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Executive Summary 
This summary sets out the key messages from the analysis of responses to the 
Scottish Government’s consultation on the review of the Land Rights and 
Responsibilities Statement (the Statement). The consultation paper can be read on 
the Scottish Government website. 

In total 55 responses were received: 26 responses were submitted by organisations 
and 29 by individual members of the public. 

Vision 

The suggestion for a revised vision set out in the consultation paper adds 
references to a just transition and to natural capital. A small majority of respondents 
– 55% of those answering the question – thought that the revised vision reflects the 
outcomes that we need to achieve to some extent. This rose to 71% of 
organisations answering the question. 

Just transition to net zero: Respondents who commented were generally 
supportive of the proposal to reference a just transition to net zero carbon 
emissions. Reasons given included that the proposal recognises the pressing need 
to address the climate crisis and the crucial role that the ownership, use and 
management of land has in mitigating and adapting to climate change. 

Natural capital: There was also support for introducing a reference to natural 
capital, although respondents sometimes went on to suggest how the reference 
could be strengthened. One suggestion was that there should be explicit reference 
to biodiversity. 

Reframing of the vision: Some respondents were looking for a more fundamental 
review and/or reframing of the vision. Further comments included that the proposed 
vision is not accessible or that references to a just transition and natural capital 
offer only a partial updating of policy developments since the point at which the 
current Statement was drafted. 

Retain the existing vision: A minority position was that the vision does not need 
to be changed at all. An associated concern that specific reference to the transition 
to net zero could be seen as deprioritising the more economic and socially focused 
public policy objectives set out in the vision. 

Principles 

The current Statement sets out six principles. Respondents were asked whether 
each of the principles is still relevant, with a clear majority agreeing that each 
principle is still relevant. Support ranged from 94% of those answering the question 
agreeing that Principle 5 is still relevant, to 80% agreeing that Principle 3 is still 
relevant. 

Principle 1: This principle was described as having vital foundational significance 
for the Statement and there was support for the continued reference to human 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/review-of-land-rights-and-responsibilities-statement-a-consultation/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/review-of-land-rights-and-responsibilities-statement-a-consultation/


ii 

rights in relation to land. However, other general observations about this principle 
included that it is difficult to understand and should be simplified or streamlined. 
Another suggestion was that the current principle should be split into two, with one 
principle focused on balancing public and private rights and the other on the 
fulfilment of human rights. 

Principle 2: The embedding of access to open land was seen as critically 
important, with other comments including that more should be done to promote 
community access to land and assets. It was suggested by some that Principles 2 
and 3 be combined as they cover similar themes relating to a more diverse pattern 
of land ownership. 

Principle 3: A number of respondents suggested Principle 3 should be retained 
with its current wording. Other comments addressed how to improve the delivery of 
Principle 3 and included that community ownership, leasing or use of land and 
buildings should be a normal, designed part of community planning, development 
and regeneration. 

Principle 4: Although most were supportive of its basic premise, a small number of 
respondents had fundamental concerns about Principle 4. These included that the 
Scottish Government should be upholding the rights of landowners. Others were 
supportive of the overall position set out, but also wanted to see other themes 
covered, including explicit reference to the holders of land rights having both 
environmental and social responsibilities to their local communities. 

Principle 5: A number of comments addressed the issue of transparency, with 
comments including that the objective should be to achieve transparency rather 
than to improve it. It was also suggested that the Government should be clear 
about the purpose and scope of any transparency measures. 

Principle 6: One perspective was that open and honest collaboration between 
landowners, managers and those in the public, private and third sectors will be 
critical to making progress against the Statement. There was, however, also a 
concern that Principle 6 does not recognise the difference between encouraging 
effective community collaboration to shape and inform decisions, and communities 
having the right to decide on land use where they themselves do not own it.  

Measuring and reporting on progress 

Measuring change: Some of the comments addressed the basic principles that 
should underpin any approach to measuring change. These included that the 
approach be underpinned by clearly defined public standards, with progress and 
change measured against these standards. 

Other suggestions included that success-focused outcomes, both national and 
local, should be developed, and that these could be modelled on the approach 
used in the Scottish Government’s National Planning Framework. 

Reporting: A majority of respondents – 88% of those answering the question – 
thought that there is a need for regular reporting on implementation of the principles 
of the Statement. 
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A number of the comments addressed which organisation should take responsibility 
for reporting. The most frequently made suggestion was that the Scottish Land 
Commission (SLC) should take the lead, for reasons including that it is naturally 
well-positioned to report on implementation. Other suggestions on where 
responsibility for reporting could lie were: Scottish Ministers; Audit Scotland; and 
landowners. 

There were also comments relating to self-assessment by landowners, with 
occasional references to this being either made mandatory or, more frequently, 
continuing to be voluntary. Other comments included that the SLC’s pilot on self-
assessment should provide helpful insights regarding the implementation of such 
an approach. 

Bridging gaps in awareness 

Some respondents thought that there is generally low awareness of the Statement 
beyond key stakeholders. In terms of particular groups or populations, it was 
suggested that those living or investing in urban areas, as well as organisations 
involved in regeneration activity, may not be familiar with the Statement. There was 
also reference to the farming community, including owners of small farms or small 
areas of other land, not thinking the Statement applies to them. 

General suggestions on improving engagement included further awareness raising, 
and more publicity about the work of the SLC, with ideas such as an expanded SLC 
roadshow, or using a variety of workshops or webinars. It was also reported that the 
Good Practice Programme offers scope for tailored approaches to engagement. 

A number of respondents argued that greater engagement with the Statement 
could be achieved by putting adherence on a compulsory or statutory basis. 

Assessing impact 

The final set of consultation questions asked respondents if they were aware of any 
examples of how the proposals might have in an impact on a particular group or 
issue. At each question, a number of the responses were simply to note that 
respondents were not aware of any possible impacts.  

Further comments relating directly to island communities included that there can be 
particular problems in accessing land, with the challenges seen on the mainland 
intensified on islands. It was reported that people are forced to leave as a 
consequence of there not being enough available land. A connected comment was 
that any increase in community owned land would deliver benefits in terms of 
population retention and an increase in young people staying or returning. 

