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Background Information from the slides used on the day.  
Slides can be found here. 
 

NPF4 Call for Ideas: 

• What development will we need to address climate change? 
• How can planning best support our quality of life, health and wellbeing in the future? 
• What does planning need to do to enable development & investment in our economy to benefit 

everyone? 
• How can planning improve, protect and strengthen the special character of our places? 
• What infrastructure do we need to plan and build to realise our long term aspirations? 

Research undertaken by Ironside Farrar on the adoption of Scottish Panning Policy in local development 
plans confirmed effective coverage of SPP’s historic environment policies across LDPs although there 
were occasional instances of adaptation to meet local circumstances. The research concluded that the 
existing policy works well for plan making purposes as they provide a clear list of considerations that 
should be covered by local policy. 

For Development Management purposes the policy provides a good balance between the conservation 
of historic buildings and locations and the need to promote economic development. 

The policy could provide more clarity on battlefield and archaeological sites, but the fact that key 
agencies like Historic Environment Scotland provide additional detailed guidance means this policy is 
potentially superseded. Archaeological studies are difficult to apply due to resourcing issues in smaller 
localities. Flexibility was not deemed as suitable for this policy to ensure historically important assets are 
preserved but the right balance should be sought in areas of high sensitivity. 

Proposed key objective of NPF4: To support the understanding, protection and importance of the 
historic environment so that the cultural, social, environmental and economic value of our heritage 
continues to contribute to Scotland’s well-being. 

Issues to consider: 

Are existing policies sufficient to safeguard Scotland’s valuable historic environment assets and to 
manage potential conflicts with other interests? 

If not, what changes are needed? 

How can NPF4 best complement existing historic environmental legislation, strategies and guidance, 
including that from other national bodies? 

Workshop Discussion (led by EL): 

NPF4 (with SPP) do have a drive to supporting the climate and wellbeing agendas.  

Government have published a range of ‘thought pieces’ across a range of topics and opinions.  

Important for BEFS Membership to consider SPP as it stands, and how it applies to the strands of People, 
Work and Place formed by the SG Planning team (see image below). 
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The work done by Ironside Farrar, particularly the database analysis (see description of how to find that item 
at the end of the paper) of all Local Development Plans and their individual policies, is of use for considering 
aspects of planning policy directly related to members interests.  

EL examined the database questioning whether LDPs deviate from SPP … the conclusion was that they 
usually did not. (There are specific examples such as St Kilda, or Aberdeen’s ‘Granite City’ considerations.) 
Also of note: Highlands & Island has an Embodied Energy statement in supplementary guidance from 2013.  

Overall, despite variation in LDP policies for the historic environment (from a few paragraphs to many 
pages), they remain strong on “conserve, protect and enhance”.  

Questions remain over some aspects of statutory supplementary guidance, especially that which has been in 
place but will be removed when LDPs are replaced.  

The scope of what is affected by planning policy needs to be carefully considered. Designated items/areas 
trigger a planning process in relation to the historic environment. Undesignated heritage acknowledged 
through conditions on planning permission.  

AH – raised that the concerns around policy are not so much with the policies themselves, but with the lack 
of resourcing to enable application and inconsistencies in relation to the policy application.  

POLICY v RESOURCE was raised repeatedly across the scope of the conversation.  

SG – Overall no major concerns with SPP – however some terminology around archaeology is confusing.  

KH – Resourcing is a challenge to the intended holistic overview of placemaking; enhancement of heritage is 
part of the placemaking agenda.  

RL – in agreement with the above – SPP broadly good – how do we get the maintenance and enhancement 
of place/placemaking into policy effectively.  
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RL continued that the concerns he had related to the potential structure of the NPF4 and therefore how best 
to express this in a policy response – where do the details go? 

AM – Regeneration is frequently the way LA planning approaches heritage interests. The recent 
Infrastructure Committee recommendations helps to support the sense that the wider understanding of 
heritage is changing. Heritage is everything we’ve already invested in. 

This approach enables a clear economic argument aligned and supporting the carbon and climate agendas.  

Any policy statement in relation to heritage should include statements about placemaking and how Planning 
Authorities can approach sustaining successful places.  

The widening of heritage understanding, is supported through the continued work of the Built Heritage 
Investment Group work through the Sustainable Investment Tool, is part of seeing these changes as 
opportunity, from a place and policy perspective.  

JG – discussed policy in relation to maintenance.  

EL - These are valid concerns and can be covered by maintaining and sustaining successful places. The 
Infrastructure Commission recommendations also supports this thinking.  

KH – keen to consider pragmatically what planning can achieve. There is a pressure in relation to the 
dichotomy of regeneration, vacant & derelict land; and new build developments. These each have different 
effects on the existing and historic environment.  

EL – brought in the research from Historic England and CARRIG in relation to Embodied Carbon.  

