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Executive Summary 
This Executive Summary presents the main messages arising from the consultation 
on the draft Strategic Management Plan (the Plan) for the Scottish Crown Estate. 

 
The development of the first Plan for the Scottish Crown Estate marks an important 
milestone within a wider programme of work to secure devolution and reform of the 
management of the Scottish Crown Estate. 

 
The Smith Commission (2014) recommended that the management of Crown 
Estate assets in Scotland and their revenues should be devolved to the Scottish 
Parliament. This was done through provisions in the Scotland Act 2016 on the 1st 
April 2017.  
 
An explicit commitment was made by Scottish Ministers to develop proposals to 
reform the long-term management of the Crown Estate in Scotland. The Scottish 
Crown Estate Bill 2018 was subsequently introduced to the Scottish Parliament in 
January 2018. Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) was established to 
manage the assets, ensuring a smooth transfer for staff, tenants and other 
stakeholders. Its core purpose is to invest in property, natural resources and people 
to generate lasting value for Scotland.  
 
The Scottish Crown Estate Act 2019 was granted Royal Assent on the 15th January 
2019. It provides a new legislative framework for the management of Scottish 
Crown Estate assets. 
 
The consultation sought views on the Plan: its vision, objectives, priorities and 
policies, as well as the ways in which it can be routinely monitored. Once finalised, 
it will be laid before the Scottish Parliament. 
 
A total of 34 responses were received to the consultation. 
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Table 1: Summary Analysis Table 

Questions Assessment of 
Feedback 

Main Comments For and/or Against 

Q1 - Are the opportunities to 
contribute to sustainable 
development appropriate for 
the Scottish Crown Estate? 

Vast majority 
agreed 

• Explicit commitment placed on sustainable development was 
welcomed. 

• Agreement that the sustainable management of the diverse 
portfolio of assets should be a key consideration in decision-
making processes. 

• Respondents were reassured by the definition used and the 
examples provided. 

• The proposal that a flexible (“unique”) rather than a one-size-
fits-all approach to decisions on sustainability was considered a 
sensible approach. 

• A concern raised, but not by many, was that that environmental 
wellbeing could be “out-ranked” in decision-making processes 
by economic or social considerations. A greater emphasis on 
community empowerment was also mentioned by some 
respondents. 
 

Q2 - Do you feel that the 
vision in the draft Plan meets 
your expectations for the 
Scottish Crown Estate for the 
next five years? 
 

Vast majority 
reported that 
expectations 
were either 

fully or partially 
met 

• Feedback confirmed a positive strategic direction, strong 
alignment with the National Performance Framework, and 
support for the commitment to involving and empowering 
communities. However, there was a strong sense that economic 
or monetary benefit should not have priority over the wider 
benefits of social and environmental wellbeing. 

• Some felt, however, that the vision could be strengthened. 
 

 
 
 



3 

Table 1: Summary Analysis Table (cont’d) 

Questions Assessment of 
Feedback 

Main Comments For and/or Against 

Q3 - Do you believe that the 
objectives, priorities and 
policies contained in theme 1 
will allow us to achieve our 
vision for the future 
management of the Scottish 
Crown Estate? 

Vast majority 
agreed 

• Much of the feedback confirmed the close alignment between
the theme 1 objectives, priorities and policies and the Plan’s
vision statement, and contribution to key policy areas (e.g.
climate change, community empowerment, land reform,
community-led regeneration).

• Some feedback that there could be a stronger commitment to
supporting and involving communities. Also that there could be
stronger and more explicit linkages to, for example, City Growth
Deals and National Islands Plan.

• Various comments around the term “equivalent scale”, including
that it would need to be further defined, and some concern that
non-economic benefits can be difficult to quantify, and that in
some cases economic benefit would be the priority.

Q4 - Do you believe that the 
objectives, priorities and 
policies contained in theme 2 
will allow us to achieve our 
vision for the future 
management of the Scottish 
Crown Estate? 

Vast majority 
agreed 

• Strong support for the proposal that a “one-size-fits-all”
approach would not be practical given the diversity of the
Scottish Crown Estate assets. Flexibility was considered key.

• Both national and local bodies expressed support for increased
opportunities for local control, management or enhanced input
to decision-making through opportunities for transfer, delegation
or pilots. Efforts to take account of the ambitions of local
communities, a commitment to greater levels of local control
and enhanced input to decision-making were all welcomed.

• Some concerns raised regarding the extent to which complexity
of reporting arrangements could deter communities from taking
on the management of an asset(s), and that communities might
not have meaningful input to decisions regarding local assets.
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Table 1: Summary Analysis Table (cont’d) 

Questions Assessment of 
Feedback 

Main Comments For and/or Against 

Q5 - Do you believe that the 
objectives, priorities and 
policies contained in theme 3 
will allow us to achieve our 
vision for the future 
management of the Scottish 
Crown Estate? 

Vast majority 
agreed 

• Support for the proposal that all of the net revenue from the 
estate should be used for the benefit of Scotland, in particular 
coastal communities (i.e. coastal communities should benefit 
from net revenue from marine assets out to 12 nautical miles).

• Accountability and transparency in decision-making processes 
were said to be important in helping to ensure that coastal 
communities benefit. The importance of having appropriate 
processes and mechanisms in place to ensure that the 
management of Scottish Crown Estate assets does not become 
fragmented was emphasised.

Q6 - Do you feel the 
objectives, priorities and 
policies will deliver success to 
the Scottish Crown Estate? 

Vast majority 
agreed 

• Some comments that the term “success” would need to be
defined, and take due consideration of socio-economic benefit
and environmental wellbeing.

• A wide variety of feedback provided, including that success
would depend on having inbuilt flexibility in the Plan’s
implementation and delivery, and the importance of
communities as key stakeholders in coastal developments.

Q7 - Do you feel there are 
other opportunities for 
revenue generation that have 
not been identified in the draft 
Plan? 

Less than half 
felt there were 

other 
opportunities 

• A wide range of individual comments provided. These range
from scope to more closely link the Scottish Crown Estate to
developments included as part of Growth Deals to carbon offset
projects, and from payments for delivering public good to
opportunities that seek to improve the resilience, efficiency and
productivity of rural estates.
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Table 1: Summary Analysis Table (cont’d) 

Questions Assessment of 
Feedback 

Main Comments For and/or Against 

Q8 - Do you feel the 
objectives, priorities and 
policies will impact you 
positively, negatively or have 
no impact on you as an 
individual or as part of an 
organisation? 

Majority 
reported that 
the impact 
would be 
positive 

• The potential to generate considerable income to meaningfully 
engage and empower local communities, and to support 
community projects and programmes was mentioned in a few 
cases. 

• A variety of wider positive impacts were mentioned, including 
increased influence and sense of local ownership, and more 
sustainable management and use of Scottish Crown Estate 
assets. 

• Where the impact was reported to be negative, some concerns 
were raised including that benefits might not be retained within 
local communities, and that a loss of local control in decision-
making risks disillusionment with the process. A further concern 
was the potential administrative burden that could be placed on 
communities. 
 

Q9 - Do you feel the 
objectives, priorities and 
policies align and take 
account of wider Scottish 
Government objectives? 

All 
respondents 

reported either 
fully or partially 

• Much of the feedback expressed support for the aims of the 
Plan and its aspiration to more fully involve communities in the 
management of individual assets. 

• Some respondents called for closer links to be made between 
the Plan and wider strategies and plans, namely the Land Use 
Strategy, Growth Deals, National Planning Framework, Local 
Development Plans, emerging Regional Spatial Strategies, 
National Islands Plan, Island Community Impact Assessments, 
National Marine Plan, Climate Change Plan, Climate Change 
Adaptation Plan/Programme, and priorities related to the historic 
environment. 
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Table 1: Summary Analysis Table (cont’d) 

Questions Assessment of 
Feedback 

Main Comments For and/or Against 

Q10 - Do you have any 
comments or additional 
suggestions on the 
arrangements for monitoring 
and review of the Plan? 

Majority 
provided 
comment 

• It was felt that there should be explicit reference to engagement 
with stakeholders and the public as part of the monitoring and 
evaluation requirements (and this should also be reflected in the 
suite of indicators developed).   

• The arrangements were felt to be relatively high level, and there 
would need to be further development work undertaken and 
more detail provided on the process and a common set of 
outcomes and indicators. 

Q11 - Would you add or 
change anything in the 
Business and Regulatory 
Impact Assessment? 

All reported that they would not add or change anything 

Q12 - Would you agree that 
the Business and Regulatory 
Impact Assessment is wide 
ranging enough? 

Majority 
agreed 

• No significant wider feedback was provided to this question. 
  

Q13 - Do you have any views 
on the evidence set out in the 
Strategic Environmental 
Report? 

Majority did 
not have any 
views on the 

evidence 

• Where respondents did provide views on the evidence, a long 
list of individual points were raised.  

• Examples include that there could be reference to the State of 
Nature 2019 report and the Intergovernmental Science Policy 
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystems Services (IPBES) 
report as references to the condition of biodiversity in Scotland 
and more broadly. There was also a perceived lack of clarity in 
relation to the historic environment where undesignated but 
known sites were omitted from the text and figures in the 
Strategic Environmental Report.  
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Table 1: Summary Analysis Table (cont’d) 

Questions Assessment of 
Feedback 

Main Comments For and/or Against 

Q14 - Do you agree with the 
conclusions and 
recommendations set out in 
the Strategic Environmental 
Report? 

Majority 
agreed 

• Few comments were provided by those in agreement. Individual 
comments were that there could be greater links to the Climate 
Change Plan, and of the benefits associated with building 
maintenance and improvements within the historic environment 
(and contribution to place-making). 
 

Q15 - Do you have any 
comments to make on our 
Equality Impact Assessment? 

Vast majority 
did not have 

any comments 
to make 

• No common themes emerged where feedback was provided. 

Q16 - Please tell us about any 
possible impacts the 
proposals contained in this 
consultation document may 
have on groups of people with 
protected characteristics.  

- 

• Few comments were provided to this question, and no common 
themes emerged. 

Q17a - Do you agree with the 
conclusions for the Island 
Communities Impact 
Assessment?   

Majority 
agreed 

• Few comments were provided by respondents who expressed 
agreement. The only comment provided was that any impact 
assessment should not be a tick-box exercise. 

• Individual comments were mentioned by those not in 
agreement. Comments included a perception that the formula 
presented for return of Crown Estate revenues discriminated 
against islands who are most impacted by a high level of marine 
development activity. A wider comment was that the public 
consultation mechanisms were flawed and should be reviewed. 
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Table 1: Summary Analysis Table (cont’d) 

Questions Assessment of 
Feedback 

Main Comments For and/or Against 

Q17b - Do you agree with the 
conclusions for the Child 
Rights and Wellbeing Impact 
Assessment? 

Majority 
agreed 

• No comments were provided by those respondents who agreed 
with the question. 

• Individual comments were provided by a couple of respondents 
who did not agree. One respondent commented that the 
document was not available to review, and another felt that it 
was a time-wasting and superfluous measure. 
 

Q17c - Do you agree with the 
conclusions for the Fairer 
Scotland Duty Impact 
Assessment? 

Vast majority 
agreed 

• Very few comments were provided to this question. 

• Comments included that impact assessments should not be a 
tick-box exercise, and another said that the document was not 
available for review. 
 

Q17d - Do you agree with the 
conclusions for the Data 
Protection Impact 
Assessment? 

Vast majority 
agreed 

• Very few comments were provided to this question. 

• One respondent commented that the document was not 
available for review. 

Q18 – Do you feel there are 
any other Scottish 
Government policies which 
should be taken into account? 

Majority 
answered no 

• Only a few respondents made reference to wider policies.  

• One respondent mentioned the importance of not losing sight of 
the Community Empowerment Act. 

• Another respondent felt that stronger links could be made with 
Growth Deals, National Planning Framework, and Local 
Development Plans, and emerging Regional Spatial Strategies.    
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Introduction 

About This Report 

This report presents consultation analysis on the draft Strategic Management Plan 
(the Plan) for the Scottish Crown Estate. The consultation opened on 30th August 
2019 and closed on 22nd November 2019. 

Background 

The development of the first Plan for the Scottish Crown Estate marks an important 
milestone within a wider programme of work to secure devolution and reform of the 
management of the Scottish Crown Estate. The assets, which have a current total 
capital value of nearly £400 million, include rural estates, just under half of 
Scotland’s foreshore and leasing rights for activities on the seabed out to 200 
nautical miles. The assets form a core element of how Scotland can protect, use 
and develop its marine, coastal, rural and other assets in future.  
 
The Smith Commission (2014) recommended that the management of Crown 
Estate assets in Scotland and their revenues should be devolved to the Scottish 
Parliament. This was done through provisions in the Scotland Act 2016 on the 1st 
April 2017. 
 
The Plan therefore builds on considerable work undertaken to date, including:  
 

• Securing control of the assets for Scotland.  

• Establishing Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) to manage the 
assets, ensuring a smooth transfer for staff, tenants and other stakeholders. 
Its core purpose is to invest in property, natural resources and people to 
generate lasting value for Scotland. 

• An explicit commitment was made by Scottish Ministers to develop proposals 
to reform the long-term management of the Crown Estate in Scotland. The 
Scottish Crown Estate Bill 2018 was subsequently introduced to the Scottish 
Parliament in January 2018. 

• The Scottish Crown Estate Act 2019 was granted Royal Assent on the 15th 
January 2019. It provides a new legislative framework for the management of 
Scottish Crown Estate assets. It provides a mechanism for the transfer or 
delegation of the management of individual assets to a defined range of 
eligible managers, including local authorities, Scottish Harbour Authorities 
and community organisations.   

• Early conversations have been progressed around how the wider benefits for 
Scotland can be enhanced and how local approaches to the management of 
assets can be piloted.  
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The development of the Plan has been co-ordinated with the preparation of Crown 
Estate Scotland (Interim Management)’s new Corporate Plan. In parallel to this 
consultation, Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) has consulted on a 
draft Corporate Plan 2020/23. That consultation closed on the 9th December 2019. 
 
The Plan for the Scottish Crown Estate outlines a vision and a set of objectives, 
priorities and policies for the future management of the Estate to deliver wider and 
long-term social, economic and environmental benefits. It aligns to the aims of the 
National Performance Framework, and to Scottish Ministers’ wider objectives, 
priorities and policies. This includes the response to the global climate emergency, 
the National Planning Framework, National Marine Plan, Energy Strategy, National 
Tourism Strategy, as well as work on land reform and enhancing community 
empowerment.  
 
The Plan has been prepared in line with section 22 of the Scottish Crown Estate 
Act 2019, which makes provisions for what must be included in the Plan, how it 
must be prepared, consulted, reviewed and reported. It sets out a strategic direction 
to optimise the use of the assets, while protecting the Crown’s interest, and how it 
will contribute to the successful delivery of wider Scottish Government policies to 
provide the best outcomes for Scotland. 
 
The consultation sought views on the draft Plan: its vision, objectives, priorities and 
policies, as well as the ways in which it can be routinely monitored. 
 
Scottish Ministers are required to lay a copy of the final Plan before the Scottish 
Parliament. Thereafter, it will be published, and must be reviewed not later than the 
end of each five year period. 
 
Together, the Plan and Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management)’s Corporate 
Plan will be used to inform the development of a separate Business Plan for each 
financial year. 
 
In future, any other manager of a Scottish Crown Estate asset will be required to 
develop an equivalent Management Plan. 

Analysis Methodology  

The Scottish Government provided EKOS Ltd access to all responses via Citizen 
Space.  
 
A number of responses were not submitted by respondents through Citizen Space 
(eight) and did not always follow the consultation structure (e.g. email or letter 
response to the Scottish Government), or answer the individual consultation 
questions. Where this was the case, the Scottish Government provided responses 
as separate documents for inclusion in the overall analysis. 
 