Also with reference to young people, it was suggested that the delivery of the 
Statement could lead to opportunities including training and job opportunities. Other 
comments focused on access to land and housing, with particular reference to the 
lack of entry opportunities for small farms and crofts. 
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Some respondents called for more to be done to recognise the inequalities that act 
as barriers to more diverse forms of land ownership. It was suggested that this will 
require positive, deliberate action. 

In relation to environmental impact, comments included that any decisions relating 
to land use will ultimately impact the environment and that it is incumbent on all 
involved to ensure any revisions to the Statement have a positive impact. 

With regard to any potential costs and burdens, one perspective was that the 
proposals are unlikely to result in additional burdens as the Statement is voluntary. 
However, respondents did identify areas in which costs could be incurred, including 
in relation to some aspects of implementation and reporting. 
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Introduction 

Background to the consultation 

This report presents the analysis of responses to the Scottish Government’s 
consultation on the review of the Land Rights and Responsibilities Statement. 

The Scottish Government published the first Scottish Land Rights and 
Responsibilities Statement (the Statement) in September 2017. Scottish Ministers 
are required to review the Statement every five years. The focus of this consultation 
was on seeking views to ensure that the Statement remains relevant to current and 
future Scottish land issues. 

The consultation was launched on 5 November 2021 and closed on 28 January 
2022. The consultation paper can be read on the Scottish Government website. 

The consultation asked 20 questions. There were three closed questions (one of 
which had six parts) and 17 open questions inviting comment. 

Profile of main consultation respondents 

In total 55 responses were received. Where consent has been given to publish the 
response, it can be found on the Scottish Government’s consultation platform, 
CitizenSpace. 

Respondents were asked to identify whether they were responding as an individual 
or on behalf of a group or organisation. 26 responses were submitted by 
organisations and 29 by individual members of the public.  

Organisational respondents were allocated to one of four groups by the analysis 
team and the Scottish Government. 

A breakdown of the number of responses received by respondent type is set out in 
Table 1 below and a full list of organisational respondents can be found in Annex 1. 

Table 1: Respondents by type 

Type of respondent Number 

Organisations:  

Community organisations and their representative bodies 5 

Government and non-departmental public bodies (NDPB) 7 

National non-governmental organisations 9 

Private landowners and their representative bodies  5 

Organisations 26 

Individuals 29 

All respondents 55 

 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/review-of-land-rights-and-responsibilities-statement-a-consultation/
https://consult.gov.scot/agriculture-and-rural-economy/review-of-the-land-rights-and-resp-statement/consultation/published_select_respondent
https://consult.gov.scot/agriculture-and-rural-economy/review-of-the-land-rights-and-resp-statement/consultation/published_select_respondent
https://consult.gov.scot/agriculture-and-rural-economy/review-of-the-land-rights-and-resp-statement/consultation/published_select_respondent
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The Government and non-departmental public bodies (NDPB) respondents 
included the Scottish Land Commission (SLC). The SLC is a public body, with 
priority areas of work covering reforming land rights, embedding responsible land 
ownership and use, and reforming land markets. They have created a range of 
protocols, tools and guidance to encourage and enable those with an interest in 
land to recognise and fulfil their rights and responsibilities. 

Analysis and reporting 

The remainder of this report presents a question-by-question analysis of the 
comments made to the main consultation. 

A small number of respondents did not make their submission on the consultation 
questionnaire but submitted their comments in a statement-style format. This 
content was analysed under the most directly relevant consultation question. 

As with any public consultation exercise, it should be noted that those responding 
generally have a particular interest in the subject area and the views they express 
cannot be seen as representative of wider public opinion. 

https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/our-work/good-practice
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Vision and principles 
The current Statement comprises a vision and six principles and is supported by 
advisory notes and case study examples. 

Vision 

As the consultation paper notes, the Scottish Government is legally committed to 
ensuring a just transition to achieving net zero carbon emissions. It is also committed 
to ensuring increased responsible investment in our natural capital, so that local 
communities and wider society share in the benefits. In reviewing the Statement, the 
Scottish Government is considering whether these objectives should be reflected in 
the vision. 

A suggestion for a revised vision – with additions highlighted in bold – is: 

“A Scotland with a strong and dynamic relationship between its land and 
people, where all land contributes to a modern and successful country and 
supports a just transition to net zero, and where rights and responsibilities 
in relation to land and natural capital are fully recognised and fulfilled.” 

Question 1 – Do you think that the revised vision reflects the outcomes that we need 
to achieve? 

Responses by respondent type are set out in Table 2 below. 

Table 2 

Do you think that the revised vision reflects the outcomes that we need to achieve? 

 Yes 
To some 

extent 
No 

I don't 

know 

I don't have 

enough 

information 

Not 

Answered 
Total 

Organisations:        

Community organisations and 
their representative bodies 

1 4     5 

Government and NDPB 2 4    1 7 

National non-governmental 
organisations 

1 6 1   1 9 

Private landowners and their 
representative bodies  

1 3 1    5 
 

Total organisations 5 17 2 0 0 2 26 

% of organisations answering 21% 71% 8% 0% 0%   
 

Individuals 11 11 3 1 1 2 29 

% of individuals answering 41% 41% 11% 4% 4%   
 

All respondents 16 28 5 1 1 4 55 

% of all respondents 29% 51% 9% 2% 2% 7%  

% of all those answering 31% 55% 10% 2% 2%   

In some instances percentages do not sum to 100% due to rounding. 
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A small majority of respondents – 55% of those answering the question – thought 
that the revised vision reflects the outcomes that we need to achieve to some extent. 
This rose to 71% of organisations answering the question. 

Of the remaining respondents, 31% thought the vision does reflect the outcomes we 
need to achieve, 10% that it does not and 2% respectively either did not know or felt 
that they did not have enough information to take a view. 

Question 2 – If you have answered ‘no’ or ‘to some extent’, what key changes would 
you like to see to the vision? 

Thirty-six respondents commented at Question 2. Of these, 28 of those commenting 
thought that the revised vision reflects the outcomes that we need to achieve to 
some extent. Five respondents thought it did not, two did not know, one thought it did 
reflect the outcomes we need to achieve, and one did not answer Question 1. 

