’s plans to increase salmon production in Scotland to 300,000 — 400,000t by
2030, the upper end of this scale being an effective doubling of the current output (cf.
Scotland Food and Drink, “A Strategic Plan for Farming Scotland’s Seas” from
2017). At present, the Scottish Governmenthas notset out how the increased
pressures on the environment arising fromthe industry’s planned expansion will be
mitigated. As the carrying capacity of Scotland’s inshore waters for fish farming has
never been assessed, a detailed Strategic Environmental Assessment should
be carried out before any expansion of existing farms, or any new farms, can
be contemplated on Scotland’s west coast. This approach would be in line with
the Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee’s 2nd recommendation from the
2018 report on “Salmon Farmingin Scotland”.

We are concernedto see that Policy 21c, which outlines when development
proposals for aquaculture should be supported, does not outline when
development proposals for aquaculture should not be supported. For example,
we believe that a development proposal should not be supported, if it is sited within a
protected area. There are several examples of fish farms being proposed within
Marine Protected Areas (e.g. Scottish Sea Farms’ recent application for a fish farm in
the Wester Ross MPA), and the fact that thisissue is not clearly addressed in Policy
21 is highly concerning, as it risks leading to an increasing number of applications
coming forward within MPAs and other protected sites. This would place further
pressure on Scotland’s precious inshore waters and aquatic ecosystems.

Finally, Policy 21d sets a discouragingly low bar for compliance by using wording
such as “acceptable” and “appropriately”, which is arguably open to interpretation.
Scotland has a unique opportunity to become an international exemplar in
aguaculture management, but in order to realise this potential Scottish
Planning Policy must set high and clearly defined standards for compliance
and safeguarding measures that will support the health of Scotland’s wild
coasts and wild salmonids.

If the Scottish Government wishes to safeguard migratory fish species and create a
sustainable aquaculture industry in Scotland, a strong precautionary approach
must be applied — in line with the recommendations of both the REC and ECCLR
Committees. Tighter monitoring, regulation and enforcement of environmental
standards, as well as public accountability measures for how open net fish
farms are managed, should be implemented and emphasised in NPF4. The
need for a risk based approach in planning was highlighted in a report publish ed by
the Salmon Interactions Working Group in April 2020. This report contained 42
recommendations for the Scottish Governmentintended to minimise the impact of
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fish farming on wild salmonids. The recommendations included one thatrelates
directly to planningand NPF4:‘As a priority, the consenting of new
developments should be managed within an adaptive spatial planning model
which is risk based, of suitable resolution, underpinned by best available
scientific evidence, and takes into account the cumulative effect of
management practices of existing developments and impacts on wild
salmonid fish.

If NPF4 does not clearly address the above mentioned issues, we are concerned
that there will be furtherlong-term harm to the health and vitality of Scotland’s iconic
wild salmonids. This could mean the potential collapse of a species, with knock-on
effects for the health of wild waters and wild land - a collapse of salmon runs means
a loss of marine derived nutrients from salmon carcasses, which are vital for the
fertilisation of oligotrophic ecosystems such as we have on the west coast.

Policy 30: Vacant and derelict land

Q48: Do you agree that this policy will help to proactively enable the reuse of
vacant and derelict land and buildings?

The re-use of vacantor derelict land is a welcome policy in principle where itis
intended to complementan approach to planning decision making that safeguards
remote wild places and ‘greenfield’ sites from new built development. However, it
would be helpful if Policy 30c could make clear it applies to land anywhere in
Scotland (thereby covering remote rural Scotland as well as urban Scotland). The
draft policy 30c states ‘Proposals on greenfield sites should notbe supported unless
the site has been allocated for development or the proposal is explicitly supported by
policiesin the development plan, and there are no suitable brownfield alternatives.’
Greenfield is often associated with undeveloped areas of land around towns and
cities. However, more broadly, it can describe any undeveloped areas of land,
including wilder remote wild places of Scotland, which by definition lack any
manmade infrastructure or manmade development.