The analysis took account of five late submissions, almost all had been agreed in 
advance with the Scottish Government.  
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Quantitative (closed questions) and qualitative (open-ended questions) responses 
were exported into Microsoft Excel for subsequent analysis. All closed questions 
have been presented in table format, and qualitative responses have been sorted 
and analysed to identify common themes. 

Limitations of Consultation Analysis 

The consultation attracted a relatively small number of responses, 34 in total. It 
attracted limited input from individuals. Further, not all respondents provided a 
response to all closed and/or open-ended questions. Taken together, this 
represents the main limitations of the consultation analysis.  

 
The main themes presented in the following sections are therefore based on these 
responses, and might not be fully representative of the wider population of 
potentially interested parties. 

Profile of Respondents  

In total 34 responses were received to the consultation on the Plan for the Scottish 
Crown Estate, broken down by individuals and organisations in Table 2.   

Table 2: Profile of Consultation Respondents 

  Number  Percentage 

Individuals 2 6% 

Organisations 32 94% 

Total  34 100% 

 
The consultation attracted responses from a diverse range of organisations, Table 
3 on next page. This mainly included local authorities, enterprise or coastal 
management bodies, natural heritage/conservation bodies and leisure and tourism 
organisations. Wider feedback was also provided by land and estates, 
fisheries/seafood bodies, ports and harbours, commercial/research organisations, 
and other organisations. 
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Table 3: Organisation Type  

 Number Percentage 

Local Authority 9 29% 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

6 19% 

Leisure/Tourism 5 16% 

Natural Heritage/Conservation 4 13% 

Other 3 9% 

Land and Estates 2 6% 

Other Commercial/Research 1 3% 

Fisheries/Seafood Bodies 1 3% 

Ports and Harbours 1 3% 

Total  32 100% 

Note: “Other” responses included an energy company, a university research team, and an association of local 
government officers. Percentages might not equal 100% due to rounding. 

 
Organisations included an equal mix of local (16) and national organisations (16). 

Report Structure 

The remainder of the report has been structured in line with the consultation 
document: 
 

• Section 1 considers whether the opportunities to contribute to sustainable 
development are appropriate for the Scottish Crown Estate.  

• Section 2 presents feedback on whether the Plan’s vision meets 
stakeholders’ expectations for the Scottish Crown Estate for the next five 
years. 

• Section 3 to Section 5 covers questions related to the Plan’s objectives, 
priorities and policies.  

• Section 6 covers reporting, monitoring and review. 

• Section 7 covers impact assessments. 

• Section 8 presents any other comments or suggestions on the Plan. 

  
Wider information has been appended.  
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Section 1 

Sustainable Development 

Context 

Sustainable development is commonly defined as follows: 
 

“Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs”1. 

   
The United Nations (UN) has a set of Sustainable Development Goals, and the 
Scottish Government has committed to implement these goals through the National 
Performance Framework which shares similar goals and aims. It is recognised that 
not all 17 of the UN’s Sustainable Development Goals will be of direct relevance to 
the Scottish Crown Estate assets due to their diversity. There is, however, a 
commitment that the assets will be managed in a way that optimises the 
contribution to these wider goals.  

 
The reform of powers and duties relating to the management of the Scottish Crown 
Estate requires a manager of a Scottish Crown Estate asset to maintain and seek 
to enhance the value of the asset, and the income arising from the asset.  
 
Further, the manager must: 
 

• Act in the way best calculated to further the achievement of sustainable 
development in Scotland. 

• Seek to manage the assets in a way that is likely to contribute to the 
promotion or the improvement in Scotland of economic development, 
regeneration, social wellbeing, and environmental wellbeing. 

  
Sustainability is identified as an overarching principle in the management of the 
assets through the environmental, social, regeneration and economic requirements 
within the Act. Each decision on sustainability will be unique, depending on the type 
of asset being managed, the location, setting and the specific circumstances for 
that asset. Wider considerations will include the potential use of, and demand for, 
the asset and environmental sensitivity factors. 

 
The consultation document provided a number of high-level examples to illustrate 
how the objectives, priorities and policies for the Scottish Crown Estate align with, 
and contribute to, Scottish Ministers’ wider objectives, priorities and policies on 
social, environmental, economic wellbeing, and regeneration. 

 

 
1 Our Common Future, also known as the Brundtland Report. 

https://sustainabledevelopment.un.org/content/documents/5987our-common-future.pdf
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Table 4: Question 1 

Are the opportunities to contribute to sustainable development appropriate 
for the Scottish Crown Estate? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Organisations: 23 3 26 

Local Authority 8 1 9 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

5 0 5 

Leisure/Tourism 4 1 5 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

1 0 1 

Other 3 0 3 

Land and Estates 1 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

0 1 1 

Ports and Harbours 1 0 1 

Total 24 3 27 

Note: Question not answered by 7 respondents.  

  
The vast majority of respondents said that the opportunities to contribute to 
sustainable development as outlined in the consultation document were appropriate 
for the Scottish Crown Estate (24, 89%), Table 4. There were strong levels of 
agreement expressed among both local and national organisations, and across the 
diverse range of organisations that responded to the consultation. 
 
Much of the commentary provided by these respondents welcomed the explicit 
commitment and focus placed on sustainable development within the Plan, and 
there was agreement that it should be a “cornerstone aim” and “overriding principle” 
for the Scottish Crown Estate. And that this principle “should also apply to any 
management areas that are further devolved locally”. 
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Further, there was general agreement that the sustainable management of the 
diverse portfolio of assets should be a key consideration in decision-making 
processes. These comments were typically mentioned by enterprise or coastal 
management bodies, land and estates, local authorities, leisure/tourism, and 
natural heritage/conservation bodies. 
     
Respondents were also “reassured” by the attention given to different aspects of 
sustainable development within the Plan (e.g. social, environmental), and the 
breadth of both the definition used and the examples provided. Albeit, there were a 
few comments that aspects of sustainable development might need to be further 
defined. 
 
The proposal that a flexible or “unique” rather than a one-size-fits-all approach to 
decisions on sustainability would be adopted was also welcomed, and considered a 
sensible approach. These points were often raised by leisure/tourism, local 
authorities, enterprise or coastal management bodies, and natural 
heritage/conservation bodies. 
 
The points outlined above are reflected in the following quotes provided by two 
respondents: 
 

“Positive to see decisions on sustainability will consider assets, location, 
setting, circumstances, wider factors, and environmental sensitivity. Assets 
can vary dramatically based on these factors, and so unique decisions are 
positive and assist in ensuring sustainability, rather than broad asset-wide 
decisions which may be sustainable in one location and unsustainable in 
others”. 

Local Organisation – Enterprise or Coastal Management Body 
     
“….the opportunities to contribute to sustainable development across the 
Crown Estate portfolio have been sufficiently outlined in the plan”. 
 

National Organisation – Land and Estates 
 

An issue raised by a couple of respondents (natural heritage/conservation body and 
land and estates) was the need to “conceptualise value in ways that go beyond 
traditional financial aspects to also embrace the wider economic, social and 
environmental aspects of sustainable development”.  
 
While not proposed within the draft Plan, a specific concern inferred was that 
environmental wellbeing could be “out-ranked” in decision-making processes by 
economic or financial considerations. Here, it was mentioned that assessments 
might not compare like for like, and that there could be greater clarity in the Plan 
around how (and if) different aspects of sustainability would be weighted. This 
same respondent felt that the wider context for assets was framed in primarily 
monetary terms, and that the Plan could include more detail on how the 
assessment of the contribution to sustainable development would work in practice. 
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There was a request from a few respondents (including enterprise or coastal 
management bodies and land and estates) for a greater emphasis to be placed on, 
and a stronger commitment made to, community empowerment within the final 
version of the Plan. It was reported that this was “at the heart of sustainable 
development, regeneration and social and economic wellbeing”. The importance of 
communities delivering sustainable development across the estate was 
emphasised.  
 
Wider feedback provided by these respondents relating to the community 
ownership of assets and community empowerment included the importance of:  

 
• Community ownership of assets as an important mechanism through which 

to achieve both local community benefits and sustainable development 
outcomes for Scotland.  

• Linked to the above point, was a view that Crown Estate Scotland (Interim 
Management) could position itself as a key strategic player – “an innovative 
brokering role” (e.g. acting as a third party to buy land and/or other assets 
identified by a community as beneficial for its sustainable development and 
subsequently sell or transfer the title to the land/asset to the community). 

• Allowing transactions for leases or sale at less than market value or nil if 
community groups were involved. 

• Taking into account existing local plans (e.g. Local Development Plans) to 
reflect on local needs and help identify opportunities for sustainable 
development. 

• Ensuring appropriate levels of consultation with communities directly affected 
by particular developments. 

• Drawing on the knowledge, experience and insights of the Scottish 
Government Islands Team that undertook consultation with local authorities 
and island communities to shape the National Islands Plan2.  

 
A community empowerment approach was viewed as “integral to considerations of 
sustainability”, and this point is further reflected in the respondent quotes below. 
 

“Plans need to be tailored to local needs so ideally local communities should   
be the starting point for agreeing relevant Scottish Crown Estate 
opportunities”. 

         
 National Organisation - Enterprise or Coastal Management Body 

  
  

 
2 National Islands Plan, December 2019. 

https://www.gov.scot/news/national-islands-plan/
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“The examples given for Economic Wellbeing could be enhanced by 
including the potential to support Community Wealth Building, to ensure the 
assets of the Scottish Crown Estates support this approach to local economic 
development”. 
 

Local Organisation – Local Authority 
 
Where specific comments were provided on the high-level examples provided in the 
consultation document, these have been captured in Table 5. The feedback largely 
confirmed that the examples provided were appropriate, but not necessarily an 
exhaustive list of potential opportunities.  
 
Table 5: Wider Feedback on the High-Level Examples Provided  
 

Sustainable 
Development 

Respondent Comments 

Economic 
Wellbeing 

• It was reported that reference to training could be expanded. 
The Plan could highlight the role the Scottish Crown Estate 
can play in giving school children access to learning 
opportunities (e.g. land management, aquaculture). It was 
commented that these operations would only be sustainable 
if there was a strong supply of young people taking up 
employment opportunities in the sector. 

• The examples provided could be enhanced by including the 
potential to support Community Wealth Building, to ensure 
assets support local approaches to economic development. 

• The following bullet point could be added: “The exploration of 
potential value from the historic environment aspect of Crown 
Estate Assets, including tourism potential”. 

• Where Economic, Social, Environmental and Wellbeing/ 
Sustainability overlap, it was felt that this could be highlighted 
in the Plan. It was suggested that better integration could 
help ensure that the different aspects of sustainable 
development do not appear to conflict with each other. 

• One respondent felt there was scope to include opportunities 
for youth engagement through the provision of job 
opportunities, education, recreation, and skills development. 
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Table 5: Wider Feedback on the High-Level Examples Provided (cont’d) 

Sustainable 
Development 

Respondent Comments 

Environmental 
Wellbeing   
 

• “Regeneration and making the area a better place to live and 
work, for example through providing new housing, bringing 
empty buildings or unused land back into use, increasing 
access to services and social and leisure facilities, improving 
the marine environment”. This bullet point was considered 
more suitable under Social Wellbeing. It was also suggested 
that “the protection of the historic environment” was included 
as part of this example. 

• There could be a stronger focus on responding to the inter-
related climate change emergency and the crisis facing 
biodiversity. It was reported that both need to be addressed 
to create a sustainable living environment. It was further 
commented that they have the same underlying causes and 
drivers, and solutions were often inter-twined. 

• Environmental Wellbeing would benefit from being defined, 
and incorporating the explicit intention with relation to natural 
heritage. It was reported that a definition was not readily 
available but does occur in existing Scottish legislation, 
including the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015, 
the Scottish Crown Estate Act 2019 and the Islands 
(Scotland) Act 2018. 

• It was felt that linking the impacts of climate change and 
waste missed a point around the impact of climate change on 
biodiversity and the marine environment. It was suggested 
that this could be split into two opportunities – one to 
contribute to waste management (e.g. via recycling) and the 
other to contribute towards climate change (via alternative 
green renewable energy, diverse woodland creation, and 
natural based solutions) commitments.  

• The third example could acknowledge that there might be 
unintended environmental impacts caused by the 
development of renewable energy.  

• The fourth example was considered to be a Social Wellbeing 
example.  

• It was reported that it would be better if the fifth example 
could focus on the development of a range of native, 
biodiverse woodlands in order to provide greater benefits for 
environmental wellbeing than monocultures of exotic 
commercial plantations (e.g. sitka spruce and lodgepole 
pine). 
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Table 5: Wider Feedback on the High-Level Examples Provided (cont’d) 
 

Sustainable 
Development 

Respondent Comments 

Environmental 
Wellbeing 
(cont’d) 
 

• The sixth example was considered to be a Social Wellbeing 
or Economic example. Reference to the marine environment 
could be made more relevant by incorporating “the design or 
creation of spaces to facilitate engagement with the natural 
world”. 

• It was felt that the tenth example that refers to rural 
estates/supporting tenant farmers could be enhanced by 
including “promoting/supporting the sustainable management 
of rural estates/farming practices”.  

• It was reported that there could be separate points to 
demonstrate best practice in environmental stewardship in 
the management of Crown Estate assets, and examples of 
how this would improve the marine and terrestrial 
environment. 

• It was proposed that the Scottish Crown Estate could apply a 
principle of achieving positive outcomes for nature in relation 
to any developments within the assets (e.g. consider net-gain 
or similar concepts to achieve this). It was felt that this could 
make achieving Environmental Wellbeing more achievable. 

• One respondent felt that there could be a stronger focus on 
responding to climate change. While there is reference to 
recycling and reducing rubbish, it was felt that more 
emphasis could be given to promoting management that 
helps to sequester carbon and increase resilience and 
promote adaptation (especially at the coast where significant 
change is forecast) to climate change impacts. 

• It was reported that the Scottish Crown Estate has other 
assets that could support the development of CO₂ capture, 
transport and storage, and thus Scotland’s net zero 
ambitions. For example, work by Scottish Carbon Capture 
Storage (SCCS) has shown that CO₂ transport by ship could 
be viable for the early stages of CO₂ storage in Scotland, and 
that Peterhead Port could be upgraded to accommodate CO₂ 
shipping. CO₂ can also be transported to offshore storage 
sites by pipeline on or buried below the seabed, requiring 
leases from the manager of the Scottish Crown Estate out to 
the 12 nautical mile limit, and crossing the foreshore where 
they make landfall. 
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Table 5: Wider Feedback on the High-Level Examples Provided (cont’d) 
 

Sustainable 
Development 

Respondent Comments 

Regeneration • It was suggested that the wording “with consideration of the 
protection of the historic environment” be added to the 
following points: “Appropriate opportunities for regenerating 
communities, such as bringing underused land or buildings 
back into a productive use and providing or enhancing 
services for the benefit of the wider or local community”, and 
“Supporting local organisations to take on ownership or 
management of assets, such as buildings or land, foreshore 
and seabed to benefit the whole community”. 

• Regeneration could consider the opportunities available to 
restore habitats/environmental status in line with 
infrastructural regeneration. It was reported that this could 
help embed sustainability and positive environmental 
outcomes, contributing to Environmental Wellbeing. 
 

Social 
Wellbeing 

• “The direct improvement or retaining of cultural wellbeing and 
history (including historic sites) of society and individual 
groups for future generations”. The following text was 
suggested as a replacement: “The direct improvement or 
retention of cultural wellbeing through the protection of the 
historic environment for future generations”. 

• It was proposed that “engaging with their natural environment 
could be added to the example “Activities that can help 
people lead healthier lives through access to recreation 
opportunities”. It was reported that evidence shows regular 
engagement in the natural world is beneficial for human 
health. 

• Social Wellbeing would benefit from being defined. 
 