The comments made by those who answered ‘To some extent’ or ‘No’ at Question 1 
tended to raise similar issues and a single, thematic analysis is presented below. 
This approach has also been adopted for the analysis of comments on the principles. 

In addition to general comments, some respondents suggested alternative wording 
for either the vision or one or more of the principles. The relevant Scottish 
Government team has access to all the suggestions made. 

Just transition to net zero 

Respondents who commented were generally supportive of the proposal to 
reference a just transition to net zero. Reasons given included that the proposal 
recognises the pressing need to address the climate crisis and the crucial role that 
the ownership, use and management of land has in mitigating and adapting to 
climate change. 

Just transition 

Some of those offering support for the reference to the ‘just transition’ went on to 
suggest how the reference could be clarified or strengthened. Comments included 
that there should be explicit reference to: 

• The common good. It was noted that the final report of the Land Reform 
Review Group referred to ‘a comprehensive and complex concept which brings 
into its embrace questions of social justice, human rights, democracy, 
citizenship, stewardship and economic development’. 

• Community wealth building. There was also a suggestion that ‘community 
wealth building’ should be referenced, including as a possible alternative to ‘the 
common good’. Further comments included that the five core principles of 
community wealth building, especially that of ‘socially just use of land and 
property’, resonate strongly with the vision’s aspirations. It was suggested that 
referencing community wealth building would highlight its importance to the 
exercise of land rights and responsibilities while also reinforcing links to the net 
zero and natural capital ambitions. 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/land-reform-review-group-final-report-land-scotland-common-good/pages/84/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/cities-regions/community-wealth-building/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/cities-regions/community-wealth-building/
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• Alleviating poverty. An up-front recognition of the importance of reducing 
poverty was seen as a demonstration that the Scottish Government is seeking 
to use all relevant policy levers at its disposal to address poverty, while 
simultaneously progressing climate change commitments. 

There were also references to ensuring that different communities or types of area 
benefit from the just transition. Suggestions included that it should be backed up with 
legislation that ensures the transition is just for communities impacted by wind farms. 

Net zero 

Other comments focused on the reference to net zero and some noted that it is 
problematic because of the links to carbon offsetting. A connected concern was that 
- while carbon offsetting may have a role - this role should not be over-emphasised 
and could not be a substitute for curbing emissions  

Picking up on a theme relating to biodiversity (discussed further below) there was a 
concern that ‘net zero’ gives an inaccurate impression that climate heating and 
carbon emissions are the only factors that need to be reversed in order to avoid a 
climate catastrophe. It was suggested that the vision should be revised to include the 
‘protection, revival and enhancement of the natural environment’ or ‘to put in place 
the processes that will enable and enhance the revival of complex natural 
ecosystems’. 

Natural capital 

There was also support for introducing a reference to natural capital, although again 
respondents sometimes went on to suggest how the reference could be 
strengthened. One suggestion was that the vision referring to ‘land and its natural 
capital’ would recognise that natural capital derives from the land. 

Other suggestions as to how the reference to natural capital should be developed or 
expanded included that there should be explicit reference to biodiversity. It was 
noted that there is a statutory duty on all public bodies in Scotland to further the 
conservation of biodiversity under the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004. 

A different perspective was that the vision should refer to biodiversity instead of 
natural capital. It was suggested that the latter arguably continues a paradigm which 
evaluates elements of the environment in terms of their economic contribution rather 
than their intrinsic value. 

Other themes to include 

It was also suggested that there should be: 

• Recognition of the value of natural, social, human and economic capital,1 but 
that this might be more appropriately done through the principles rather than 
being specifically stated in the vision. 

                                         
1 See: 3. The National Performance Framework and the Four Capitals - Towards a Robust, Resilient 
Wellbeing Economy for Scotland: Report of the Advisory Group on Economic Recovery - gov.scot 
(www.gov.scot) 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/towards-robust-resilient-wellbeing-economy-scotland-report-advisory-group-economic-recovery/pages/4/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/towards-robust-resilient-wellbeing-economy-scotland-report-advisory-group-economic-recovery/pages/4/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/towards-robust-resilient-wellbeing-economy-scotland-report-advisory-group-economic-recovery/pages/4/
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• Reference to meeting future food production needs, as far as possible from our 
own land. 

• More emphasis on individuals and families, as opposed to community groups. 

Other suggested edits or clarifications 

Other suggestions included: 

• Giving a sense of greater urgency by referring to ‘hastening’ rather than 
‘supporting’ a just transition. 

• Removing references to ‘modern’. With reference to modernity, it was 
suggested that the Scottish Government should not make it easier to interfere 
with natural resources or habits. 

• Focusing on sustainability and on Scotland being a sustainable country. 

• Referring to an ‘equitable’ rather than a ‘strong and dynamic’ relationship 
between Scotland’s land and its people. 

In terms of points to be clarified, some respondents suggested that it would be 
helpful to set out: 

• What is meant by ‘a strong and dynamic relationship between its land and 
people’. 

• That ‘all land’ refers to both private and public land within Scotland. 

• Whether ‘land under water’ includes the seabed and, specifically, the seabed 
out to territorial limits. 

Reframing of the vision 

Some respondents were looking for a more fundamental review and/or reframing of 
the vision. Further comments included that: 

• The proposed vision is not accessible. The ‘National non-governmental 
organisation’ respondent raising this issue reported that their members 
struggled to understand what it meant for them. Reasons cited for this included 
that members were not clear about what is meant by either ‘natural capital’ or 
‘just transition’. 

• References to a just transition and natural capital offer only a partial updating of 
policy developments since the point at which the current Statement was 
drafted. Other key policy developments referred to included: promoting 
inclusive growth; community wealth creation; the progressive realisation of 
human rights; achieving greater social justice; and community empowerment. 

In terms of the type of vision required, comments included that it should: 

• Be inspiring and motivating to encourage buy-in. 

• Reflect the key overarching principles of the Statement. 

• Relate to the Land Use Strategy and the implementation of the pilot Regional 
Land Use Partnerships. 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-third-land-use-strategy-2021-2026-getting-best-land/
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In terms of the specific wording of the vision, suggestions included that it should: 

• Reflect a human rights approach to the ownership, use and management of 
land. 