We would support the wider definition of ‘greenfield’. A wider definition of
‘greenfield’ is more likely to achieve the planning outcome for improved
biodiversity. Some brownfield sites are havens for biodiversity and site specific
surveys should always be required before development. However, across Scotland,
the remote rural greenfield sites are the sites to protect for landscape scale recovery.
In the wider sense, greenfield sitesinclude Scotland’s Wild Land Areas, wild coastal
areas, open moorland, river courses and catchments. These landscapes support
habitats such as bogs and peatland, Scotland’s rainforest, ancientwoodlands,
riparian woodland, machair, ponds and wetlands. Protecting these areas protects the
potential to subsequently plan and connectthese habitats through regional
landscape scale restoration projects and partnerships such as the Cairngorms
Connectvision and the emerging Perthshire Nature Connections Partnership which
are essential for realising improved biodiversity. These ecological connections will be
restricted if built developmentfragments the land. In light of this we would support a
clear NPF4 policy that makes greenfield development for any type of
development, a last resort option.
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Policy 31: Rural places

Q49: Do you agree that this policy will ensure that rural places can be vibrant
and sustainable?

As drafted, Policies 31d and 31f are missing small scale renewable energy. This type
of developmentcan provide a sustainable future income for rural communities and
planning permission should notbe a barrier to local rural communities developing
and submitting plans for small scale renewable development. NPF4 policies have a
role in supporting the Scottish Government target of achieving 2GW of community
and locally owned renewable energy by 2030 (as stated in the Onshore Wind Policy
Statement). This target could be exceeded with favourable planning policies in NPF4
which would send a clear signal to the market and investors that small scale
renewable energy has Scottish Government backing in rural Scotland.

Policy 32: Natural places
Q50: Do you agree that this policy will protect and restore natural places?

We welcome Policy 32 and commend the Scottish Government for recognising
and clearly emphasising the fact that Scotland’s natural environment
underpins our economy, health and wellbeing, biodiversity and climate
resilience. We see this policy, together with policies 2, 3, and 33 as critical for
achieving balanced planning decision making in the long term public interest.

We have the following specific comments on the draft policy:

e Policy 32a could be more clearly worded to aid certainty and consistency
amongst planning decisions on what is understood by ‘nationally and
internationally valued natural assets’. Clarity of meaning could be provided
by expanding the text in Policy 32a, we suggest with reference to a full
list of designated areas as well as Wild Land Areas and peatlands, or by
including a definition in the glossary of ‘nationally and internationally valued
natural assets’ which includes a full list of designated areas as well as Wild
Land Areas and peatlands. We suggest the interpretation should notbe left to
individual Local Authorities because the policy concerns national and
internationally important natural assets. It is for NPF4 to give a clear steer on
whatthese are. In current Scottish Planning Policy, Wild Land Areas and
peatlands are counted as nationally important valued natural assets with
reference to NatureScot's Wild Land Areas map and the carbon soils map.
Reference to these maps has been helpful in guiding development away for
nationally important natural assets - a sound justification in itself for continuing
reference to both maps in NPF4. Doing so could also uphold the
recommendation in the UK CCC Progress Report to Scottish Parliament
(December 2021) for ‘a favourable planning and consenting scheme for
onshore wind and otherrenewables in manner that is consistent with other
policies on land use, supporting repowering and life extension of existing
wind power in Scotland, and aligning with adaptation priorities under the
Scottish Climate Change Adaptation Programme.” The really critical words
being aboutbalancing land use.
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We strongly recommend that designated landscapes and sites for
nature, peatlands and Wild Land Areas receive continued recognition in
NPF4 so that they continue to inform planning decisions for improving
natural carbon storage and biodiversity. Thiswould help align NPF4 with a
land use approach to planning decisions thatenables landscape scale land
managementinterventions for peatland restoration (hugely importantas
biodiversity strongholds, as indicated by the specialised habitats and rare
wading birds that rely on this habitat), native woodland creation (biodiversity
benefits cannotbe underestimated), deer management, community
renewables and expansion of skilled jobs in the land sector. Aligning NPF4
with land uses matters in the context of the up-coming Biodiversity Strategy,
the 30% of land protected for nature by 2030 target and Scotland’s Land Use
Strategy.