 
Only a few respondents said that the opportunities to contribute to sustainable 
development outlined in the consultation document were not appropriate for the 
Scottish Crown Estate (three, 11%). This included a local authority, a 
leisure/tourism body, and a fisheries/seafood body. 
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Where wider commentary was provided by these respondents, no common themes 
emerged. Rather the following individual points were raised: 
 

• A local authority commented that its experience from the Asset Management 
Pilot Scheme has been that Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) is 
powerless to ensure that managers seek to manage the assets in a way that 
is likely to contribute to economic development, regeneration and social 
wellbeing. This respondent mentioned that Crown Estate Scotland (Interim 
Management) is not able to attach socio-economic conditions to leases. In 
order for the aspirations of the Scottish Crown Estate Act 2019 to be 
achieved, it was suggested that legal provision would be required to tie 
developers to delivering socio-economic benefit in communities. 

• The same respondent proposed a variety of measures to help address the 
point raised above:  

o Return of 100% of Crown Estate leasing revenues to host 
communities commensurate with the level of marine activity in that 
Marine Region and not by a Scotland wide, “length of coastline” 
formula. 

o The ability of local Asset Managers, with devolved leasing powers 
under the Pilot Scheme or the Act, to impose socio-economic 
conditions on developers seeking seabed or foreshore leases.  

o The introduction of a legal mechanism to tie developers to local 
socio-economic benefit by a Legal Agreement associated to the 
lease, similar to the Section 75 Agreement in place for 
development on land. 

• A leisure/tourism respondent commented that the sustainable development of 
the marine estate, in socio-economic terms, has not yet been appropriately 
addressed by Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) or Marine 
Scotland. Deriving socio-economic benefit to the “fragile communities hosting 
these developments” was considered crucial. 

• The same respondent suggested that Crown Estate Scotland (Interim 
Management) could be in a good position to support the net-zero emissions 
target through management based on land type. It was felt that this could be 
delivered in such a way as to maximise jobs and enhance the economy. 
Specific examples provided included: 

o Land that is currently minimally developed could be managed with 
the overarching goal of integrating carbon sequestering nature-
based solutions into all aspects of its management. 

o Where there is peat, the land could be managed to maximise 
retention and sequestering of further carbon. Where the peat is 
degraded, restoration could be prioritised to maximise the carbon 
storage potential for now and for the future. 
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o Where land has native woodland, enhancement could be 
prioritised, and where land is suitable for native woodland, its 
regeneration (and planting where this is not possible) could be 
prioritised.  

o Management of blue carbon could also be prioritised where this is 
suitable. 

• A fisheries/seafood body commented that the examples provided in the 
consultation document did not recognise the historic legal role of the Crown 
Estate to protect the rights of navigation and fishing. It was suggested that 
this could give greater clarity to the range of development activities, and help 
develop stronger links between the Plan, Scotland's National Marine Plan, 
and general/fisheries policies. 
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Section 2 

Delivering the Vision 

Context 

Scottish Ministers have developed a vision for the Scottish Crown Estate: 
 

“The Scottish Crown Estate is managed sustainably, responsibly and fairly, 
and in a transparent and inclusive manner, to deliver financial benefits and 
wider and long-term social, economic and environmental benefits for 
Scotland and its communities”. 

 
The Plan will provide strategic direction for the management of the Estate and will 
also be a key reference point across the Scottish Government and beyond. It will 
help to ensure that decisions in relation to the management of the Scottish Crown 
Estate are influenced by a common vision and objectives for sustainable 
management, and optimising the contribution which the assets can make to 
achieve sustainable and inclusive economic growth. 
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Table 6: Question 2 

Do you feel that the vision in the Plan meets your expectations for the 
Scottish Crown Estate for the next five years? 

 Fully Partially Not at all Total 

Individuals 0 1 0 1 

Organisations: 16 11 1 28 

  Local Authority 7 2 0 9 

Enterprise or Coastal    
Management Bodies 

2 3 0 5 

Leisure/Tourism 2 2 1 5 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

3 0 0 3 

Other 0 3 0 3 

Land and Estates 1 0 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

0 1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 1 0 0 1 

Total 16 12 1 29 

Note: Question not answered by 5 respondents. 

 
Almost all respondents felt that the vision articulated in the Plan met their 
expectations (either in full or partially) for the Scottish Crown Estate for the next five 
years (28, 97%), Table 6.   
 
Where respondents indicated that the vision met their expectations in full, this was 
more likely to be expressed by local authorities, natural heritage/conservation 
bodies, land and estates, and ports and harbours.  
 
Across the board, however, respondents who answered “fully” often caveated the 
response with commentary that economic benefit or traditional financial aspects 
should not have priority over the wider aspects of sustainable development (i.e. 
social, environmental).  
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Wider feedback from respondents who felt the vision met their expectations in full, 
included:  
 

• The vision sets out a positive strategic direction for developing the role of the 
Scottish Crown Estate, and for how assets are/should be managed. 

• Some support was expressed for the proposed alignment between the Plan 
and the National Performance Framework. 

• Positive feedback was provided by some around the principle of devolving 
responsibility for the management of assets to a local level, and that this 
should create opportunities for communities to be empowered to support 
delivery of the Plan’s vision.   

• Some proposed that the Plan should take into account local considerations 
and place sufficient focus on sustainable development through diversification 
in asset management arrangements. 

 
Where respondents indicated that the draft vision only partially met their 
expectations for the Scottish Crown Estate, this was more often reported by other 
organisations, fisheries/seafood bodies, enterprise or coastal management bodies 
and leisure/tourism bodies. However, there was general support among these 
respondents for the high-level vision, including the “commitment to deliver long term 
social, economic and environmental benefits for Scotland and its communities”.  
 
This support was often set within the context of the following points:  
  

• It was reported that there was a duty to strike a balance between economic 
and other benefits. Here, a few respondents felt that the Plan placed an 
“implicit” emphasis or priority on monetary outcomes, and that other 
outcomes should have equal priority. There was reported to be the potential 
for tension between sustainable development and economic/finanical benefit, 
and ways to resolve this would likely depend on the particular circumstances 
under consideration. As such, it was reported by a range of organisations 
(e.g. enterprise or coastal management bodies, local authorities, 
leisure/tourism, others) that the Plan could make a clearer distinction 
between finanical benefit and economic benefit. 

• It was considered important that the Plan clearly demonstrated, and placed 
sufficient emphasis on, the involvement of communities. This comment was 
firmly set in the context of Scottish people having a stake in the Plan due to 
their “ownership of the Crown Estate assets” (local enterprise or coastal 
management body) or that it was not clear how any decisions on the “local 
devolution of asset management will be incorporated into this vision” (other 
organisation). A wider related point was that the Plan should enable Scottish 
Ministers to fully empower coastal communities to retain rights over foreshore 
and seabed and to retain the associated income generated. 
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• Wider points made reference to the term “environmental” in the vision 
(leisure/tourism and local authority): 

o The term “wellbeing” could be added after environmental. 

o There could be stronger reference to natural capital throughout the 
Plan, including the vision. It was felt that this would help to tackle 
climate and biodiversity emergencies. 

o The achievement of the vision could be better served with the use 
of natural capital as well as the monetary revenue calculation. It 
was felt that this could ensure no net loss of natural capital in any 
development or management objective. 

 
Wider individual points raised by these respondents included a few suggestions to 
help strengthen the vision, for example, by incorporating reference to: 
  

• Accountability. 

• The seabed and fisheries management as a major potential benefit for 
Scotland and its communities. 

• Cross-referencing the vision (and its objectives) with the National Islands 
Plan. 

• The vision should be underpinned by a set of objectives, priorities and 
policies for the Scottish Crown Estate that includes the protection of the 
historic environment. 

• It was reported that achievement of the Plan’s outcomes could be challenging 
given that Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) has no legal power 
to instruct social and economic benefit. It was further commented that many 
of the socio-economic outcomes articulated in the Plan might occur naturally 
(e.g. the creation of the minimum number of new jobs required to service a 
development, improvement of transport infrastructure to facilitate a 
development).  

• One respondent felt that the Plan’s vision could be more ambitious in terms 
of its ability to secure/retain significant supply chain benefits for local 
communities and Scotland (i.e. to prevent leakage of benefits outwith 
local/national economies). It was proposed that stronger provision could be 
made for binding legal agreements which ties developers to a certain 
percentage of local content (e.g. 20% was the reported norm onshore) in 
construction and operations and management. 

  
Only one respondent (leisure/tourism) reported that the vision articulated in the 
Plan did not meet their expectations for the Scottish Crown Estate for the next five 
years (3%). Their view was that vision statements were of limited use in the context 
of strategic planning, and that a clear sense of direction was best delivered by a 
clear statement of purpose. 
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Section 3 

Objectives, Priorities and Policies 

Theme 1: Delivering Benefits and Realising Opportunities 

Context 

To support the vision for the Scottish Crown Estate, a set of 22 objectives, priorities 
and policies have been developed. These set out details of what the Plan must 
deliver over the next five years and beyond. 
 
Theme 1 covers delivering benefits and realising opportunities. The following seven 
objectives, priorities and policies have been articulated, with further detail on each 
presented in the consultation document: 
 
1. Scottish Crown Estate assets should be managed for the benefit of Scotland 

and communities, with market value being charged for sales or leases, 
unless the manager of the asset can demonstrate that wider benefits of 
equivalent scale will be delivered. 

2. In order to realise the benefits potential, and in recognition that some land 
and property has been acquired over time for specific investment purposes, 
there is likely to be sales of assets or parts of assets over the five year period 
of the Plan. Particularly on land or at the coast in response to requests for 
public benefit purposes or opportunities to increase value to Scotland, 
recognising that the seabed is a national strategic asset that Scottish 
Ministers do not wish to become fragmented. 

3. Strategies and Plans for Scottish Crown Estate assets should consider the 
potential for delivering benefits to island communities and assessment of 
possible impacts will be completed as required under the Island Act 2018. 

4. Managers should consider the potential to contribute to wider policies on land 
reform and community empowerment by offering opportunities to own or 
manage these assets directly, and as part of strategies to consider the wider 
value of the existing land assets remaining part of the Scottish Crown Estate. 

5. By 2025, the balance between activity related to management of coastal and 
marine assets is likely to have grown compared with the rural land assets. 
This reflects the new opportunities that can be realised, but the Scottish 
Crown Estate is likely to still include a significant amount of land and property 
assets. 
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6. Scottish Ministers would like managers to consider the potential for 
investments that contribute to the achievement of Scotland’s Climate Change 
Plan, and the potential for increased investment activity for the purpose of 
regeneration for community or national benefit, including land on the coast 
around ports, harbours and other infrastructure, to realise opportunities for 
Scotland and local economies, and for these investments to normally be 
prioritised over other new commercial property investments. 

7. Investments in the Scottish Crown Estate should not be limited to the land or 
property that currently forms part of the Estate, if returns or wider benefits to 
the Estate or Scotland can be realised. For example, to make it possible to 
deliver benefits to communities living on the coast adjacent to parts of the 
seabed contained in the Estate. 

Table 7: Question 3 

Do you believe that the objectives, priorities and policies contained in theme 
1 will allow us to achieve our vision for the future management of the 
Scottish Crown Estate? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 1 2 

Organisations:  19 4 23 

Local Authority 7 2 9 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

3 1 4 

Leisure/Tourism 4 1 5 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 2 0 2 

Land and Estates 1 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 1 0 1 

Total 20 5 25 

Note: Question not answered by 9 respondents.  
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Four-fifths of respondents believed that the objectives, priorities and policies 
contained in theme 1 would support achievement of the vision for the future 
management of the Scottish Crown Estate (80%). Among others, strong support 
was expressed by local authorities, enterprise or coastal management bodies and 
leisure and tourism bodies. 
 
Among respondents who answered “Yes” to this question, a broad range of general 
comments were provided, as considered below: 
 

• There was some reference to the close alignment between the objectives, 
priorities and policies contained in theme 1 and the Plan’s vision statement, 
and support for the commitment to contributing to key policy areas (e.g. 
climate change, community empowerment, land reform). In part, the close 
alignment was reported to reflect feedback provided by organisations to 
previous consultations regarding devolution and reform of the management 
of the Scottish Crown Estate. 

• There was support among a few respondents (e.g local authority, enterprise 
and coastal management body, lesiure/tourism) for reference made within 
theme 1 to the Islands Act and to community-led regeneration. In relation to 
the latter, a respondent further noted the potential for partnership working 
with Development Trusts to help deliver projects that would have “substantial 
community benefit for local areas”.  

• However, some respondents (e.g. enterprise or coastal management bodies, 
leisure/tourism) felt that the commitment to involving and supporting 
communities within the Plan could be further strengthened. These points are 
reflected in the following respondent quotes: 

 
The importance of “ensuring communities are informed, consulted, 
engaged and involved in Crown Estate developments as key 
stakeholders” was emphasised, and their input “properly valued”. 

 
National Organisation – Enterprise or Coastal Management Body 

 
“Lease Option Agreements should only be granted subject to evidence 
of prior consultation with the communities concerned, to respect the 
spirit of the National Islands Plan’s Island Communities Impact 
Assessment”. 

 
National Organisation – Enterprise or Coastal Management Body 

 
• It was reported in a few cases that stronger and more explicit linkages could 

be made between the objectives, priorities and policies in the Plan and other 
priorities, plans and acts. City Region Growth Deals, the Scottish 
Government’s priorities on inclusive economic growth and tackling regional 
inequality, and the Remote Rural Act were specifically mentioned.  
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• There was wider reference to the importance of accountability and 
transparency at all levels. Here, the feedback from respondents emphasised:  

o Openness in terms of how income arising from assets was spent to 
ensure that monies were used appropriately, and that income 
benefitted communities. 

o Transparency in decision-making processes, including the 
framework for assessing “equivalent scale” when considering wider 
benefits. It was felt that decisions (and their rationale) could be 
made publicly available.  

• While the option to charge less than market value for sales and leases where 
wider community and sustainability benefits could be demonstrated was 
welcomed – “it would unlock enormous potential for communities” - various 
comments were provided regarding the term “equivalent scale”, including: 

o That the term was considered vague and would need to be 
sufficiently defined. 

o That it should not be a calculation that could result in a negative 
outcome for community empowerment efforts. 

o Managers should consider and demonstrate that it can be 
reasonably expected that the non-monetary benefits which will 
accrue as result of a transaction for less than market value are 
equal to or greater than the income or capital foregone by the 
transaction. The prospect of achieving these wider benefits should 
be equally as certain as the financial benefits being foregone to 
realise these benefits. 

o Some concerns were raised around the fact that non-economic 
benefits could be “difficult to quantify”, and that in some cases 
economic benefits would be the priority. It was reported that the 
sustainability of any activities, and how they might impact on the 
environment and/or communities, would therefore be critical. 

• A respondent felt that there was greater scope for the relocation of Crown 
Estate jobs in the islands. It was reported that this would contribute to added 
expertise locally, and make Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) 
more connected to island communities. 

• One respondent, while recognising the interests of those in coastal areas, 
noted that the interests of Scotland and its people as a whole should also be 
taken into account, with respect to Scottish Crown Estate coastal assets. 

 
All respondents (i.e. those that answered “Yes” or “No” to Question 3 or left it blank) 
provided more specific comments on the seven theme 1 objectives and/or the 
associated narrative within the consultation document. The diverse range of 
comments are captured in Appendix C, and most were typically mentioned by 
individual respondents. 
 
 
 



31 

Not all comments provided were explicitly linked to certain theme 1 objectives, and 
are noted below: 
 

• A respondent emphasised the importance of adopting a strategic and long-
term approach to help maximise impact. 

• A respondent noted that it would be important to make reference to the 
historic environment in theme 1 and throughout the Plan. This was 
considered important given the role the historic environment plays in 
providing a sense of belonging, place-making, and cultural tourism.  