• Reference the range of rights - environmental, social, economic, and cultural - 
that the Statement covers. There was also a reference to reflecting the sense 
of fairness which comes from the principles, and that this could be achieved by 
amending the vision to read ‘A Scotland with a strong, dynamic and equitable 
relationship...’. 

• Acknowledge the limits to the exercise of rights. It was suggested that as it 
currently stands the Statement reads as being unilateral. 

• Recognise the need to balance public and private interests in land; a 
‘Government and NDPB’ respondent suggested that the need to balance 
interests is not as well recognised in the vision as it is in the principles. 

On a similar theme, a ‘Private landowners and their representative bodies’ 
respondent commented that, on occasion, there will need to be a trade-off between 
certain objectives. Examples given included that we will need to invest in new towns 
and settlements and that vacant and derelict land is not always capable of effective, 
efficient and economic reuse. 

A final suggestion was that the vision could be supported by a set of values; it was 
thought that these could empower landowners, managers and users to make values-
led decisions about how to realise land rights and responsibilities in different 
contexts. 

Retain the existing vision 

A minority position, taken by a ‘Private landowners and their representative bodies’ 
respondent, was that the vision does not need to be changed. They considered that 
the transition to net zero is already implicit in both the vision and Principle 1. They 
had an associated concern that specific reference to the transition to net zero could 
be seen as deprioritising the more economic and socially focused public policy 
objectives set out in the vision. 
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Principles 

Questions 3 and 4 covered the six principles set out in the current Statement. In 
each case, respondents were asked whether the principle is still relevant and then to 
suggest potential improvements.  

Question 3 – Do you think that the principles are still relevant to current Scottish 
land issues? 

Question 4 – If you think that the principles could be made more relevant, or that 
there are any issues that they do not address, please outline this.  

Principle 1: 

The overall framework of land rights, responsibilities and public policies should 
promote, fulfil and respect relevant human rights in relation to land, contribute 
to public interest and wellbeing, and balance public and private interests. The 
framework should support sustainable economic development, protect and 
enhance the environment, help achieve social justice and build a fairer society. 

Table 3 

Do you think that Principle 1 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues? 

 Yes No 
Not 

Answered 
Total 

Organisations:     

Community organisations and their representative bodies 5   5 

Government and NDPB 6  1 7 

National non-governmental organisations 6 2 1 9 

Private landowners and their representative bodies  3 2  5 
 

Total organisations 20 4 2 26 

% of organisations answering 83% 17%   
 

Individuals 22 5 2 29 

% of individuals answering 81% 19%   
 

All respondents 42 9 4 55 

% of all respondents 76% 16% 7%  

% of all those answering 82% 18%   

In some instances percentages do not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

A majority of respondents – 82% of those answering the question – thought that 
Principle 1 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues. 

Twenty respondents commented on Principle 1. 

Principle 1 (along with Principle 2) was described as having vital foundational 
significance for the Statement. Other aspects of the principle that respondents 
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particularly welcomed included: the continued reference to human rights in relation to 
land; and the assertion of both public and private rights and responsibilities. 

However, other general observations about this principle included that it is difficult to 
understand and implement. Reasons given included that: 

• It is complex and wide ranging, and is trying to do too much. 

• The language used is inaccessible. 

• It is not clear what “relevant human rights in relation to land” refers to. 

It was suggested that it should be simplified, with one suggestion that Principle 1 
could be streamlined if: 

• The role of land in fulfilling human rights and achieving public benefit was 
covered in the vision; and 

• Principle 1 was then focused on recognising the role of public policies in 
achieving the objectives of the Statement. 

Another suggestion was that the current principle should be split into two, with one 
principle focused on balancing public and private rights and the other on the 
fulfilment of human rights. 

In terms of other themes that respondents wanted to see covered or given greater 
emphasis under Principle 1, some of these reflected themes that are covered in the 
vision – such as natural capital – or that respondents were also looking to have 
covered in the vision, such as the concept of the common good. It was also 
suggested that the emphasis on achieving social justice and building a fairer society 
should be placed at the beginning of the principle. 

Other themes that respondents wished to see reflected in Principle 1 were: 

• Community interests, which should be included alongside public and private 
interests. 

• Community resilience. 

• Property rights, to be included alongside public and private interests. 

• Equality and diversity issues. Specifically, seeking to influence decision making 
to ensure all sectors of the population are given meaningful opportunities to 
own or lease land, to benefit from land, and to be involved in decision making. 

• Support for the Gaelic language should be considered as part of the 
responsibility that comes with land ownership. The ‘Government and NDPB’ 
respondent raising this issue went on to report that the position of the SLC is 
that the Gaelic language is an intrinsic part of land issues in Scotland. 

• Encouraging public bodies and policy makers to proactively further land rights 
and responsibilities and ensure alignment and consistency in public policy, 
funding and action. 

• Responsibilities to support and enable healthy ecosystems. 
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Other suggested amendments or changes to Principle 1 were 

• Removing ‘economic’ so that the principle reads ‘... support sustainable 
development, ...’. It was suggested that referencing sustainable development 
would be consistent with the UN Sustainable Development Goals.2  

• Clarifying that human rights in relation to land does not only mean the 
protection of property. 

Principle 2: 

There should be a more diverse pattern of land ownership and tenure, with 
more opportunities for citizens to own, lease and have access to land. 

Table 4 

Do you think that Principle 2 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues? 

 Yes No 
Not 

Answered 
Total 

Organisations:     

Community organisations and their representative bodies 5   5 

Government and NDPB  6  1 7 

National non-governmental organisations 7 1 1 9 

Private landowners and their representative bodies  3 2  5 
 

Total organisations 21 3 2 26 

% of organisations answering 88% 13%   
 

Individuals 21 6 2 29 

% of individuals answering 78% 22%   
 

All respondents 42 9 4 55 

% of all respondents 76% 16% 7%  

% of all those answering 82% 18%   

In some instances percentages do not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

A majority of respondents – 82% of those answering the question – thought that 
Principle 2 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues. 

Twenty-one respondents commented on Principle 2. 

There was support for retaining the wording of Principle 2 as it currently reads, 
including because, along with Principle 1, it provides a foundation for the whole 
Statement. Further comments in support of Principle 2 included that access to open 
land - as embedded in Principle 2 – is critically important. 