We recommend NPF4 clearly identifies what would constitute ‘an
unacceptable impact on the natural environment’ in Policy 32b, as it
appears open to interpretation in its current form. Alternatively, Local
DevelopmentPlanning Guidance could expand on whatan unacceptable
impact would be. Given the climate and biodiversity emergencies we suggest
unacceptable impacts be measured by thorough biodiversity monitoring ata
proposed developmentsite and an assessment of expected net loss of
biodiversity at the site as well as impacts on surrounding land and habitats
(which could displace species or fragment habitats). In addition the netloss or
net gains for natural carbon should be calculated forthe proposed
developmentsite to aid an assessment of whetherimpacts are unacceptable.
We suggest a net loss of natural carbon would be an indicator of
unacceptable impacts.

We welcome that policy 32c as drafted provides protection for important sites
for nature already designated as Special Areas of Conservation or Special
Protection Areas in addition to protection for National Parks, National Scenic
Areas, Sites of Special Scientific Interestand National Nature Reserves.
However, as drafted, it is notclearly providing protection to nationally
important peatlands. We recognise these are the subject of Policy 33 but as
‘natural places’ of national importance we suggest reference to peatlandsin
Policy 32 is crucial.

We believe itis possible to achieve the onshore wind expansion targets stated
in the Scottish Government’s draft Onshore Wind Policy Statement whilstalso
protecting Wild Land Areas as nationally valued natural assets. With thisin
mind, we strongly support the presumption against development in
Scotland’s Wild Land Areas stated in Policy 32i and commend the
Scottish Government for having the foresight to protect Scotland’s wild
land for future generations. This policy fits with the infrastructure first
approach required by Policy 8 as Wild Land Areas, by definition and their
nature, do nothave any infrastructure in them that could supportlarge-scale
development.
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e Whilstwe welcome Policy 32i, it seems the policy would require a degree
of interpretation of what ‘cannot be reasonably located outside of the wild land
area’. To preventa piecemeal or disjointed approach to interpreting whatthis
means, we suggest tweaking the wording to aid a common understanding
amongst Local Authorities in their decision making. Alternatively, we suggest
providing clarity in Local DevelopmentPlanning guidance. Some of the draft
policiesin NPF4 clearly instructwhat developmentplans should do. For
example, Policy 5a states ‘Development plans should address community
wealth building priorities’ and Policy 3a states ‘Developmentplans should
facilitate biodiversity enhancement, nature recovery and nature restoration
across the developmentplan area’. To close down ambiguity, Policy 32
could be explicit in stating Local Development Plans should protect wild
land areas.

e For Policy 32i, we agree that small scale development ‘directly linked to
arural business, croft or required to support a fragile population in a
rural area’, which is accompanied by assessments of impact, can be
supported. This is a progressive policy that upholds the local living principle.
We envisage that it can enable sensitive, decentralised small-scale energy
developmentin remote rural areas and could complement favourable policies
for increasing community ownership of small-scale renewables which should
in turn support aspirations for community wealth building in Scotland.

e Theprecautionary principle in Policy 32h is welcome and should be
specifically applied to proposals for large-scale development on
peatlands in addition to other sensitive ecological sites. Applying this
principle for peatlands is justified given we know important they are as a
carbon store.

Policy 33: Peat and carbon rich soils

Q51: Do you agree that this policy protects carbon rich soils and supports the
preservation and restoration of peatlands?

We welcome the inclusion of this policy.

Peatlands are the UK’s most important terrestrial store of carbon. Accordingto the
IUCN, the UK has nearly 3 million hectares of peatlands making it one of the world's
top ten countries for peatland areas. This means that protecting these areas has
global as well as national significance when itcomes to reducing carbon emissions.

We have set out specific points below on ways we believe it can be improved if
planning decision making is going to protect peatlands.

e Policy 33c provides a presumption against development on peatland,
carbon rich soils and priority peatland habitat. However, two of the
exceptions listed to this presumption — namely ‘essential infrastructure’
and ‘generation of energy from a renewable source’ - undermine how
effective it will be in protecting the nation’s peatlands. Over recent years
one of the main causes of damage to peatlands (some of which were already
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in a degraded state buthad restoration potential) has been from large-
scale onshore wind energy developmentand associated energy infrastructure
(substations, power lines). We know that peatlands are valuable and we know
that large-scale development of any kind damages peatland. A prudent
approach to land use for carbon capture and storage would be to

protect peatlands and prioritise their restoration with any type of
construction on peatland taken as a last case, worse case, resort.