• A respondent felt that there would need to be robust mechanisms put in place 
to ensure transparency around the income the assets generate in Scotland, 
including scrutiny of management expenses. 
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Section 4 

Objectives, Priorities and Policies 

Theme 2: How Scottish Crown Estate Assets are Managed 

Context 

Theme 2 covers how Scottish Crown Estate assets are managed. The following 
seven objectives, priorities and policies have been articulated for theme 2, with 
further detail on each presented in the consultation paper: 
 
8. The diversity of the Scottish Crown Estate means that a one size fits all 

approach to management is not practical and there are potential benefits of 
local control, management or enhanced input to decision-making within the 
national governance framework provided by the Scottish Crown Estate Act, 
and this framework provides the potential for different approaches in different 
parts of Scotland. 

9. It is anticipated that by the end of the five year period there will be a variety of 
managers of Scottish Crown Estate assets with individual assets managed at 
the appropriate level and opportunities through either transfers, delegations 
or pilots for councils, communities and other eligible organisations to 
contribute to or control decisions on how assets are managed and used. 

10. Scotland’s seabed is a national strategic asset and should be managed at 
the national level but Scottish Ministers will keep the arrangements under 
review to determine whether it is most appropriate for assets to be managed 
at the national or local level. 

11. Scottish Ministers will run an initial round to invite proposals for transfer or 
delegation of management of an asset, or parts of an asset to local parts of 
Scotland, and will consult in advance on draft guidance on what proposals 
should include and the criteria for assessing proposals received including 
potential benefits and value for money. 

12. All managers should exercise functions when managing a Scottish Crown 
Estate asset in a way that is transparent, accountable, inclusive and 
consistent with any other principle of good governance. 
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13. Scottish Ministers will develop guidance or directions on the manner in which 
a manager is expected to comply with the requirements of the Scottish 
Crown Estate Act relating to furthering sustainable development and seeking 
to manage assets in a way that is likely to contribute to wider benefits in 
Scotland, including relevant considerations when exercising the powers in 
section 11 of the Act3. 

14. Scottish Ministers will develop directions or guidance on other requirements 
for managers including accounting requirements and any charging 
requirements under section 13 of the Act. 

Table 8: Question 4 

Do you believe that the objectives, priorities and policies contained in theme 
2 will allow us to achieve our vision for the future management of the 
Scottish Crown Estate? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 0 1 1 

Organisations: 21 3 24 

Local Authority 8 1 9 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

4 1 5 

Leisure/Tourism 4 1 5 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 2 0 2 

Land and Estates 1 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 1 0 1 

Total 21 4 25 

Note: Question not answered by 9 respondents.  

 
3 This relates to a duty relating to situations where a manager is disposing of the ownership of all or part of an asset, 

granting a lease or giving any other right in or over an asset. 
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Over 80% of respondents believed that the objectives, priorities and policies 
contained in theme 2 would allow the achievement of the vision for the future 
management of the Scottish Crown Estate. Strong support was expressed by local 
authorities, enterprise and coastal management bodies, leisure and tourism bodies, 
and others (e.g. ports and harbours, land and estates, fisheries/seafood bodies). 
 
Similar to Question 3, these respondents identified a range of general comments on 
the detail of theme 2 as specified in the consultation document. These have been 
summarised below: 
 

• There was strong support for the proposition that a “one-size-fits-all” 
approach would not be practical given the diversity of the Scottish Crown 
Estate assets (e.g. charactisterics, location). Flexibility of approach was 
welcomed, and it was reported that this would help ensure assets were 
managed effectively. It was further reported that lessons learned from the 
current pilot projects could also help infom future approaches. 

• Both national and local bodies expressed support for increased opportunities 
for local control, management or enhanced input to decision-making through 
opportunities for transfer, delegation or pilots. Efforts to take account of the 
needs and ambitions of local communities, a commitment to greater levels of 
local control, and enhanced input to decision-making were all welcomed. 
These points are reflected in the following respondent quotes. 

  
 “There are already many examples of local communities managing 
piers and jetties, moorings and anchorages and there are aspirations 
to exploit potential renewables opportunities. Being in control of 
decisions over these assets, and potentially other assets in the control 
of the Scottish Crown Estate, can create income streams that can help 
strengthen local economic performance and contribute to more 
empowered, sustainable and resilient communities. 

This represents a real shift in ways of working and will ensure that 
social, economic and environmental impacts and opportunities are fully 
considered from a local community perspective as well as building 
valuable working relationships with the local authority and policy 
makers. Every community within the Crown Estate should have the 
opportunity to become a similar stakeholder and we would call for this 
to be included as a measurable objective within theme 2”. 

National Organisation – Enterprise or Coastal Management Body 
         

“…help both communities and also the Crown Estate, giving local 
communities a greater sense of ownership and the Crown Estate will 
gain invaluable local knowledge”. 

Local Organisation – Enterprise or Coastal Management Body 
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“….however, it is not yet clear as to the relationship that will be formed 
between the Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) and any 
other asset managers. This relationship (along with the associated 
directions provided) will be key to delivering this vision”. 

National Organisation - Other 

• Good governance of Scottish Crown Estate assets was considered important 
by some respondents. Firstly, it was highlighted that the assets should be 
managed in a way that is transparent, accountable and inclusive, and subject 
to periodic review. Secondly, there was agreement that clear guidance on the 
local management of the Crown Estate should be developed (e.g. including 
criteria for how decisions would be made). It was further suggested that local 
authorities, through COSLA, could be a important partner in the development 
of any guidance. Thirdly, one respondent proposed that there could be 
representation of island communities on decision-making structures 
alongside a wider commitment to ensure that island communities were made 
fully aware and engaged in any decisions that affect them. 

   
Wider feedback provided by these respondents, albeit not by many, included: 
 

• A couple of respondents felt that the “principle of proportionality” should be 
applied to proposals dependent on the value of the asset requested. The 
importance of having a clear and fair policy for charging community 
organisations that takes account of the wider project value and viability was 
specficially mentioned.   

• A couple of comments were made on reporting requirements. One 
respondent considered the arrangements as set out in the consultation 
doucment reasonable, while a few felt that this should be proportionate to the 
complexity and value of the asset involved.  

• Wider points raised by these respondents were as follows: 

o A local authority felt that there could be greater recognition of the 
role local authorities could play as potential managers of the Crown 
Estate. It was reported that this could have the benefit of drawing 
on wider asset management expertise and linking the Crown Estate 
assets to local authority assets (i.e. to maximise economic, social 
and environment wellbeing benefit).  

o It was considered important that the management of the Crown 
Estate does not become “fragmented and piecemeal”. This point is 
reflected in the local authority quote outlined below. 
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“…a process would need to be put in place to ensure that the 
“localisation” of the Crown Estate needs to be managed in a way which 
does not lead to fragmentation and create unintended blockages to 
delivering on the objectives and vison set out in the plan”.  

Local Organisation – Local Authority  

o There was considered to be scope in the future to review the extent 
to which certain assets could be managed locally. Here, it was 
mentioned that the scope of locally managed assets could be 
broadened. 

o A local authority made specific reference to consideration of rivers 
– more specifically that the entirety of the river needs to be 
considered in relation to issues such as flooding, water catchment, 
biodiversity and water quality. It was reported that further 
fragmentation of ownership of the river bed should be considered in 
this wider context and managed on a regional/national basis.    

 
While over four-fifths believed the objectives, priorities and policies contained in 
theme 2 would allow the achievement of the vision for the future management of 
the Scottish Crown Estate, the remainder did not (four, 16%). The following 
individual points were raised by these respondents:   
    

• It was felt that the complexity of reporting arrangements required by the Act 
could “act as a deterrent” to communities wishing to take on the management 
of assets. To help overcome this, a more collaborative and supportive 
approach was suggested - “harnessing Crown Estate Scotland skills and 
experience to help communities through these complex governance 
challenges”. 

• A concern, based on experience from a pilot scheme, was that communities 
would not have any meaningful input to decisions regarding local assets (e.g. 
make recommendations but not the final decision). It was felt that 
communities need to more be than a “consultee” otherwise there was a risk 
that communities would become disengaged.   

• An enterprise or coastal body respondent felt that the vision could only be 
achieved if a number of safeguards were put in place, including: 

o The management of Crown Estate property should be mindful of 
the community importance and use of assets and not be solely 
focused on profit.  

o A more “community sympathetic attitude” should prevail. 

o Control should be more vigorously exercised regarding salmon 
farming which was said to have damaged west coast ecology with 
insufficient restrictions. 

o The maritime limit and control should extend out to the maximum 
and not limited to inshore waters. The revenue generated should 
benefit the people of Scotland. 
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All respondents (i.e. those that answered “Yes” or “No” to Question 4 or left it blank) 
provided more specific comments on the seven theme 2 objectives and/or the 
associated narrative within the consultation document. The diverse range of 
comments are captured in Appendix C and most were typically mentioned by 
individual respondents. 

  



38 

Section 5 

Objectives, Priorities and Policies 

Theme 3: Revenue, Management of Liabilities and Other Issues 

Context 

Theme 3 covers revenue, management of liabilities and other issues. The following 
eight objectives, priorities and policies have been articulated for theme 3, with 
further detail on each presented in the consultation document: 
 
15. Net revenue will be used for the benefit of Scotland and communities with 

appropriate arrangements to co-ordinate funding for programmes and 
projects that cannot be undertaken by a single community or council. 

16. The net revenue from marine assets out to 12 nautical miles should 
demonstrably benefit coastal communities and all arrangements for the use 
of net revenue should be transparent and accountable with opportunities for 
communities to express views on how the revenue is used. 

17. The Scottish Government will work with COSLA to complete a review of the 
future arrangements for net revenue from marine assets out to 12 nautical 
miles. The review will take account of the management requirements of the 
estate, how future revenue can be increased through strategic funding, the 
potential for other communities of interest to be managers and the case for 
these organisations to directly benefit from the net revenue. 

18. Local organisations interested in management of a Scottish Crown Estate 
asset, should consider how they could take on the function and liabilities for 
the longer term and manage the asset in a way that delivers added value, 
transparency and efficiency and which is compatible with their core remit. 

19. Scottish Ministers have a preference for shared services approaches to 
administration of the assets in order to maximise efficiency and hence net 
revenue available to Scotland and local communities. 

20. An organisation that wishes to take on direct management will normally be 
expected to manage the associated liabilities, including those arising from 
their decisions on the management, and cover the associated costs from the 
income generated from the asset. 

21. Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) staff rights will be respected 
and protected in the reform of the management of the Scottish Crown Estate 
and they will have opportunities to contribute their views. 
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22. Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) will assist Scottish Ministers in 
implementing the Plan and will develop new roles in contributing to the co-
ordination of the management of the wider Scottish Crown Estate, facilitating 
delivery of the Plan and realisation of potential benefits, including piloting 
new partnership working models and potentially including joint ventures. 

Table 9: Question 5 

Do you believe that the objectives, priorities and policies contained in theme 
3 will allow us to achieve our vision for the future management of the 
Scottish Crown Estate? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Organisations: 20 3 23 

Local Authority 7 2 9 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

5 0 5 

Leisure/Tourism 3 1 4 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 2 0 2 

Land and Estates 1 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 1 0 1 

Total 21 3 24 

Note: Question not answered by 10 respondents.  

 
The vast majority of respondents believed that the objectives, priorities and policies 
contained in theme 3 would allow achievement of the vision for the future 
management of the Scottish Crown Estate (21, 88%). Strong support was 
expressed by local authorities, enterprise and coastal management bodies, leisure 
and tourism bodies, and others (e.g. ports and harbours, land and estates, 
fisheries/seafood bodies). 
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The most commonly provided feedback from these respondents has been 
summarised below: 
 

• Some enterprise or coastal management bodies (as well as local authority 
and natural heritage/conservation organisations4) noted their support for the 
proposal to ensure that all of the net revenue from the estate should be used 
for the benefit of Scotland, in particular coastal communities (i.e. coastal 
communities should benefit from net revenue from marine assets out to 12 
nautical miles). Additional funding for coastal communities was therefore 
welcomed. 

• Enterprise or coastal management bodies commented that the approach 
outlined in the consultation document would help coastal communities to feel 
“increased ownership” over the adjacent inshore area. Here, accountability 
and transparency in decision-making processes were said to be important 
and would help ensure that coastal communities benefitted. Another 
respondent also mentioned the importance of fair, reasonable and 
transparent management cost deductions.  

• Aligned to earlier comments, the importance of having appropriate processes 
and mechanisms in place to ensure that the management of Scottish Crown 
Estate assets did not become “fragmented” or “un-coordinated” at a 
local/regional level was emphasised, including by some local authorities. It 
was felt that mitigating this from happening would help support delivery of the 
Plan’s vision. 

• A few local authority respondents specifically welcomed the distribution of net 
revenues to local authorities, and mentioned that undertaking a review of 
future allocations with COSLA would be important. Here, wider comments 
highlighted the importance of partnership working between local authorities 
and the Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) to “avoid duplication 
and fragmentation”. The importance of “taking full cognisance of the views of 
the communities it is benefiting” was also mentioned. 

  
  

 
4 Natural heritage/conservation organisations did not answer the closed question but provided wider commentary. 
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Few respondents believed that the objectives, priorities and policies contained in 
theme 3 would not support achievement of the vision for the future management of 
the Scottish Crown Estate (three, 12%).  
 
The following points were raised:   
 

• A few local authorities noted concern with the proposed formula for the 
distribution of net revenue to coastal local authorities. The feedback noted 
the following: 

 
“The Scottish Ministers’ commitment to distributing net revenue to all 
coastal Local Authorities fails those communities who have to suffer 
the disbenefit of marine development and now receive the same 
recompense as a community with no marine developments. The 
distribution formula should be re-set on the basis of marine 
activity…COSLA’s interim protocol should be refined to distribute 
revenue on the basis of level of activity as more data on marine activity 
becomes available”. 

Local Organisation – Local Authority 
 

“Whilst we are supportive of the commitment to distribute the net 
revenue generated to local authorities for community benefit we do 
note as stipulated the City would not qualify for funding on this basis. 
We would note that Glasgow and immediately adjacent authorities 
should qualify particularly as the forecast in sea level rise will have a 
significant impact on our communities and that cross authority action is 
required in both mitigating these effect and in exploiting opportunities 
sustainably. Indeed this could support further on in the report where it 
is noted that ‘We see value in exploring with local authorities the 
potential for regional or national co-ordination to co-ordinate funding for 
programmes and projects that cannot be undertaken by a single 
community or council. This could enable revenue from the assets to be 
deployed to funding strategic investment, for example, to support 
established and new marine and coastal industries to sustain and 
deliver community benefit in the coming years and ensure that we can 
maintain and enhance wider benefits from the assets.”  
 

 Local Organisation – Local Authority 
 

“Net revenue being dispersed on a pro rata share of the coastline is 
not considered an appropriate way to allocate funding. Funding should 
consider key criteria around need/ demand/ impact and outcome. A 
competitive challenge fund would be supported which would be better 
in ensuring funds achieve best value and are directed on a need’s 
basis. This may also avoid any duplication of LA’s trying to establish 
their own allocation procedure. 
 



42 

Consideration should be also given to the impact of any income 
generating development on communities they have the most impact 
on. It should also consider the level of population affected, intensity of 
use and any requirements for mitigation there may be in that area.  
For example, the income generated form a large-scale development 
should be used to mitigate any effect of that development on 
surrounding communities. 

Local Organisation – Local Authority 
      

• A local authority respondent commented that if local managers are to take on 
liability for managed assets, the costs associated with these liabilities should 
be met from Crown Estate Scotland funds. This would be with a view to 
ensuring that it does not “eat into local benefit”. 