                                         
2 Further information on the Goals is available at:  

Take Action for the Sustainable Development Goals - United Nations Sustainable Development 

https://www.un.org/sustainabledevelopment/sustainable-development-goals/


11 

Points that respondents wished to note in connection to Principle 2 included that it 
has different applications in urban or rural situations and appears to be more firmly 
directed towards the rural policy space. Other comments were: 

• Private citizens already have plenty of opportunity to buy land, but given the 
price of land and inequalities in wealth, creating more opportunities for private 
citizens to own land could just entrench inequality by enabling wealthy 
individuals to acquire even more land. To be meaningful, it would be better to 
replace ‘citizens’ with something like ‘people of all backgrounds’. 

• On a similar theme, it was suggested that diverse land tenure and ownership 
should not be enabled by allowing land to be sold to the highest bidder, often 
outwith Scotland, in an unregulated market economy. 

• There should be scrutiny of land tenure intentions by bidders for land purchase. 
The ‘Individual’ respondent raising this issue went on to comment that this 
would be particularly relevant on purchase of tenanted land and to suggest that 
there could be a legally required test for compatibility of intentions with local 
and national plans. 

• The community right to buy should be extended, with what is considered 
‘sustainable development’ related to the community right to buy sharpened and 
with other means of compulsory purchase by the public considered. 

However, there was also a concern that calls for more diverse ownership disregard 
evidence showing that fragmented ownership is not necessary to deliver the 
outcomes referred to in the vision and Principle 1. The ‘Private landowners and their 
representative bodies’ respondent raising this concern expressed a view that 
diversity of ownership should not be an end in itself and should not be pursued as a 
policy objective. They were looking for Principle 2 to be changed to refer to an 
increase in access to land and assets to assist in the delivery of national and local 
aspirations and need. 

Other comments also addressed use of land and included that more should be done 
to promote community access to land and assets by means of alternative tenures, 
which can also assist in delivering local and national outcomes. It was suggested 
that expanding on this within Principle 2 should remove the need for Principle 3. 

Finally, it was suggested that Principles 2 and 3 could perhaps be combined. 
Reasons given included that they cover similar themes – relating to a more diverse 
pattern of land ownership – and that having communities covered under the separate 
Principle 3 increases the perceived gap between individuals and communities. 
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Principle 3: 

More local communities should have the opportunity to own, lease or use 
buildings and land which can contribute to their community’s wellbeing and 
future development. 

Table 5 

Do you think that Principle 3 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues? 

 Yes No 
Not 

Answered 
Total 

Organisations:     

Community organisations and their representative bodies 4 1  5 

Government and NDPB 6  1 7 

National non-governmental organisations 7 1 1 9 

Private landowners and their representative bodies  3 2  5 
 

Total organisations 20 4 2 26 

% of organisations answering 83% 17%   
 

Individuals 21 6 2 29 

% of individuals answering 78% 22%   
 

All respondents 41 10 4 55 

% of all respondents 75% 18% 7%  

% of all those answering 80% 20%   

A majority of respondents – 80% of those answering the question – thought that 
Principle 3 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues. 

Twenty-one respondents commented on Principle 3. 

A number of respondents suggested Principle 3 should be retained with its current 
wording. Further supporting comments included a ‘Government and NDPB’ 
respondent reporting that, since the introduction of the existing Statement, they have 
published an Asset Transfer Policy Statement and Guidance and are committed to 
facilitating asset transfer where it will bring benefits to communities and secure 
positive outcomes for the historic environment. 

Other comments also addressed the delivery of Principle 3 and included that 
community ownership, leasing or use of land and buildings should be a normal, 
designed part of community planning, development and regeneration.3 The 
‘Government and NDPB’ respondent making this point was amongst those 
respondents who suggested changes or additions to Principle 3. Suggestions 
included that Principle 3 (or the Statement more widely) should: 

                                         
3 The ‘Government and NDPB’ respondent raising this issue referenced: The Model CHP for the 
Scottish Government and Associated Public Authorities Sector in Scotland - Word Template 
(landcommission.gov.scot) 

https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/downloads/5dd698fa2e391_1-Community-Ownership-Mechanisms-SRUC-Final-Report-For-Publication.pdf
https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/downloads/5dd698fa2e391_1-Community-Ownership-Mechanisms-SRUC-Final-Report-For-Publication.pdf
https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/downloads/5dd698fa2e391_1-Community-Ownership-Mechanisms-SRUC-Final-Report-For-Publication.pdf
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• Ensure there is a supportive policy environment and practical support for 
communities to build capacity and explore suitable opportunities. 

• Articulate the outcomes that community ownership delivers, recognising that it 
is not an end but a means to delivering wider development and regeneration 
outcomes, including community sustainability. It should recognise the role of 
community ownership, use and lease of land in supporting community wealth 
building and delivering inclusive growth. 

• Establish a presumption that negotiated transactions between a willing seller 
and willing buyer is the norm, with statutory rights to buy or asset transfer being 
used only where this is not possible. 

• (Alternatively) include a compulsory right to buy for communities, without any 
limiting provisions. 

• Set out rights for communities to use vacant or derelict land for community 
benefit. 

Other points made by some respondents  included that: 

• There may be conflicts with alternative projects from either the public or private 
sector, or community bodies. If pursued legally or via planning objections, 
these conflicts would have the potential to frustrate and delay much needed 
investment and delivery of new homes, businesses and public facilities. 

• Delivery of this principle is often frustrated by government ‘fiddling’ with market 
forces. If holdings legislation was properly structured there would be greater 
opportunity to lease land. 

Other themes that respondents wished to see added or emphasised included: 

• The need for a just transition and addressing climate change. 

• Reference to the natural environment or natural capital. 

Principle 4: 

The holders of land rights should exercise these rights in ways that take 
account of their responsibilities to meet high standards of land ownership, 
management and use. Acting as the stewards of Scotland’s land resource for 
future generations they contribute to sustainable growth and a modern, 
successful country. 
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Table 6 

Do you think that Principle 4 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues? 