Supporting a stronger presumption againstany kind of developmenton
peatland is evidence given to the Rural Affairs, Islands and Natural
Environment Committee, on Wednesday 8 December 2021 by Professor Sir
Dieter Helm (University of Oxford) who said: ‘The wind farms versus peat
bogs question is complex. In theory, both have value, and the wind farm, if it
were to go on to a peat bog, should have to pay for all the carbon emitted
from the peat bog as a result of its activities. My guess is that that would rule
out virtually any wind farm on a peat bog. In practice, the peatis so precious
and such a global asset that the contribution of individual wind turbines to
global warming is not sufficient to offset the value of those peat bogs.

‘We should rememberthat wind is a disaggregated, decentralised and very
low-energy intensive way of generating electricity. That is not to say that we
should not do it or that it is not desirable to have wind. However, given the
amount of land in Scotland and the amount of coastal waters around the
United Kingdom, if our efforts in relation to climate change end up with
us covering peat bogs with wind farms, we might as well admit defeat
now and give up. That would be a tragedy of an outcome with no net
benefit in relation to global warming and the concentration of carbon in
the atmosphere that we should be addressing. Before we do that, we
should therefore think hard.’

Policy 33c as drafted asks for ‘detailed site specific assessment’ of the ‘depth,
guality and stability of soil and the effects of the development on peatland,
including the likely effects of developmenton CO2 emissions.” The accuracy
of these assessments is critical to planning authorities being able to
understand the quality and extent of peat present on a site and the
approachesto design needed to avoid damaging the peatland.

As part of ‘detailed site specific assessments’ we recommend developers are
asked to complete a carbon calculation which should include how much
carbon will be released from the construction activity as well as post-
construction. It is important that developers accurately evaluate the carbon
that could be released from damaging and displacing peatland at a proposed
site. Thisinformation is critical given that peatlands are the UK’s most
important terrestrial carbon store.

To date developers have been using the Scottish Government’s carbon
calculatortool to estimate how much carbon is emitted from construction
activity. This includes values for carbon emitted when tracks are constructed
through oron peatland and from peat that is excavated. We recognise that the
carbon calculator needs to be updated butincluding areference to the
carbon calculator in the NPF4 would nonetheless strengthen this policy
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given it is a tool developed with the intention of understanding a
development’s impact on peat (and could yet be updated to provide more
accurate assessments of emissions —some suggestions on updates:

1. Developersneedto considerand adjust calculations to accountfor the
likelihood thatthe extent of drainage is much greater than has been
predicted previously. The local formation of channels within the peats can
extend the drainage much further than would have been expected.
Because it takes a long time to properly estimate extent of drainage,
developers are likely underestimating the extent of drainage in their carbon
calculations.

2. The carbon savings from any peat re-use should be re-visited with a
defaultassumption thatthe ‘stored’ peat will be emitting carbon. The
carbon assessment takes into consideration carbon savings from peat that
is excavated and can be re-used. However this assumes that peatland that
is excavated can be re-used. In all reality it is very difficultto save peat
onceitis dugup and starts to dry out. The calculator needs to make a
more cautious prediction on any carbon savings for peat that is re-used.

3. Carbon savings from peat restoration could be over-estimated when we
know that real life restoration takes decades for peatland to reach a
condition when itis storing carbon again. The carbon savings need to be
presented againsta long-term horizon.

In the absence of accurate carbon assessments and/or until the carbon
calculator is revised, and decision makers can get a more accurate
assessment of the carbon payback period, we suggest NPF4 should make
it clear to developers that any large-scale development proposed on
deep peat will be refused planning consent.

Policy 33 could further protect peatlands by being explicit on the
requirements for peatland restoration activity across any development
site and request a commitment from the developer to fund this and
monitor improvement for the long-term. This commitment should be
expected as part of requiring a Peatland Habitat Management Plan that cover
the whole site, which should be enforceable by a Planning Authority. For
peatland managementplansto be meaningful under Policy 33 there needs to
be reassurance that the plans are being implemented and that the intended
outcomes are being achieved. In addition to a commitment from developers to
undertake site wide restoration of peatlands, there should be a commitment,
with associated reporting requirements, to compliance and accountability, that
the design of a development avoids peat and any peat that is disturbed is
restored.