• Another local authority respondent felt that the proposal to explore the 
potential for regional or national co-ordination in relation to funding for 
programmes that cannot be undertaken by a single community or council was 
not required (or that there would need to be a business case to support this 
approach). They mentioned that local authorities currently work together (e.g 
Growth Deals), and were well placed to ensure the revenue allocation was 
invested effectively to support coastal communities where the revenue was 
generated.  

• A local authority respondent commented on the preference for shared 
services. Here, it was noted that there might be efficiency savings to be 
derived from other management arrangements, and in particular as 
management of the estate changes over time. The respondent said that it 
would expect Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) to reduce its 
overheads in response to this to ensure that efficiency and best value was 
achieved. 

 
All respondents (i.e. those that answered “Yes” or “No” to Question 5 or left it blank) 
provided more specific comments on the eight theme 3 objectives and/or the 
associated narrative within the consultation document. The diverse range of 
comments are captured in Appendix C, and most were typically mentioned by 
individual respondents. 
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Table 10: Question 6 

Do you feel the objectives, priorities and policies will deliver success to the 
Scottish Crown Estate? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Organisations: 19 3 22 

Local Authority 7 1 8 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

4 1 5 

Leisure/Tourism 3 1 4 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 2 0 2 

Land and Estates 1 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 1 0 1 

Total 20 3 23 

Note: Question not answered by 11 respondents.  

 

Some 87% of respondents felt that the objectives, priorities and policies would 
deliver success to the Scottish Crown Estate. As before, strong support was 
expressed by most organisation sub-groups. 
 
A diverse range of comments were provided by these respondents, however, only a 
couple of common themes emerged: 
 

• A few respondents said that “success” would need to be clearly articulated 
and defined in the final Plan before an informed view could be provided to 
this question. And that any definition of what success looks like should 
ensure due consideration of socio-economic benefit and environmental 
wellbeing. 
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• That being said, many respondents mentioned that success would likely be 
achieved, if5:  

o There was inbuilt flexibility to review and adapt objectives, priorities 
and policies in order to meet future challenges.  

o Policy was tailored to ensure that enhancing productivity, business 
resilience and environmental benefit remained key priorities. This 
would help to support the resilience and growth of rural economies. 

o There was strong commitment and recognition of communities as 
key stakeholders in coastal developments. It was recognised that 
this would take time and capacity building support, and that 
expectations placed on communities should be realistic. 

o Investment support was provided for the core costs of ambitious 
community organisations to help unlock valuable but latent 
potential of small island communities to shape their own long-term 
sustainability. 

o A legal basis for socio-economic benefit was pursued. 

o Local control over decision-making was implemented as articulated 
in the consultation document. 

o Revenues were returned on the basis of marine activity and there 
was sharing of management resource. Otherwise it was felt that 
current economies of scale in terms of management might be lost. 

o Due consideration was given to terms such as shared services and 
management of liabilities to make up for any loss in economies of 
scale. 

o Success would depend on the future relationship between Crown 
Estate Scotland (Interim Management) and other managers, and 
the transparency of money transfer from the Scottish Consolidated 
Fund (SCF) to local coastal communities. 

 
Only three respondents felt that that the objectives, priorities and policies would not 
deliver success to the Scottish Crown Estate. No real themes emerged, however, 
feedback did highlight that success should only be measured by socio-economic 
benefit derived and not “corporate” criteria/measures. 
  

 
5 The bullet points typically reflect individual comments. 
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Table 11: Question 7 

Do you feel there are other opportunities for revenue generation that have not 
been identified in the draft Plan? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Organisations: 8 14 22 

Local Authority 3 6 9 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

2 3 5 

Leisure/Tourism 1 2 3 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 0 2 2 

Land and Estates 1 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 0 1 1 

Total 9 14 23 

Note: Question not answered by 11 respondents.  

 
There was a mixed response to this question, with slightly more respondents 
stating “No” (13, 61%). The remainder of respondents felt that there were other 
opportunities for revenue generation that had not been identified in the Plan (nine, 
39%).  
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The following provides a list of other opportunities that were mentioned by 
individual respondents6: 

• Consideration could be given to expanding and restoring previously 
sequestered maritime boundaries, and exploiting the maritime inheritance.

• Payments for delivering public good (e.g. in farming practice) and carbon 
trading could be considered.

• Supporting opportunities to improve the resilience, efficiency and productivity 
of rural estates. Examples provided include: a focus on soil health and 
management; increased knowledge exchange, including discussion groups 
and monitor farms; Resource Use Audits to enable businesses to identify 
areas for improvement; Animal Health Plans to improve disease 
management; Integrated Crop Management; skills training; and investment in 
applied research, including farmer led field scale trials.

• There was considered to be scope to more closely link the Scottish Crown 
Estate to developments associated with Growth Deals and the wider 
development of the “blue economy” around Scotland’s coastline and tourism 
initiatives such as the Coig.

• There could be a future opportunity linked to the seaweed industry which 
might present opportunities related to science, best practice, etc.

• There was considered to be the potential for community benefit (as opposed 
to net revenue) to be more fully explored (e.g. where a large windfarm is 
located off a coast).

• Carbon offset projects.

• There was also considered to be more opportunities to empower island and 
coastal communities to acquire, manage and harness benefit and revenue 
from their natural marine assets. It was reported that this could only be 
realised if decision-making was decentralised, and where the “voices of small 
local communities are properly heard and influential”.

• Expansion of existing work on terrestrial natural capital valuation to valuing 
the Scottish Crown Estate’s marine and coastal assets.

• Possible use of dredge spoil.

• Consideration could be given to local and regional energy strategies and 
what part the estate can play in the delivery of these strategies.

6 One response from a respondent that did not provide a “yes” or “no” answer to Question 7 has been included. 
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Table 12: Question 8 

Do you feel the objectives, priorities and policies will impact you positively, 
negatively or have no impact on you as an individual or as part of an 
organisation? 

 

 Positively Negatively Not at all Total 

Individuals 1 0 0 1 

Organisations: 15 4 3 22 

Local Authority 6 1 1 8 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

4 0 0 4 

Leisure/Tourism 3 1 0 4 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

1 0 0 1 

Other 0 1 1 2 

Land and Estates 0 0 1 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

0 1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 1 0 0 1 

Total 16 4 3 23 

Note: Question not answered by 11 respondents. 

 
Over two-thirds of respondents felt that the objectives, priorities and policies would 
impact them individually or their organisation positively (16, 70%).  
 
Where comments were provided, most were individual points.  
 
However, a few respondents highlighted that there was the potential to generate 
considerable income to meaningfully engage and empower local communities, and 
to support community projects and programmes. This was said to be key to 
generating a positive impact. A few went on to add that this could result in a range 
of positive impacts for communities such as:  
 

• Increased influence.  
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• Increased sense of local ownership.  

• Keeping coastal areas clean.  

• A greater appreciation of the natural environment.  

• A greater emphasis on how assets can reduce environmental pollution, 
enhance biodiversity and build resilience to climate change. 

• More sustainable management and use of Scottish Crown Estate assets. 

 
Other individual comments raised by these respondents include: 
 

• It was reported that the Plan could provide opportunities for greater levels of 
collaboration and co-operation at a local and regional level. It was felt that 
this could have the wider benefit of ensuring the management of the Scottish 
Crown Estate is strongly aligned with other local assets to maximise benefit 
for local communities.    

• A respondent mentioned that a positive impact would only be achieved if the 
Plan articulated sustainability and environmental and social wellbeing as core 
targets, and that these factors were assigned appropriate weighting in 
decision-making processes. 

 
Almost one-fifth of respondents felt that the objectives, priorities and policies would 
have a negative impact on them as individuals or organisations (four, 17%). Where 
comments were provided, most were individual points: 
   

• A concern was raised by a local authority that Crown Estate Scotland (Interim 
Management) has no legal power to instruct socio-economic benefit, but at 
the same time is requesting those managing assets to maximise such 
benefits.  

• The same local authority further reported that benefits might not be retained 
within local communities, and that a loss of local control in decision-making 
would risk disillusionment with the process. This is reflected in the following 
quote: 

 
“Island communities are very sensitive to the historic leakage of all 
Crown Estate revenues out of the local community. Return of revenues 
on a generic formula is better than nothing but island communities will 
continue to agitate for return of revenues commensurate with the level 
of marine activity they have to support and endure.…. There is no 
reason, in terms of Crown Estate Scotland accountability, why the 
Act’s aspirations for local decision making cannot sit alongside a 
Crown Estate Scotland Due Diligence check”. 
 

Local Organisation – Local Authority 
 
  



49 

• A local authority raised a point around the potential administrative burden that 
could be placed on communities, and that this risks disengagement with the 
process. Here, it was mentioned that some communities might lack the 
necessary skills and capacity to develop the range of key documents and 
information required as a result of the transfer/delegation of ownership of an 
asset(s). It was suggested that there could be a more supportive approach 
adopted to help communities overcome these challenges. Linked to this, was 
a more general point about the importance of meaningful community 
empowerment in deriving positive impacts within communities.   

• A fisheries/seafood body was concerned about the lack of explicit reference 
to the protection of the rights to fishing and navigation. They mentioned that 
the use of the marine environment may be unnecessarily restricted in the 
future, and that there should be greater acknowledgement of the importance 
of the activities of the fishing fleet in socio-economic and cultural heritage 
terms. 

• An “other” organisation said that the Plan did not take account of the impact 
of the management of the Scottish Crown Estate assets on the historic 
environment. It was further noted that consideration of the historic 
environment should be embedded throughout the Plan to help ensure “best 
practice in management of this unique and finite resource could be 
achieved”. 

 
Wider feedback from a couple of respondents who did not answer the closed 
question or reported “not at all” related to funding allocations and levels, as 
reflected in the quote below. 
 

“…from a business perspective it would be good to know the split of any 
revenue paid remains within the SCF and what will ultimately end up 
supporting local coastal communities. There are still concerns that 
engagement will take place at multiple levels given the ongoing requirement 
for a centralised support function to avoid duplication of effort”. 
 

National Organisation - Other 
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Table 13: Question 9  

Do you feel the objectives, priorities and policies align and take account of 
wider Scottish Government objectives? 

 

 Yes Partially No Total 

Individuals 0 1 0 1 

Organisations: 16 8 0 24 

Local Authority 7 2 0 9 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

4 1 0 5 

Leisure/Tourism 3 1 0 4 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 0 

Other 0 3 0 3 

Land and Estates 1 0 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

0 1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 1 0 0 1 

Total  16 9 0 25 

Note: Question not answered by 9 respondents. 

 
All respondents felt that the objectives, priorities and policies aligned and took 
account of wider Scottish Government objectives either in full or partially. 
  
Among those respondents who answered “Yes” to this question (16, 64%), much of 
the feedback: 
 

• Acknowledged support for the Plan’s aims and its aspiration to more fully 
involve communities in the management of individual assets. 

• Confirmed that the Plan had taken account of key strategies, policies and 
priorities. Where specific references were made, respondents mentioned the 
National Performance Framework and Government prioritites such as 
sustainable development and inclusive economic growth. 
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• That being said, a few of these respondents called for closer links to be made 
between the Plan and wider strategies and plans, namely the Land Use 
Strategy, Growth Deals, National Planning Framework, Local Development 
Plans, and emerging Regional Spatial Strategies. 

 
Among those respondents who answered “partially” to this question (nine, 36%), 
most of the feedback made reference to scope for clearer consideration of, and 
alignment with, wider plans and strategies.  
 
Where reference was made to particular strategies and priorities, this included: 
National Islands Plan, Island Community Impact Assessments, National Marine 
Plan, Climate Change Plan, Climate Change Adaptation Plan/Programme, and 
priorities related to the historic environment. This is reflected in a respondent quote 
below: 
  

“The Marine Estate is absolutely central to the decarbonisation of the UK and 
more should be made in the Plan of the Crown Estate’s potential to unlock 
vast amounts of Marine Energy while delivering unprecedented levels of 
socioeconomic benefit to some of the most fragile communities in the UK”. 
 

Local Organisation – Local Authority 
 
A couple of wider comments were made by individual respondents: 
 

• An enterprise or coastal management body felt that greater and more 
proactive community consultation would have aligned the objectives, 
priorities and policies to the Scottish Government objectives to empower 
island communities. 

• A local authority felt that there could be clearer accountability for managers to 
contribute to all aspects of sustainable development (i.e. not just revenue 
generation). 

• An “other” organisation felt that the robustness of direction given to asset 
managers would be key, as well as the flexibility of agreements to take into 
account future policy direction at a local and national level. 
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Section 6 

Reporting, Monitoring and Review 

Context 

The final Plan will be laid before the Scottish Parliament, and there is a requirement 
for it to be reviewed within five years.  
 
The Scottish Government will monitor implementation of the Plan, the objectives, 
priorities and policies and alignment with wider objectives, priorities and policies. 
The Scottish Government will work with Crown Estate Scotland (Interim 
Management) and prospective managers of Scottish Crown Estate assets to 
ensure that appropriate monitoring is undertaken alongside wider monitoring under 
the National Performance Framework. 
 
The national framework to govern management of the assets at a national and local 
level includes national reporting and accounting arrangements. The monitoring and 
review of the Plan will be informed by the delivery of targets in the Crown Estate 
Scotland (Interim Management) Corporate Plan and any other Management Plans 
should set out how the manager plans to manage the asset under their 
management over the next three years. 
 
Annual Reports and Management Plans will provide an assessment of how a 
manager has performed against the objectives. 
 
Monitoring is an integral part of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA), and a 
proposed monitoring framework has been developed to track the significant 
environmental effects of implementing the Plans to address data gaps identified in 
the SEA. 
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Table 14: Question 10 

Do you have any comments or additional suggestions on the arrangements 
for monitoring and review of the Plan? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Organisations: 13 10 23 

Local Authority 4 5 9 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

4 1 5 

Leisure/Tourism 1 2 3 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 2 1 3 

Land and Estates 1 0 1 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 0 1 1 

Total 14 10 24 

Note: Question not answered by 10 respondents.  

 

Around 60% of respondents provided comment on the arrangements for monitoring 
and review of the Plan. A couple of common themes emerged, albeit not mentioned 
by many respondents: 
 

• There should be explicit reference to engagement with stakeholders and the 
public as part of the monitoring and evaluation requirements (and this should 
also be reflected in the suite of indicators developed).   

• The arrangements presented in the consultation document were felt to be 
relatively high level, and there would need to be further development work 
undertaken and more detail provided on the process and a common set of 
outcomes and indicators to “effectively monitor and manage progress across 
Scotland”. 
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• Consideration could be given to putting in place a mechanism that allows for 
early or interim reviews of the Plan (e.g should circumstances materially 
change, evidence of significant failings, change in policy). 

 
Rather, a number of individual comments or suggestions were provided by 
respondents7, as outlined below: 
 

• It would make sense to consider alignment of the timeframes for review of the 
Plan and Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management)’s Corporate Plan. 

• Attempts could be made to ensure that monitoring and reporting 
arrangements are not too onerous or burdensome, in particular for 
community groups. 

• Monitoring and reporting arrangements should be underpinned by a 
commitment for openness and transparency. 

• An enterprise or coastal management body suggested that reporting could 
include assessment of how Crown Estate management has contributed to the 
objectives presented within the National Islands Plan.  

• An enterprise or coastal management body suggested that a body separate 
from Audit Scotland, could be created to undertake the scrutiny role. 

• A local authority felt that the Plan is too directive – “It should be more 
facilitative so that Crown Estate Scotland, with its skilled and experienced 
workforce, comes alongside communities, helping them to deliver on Plan 
reporting”. 

• A comment was made that monitoring for strategic environmental 
assessment (SEA) purposes would be aligned with monitoring for the Value 
Project which is a tool being developed to better understand, measure and 
monitor the benefits generated from the Scottish Crown Estate. It was 
suggested that monitoring could also include gathering data on the location 
and extent of activities associated with the Plan’s objectives, priorities and 
policies and potential environmental effects.   