 Yes No 
Not 

Answered 
Total 

Organisations:     

Community organisations and their representative bodies 4 1  5 

Government and NDPB 6  1 7 

National non-governmental organisations 6 2 1 9 

Private landowners and their representative bodies  5   5 
 

Total organisations 21 3 2 26 

% of organisations answering 88% 13%   
 

Individuals 21 7 1 29 

% of individuals answering 75% 25%   
 

All respondents 42 10 3 55 

% of all respondents 76% 18% 5%  

% of all those answering 81% 19%   

In some instances percentages do not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

A majority of respondents – 81% of those answering the question – thought that 
Principle 4 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues. 

Twenty-four respondents commented on Principle 4. 

Although most were supportive of its basic premise, a small number of respondents 
had fundamental concerns about Principle 4. These included that: 

• The Scottish Government should be upholding the rights of landowners. It was 
suggested that people have managed land and access for hundreds of years 
without any interference and there is no need for the Scottish Government to 
create any further damage to land or the relationship the Scottish people have 
with it. 

• Land needs protecting from Government, development and the habitual 
harvesting of its natural resources. 

Others were supportive of the overall position set out, but also wanted to see other 
themes covered under Principle 4, suggestions included: 

• Being explicit that the holders of land rights have both environmental and social 
responsibilities to their local communities. 

• Greater recognition of the value of place, possibly connected to cultural values, 
natural beauty and the historic built environment. 

• Focusing on the economic and social dimensions of land management by 
referencing the wider economic and social components of high standards of 
land ownership, management and use. A connected suggestion was that there 
could be a case for having separate principles covering the economic and 
social components. 
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• Referring to public standards that all landowners must adhere to. These 
standards must be set by the Scottish Government. 

Other suggested changes or amendments to Principle 4 included: 

• Making the distinction between those who own/lease land and those who 
exercise rights over land. 

• Reframing the principle so it does not sustain rent seeking i.e. receiving rents 
for privately owned property. 

• Adding a specific focus on urban land. 

There were a number of other comments relating to sustainable growth or 
sustainability. Proposed changes to Principle 4 included: 

• Amending the principle to recognise that growth needs to be inclusive as well 
as sustainable. 

• Removing the reference to ‘sustainable growth and a modern, successful 
country’, and referring instead to a ‘sustainable society’ or ‘sustainable 
advancement’. 

• Not implying that ‘growth’ is a requirement or desirable. 

The level of subjectivity which might be applied to different interpretations of 
contributing to sustainable growth, or successful land management and use, was 
also noted. An associated concern was that, if the Statement is placed on a statutory 
basis, that subjectivity and the potential for interpretation of its policies and intentions 
could well lead to significant legal dispute, conflict and delay. 

Finally, a ‘Government and NDPB’ respondent commented that – reflecting how 
wide-ranging Principle 4 is – the SLC’s Protocol on Good Stewardship relating to this 
principle is the most complex of their Protocol documents. They went on to suggest 
that it can be difficult for those applying this principle to understand its core objective 
because it encompasses several significant responsibilities that landowners and 
managers have. They proposed separating this principle into two, with: 

• One principle expanding on the environmental aspects of decision making, 
including the management of natural capital and how decisions should include 
consideration of environmental, social and cultural benefits that could be 
delivered, even when these are not the primary motivation for managing the 
land or buildings; and 

• The other principle focusing on the delivery of other forms of public benefit 
through land management, covering social and cultural impacts, productive 
use, a community wealth building approach, and access to green space. This 
principle could be strengthened through the concept of ‘active stewardship’. 

  

https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/our-work/good-practice/good-stewardship-of-land
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Principle 5: 

There should be improved transparency of information about the ownership, 
use and management of land, and this should be publicly available, clear and 
contain relevant detail. 

Table 7 

Do you think that Principle 5 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues? 

 Yes No 
Not 

Answered 
Total 

Organisations:     

Community organisations and their representative bodies 5   5 

Government and NDPB 6  1 7 

National non-governmental organisations 8  1 9 

Private landowners and their representative bodies  5   5 
 

Total organisations 24 0 2 26 

% of organisations answering 100% 0%   
 

Individuals 24 3 2 29 

% of individuals answering 89% 11%   
 

All respondents 48 3 4 55 

% of all respondents 87% 5% 7%  

% of all those answering 94% 6%   

In some instances percentages do not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

A substantial majority of respondents – 94% of those answering the question – 
thought that Principle 5 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues. 

Fourteen respondents commented on Principle 5. 

A number of the comments addressed the issue of transparency, with comments 
including that ‘improved’ should be removed as the objective should be to achieve 
transparency rather than an improvement. Another suggestion was that ‘full’ should 
replace ‘improved’. 

However, it was also suggested that the government should be clear in any new 
initiative about the purpose of ‘improved transparency’ measures. For example, 
would it apply to information about the occupier, the owners or investors, or possibly 
an individual property or asset manager? The ‘Private landowners and their 
representative bodies’ respondent raising this issue commented that, depending on 
the answer, there could be privacy issues. 

Other comments on the type of information required and how it should be recorded 
included that: 

• Efforts should be made to codify and bring together the different forms of land 
and property information that are already public - including the Registers of 
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Scotland, the valuation roll and Companies House information that is already 
open to the public. 

• Land Management Plans can be beneficial to both the land manager and the 
local community by providing an overview of the objectives for the land and 
providing a mechanism for community engagement where relevant. 

• The Land Register is a good tool, although has loopholes and opportunities to 
mask transaction prices, which should be closed. It was suggested that the 
scale and cost of land registration should not be underestimated, and it was 
noted that Registers of Scotland do provide support to landowners who may 
not know where to start with this process. It was suggested that the SLC’s 
Good Practice Advisory Group casework service could encompass supporting 
landowners in registering ownership as part of its responsible landownership 
messaging. 

• Information on land and croft houses sold by community trusts should be freely 
available. 

Principle 6: 

There should be greater collaboration and community engagement in decisions 
about land. 

Table 8 

Do you think that Principle 6 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues? 