Policy 33 could also make it clear that there will be the expectation from
the outset that developers design development to avoid peat. NPF4
could signal this requirement for local authorities through its policy
wording. This would be in accordance with the UK Withdrawal from the
European Union (Continuity) (Scotland) Act 2021 and the duty on public
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authorities to have regard to the environmental principles. To aid the
policy implementation, reference could be made to NatureScot's map of deep
peat and carbon rich soils and SEPA would remain the regulatory body that
developers would have to engage with at the earliest opportunity to take
advice about peatland matters.

¢ In addition, NPF4 (perhaps in Policy 2 on climate emergency and repeated in
Policy 33) should assertthat itis reasonable for Local Authorities to impose a
maximum carbon payback period or threshold for renewable energy
development. Any developmentthat had a payback period over that
maximum should then be refused consentby the Planning Authority. The
maximum period would need to be informed by the science and for that we
suggest an urgentreview of the carbon calculator. To support this, Policy 2c
could align more closely with Policy 33 by referencing peatland
emissions assessment as part of a life emissions assessment for
development.

Policy 34: Trees, woodland and forestry

Q52: Do you agree that this policy will expand woodland cover and protect
existing woodland?

We support the inclusion of this policy and are pleased to see the emphasis that
NPF4 places on the importance of trees and woodlands and the commitment
towards protecting and enhancing Scotland’s woodlands.

We welcome Policy 34a. We recommend this policy emphasises the
identification and protection of native trees within Local Development Plans
(rather than non-native trees such as Sitka spruce, which do notgenerally help to
improve ecological connectivity and are associated with low biodiversity). In terms
of the expansion of woodlands, there should be a presumption against
planting on deep peat to avoid damaging active peatlands and development
proposals that incorporate woodland plans for natural regeneration with minimum
intervention should be encouraged where possible. Where re-establishment
techniques such as re-seeding or direct planting is necessary for woodland
expansion, additional guidance could make clear thatitis best if indigenous stock
has been sourced as locally as possible and planting is based on local site
assessmentin as natural a manner as possible.

We welcome Policy 34b, particularly that ‘development proposals should notbe
supported where they would resultin: any loss of ancientwoodlands, ancientand
veteran trees, or adverse impact on their ecological condition’. We recommend that
Scotland’s rainforest is included in this list, in order to give thisinternationally
important habitat the recognition it is due as one of Scotland’s rarest and most
precious habitats. To aid consistentinterpretation of this policy there could be a clear
definition of ancientwoodland in the glossary.

In terms of Policy 34c, a clear emphasis on native woodland removal only if
‘significant and clearly defined additional public benefits’ would be achieved is
welcome but we have some concerns on how this could be applied and
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interpreted. Native woodlands have huge significance for biodiversity and we
would therefore recommend a mechanismto ensure large scale projects do not
remove large areas of native woodland and/or a limit on the amount of woodland that
can be removed under any circumstances. Withouta limit or other backstop in this
policy there is a risk that Scotland’s nature recovery targets and outcomes for
biodiversity are undermined. An example could be a proposed large scale energy
infrastructure developmentthat could qualify as bringing public benefit butwould
necessitate removing large areas of native woodland, fragmenting native woodland
ecology and harming local or regional biodiversity in an irreparable way. This policy
and other policiesin NPF4 need to guide the design of that developmentso that it
reduces harm to native woodlands (e.g. the infrastructure route avoids native
woodland) and to also make clear that there is a limit on how much native woodland
can be removed. Where development proposals involve woodland removal,
developers should adhere to a “like-for-like or better” approach in terms of
compensatory planting. For example, native trees should notbe replaced with non -
native trees such as Sitka spruce, as this would lead to a net-loss of biodiversity.

While we welcome the emphasis on sustainably managed woodland in Policy
34e, wewould like to see Scotland become less dependent on Sitka spruce. It
iIs undeniable that Sitka produces timber at speed, and we recognise that we will
continue to need timber products for the foreseeable future. That being said, we
need to make our forests more resilientto disease, severe weather and longer-term
climate change, and forests with mixed trees and a healthy componentof native
species will be more resilientto future threats. Additionally, the dense canopy of
Sitka plantations are associated with a lack of species diversity. Records show that
biodiversity in Scotland continues to decline (cf. “State of Nature Scotland” report
from 2019), and we should therefore take every opportunity to diversify and
restructure tree plantationsin Scotland —this would benefit biodiversity, make them
more attractive places for leisure and recreational pursuits and improve ecosystem
services such as soil conditions and water quality. Overall, forestry plans submitted
independently or as part of a developmentproposal, that have the least impact and
use native species should be preferred.