 
7 Including those respondents who did not answer the closed question (Question 10). 



55 

Section 7 

Impact Assessments 

Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment  

A draft Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) has been carried out 
to analyse whether any of the proposed objectives, priorities and policies are likely 
to increase or reduce the costs and burdens placed on businesses, the public 
sector and voluntary and community organisations. The draft BRIA was published 
alongside the consultation paper. 

Table 15: Question 11 

Would you add or change anything in the Business and Regulatory Impact 
Assessment? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 0 1 1 

Organisations: 0 15 15 

Local Authority 0 8 8 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

0 3 3 

Leisure/Tourism 0 2 2 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 0 1 1 

Land and Estates 0 0 0 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

0 1 1 

Ports and Harbours 0 0 0 

Total 0 16 16 

Note: Question not answered by 18 respondents.  
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All respondents indicated that they would not add or change anything in the BRIA. 
A couple of comments were, however, provided: 
 

• One respondent mentioned that the BRIA was not available for them to view. 

• Another respondent commented that the consultation document included 
reference to various external links/documents for individuals and 
organisations to refer to in the preparation of their submission (e.g. the 
various Impact Assessment documents). This respondent felt that this made 
the questions “cumbersome” to answer, and that they would have found it 
easier if the documents were stored in “one place”.  

Table 16: Question 12 

Would you agree that the Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment is 
wide ranging enough? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Organisations: 10 4 14 

Local Authority 4 3 7 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

2 1 3 

Leisure/Tourism 2 0 2 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 1 0 1 

Land and Estates 0 0 0 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 0 0 0 

Total 11 4 15 

Note: Question not answered by 19 respondents. 

 
Almost three-quarters (73%) of respondents agreed that the BRIA was wide 
ranging enough. No significant wider feedback was provided to this question. 
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Strategic Environmental Assessment 

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) helps us to protect the environment by 
allowing planners and decision makers to consider the likely significant 
environmental effects of plans, programmes and strategies. A draft SEA has been 
produced in accordance with the Environmental Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005. 
The findings have been outlined in an SEA Environmental Report, and was 
published as a separate document alongside the consultation paper.  

Table 17: Question 13 

Do you have any views on the evidence set out in the Strategic 
Environmental Report? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 0 1 1 

Organisations: 6 13 19 

Local Authority 1 6 7 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

0 3 3 

Leisure/Tourism 1 2 3 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

3 0 3 

Other 1 1 2 

Land and Estates 0 0 0 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

0 1 1 

Ports and Harbours 0 0 0 

Total 6 14 20 

Note: Question not answered by 14 respondents. 
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Just over two-thirds of respondents did not have any views on the evidence set out 
in the Strategic Environmental Report (14, 70%). 
 
Where respondents did provide views8, a number of individual points were raised 
(please refer to Appendix D for a list of the more specific comments provided): 
 

• A respondent felt that the report could make reference to production 
technology in the finfish aquaculture sector and its consequences for animal 
health/welfare, environmental impact and impact on wild fish. 

• A respondent made reference to Key Pressures (Page 7 of the SEA Report) 
and suggested that it could make reference to the State of Nature 2019 
report and the IPBES report as references to the condition of biodiversity in 
Scotland and more broadly. The same respondent felt that the report could 
acknowledge the scale of the issue of biodiversity and habitat loss more 
appropriately.  

• An “other” organisation felt that there was a lack of clarity in relation to the 
historic environment where undesignated but known sites were omitted from 
the text and figures in the SEA Report. It was reported that it provides partial 
information about the historic environment and does not provide the 
necessary consideration and protection of all of the historic environment 
(designated and undesignated).  

• A respondent commented that the environmental baseline (Section 3 of the 
SEA Report) provided a comprehensive analysis of the different pressures 
facing each of the SEA topics. Another respondent welcomed consideration 
in the baseline of the pressures facing the historic environment. 

• A respondent mentioned that Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) 
would be required to take account of the findings of the SEA Report and of 
the views expressed during the consultation. This respondent added that they 
would expect to have sight of an “SEA Statement” (similar to that advocated 
in the Scottish Government SEA Guidance) as the Plan is finalised. 

  

 
8 This includes a response from a respondent that did not provide an answer to the closed question (i.e. Question 13). 
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Table 18: Question 14 

Do you agree with the conclusions and recommendations set out in the 
Strategic Environmental Report? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 0 1 1 

Organisations: 13 4 17 

Local Authority 5 2 7 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

3 0 3 

Leisure/Tourism 2 1 3 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

1 0 1 

Other 1 1 2 

Land and Estates 0 0 0 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

1 0 1 

Ports and Harbours 0 0 0 

Total 13 5 18 

Note: Question not answered by 16 respondents. 

 
Over 70% of respondents agreed with the conclusions and recommendations set 
out in the Strategic Environmental Report. Two respondents provided further 
commentary: 
 

• One respondent felt that monitoring and evaluation arrangements could have 
greater links to the Climate Change Plan, Climate Change Risk Assessment 
and Climate Change Adaptation Plan. 

• The other respondent noted that they were content with the methodology 
used to consider the environmental effects, the thought processes involved, 
consideration of reasonable alternatives, monitoring arrangements, and the 
findings and recommendations of the assessment.  
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• A specfic comment was provided on the findings and recommendations as 
they relate to the historic environment, as reflected in the quote below: 

 
“….more could have been made regarding the potential positive effects 
that building maintenance and improvements could have both on the 
assets themselves as well as the role they play in placemaking. This is 
particularly important given the clear issues facing historic environment 
assets as a result of the impacts of climate change”. 
 

National Organisation – Natural Heritage/Conservation Organisation 
 
Less than one-third of respondents did not agree with the conclusions and 
recommendations in the Strategic Environmental Report. A few individual points 
were raised: 
    

• One respondent said that the report was not available for them to review in 
preparing their submission. 

• One respondent felt that there could be reference to production technology in 
the finfish aquaculture sector and its consequences for animal health/welfare, 
environmental impact and impact on wild fish – “The big challenge for 
survival of the industry on a sustainable basis is to move from open cages to 
closed containment” (National Organisation – Leisure/Tourism). 

• One respondent made specific reference to section 4.13.4 of the SEA Report 
– they highlighted that only designated assets were mentioned. The same 
respondent welcomed the statement in section 4.13.6 which stated that the 
impact on the historic environment (designated, undesignated and previously 
unknown) must be assessed “in relation to specific work being undertaken”. It 
was felt that this might be contrary to the “minor residual negative effects” 
stated in 4.13.3 and “residual effects... low in scale” in section 4.13.4. 

 
A respondent that did not answer the closed question (Question 14) provided a 
number of specific comments (see also Appendix D). 

Equality Impact Assessment 

An Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) helps us to look at how our policy impacts 
on people and is an opportunity to promote equality. There is a legal duty to 
consider the impact of policies on people who may be differently affected in relation 
to the “protected characteristics” under the Equality Act 2010 (e.g. age, disability). 

 
The Plan is a high level document and it is not anticipated to directly impact on 
equality. The intention is that the objectives, priorities and policies in the Plan will 
be either neutral or positive in their impact on wider communities. Further 
information, including the reasons why a full EQIA is not considered needed at this 
stage in the policy development, is outlined in a separate document, and was 
published alongside the consultation paper. 
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Table 19: Question 15 

Do you have any comments to make on our Equality Impact Assessment? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Organisations: 2 15 17 

Local Authority 0 8 8 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

1 2 3 

Leisure/Tourism 1 2 3 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 0 0 

Other 0 2 2 

Land and Estates 0 0 0 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

0 1 1 

Ports and Harbours 0 0 0 

Total 3 15 18 

Note: Question not answered by 16 respondents. 
 

The vast majority of respondents did not have any comments to make on the 
Equality Impact Assessment (15, 83%), with less than one-fifth of respondents 
(three) making comments9. The only one comment provided is outlined below. 

  
“Particularly writ (sic) licenses which are granted to commercial enterprises 
where small scale but important local industries are compromised is an area 
that must be very carefully assessed”. 
 

Local Organisation – Enterprise or Coastal Management Body 
 
 
  

 
9 Note: one respondent reported that this subject was not within its remit to comment. 
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Question 16: 

Please tell us about any possible impacts the proposals contained in this 
consultation document may have on groups of people with protected 
characteristics. The responses we receive to this question will help to inform 
the content of the final Plan, and final Equality Impact Assessment. 

Few comments were provided to this question, and are outlined below: 
 

• A local enterprise or coastal management body commented that experience 
has shown that the unintended consequence of profligate fish-farming licence 
issuing has seriously threatened the ecology and potential sustainability in 
those areas where this has been allowed.  

• A local authority commented that the question was more relevent to be 
considered in terms of the “ways in which the plan is delivered in practice”, 
rather than consideration of the high-level Plan itself. 

The Wider Impact Assessments 

The following wider impact assessments have been considered, as outlined below 
and on the next page.  

 

Impact 
Assessment 

     Context    

Island Communities • There is a requirement in the Islands Act 2018 that 
everyone who makes or designs new policies must 
consider how these will impact on islands. 

• The Scottish Government has assessed the possible 
impacts and consider an Island Communities Impact 
Assessment is not required in relation to the draft Plan. 
The Plan is not likely to impact island communities in a 
significantly different way to mainland Scotland 
communities, and makes no distinction to the various 
communities across Scotland. 

• The draft document was published alongside the 
consultation paper. 

Child Rights and 
Wellbeing 

• The Child Rights and Wellbeing Impact Assessment 
(CRWIA) is used to identify research, analyse and 
record the impact of a proposed law or policy on 
children’s human rights and wellbeing. 

• The draft document was published alongside the 
consultation paper. 
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Impact 
Assessment 

     Context    

Fairer Scotland Duty • The aim of the Fairer Scotland Duty is to help the 
public sector make better policy decisions and deliver 
fairer outcomes. The duty focuses on socio-economic 
inequality issues such as low income, low wealth and 
area deprivation. 

• The Scottish Government has decided at this stage 
that a Fairer Scotland Duty assessment should be 
carried out at the point at which “strategic decisions” 
relating to the transfer or delegation of management of 
individual assets are taken through mechanisms in the 
Act. This will ensure that strategic decisions consider 
opportunities to improve outcomes for people 
experiencing social economic disadvantage. 

• The draft document was published alongside the 
consultation paper. 

Data Protection • Under the General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) 
Scottish Ministers have to complete a data protection 
impact assessment for all projects involving personal 
data and privacy. 

• It is not anticipated that any new or significant changes 
to the handling of types of personal data will occur as a 
result of the development of the first Plan. 

• The draft document was published alongside the 
consultation paper. 

Note: final versions of the impact assessments will be made publically available after the consultation responses have 
been analysed.  
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Table 20: Question 17 

Do you agree with the conclusions for the following impact assessments? 

 

 Yes No Total 

 Individuals Organisations Individuals Organisations  
 

Island 
Communities 

0 10 1 3 14 

Child Rights 
and Wellbeing 

0 11 1 3 15 

Fairer Scotland 
Duty 

0 12 1 2 14 

Data Protection 0 12 1 2 15 

Note: Not answered - Island Communities (17), Child Rights and Wellbeing (16), Fairer Scotland Duty (17), Data 

Protection (16). 

 
Across the board, a relatively high proportion of respondents did not provide an 
answer to Question 17. Where a response was provided, the vast majority of 
respondents agreed with the conclusions for the four impact assessments. Wider 
individual comments made by respondents are captured in Table 21. 
 
Table 21: Wider Comments on the Impact Assessments  
 

Impact 
Assessment 

  Yes                                  No 

Island 
Communities 

• A respondent commented 
that it cannot simply be a 
tick-box exercise. All impact 
assessments should be 
appropriately scrutinized. 
 

• A respondent commented 
that the document was not 
available to review. 

• A respondent felt that an 
impact assessment was 
required. It was reported 
that the generic formula for 
return of Crown Estate 
revenues discriminated 
against islands who are 
most impacted by a high 
level of marine development 
activity. 
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Table 21: Wider Comments on the Impact Assessments (cont’d)  
 

Impact 
Assessment 

  Yes                                  No 

Island 
Communities 

- • A comment was made that 
the public consultation 
mechanisms were flawed 
and should be reviewed. 

Child Rights 
and 
Wellbeing 

- • A respondent commented 
that the document was not 
available to review. 

• Another felt that it was a 
time-wasting and 
superfluous measure.  

Fairer 
Scotland 
Duty 

• A respondent commented 
that it cannot simply be a 
tick-box exercise. 

• A respondent was 
supportive of inclusive and 
sustainable outcomes for 
coastal communities. But 
went onto highlight that 
many communities at the 
riverfront within the 
(Glasgow) city boundary are 
within the lowest quartiles of 
the Scottish Index of 
Multiple Deprivation and 
impacts of rising sea levels 
are projected to impact them 
disproportionately. 
 

• A respondent commented 
that the document was not 
available to review. 
 

Data 
Protection 
Duty 
 

 
 

 -    

• A respondent commented 
that the document was not 
available to review. 
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Table 22: Question 18 

Do you feel there are any other Scottish Government policies which should 
be taken into account? 

 

 Yes No Total 

Individuals 1 0 1 

Organisations: 3 13 16 

Local Authority 2 6 8 

Enterprise or Coastal 
Management Bodies 

1 2 3 

Leisure/Tourism 0 2 2 

Natural 
Heritage/Conservation 

0 1 1 

Other 0 2 2 

Land and Estates 0 0 0 

Other 
Commercial/Research 

0 0 0 

Fisheries/Seafood 
Bodies 

0 0 0 

Ports and Harbours 0 0 0 

Total 4 13 17 

Note: Question not answered by 17 respondents. 

 
Over three-quarters of respondents said that there were no other Scottish 
Government policies which should be taken into account. 
 
A small number of respondents, however, made specific reference to the following: 
 

• One respondent mentioned the importance of not losing sight of the 
Community Empowerment Act. 

• Another respondent felt that stronger links could be made with Growth Deals, 
National Planning Framework, and Local Development Plans, and emerging 
Regional Spatial Strategies. 

• Annother mentioned the National Walking Strategy. 

• Another respondent mentioned Local Outcome Improvement Plans and Local 
and Regional Economic Strategies. 
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• Finally, a respondent did not refer to a specific plan or strategy, but rather 
highlighted the importance of a continued understanding of flood level-
predictions, alongside a strategic approach at a city, regional and national 
level to safeguard and adapt the River Corridor, ensuring long-term urban 
resilience and liveability.    
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Section 8 

Final Comments 

Question 19:  

Do you have any other comments or suggestions on the draft Plan that you 
feel have not been covered by this consultation? 

Some respondents took the opportunity to provide comments or suggestions on the 
Plan that they felt were not covered by the consultation. Below, we provide a 
summary of the common themes that emerged from the feedback. 

A number of respondents commented that the Plan was comprehensive and/or 
restated previous comments around their support for different aspects of the Plan. 
This ranged from comments that welcomed the positive vision to the focus on 
sustainability, and from support for the various objectives and priorities articulated 
in the Plan, to confirmation that the opportunities to contribute to sustainable 
development were appropriate to the Scottish Crown Estate (i.e. social, 
environmental, economic wellbeing and regeneration). These points were 
highlighted by local authorities, enterprise or coastal management bodies, natural 
heritage/conservation bodies, and others.  

Others (e.g. enterprise or coastal management bodies, local authorities) highlighted 
the importance of the wide-ranging asset portfolio given its links to key sectors of 
the economy, welcomed recognition within the Plan of the benefits of local control, 
management or enhanced input to decision-making, commended the fact that an 
Islands Community Impact Assessment had been undertaken, or confirmed that the 
ambition and priorities chimed with their own organisations (e.g. creating the right 
conditions for growth, developing successful, productive and resilient businesses 
and creating strong, capable and resourceful communities).  