 Yes No 
Not 

Answered 
Total 

Organisations:     

Community organisations and their representative bodies 4 1  5 

Government and NDPB 6  1 7 

National non-governmental organisations 7 1 1 9 

Private landowners and their representative bodies  5   5 
 

Total organisations 22 2 2 26 

% of organisations answering 92% 8%   
 

Individuals 20 8 1 29 

% of individuals answering 71% 29%   
 

All respondents 42 10 3 55 

% of all respondents 76% 18% 5%  

% of all those answering 81% 19%   

In some instances percentages do not sum to 100% due to rounding. 

A majority of respondents – 81% of those answering the question – thought that 
Principle 6 is still relevant to current Scottish land issues. 

Twenty respondents commented on Principle 6, with a ‘Government and NDPB’ 
respondent suggesting that open and honest collaboration between landowners, 
managers and those in the public, private and third sectors is critical in seeing 

https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/our-work/good-practice/good-practice-advisory-group
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progress against the Statement, in achieving wider benefits and in addressing 
significant local and national challenges. A ‘National non-governmental 
organisations’ respondent reported that, whilst on paper there is collaboration and 
community engagement, in practice, the power is in the hands of the landowners 
who have forged relationships with local authorities to their benefit. They went on to 
suggest that Principle 6 needs to be made stronger to make it clear that collaboration 
and community engagement are essential. 

In terms of other themes that respondents wanted to see explored under Principle 6, 
some related to further detail or greater clarity. For example, a ‘Private landowners 
and their representative bodies’ respondent commented that the reference to 
‘decisions about land’ is extremely wide and could include anything from day-to-day 
decisions to significant changes about the use of land. 

In terms of bringing more clarity, there were calls for: 

• A more explicit reference to ensuring that all sectors of the population are given 
meaningful opportunities to own or lease land, to benefit from land, and to be 
involved in decision making. 

• Explanation of what is covered by greater collaboration and community 
engagement. There could be reference to inclusive practice for community 
engagement. 

• The benefits of participation to be emphasised, along with a more balanced 
narrative between engagement, collaboration and participation. 

There was also a call for a focus on ‘meaningful’ rather than ‘greater’ collaboration, 
and for a reference to inclusive practice for community engagement. A ‘Government 
and NDPB’ respondent reported that when setting out the principles and policies for 
decision making that affects the historic environment, they took account of the 
objectives of the Statement, the Scottish Government’s Guidance on Engaging 
Communities in Decisions Relating to Land and the SLC’s Protocols. Another 
‘Government and NDPB’ respondent suggested that Principle 6 could do more to 
recognise the value of wider collaboration between interested parties and that such 
an approach would bring greater alignment with other policy such as Regional Land 
Use Partnerships and the Land Use Strategy. 

However, there was a concern that Principle 6 does not recognise the difference 
between encouraging effective community collaboration to shape and inform 
decisions about land use, and communities having the right to decide on land use 
where they themselves do not own it. The ‘Private landowners and their 
representative bodies’ respondent raising this concern went on suggest that a 
balance needs to be struck, especially where communities have not expressed any 
interest in engaging with the landowner, despite efforts from that owner to reach out 
through various means. 

There was also a concern that Principle 6 does not recognise or account for the 
reality of conflicting interests among communities. In relation to potentially competing 
or conflicting interests, one suggestion was that the principle should include a right 
for community councils to appeal to the Scottish Government against local authority 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/guidance-engaging-communities-decisions-relating-land/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/guidance-engaging-communities-decisions-relating-land/
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decisions to allow developments, in the same way that developers are allowed to 
appeal to the Scottish Government to appeal against local authority decisions to 
refuse developments. 

Other comments included: 

• The role of Local Place Plans should be referred to in the accompanying 
Advisory Notes. 

• Addressing existing land use issues, which it was suggested often need to be 
resolved before the Statement principles can be applied. It was reported that 
historical issues can have a direct negative impact on the local community or 
environment and that this issue is of particular relevance in light of the 
introduction of Part 3A of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 to provide 
communities a right to buy abandoned, neglected and detrimental land. 

General issues about the principles 

In addition to comments relating to specific principles, there were also a small 
number of more general observations about the principles overall. These included 
that it is difficult to comment on how the existing principles should be changed until 
the new vision is decided upon. Others were looking for a greater emphasis or 
acknowledgement of certain themes or issues across the revised principles. Themes 
identified included: 

• The vision’s references to net zero and natural capital being emphasised 
throughout the principles. 

• The responsibilities of all land users, including members of the public using the 
land for leisure or recreational purposes. 

• The impact of an unregulated land market and the high prices of land. It was 
suggested that the revised Statement could reflect or acknowledge this 
context more explicitly. 

There were also suggestions for new or additional principles relating to: 

• Addressing natural capital in the context of the climate and nature emergencies 
and a just transition. 

• Land which comes with significant environmental or historical burdens. 

• The productive reuse of land. It was suggested that this could be framed 
positively in terms of the ‘productive reuse of land’ as per the SLC’s The Case 
for Change: A New Approach to Assessing the Benefits of the Productive 
Reuse of Land. 

 

https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/downloads/5f04dd06e4a5c_SLC%20Reuse%20of%20Land%20Final%20Case%20for%20Change%20Report%2017Apr20.pdf
https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/downloads/5f04dd06e4a5c_SLC%20Reuse%20of%20Land%20Final%20Case%20for%20Change%20Report%2017Apr20.pdf
https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/downloads/5f04dd06e4a5c_SLC%20Reuse%20of%20Land%20Final%20Case%20for%20Change%20Report%2017Apr20.pdf
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Implementation and awareness 
The consultation paper explains that, in 2019, the SLC launched its Good Practice 
Programme to encourage good  behaviour, culture and practice with straightforward 
and practical advice on the Land Rights and Responsibilities Statement. Adherence 
to the Statement is voluntary. 

The SLC produced 35 case studies and a range of guidance and toolkits to 
further support the sharing and implementation of good practice across a 
wide range of subjects. As part of a pilot project, 23 landowners have 
completed a Land Rights and Responsibilities self-assessment, identifying 
areas of good practice and actions for development. 

Measuring and reporting on progress 

Question 5 – Do you have any proposals as to how to measure change as a result 
of implementation of the Statement, including suggestions for indicators of 
progress? Please provide details. 