Planning can be an enabling force.  

JG – Adaptation issues are missing from the policy.  

GP – issues to consider: In relation to work undertaken for the UK 2070 Commission – there are conflicts 
with other interests. Flagging tensions between heritage as a resource for tourism and other industries. 
Consider where conflict and tensions may arise.  

AM – Tourism fills a pressing need for commercial income in many areas. We’re talking about policies but 
policies are not sufficient in and of themselves; policies only have impact when they are resourced and have 
leadership and action attached to them.  This is the sort of statement it would be useful to make at the top 
of the policy response.  

SPP Para 135 – consider resource as hooks for placemaking, tourism, leisure etc 

SG – consider in light of …environmental concerns, infrastructure commission et al… investing in heritage 

SG - Definition in SPP of heritage doesn’t follow Historic Environment legislative definition.  

SG - what would happen if … everything existing was heritage?  Approach SPP in light of what has changed 
since it came out – OpiT, Carbon, Culture – historic environment principles could be applied to all of existing 
built environment.  

Where is SIGNIFICANCE? – RL, SG 

When considering HEPS – the Principles and Definitions (p9 HEPS) are there.  

DESIGNATIONS are the important details which are not in HEPS. Need HEPS to remain LINKED to policy, even 
if non-statutory. GP strongly agreed.  
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GP mentioned example of Earthy Café, Cannonmills, Edinburgh – as it was not specifically mentioned in the 
conservation area appraisal there was considered no case for it to remain in the face of a development 
opportunity. Need to consider how the holistic view is gathered in respect to places and placemaking/place-
sustaining.  

RT – when considering landscape we talk of stewardship – can that concept usefully be used within the 
expression of the policies relating to our existing environment? 

Returning to any response BEFS makes: 

- Robust discussion of significance/value 
- Question document structure 
- Principles from HEPS 
- Consider ‘care and enhance’ apply to all existing built environment, not ‘just’ historic 
- SPP widely supported, with tweaks (specifics to follow) 
- Levers such as climate change and wellbeing, infrastructure commission recommendations exist – 

express the benefits from placemaking positively 

AM – broader consequences – and opportunities. Include talk of local communicates and Local Plans – 
currently local activists may not be connected to HES and related policies – activists consider the wider value 
in relation to ‘place’, their place, rather than heritage. Consider inclusive approach to heritage for 
community benefit, we can get stuck in the ‘heritage loop’.  

SG - 150/151 – open to discussion as to how we widen it for public benefit. Interested in reviewing and 
supplementing 150/151 

 

 

From this discussion (and previous input from Members) BEFS are drafting a response to the Scottish 
Government NPF4 Call for Ideas.  

The first consideration will be around elevating the current principles of ‘conserve, protect and enhance’ to 
all of the existing environment. Expressing this around the concept that heritage is everything we’ve already 
invested in. Expressing that this thinking can support positive social, economic, environmental and cultural 
outcomes.  

Separately BEFS will examine what is currently necessary in SPP (and therefore NPF4) in relation to local 
planning policy.  The aim here will be to answer the question, what do we collective need as a sector, from a 
policy perspective to be in these documents? Addressing some of the questions raised around both detail 
and designations.  

BEFS may consider a policy around building for adaptability … should we be building the heritage of the 
future which is designed for longevity and adaptability? Better for the environment, better for place.  

Any response may be prefaced with reference to the reality that whilst this document is about policies, 
policies are not sufficient in and of themselves; policies only have impact when they are adequately 
resourced and have leadership and action attached to them.   
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Related Links and Attendees List 

BEFS Previous Roundtable w/Scottish Government Workshop report: 

https://www.befs.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/NPF4-SPP-Roundtable-Report.pdf 
 
Scottish Government Website: 

https://www.transformingplanning.scot/national-planning-framework/get-involved/ 
 
Ironside Farrar report for the Scottish Government can be found here.  

 
The Planning Policy columns (as seen on the BEFS slide) can be found at the following site: 
https://www.transformingplanning.scot/national-planning-framework/resources/ 
Then, click on the Scottish Planning Policy + tab this also has the handy spreadsheet of local policies collated 
by Ironside Farrar labelled “the Effectiveness of Scottish Planning Policy – Database” 
 
Attendees: 

BEFS attendees: Euan Leitch (EL), Ailsa Macfarlane (AMac) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Andrew Hopetoun (AH) HH 
Andy Milne (AM) SURF 
Ann Packard (AP) MCICH 
Graeme Purves (GP) BEFS 
Ian Baxter (IB) Conf Inst 
Rachel Tennant (RT) LI-S 
Simon Gilmour (SG) SocAnt 
Janine Ballantyne (JB) NTS 
Rob Lennox (RL) CIfA 
Kate Houghton(KH) RTPI 
James Garry (JG) Cockburn 