A couple of respondents (e.g. enterprise or coastal management body, local 
authority) highlighted, however, that it would be important for the Plan to make 
greater reference to, and have more comprehensive inclusion of, the Community 
Empowerment Act and the Islands (Scotland) Act 2018.  

A couple of respondents (enterprise or coastal management bodies) sought further 
information and detail regarding how island communities had been consulted on the 
Plan. It was felt that an opportunity might have been missed to secure broader 
feedback from communities in helping to inform and shape the Plan – this would 
have “underlined Crown Estate Scotland’s commitment to empowering island 
communities”. 



69 

Other respondents, including enterprise or coastal management bodies and local 
authorities, were now more concerned with the practicalities, including attaching 
particular importance to how the Plan would be implemented on the ground. Here, 
a range of comments were provided, including support for a flexible approach to be 
adopted, and that decisions on sustainability would be unique to each asset, and 
support for the principle of charging less than market value. Others re-emphasised 
the opportunity the Plan would provide for greater levels of partnership working and 
collaboration in the pursuit of sustainable development goals, including 
consideration of new models and approaches. 
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Appendix A: Consultation Respondents 
Table A1 provides details of individuals and organisations who responded to the 
consultation on the draft Plan for the Scottish Crown Estate and selected “publish 
response with name”. A total of 16 organisations/groups selected this option, plus 
one individual.  
 
A further 12 individuals/organisations selected “publish response without name”.  
 
Note: this does not represent all respondents, as some either selected either “do 
not publish response” or did not respond to the question. 

Table A1: Organisations – Publish Response with Name 

  

Aberdeen City Council Orkney Islands Council 
 

Community Land Scotland Scottish Carbon Capture & Storage 

Dumfries and Galloway Council Scottish Islands Federation 

Glasgow City Council Scottish Natural Heritage 

Harris Development Limited Selkirk Regeneration Company 

Highlands and Islands Enterprise Tarbolton & Failford Angling Club 

North Ayrshire Council Tarbolton & Failford Angling Club and 
Cumnock & District Angling Club 
 

Paths for All Working group of the Centre for 
Energy Law and the Centre for Scots 
Law at the University of Aberdeen 
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Appendix B: Glossary of Terms 

Glossary of Terms 

The Plan  The Strategic Management Plan 

The Act  The Scottish Crown Estate Act 2019 

The Bill The Scottish Crown Estate Bill 2018 

The Islands Act  Islands (Scotland) Act 2018 

BRIA Business and Regulatory Impact 
Assessment 

COSLA Convention Of Scottish Local Authorities 

CRWIA  Child Rights and Wellbeing Impact 
Assessment 

DPIA Data Protection Impact Assessment 

EQIA Equality Impact Assessment 

FSDIA Fairer Scotland Duty Impact Assessment 

GDPR  General Data Protection Regulation 

ICIA Island Communities Impact Assessment 

IPBES The Intergovernmental Science Policy 
Platform on Biodiversity and Ecosystem 
Services 

NPF National Performance Framework 
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SCF Scottish Consolidated Fund. The fund 
created by the Scotland Act 1998 into 
which payments are made by the Secretary 
of State or sums received by the Scottish 
Administration, and out of which the 
spending of the Scottish Administration and 
other statutorily defined bodies comes. 

SCCS Scottish Carbon Capture Storage 

SEA  Strategic Environmental Assessment 

Shared Services A service delivery model where 
transactional, operational, professional or 
supporting functions are delivered 
collaboratively on behalf of more than one 
body. Shared services can include joint-
ventures between the public sector and 
private sector. 

UN   United Nations 
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Appendix C: Specific Comments on 

Objectives 

Table C1: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 1 Objectives 

 

Theme 1 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 1  • The best public value approach to the use of assets and its 
application to fishing rights was welcomed by one respondent. 

• Paragraph 53 – a respondent posed some questions and called 
for greater clarity regarding the example noted in the consultation 
paper around the sale of a small area of foreshore to the local 
community for less than market value. The questions posed were: 
a) does this mean that a sale of a small area with little impact on 
the Estate as a whole is more likely to be granted?; b) to what 
limit?; c) many small sales could account for a large area of the 
Estate? Will small area/value sales/leases consider Estate sales 
already agreed that month, year, within the five years or overall? 

• Further, another respondent highlighted that community groups 
have had experience of wider community and sustainability 
benefits clearly being demonstrated but not taken into account in 
lease arrangements. This respondent supported a proposal for a 
‘Community Organisation Support Exemption’ and the 
development of clear, consistent and fair policies in terms of 
working with communities. 

• A respondent suggested that there could be consideration of not-
for-profit community groups managing assets. It was further 
reported that these groups provide vital local services, cannot 
compete with commercial developers and should not be charged 
commercial lease charges (e.g. a concessionary lease for not-for-
profit asset managers could be developed and implemented). 

• One respondent commented that reference to the Monarch “owns” 
the assets was inaccurate and should be deleted. 

• Paragraph 57 – a business case should support any sale. 

Objective 2 • The fact that Objective 2 safeguards a single entity approach to 
seabed leases was welcomed by one respondent. It was reported 
that this would help prevent competitive allocation of leases that 
disregard environmental considerations and allowing re-siting of 
existing fish farms. 

• A few respondents welcomed confirmation that the seabed is a 
national strategic asset that Scottish Ministers does not wish to 
become fragmented. One went on to suggest that Scottish 
Ministers are asked to ensure that any sales of coastal or 
foreshore assets are assessed to ensure that they would not 
hamper the development of Carbon Capture and Storage.  
 



74 

Table C1: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 1 Objectives (cont’d) 

 

Theme 1 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 2 
(cont’d) 

• A respondent commented that seabed sales must be permitted 
where they are required to facilitate a major development that is 
going to benefit the wider community (e.g. the purchase of seabed 
to facilitate the financing of a Deep Water Port development).   

• It was proposed that the Plan should recognise and facilitate the 
aspirations of coastal community landowners who wish to become 
managers of the adjacent seabed out to 12 nautical miles. Here, it 
was emphasised that the sea is an “intrinsic and inseparable part 
of community life in the Scottish islands and just as important as 
the land”. 

• Clarity was called for regarding whether “opportunities to increase 
value to Scotland” includes environmental value or environmental 
wellbeing. 

• This objective discusses the disposal of an asset with Ministerial 
approval (e.g. seabed). However, it does not set out here that the 
asset could be sold (e.g. seabed), but that the activities within that 
asset (e.g. cabling) could be retained. 

• Paragraph 57 – a business case should support any sale. 

Objective 3 • The reference to “island proofing” was noted by one respondent 
who added that this is a statutory duty, and not something which 
Crown Estate Scotland (Interim Management) can choose to do or 
not do. 

• This objective sets out the requirement for management plans. 
However, there is no definition as to how these plans will account 
for National or Regional Marine Management Plans (only the 
National Islands Plan is mentioned – Para 62). 

Objective 4 • Paragraph 64 – one respondent agreed that a manager must have 
regard to the likely effect on the overall value of the Scottish 
Crown Estate when developing policies around community 
empowerment for the estate. It was suggested that this could be 
considered in terms of whether any change will improve outcomes 
or at least sustain the principles of the vision (i.e. financial benefit, 
and the wider long term social, economic and environmental 
benefits). 

• Paragraph 64 and 72 – another respondent commented that 
despite the strong appetite of many island communities to be 
recognised as key stakeholders, Crown Estate decisions can often 
seem to be taken at a very remote distance from the people and 
places most directly affected by change. 

• Paragraph 64 – another respondent commented that an arbitration 
or appeals procedure might be an appropriate adjunct to the Plan. 
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Table C1: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 1 Objectives (cont’d) 

 

Theme 1 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 4 
(cont’d) 

• Paragraph 64 - managers should also take account of local 
policies and strategies such as locality plans and Local Outcome 
Improvement Plans. Consideration should also be given to local 
and regional energy strategies. 

• Paragraph 65 – reference to the expectation that it would be 
“standard practice” for a manager of an asset to involve the local 
community and support requests to purchase/manage assets was 
welcomed by one responded. 

• Paragraph 65 – the manager should engage in the same way as 
any other relevant body in considering community transfer of 
participation requests. 

• A respondent felt that new managers or owners should be 
supported with advice and guidance on their responsibilities for 
environmental protection and management, in order to maximise 
the benefits the estate provides. 

• A respondent supported the notion of community empowerment 
through management of assets, but emphasised that the process 
should be made as simple as is possible, that it should allow local 
decision making, and that sufficient safeguards should be put in 
place to ensure any environmental benefits gained from previous 
management are not lost under new management. 

Objective 5   • A respondent commented that it would be important for holistic 
and joined up discussions on ports and harbours to take place, 
including consideration of the infrastructure needed around the 
Scottish coast to ensure the best facilities are available for the 
whole fishing fleet to continue producing world leading food. 

• It was suggested that there could be value in investment to 
enhance east coast port facilities in the expectation of Scotland 
eventually regaining major maritime trading traffic with the EU. 

• It was suggested that the Plan should contain specific provision 
for facilitating carbon-free shipping (Hydrogen production from 
Renewables in ports), expansion of Floating Offshore Wind and 
commercialisation of Wave Energy 

• A respondent felt that the potential for growth in aquaculture could 
be mentioned (i.e. the need for innovation to address current 
issues of pollution and sustainability e.g. overfishing of ‘cleaner 
fish’ such as wrasse). 
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Table C1: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 1 Objectives (cont’d) 

 

Theme 1 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 5 
(cont’d) 

• A respondent felt that the sustainability of island communities may 
better be served through successful initiatives to harness low 
carbon energy resources locally than by large scale strategic 
developments designed to turn a profit for remote shareholders. 
They added that blue growth presents many opportunities and the 
potential of conflicting ambitions across assets that are shared 
over different areas, organisations and communities. They added 
that development should not be at the expense of the marine 
environment, and that the views of local communities most directly 
affected by strategic projects concerned with energy transition or 
aquaculture should always shape developments. 

Objective 6 
 

• Paragraph 74 – one respondent welcomed recognition that the 
Scottish Crown Estate can make a significant contribution to the 
regeneration of coastal areas. The respondent, however, felt that 
there could be a more explicit commitment to supporting 
community-led regeneration. 

• While the Climate Change Plan is mentioned and welcomed, a 
respondent felt that the wording does not suggest it is a priority. It 
was suggested that this could be re-written as follows: “Managers 
should consider the potential for investments that contribute to the 
achievement of Scotland’s Climate Change Plan and Climate 
Change Adaptation Plan”. Another respondent commented that 
the Scottish Crown Estate has a major role to play in 
decarbonising Scotland’s industry and achieving net zero 
greenhouse gas emissions, and that this should be further 
emphasised. 

• A wider comment related to the Climate Change Plan was that 
while it is not that there needs to be consideration of the potential 
for investments that contribute to the achievement of the Plan, it 
was felt that there was little detail or guidance on how this could 
be achieved.  

• The same respondent commented that in terms of the objectives 
for community-led regeneration, it would be helpful to highlight 
that investing in the restoration of peatland, native woodland and 
also blue carbon habitats could help to store carbon and 
contribute to climate change mitigation. And that increasing the 
resilience of habitats to allow natural adaptation to climate 
change, particularly at the coast, could help to provide wider 
benefits to communities such as flood and erosion protection. 

• A respondent noted that restoring biodiversity (species and 
habitats) as well as ecosystem functions can play a key role in 
achieving Objective 6. 
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Table C2: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 2 Objectives 

 

Theme 2 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 6 
(cont’d) 

• A respondent felt that environmental regeneration should also be 
considered, as this is essential for the wellbeing of communities 
and integrated with the regeneration of local infrastructure, would 
boost sustainability. 

Objective 7  • The consideration of wider benefits to adjacent and further 
communities was welcomed. The respondent made specific 
reference to the benefits of this approach when leasing the 
seabed and foreshore which are closely linked with local 
communities and area character. 

• Two respondents agreed that the Scottish Crown Estate should 
not be limited to the land or property that currently forms part of 
the Estate. It was noted that this would provide sufficient flexibility 
to deliver on the Plan’s vision, and could add value to the 
regeneration potential of a project. 

• A respondent felt that any investment off the Crown Estate should 
adhere to the same sustainability principles as on the Crown 
Estate, if using Crown Estate resources. Restoration of habitats as 
carbon sinks or creating managed realignment along coasts are 
very pertinent examples of how Crown Estate investment could 
help achieve climate change targets and contribute towards 
environmental and social wellbeing from Crown Estate land. 

• Paragraph 81 – consideration should also be given to local 
strategies and needs. This may include regional economic and 
energy strategies.  

Objective 8 • A respondent mentioned that there should be reference to the 
principle of subsidiarity. 

• A respondent mentioned that where the management of the 
Crown Estate assets is passed to a local authority great care is 
needed to demonstrate internal separation of decision making and 
adequate transparency to avoid potential conflict. 

Objective 9 • A respondent comment that Offshore Wind in the 1-12nm zone, in 
common with Wave and Tidal development, and Aquaculture 
should be devolved to Local Authority areas. It was reported that 
local authorities and communities are fully engaged with the 
supply chain for these functions and could realise greater levels of 
socio-economic benefit. 

• Image 8 – in relation to functions that could potentially be further 
devolved to councils or communities, a respondent suggested that 
small-scale seaweed harvesting could be considered.  

• A respondent considered it essential that a flexible and responsive 
approach is maintained. Any transfer of land and responsibilities 
should always be discretionary. 
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Table C2: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 2 Objectives (cont’d) 

 

Theme 2 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 9 
(cont’d) 

• Para 94 – A respondent welcomed the fact that certain 
strategically important assets, such as transmission cables, are to 
continue to be managed at a national level. However, there are 
concerns with regards the wording ‘at least for the time being’ and 
in Image 8 ‘functions that may be better managed at the national 
level’. They were keen to understand when this might change 
(during each 5-year review or at any time in between?) and 
whether this would be geographically distinct, thus affecting some, 
but not necessarily all of our assets. They mentioned that it takes 
many years to plan and develop strategically important 
infrastructure projects and this timescale could easily span one or 
more review period; therefore, knowledge as to how that asset is 
to be treated once installed is essential to a successful project. 

 

Objective 10  • Some respondents noted agreement with the proposition that the 
seabed should be treated as a national strategic asset, that it 
should be managed at a national level, and any decisions 
regarding the seabed should consider the potential long-term 
effects on sustainability. 

• Wider feedback on the treatment of the seabed included that there 
would need to be clear lines of communication between any 
national management and local and regional economic 
development opportunities (e.g. Growth Deals). Another 
respondent hoped that fish catching would be recognised as an 
industry of critical national interest and that management should 
remain at the national level. Another felt that it should not be sold 
except for clear cases with wide community benefit (e.g. purchase 
of the nearshore solum of a Deep Water Port to facilitate financing 
of the project). While the seabed remains a national asset, it 
should be locally managed out to 12nm under the oversight of 
Scottish Ministers. 

• A respondent confirmed support for the objective as it appear to 
reinforce the single lessor approach to aquaculture sites by its 
cautious approach to delegation of asset management. 

• Paragraph 95 – a respondent welcomed the recognition of 
maritime environment in shaping culture, wellbeing and wealth of 
Scotland, and safeguarding these for Scotland and local 
communities. 

• Paragraph 100 – a respondent noted that some intertidal areas 
are national assets and of significant value in ways other than 
purely financial. Some intertidal areas perhaps deserve the same 
tight scrutiny which is proposed for the seabed despite being of 
other value, rather than important for infrastructure? 
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C2: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 2 Objectives (cont’d) 

 

Theme 2 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 11 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• A respondent commented that it was not clear how the objective 
relates to the existing Asset Management Pilot Scheme and that 
this should be clarified. 

• RSPB Scotland would welcome the opportunity to be consulted on 
the draft guidance. 