Expanding native woodlands will be key to achieving improved biodiversity in
Scotland. As drafted Policy 34 is clear on existing woodland protection but could ask
more of developersin terms of enhancing native woodlands. It is only through the
enhancement of woodlands that we will improve biodiversity overall with respect to
woodland habitats. We recommend including a requirement for developers to survey
and identify the potential for enhancing woodlands atthe proposed developmentsite
as part of planning application where appropriate and to submit plans for enhancing
woodland on the site. This requirementwould reinforce Policy 3b ‘Development
proposals should contribute to the enhancement of biodiversity’ and it is important
that woodlands are considered notjust in terms of their protection but also in terms
of enhancementif we are to improve biodiversity in Scotland.

Q54: Do you agree with our proposed priorities for the delivery of the spatial
strategy?

We note that monitoring and evaluation isincluded in the priorities for delivery and
think this work will be crucial for understanding whether NPF4 is achieving the six
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outcomes in the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019. For the purposes of monitoring
whetherthe six outcomes are being met through the national planning policies, the
Scottish Government will need to devise indicators for the application of these
policies which can track change overtime. That change needs to be attributable to
planning decisions thatare being made as a result of the planning policies.

Monitoring change overtime should be accompanied with regular reporting, we
suggest, to the Scottish Parliament. According to the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019
the nextreview date will be ‘no later than 23 June 2024 (being 10 years from the
date on which the framework was last published before this section came into force)’.
Thereafter reviews are expected to be every 10 years. Given the importance of the
policy and the six high level outcomes it needs to achieve, we suggest that if any
policy is considered as under-performing based on monitoring data, there should be
an review of that policy with a process for adjusting it before the formal review is
completed.

Annex A explains which policies are directly relevantto the six outcomes. We were
surprised that only some policies in the draft text were referred to. For NPF4 to
achieve the hoped-for outcomes we would expect every policy to be contributing
towards at least one of the outcomes. A monitoring and evaluation framework
would devise indicators for measuring how each of the policies supports at
least one of the outcomes and a monitoring process would need to be
resourced properly to gather all the data needed.

Q58: Do you agree with the definitions set out above? Are there any other
terms it would be useful to include in the glossary?

We would ask you to include definitions for the following to aid shared understanding
and consistent policy interpretation:

Wild Land Areas —to be defined as nationally important natural assets so that
Policy 32a clearly applies to the future protection of Wild Land Areas. In SPP2 Wild
Land Areas were defined as ‘nationally important mapped environmental interests’
which made it clear that 1) they were nationally importantand 2) that they already
existed in clearly defined, mapped terms independently of planning policy.

Wild land — to be defined as land within Scotland’s 42 mapped Wild Land
Areas. This definition has already been applied in Policy 32i ‘wild land (per Nature
Scot Wild Land Areas map 2014)’ so re-stating it in the Glossary can re-affirm a
common understanding.

Peatland, carbon rich soils and priority peatland habitat —these words are
used in Policy 33 but are not defined. For clarity and consistentinterpretation of
this policy it would be helpful to define them. Current Scottish Planning Policy
defined peatland, carbon rich soils and priority peatland habitat as ‘nationally
important mapped environmental interests’. This definition should be appliedin
NPF4 as it usefully indicates that data and maps delineate and provide clarity on
where areas of peatland, carbon rich soils and priority peatland habitat exist without
precluding the need for on-site assessments.
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Ancient woodland — it would be helpful to provide a definition. The Woodland
Trust should be able to advise.

‘locally, regionally, nationally and internationally valued natural assets,
landscapes, species and habitats’ — a definition oran expanded listin Local
Development Planning guidance would be useful for clarity and consistent
interpretation. If in guidance, the listcould be updated more regularly, which may be
a benefitfor implementation. We recommend the list includes peatlands, designated
sites for nature and landscape designations, and Wild Land Areas.
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