• Paragraph 107 – a respondent noted that there could be reference 
made to environmental impacts to give credence to the plans 
commitment to sustainability and environmental wellbeing as one 
of its key pillars. It was further suggested that a requirement could 
be that plans are informed by those with the relevant 
environmental experience as would be expected from those 
informing economic proposals, to reduce the risk of an erosion of 
environmental wellbeing due to insufficient expertise. Another 
made reference that consideration of the impact on the 
environment should explicitly include historic environment. 

• The same respondent felt that any guidance should try to 
encourage connections to be made between economic 
development, regeneration, social wellbeing and environmental 
wellbeing. It was felt that a coordinated approach would reduce 
the risks of pitting one against the other where this may not be 
necessary. The ‘weight to be given to various factors’ is a key 
consideration and will vary depending on the situation. 

Objective 12 • A respondent commented that Objective 12 regarding manager 
duties was vague and would benefit from being further clarified.  

Objective 13 • A respondent welcomed the approach to developing ministerial 
guidance on how, inter alia, to manage fishing rights. 

• A respondent commented that the objective was “too directive”. A 
more supportive and facilitative approach was considered 
appropriate - Crown Estate Scotland could work with communities 
to achieve mutual objectives. 

• Paragraph 119 – a respondent commented that the Crown Estate 
Stakeholder Advisory Group does not have environmental/wildlife 
conservation representatives as part of its membership. This was 
felt to pose a risk that economic interests would be placed to the 
fore due to a lack of appropriate environmental expertise or 
experience or sufficient voices to inform activities. 

• Paragraphs 115-119 – a respondent noted that reference to 
general guidance appeared to relate to that produced by the 
Scottish Crown Estate. It was suggested that wider guidance 
(where available) could also be considered (e.g. that produced by 
ALGAO Scotland, the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists and 
Historic Environment Scotland. 
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Table C3: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 3 Objectives  

 

Theme 3 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 13 
(cont’d) 

• A respondent felt that the management and reporting 
requirements and guidance should be proportionate to the asset 
size, value and impact. 

Objective 14 • Para 122 – a respondent welcomed the power to manage rental 
income that has been devolved in order that it aligns with any 
national charging calculations and the inclusion of cables (Para 
123). 

• Paragraph 123 – a respondent mentioned that charges should 
remain consistent and should be reviewed on a regular basis. 

• Paragraphs 125/126 – a respondent mentioned that management 
and reporting requirement should be proportionate to the value of 
the asset particularly those which may move to community 
ownership. 

Objective 15 • A respondent noted the following points: that care should be taken 
when delivering administrative responsibility for some Crown 
Estate assets to local authorities. It was reported that the local 
authority management of Common Good Assets has shown 
collective poor performance; and operating expenses should be 
governed by strict and enforceable guidelines to prevent 
wastefulness. 

• Image 9 – a respondent called for further clarity on how the 
proportion of net revenue that may be retained by the manager for 
investment in the Scottish Crown Estate is to be calculated.  

• A respondent said that sustainability and environmental and social 
wellbeing (once defined) should be appropriately and effectively 
incorporated into discussions and plans on spending revenue. 

• A respondent agreed with the proposed model that directly 
benefits local coastal communities. From a business point of view 
it would useful to know what payments being made in relation to 
activities are to be put to local community funds and what will 
reside permanently within the SCF. Will this separation of funding 
streams lead to a separation in agreements inside and outside the 
12nm boundary, or are these to be split internally post-payment as 
suggested by the flowchart. This is important as some of activities 
straddle this boundary and it would be good to better understand 
how this rental is likely to be treated. 

Objective 16 • A respondent welcomed the proposals, but indicated that they 
would also like to see community benefit from the larger scale 
projects beyond 12 nautical miles and local communities directly 
affected by developments having a real opportunity to be engaged 
in decision-making about how the revenue from marine assets is 
used. 
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Table C3: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 3 Objectives (cont’d) 

 

Theme 3 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 16 
(cont’d) 

• The entitlement to have local voices heard should not be confined 
to larger coastal communities or mainland based Local 
Authorities, but also available to small island communities, on 
appropriate terms, including local meetings on islands at times 
and places convenient to islanders. 

• A respondent noted its support for Island proofing measures which 
take account of unique island circumstances, including local 
capacity to participate in planning development of local marine 
assets and the management of associated projects (commercial 
enterprises and not for profit enterprises). 

• Paragraph 135/136 – the use of proportionate reporting was 
welcomed by a respondent, as was additional funding for coastal 
communities. 

Objective 17 • A respondent noted as positive the collaboration between Scottish 
Government and COSLA on a review for the future arrangements 
of the management of net revenues from marine assets. 

• A respondent felt that the proposal to seek to increase net 
revenue from marine assets would provide a positive opportunity, 
and could provide a funding source for projects that deliver 
environmental, social and economic benefits to coastal 
communities and Scotland’s people more widely. The same 
respondent said that they hoped that this funding could support 
the implementation of Regional Marine Planning Partnerships, and 
the enhancement or restoration of coastal and marine habitats to 
maximise the ecosystem services that they provide (ranging from 
carbon sequestration in ‘blue carbon’ habitats to flood protection 
offered by kelp beds and healthy saltmarshes or sand dune 
systems). 

• Paragraph 140 – a respondent accepted that there will be a 
requirement to invest in the assets to maintain the assets. 

Objective 18 • A respondent welcomed the value placed on the requirement for 
local organisations interested in the management of assets to 
consider how they can take on the function and liabilities for the 
longer term, whilst delivering added value, transparency and 
efficiency. This was said to be essential if increased local control 
is to meet the core aims of the Scottish Crown Estate. 

• Paragraph 144 – a respondent felt that the transfer of liabilities is 
a concern which should be considered alongside the capacity of 
the transfer bodies to take on any liabilities. The transfer of asset 
to communities or local authorities should be discretionary. 
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Table C3: Specific Comments Provided on Theme 3 Objectives (cont’d) 

 

Theme 3 Objective 
and Narrative 

Respondent Comment 

Objective 19 • A respondent noted its support to the Shared Services approach 
to local asset management. They added this this approach has 
been used to good effect in a pilot, and that it recognises and 
values the skills, knowledge and commitment of Crown Estate 
Scotland (Interim Management) staff. 

Objective 20 • Paragraph 152 – a respondent asked for clarity and further detail 
on how managers will be held responsible and accountable for 
their actions and decisions. 

Objective 21 • A respondent noted their understanding that current Crown Estate 
Scotland (Interim Management) staff rights should be respected 
and protected, they felt that there was a strong case for jobs to be 
relocated on the islands, and for Crown Estate Scotland to have a 
more local presence. 
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Appendix D: Wider Comments on the SEA 
A respondent made a number of comments, as detailed below: 
 

• Table 2 seeks to show the relationship between the Scottish Crown Estate 
Strategic Management Plan and other Plans, Policies and strategies but 
instead only summaries what these other plans, policies and strategies are 
with no reference to how the Strategic Management Plan will interact with 
them. 

• Table 3: SEA objectives and assessment questions for each topic: The SEA 
Objectives for biodiversity, flora and fauna state ‘and where appropriate 
enhance biodiversity’. We would argue that to enhance biodiversity it will be 
necessary in many instances to restore it first. In that case the Assessment 
Questions should include this in their scope and we suggest the questions be 
amended to:  

o Does the Plan promote the protection and where possible the 
restoration of designated and non-designated habitats and 
species? 

o Does the Plan promote the enhancement, connectivity and 
integration of natural, semi-natural and priority habitats? 

• Population & human health: Add ‘Will the Plan provide more opportunities for 
the public to experience and immerse themselves in nature?’ Increasingly 
evidence shows us that there are immense mental and physical health 
benefits from immersion in the natural world. 

• Water: Add ‘Will the Plan contribute towards the restoration and 
enhancement of waterways?’ Many waterways are degraded and this Plan 
should aim to restore waterways where possible. 

• 2.3.7 – Preferred Objective/Priority/Policy (6) must have protection for 
biodiversity caveats in the plan. New marine developments will not 
necessarily be good for the environment and high carbon developments with 
community benefits may conflict with climate change targets. We would 
recommend a wider focus to protect and enhance biodiversity. 

• 2.3.11 – Whatever model is in operation it must protect the biodiversity 
associated with the assets in question. This should be stated explicitly.  

• 3.1.7 – Key pressures tables 

o There is no mention of impacts of windfarms (construction and 
operation and associated infrastructure) in the Biodiversity, Flora 
and Fauna section. 

o Aquaculture is mentioned but not the mechanisms by which it is a 
pressure to habitats and species. 

o Under Soil and Geodiversity no mention is made to the pressures 
caused by aquaculture on marine soils. 
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o Under ‘marine biodiversity’ the impacts of climate change should 
also include the impacts of changes to the marine community as 
conditions become more suitable for some species than others 
therefore affecting the food-chain. An increase in severe weather 
may also have significant impacts on some marine biodiversity 
such as seabirds. 

• Terrestrial biodiversity – The impacts of climate change are once again very 
narrowly defined. Climate change is having significant impacts on terrestrial 
biodiversity via synchronicity of prey and predator, impacts on habitats, 
extreme weather events and changing climatic patterns etc. We would 
suggest a more realistic assessment of these is included here using sources 
such as the State of Nature Report 2019 and IPBES report. 

• Upland habitats have been, and continue to be, significantly impacted by 
sheep grazing. 

• In 3.2.5 – the SEA states ‘The Plan provides an opportunity to 
mitigate/positively impact coastal environmental processes and work for the 
mitigation of any negative effects.’ However, the Plan does not specify 
measures for mitigating impacts to the marine environment.  

• Chapter 5 Monitoring: We strongly believe that annual plan monitoring will 
need clear environmental targets, and this should be set out in the Strategic 
Management Plan based on recommendations from the SEA. His will ensure 
a level of consistency in sustainability across the assets.  

• Currently, much emphasis is put on the ‘Value Project’ but little detail on what 
this actually is or how it will align social, economic and environmental ‘value’. 
This is unhelpful at this stage due to the importance of this to achieving 
environmental and social wellbeing in particular.  In the absence of this piece 
of work more information is required on how overall sustainability will be 
achieved and what will be monitored (i.e. environmental and social wellbeing 
targets) to assess this.  

• 7.2 – Reference State of Nature 2019 and the IPBES report. 

• 7.2.4 – There is no assessment of how Scotland is performing against the 
mentioned Scotland’s Biodiversity Strategy and how the Plan will help. 

• 7.2.17 – Can this Plan help and how? 

• 7.4.7 – Can this Plan help and how? 

• Maps: Why are proposed and candidate protected areas not included on the 
Biodiversity map when these sites are protected in the same way as a 
classified or designated site? 
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A respondent made a number of comments on the non-technical summary: 
 

• The 'Key Pressures' on the Historic Environment stated on p12 are 
somewhat limited with a focus on historic buildings. It is suggested that the 
following addition ( - both the wider historic environment landscape and 
specific assets ) is made after 'Land management and development can 
impact on the historic environment and cultural heritage'. 

• On p14 the last item ' Asset Managers should give consideration at the 
earliest stages to appropriate siting and design of new infrastructure in 
collaboration with community bodies where appropriate. (soil and 
geodiversity)' should include cultural heritage in the brackets. 

• On p15 the second item ' Investment decisions at asset level should consider 
opportunities for enhancing the environment for the wider community benefit. 
(landscape and visual)' should include cultural heritage in the brackets. 

• The following comments relate to the main body of the Strategic 
Environmental Report: 

• On p32 it is suggested that the SEA objectives for 'Cultural Heritage and the 
Historic Environment' should read 'To preserve and enhance the historic 
environment including historic buildings, archaeological sites and other 
culturally important features.' 

• In Section 3.1.3 on p33 designated assets within the historic environment and 
undiscovered archaeological resources are specified but undesignated 
assets and the wider landscape of the historic environment are not included. 
This provides a partial, fragmentary and biased representation of the historic 
environment. 

• On p37 the 'Key Pressures' on the Historic Environment stated are somewhat 
limited with a focus on historic buildings. It is suggested that the following 
addition (- both the wider historic environment landscape and specific assets) 
is made after 'Land management and development can impact on the historic 
environment and cultural heritage'. 

• Under the heading '4.13 Cultural Heritage' on p43. In section 4.13.3 mention 
is made of the impact on listed buildings and scheduled monuments in the 
following sentence 'Impacts on listed buildings and scheduled monuments 
are managed through the relevant consenting processes and the planning 
process influences the potential impacts of development.' This omits to 
address the protection of know and  undesignated assets through the 
National Planning Framework and Scottish Planning Policy. 

• In section 4.13.4 it is again only designated assets which are mentioned. 

• It is appreciated that the statement in section 4.13.6 which states that the 
impact on the historic environment (designated, undesignated and previously 
unknown) must be assessed 'in relation to specific work being undertaken'. 
Only then can the impact on the historic environment be measured - this is 
potentially contrary to the 'minor residual negative effects' stated in 4.13.3 
and 'residual effects... low in scale' in 4.13.4. 
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• In section 4.17.3 on p51, first bullet point - the item 'Asset Managers should 
give consideration at the earliest stages to appropriate siting and design of 
new infrastructure in collaboration with community bodies where appropriate.
(soil and geodiversity)' should include cultural heritage in the brackets. The 
third bullet point on p51 'Investment decisions at asset level should consider 
opportunities for enhancing the environment for the wider community benefit.
(landscape and visual)' should also include cultural heritage in the brackets.

• In section 7.8.9 on p80  reference should be made to the Historic 
Environment Records (HERs) held by Local Authorities which are the primary 
resource for information on non-designated sites. It is suggested that the 
words 'to local communities' are removed from the final sentence of this 
section.

• In Figure 21 on p99 the key on the 'Glenlivet rural estate and historic 
environment designations' is a misleading and partial representation of known 
sites within the historic environment as it only includes designated sites. 
Information about undesignated sites (information contained in HERs held by 
the Local Authorities) should be included.

A respondent made the following comment: 

• Appendix B: Supplementary Environmental Baseline: Cultural Heritage - We
welcome the discourse here on the Cultural Heritage baseline. However,
we would note that the reference to the “35 Crown Properties” under
Terrestrial Historic Environment is not factually correct as these sites were
disponed in 1999 to The Secretary of State for Scotland.

• A respondent made the following comments relating to Q14:

o 4.2.2 – We would strongly suggest using more recent information such
as the State of Nature 2019, which contains specific information on the
current condition of Scotland’s nature.

o 4.2.3 – We acknowledge that this is the case but to actually promote
and achieve ‘environmental wellbeing’ the Plan must be more
ambitious setting out best practice principles such as net gain, it should
also go beyond mitigation and look at how assets can contribute to
environmental restoration and resilience.

o 4.3.2 – Note that ‘International and national level policies and
strategies aim to restore, protect and enhance the environment.’

o 4.6.5 – Environmental damage should also be acknowledged i.e. add
‘Under the asset management theme there is potential for negative
effects where a local community body as new manager of an asset
loses interest or resources to manage that asset or where significant
environmental damage occurs or where environmental damage occurs
regularly/continuously.’

o 4.7.1 – Direct impacts are also equally likely such as direct mortality
of seabirds from collision.
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o 4.7.6 – Strongly agree with this  

o 4.8.4 – This could also potentially have damaging impacts on 
environmental wellbeing unless this is considered from the outset and 
potentially damaging impacts mitigated for. 

o 4.9.2 – Mitigation could also commit to restoration/enhancement of 
soils. 

o 4.12.3 – It would be appropriate to include the restoration of peatlands 
here. 

o 4.15.4 – Any management of assets for natural capital benefits must 
first and foremost ensure the long-term sustainability of the assets in 
question and all known interacting biodiversity. Taking ecosystems, 
food-webs, competition, habitat and environmental safeguards into 
consideration. 
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