Measuring change 

Some of the comments addressed the basic principles that should underpin any 
approach to measuring change. A general observation, from a ‘Government and 
NDPB’ respondent, was that different measurement frameworks will be required to 
track and quantify strategic outcomes compared to more operational ones. They 
went on to caution that, as the Statement is voluntary and as there is no 
mechanism to monitor its implementation, attributing change to the Statement may 
be problematic. 

The importance of recognising that some land management and community 
regeneration projects can take decades was also highlighted. The ‘Private 
landowners and their representative bodies’ respondent raising this issue went on 
to suggest that it will be important to allow land managers sufficient time to have a 
fair chance at delivering any required outcomes. 

Other comments and suggestions included that the approach should be 
underpinned by: 

• Clearly defined public standards, with progress and change then measured 
against these standards. A similar suggestion was the development of 
priorities to support the principles. 

• Success focused outcomes, both national and local, including environmental, 
economic and community outcomes. A connected suggestion was that these 
outcomes could be modelling on the approach used in the National Planning 
Framework. 

A ‘Community organisations and their representative bodies’ respondent made a 
connection with the forthcoming Land Reform Bill. They noted that it will contain 
proposals for a Public Interest Test on significant land transfers and, perhaps, for 
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statutory reviews of existing landholdings. They went on to suggest that the 
approach used for the Statement – such as by using a suite of indicators – should 
form part of the basis for the exercise of a Public Interest Test. 

There were also a range of practical suggestions relating to how measuring change 
should be taken forward. They included that: 

• Mapping land in Scotland, to show its use and make its ownership and 
occupancy transparent, will be required. It was suggested that such an 
exercise will be key to developing the baseline against which change can be 
measured. 

• Gathering data on selected case studies in order to show how implementation 
of the Statement can lead to positive social and environmental outcomes. It 
was suggested that the SLC could carry out or instruct this data collection in 
coordination with their Good Practice Programme. 

• Recording the activities of the SLC – for example contacts by geographic 
area, reason for contact, support given etc. – could be useful. 

• There should be a mechanism for reporting and recording bad practice. 

Other suggestions focused on how different stakeholders could or should be 
involved and/or the requirements that should be placed on them. They included 
that: 

• Bringing key indicators together for a regular ‘stock-take’ of progress with 
stakeholders would be beneficial and help to identify how those stakeholders 
can collectively further the Statement. 

• Specifically, there should be engagement with major landowners and their 
representative bodies to look at lessons learned and the development of 
guidance for other stakeholders. 

• Landowners or managers should have to provide engagement and 
consultation plans to SLC prior to land sales and land use changes. 

• There should be a requirement for public consultation on management plans 
and land use decisions. 

• It will be important to make connections to landowners who have not yet been 
involved in the SLC’s Good Practice Programme. It was suggested that the 
Land Rights and Responsibilities self-assessment should become mandatory 
for all landowners and those with land rights. 

However, a ‘National non-governmental organisations’ respondent referred to work 
they have carried out recently with the SLC; this was a farmer cohort review of the 
Statement principles and self-assessment against these. They went on to report 
that their members feel that the current self-assessment format is not workable for 
them. Their members concerns centred on the level of detail requested, time taken 
to complete the assessment, and duplication of information already provided 
elsewhere. The respondent went on to suggest that, if self-assessment is to be 
considered, it must be workable but that there may be other means of monitoring 
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and measuring change which do not place any onerous requirement on land 
managers. 

Indicators of progress 

General comments about indicators of progress included that they: 

• Should be clear and concise. 

• Should be SMART.4 

• Should be kept in place for a reasonable period, to reflect the reality that 
change can take time. 

• Could draw on the National Performance Framework Indicators, for example 
the indicator on community ownership. A similar suggestion was to draw on 
the indictors set out in the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy. 

• Could be informed by the call for case studies and examples from land 
managers. 

Specific suggestions for possible indicators of progress often related to land 
ownership, or the transfer of ownership. These included: 

• How many people own or lease how much land, and land ownership 
concentration, private and public. 

• Recent land transactions from Registers of Scotland. This could look at trends 
in community ownership and diversity of ownership. Specifically, community 
right to buy applications and approvals. 

• The number of community groups owning or leasing land. 

• The average size of land owned for land parcels greater than a hectare. 

Other possible indicators proposed were: 

• Community involvement in governance. 

• Referring back to the defined public standards (above), the amount of land 
meeting the standards set. 

• How land use changes support improved economic prospects. 

• Community benefit contributions. 

• Condition of the historic environment. 

• Public access provision. 

• Access to growing space, community gardens or allotments. 

• The amount of community owned wind farm power being generated. 

• Improved hedge or dyke meterage against time. 

• Perceptions of the local area. 

                                         
4 SMART is generally understood to stand for Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Realistic and 
Time-bound. 

https://nationalperformance.gov.scot/measuring-progress
https://www.gov.scot/policies/biodiversity/scottish-biodiversity-strategy/
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• Number of complaints. 

Information sources 

In terms of existing information sources that could be used to support the 
measurement of change, respondents highlighted the following: 

• The annual Scottish Vacant and Derelict Land Survey. 

• The Scottish Government’s annual Community Ownership in Scotland 
statistics; it was suggested that these could be extended to cover community 
leases and use. 

Question 6 – Do you think that there is a need for regular reporting on 
implementation of the principles of the Statement? 

Responses by respondent type are set out in Table 9 below. 

Table 9 

Question 6 – Do you think that there is a need for regular reporting on implementation of the 
Principles of the Statement? 

 Yes No 
Not 

Answered 
Total 

Organisations:     

Community organisations and their representative bodies 5   5 

Government and NDPB 5  2 7 

National non-governmental organisations 8  1 9 

Private landowners and their representative bodies  4 1  5 
 

Total organisations 22 1 3 26 

% of organisations answering 96% 4%   
 

Individuals 21 5 3 29 

% of individuals answering 81% 19%   
 

All respondents 43 6 6 55 

% of all respondents 78% 11% 11%  

% of all those answering 88% 12%   

A majority of respondents – 88% of those answering the question – thought that 
there is a need for regular reporting on implementation of the principles of the 
Statement. 

  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-vacant-and-derelict-land-survey---site-register/
https://www.gov.scot/collections/community-ownership-in-scotland/
https://www.gov.scot/collections/community-ownership-in-scotland/
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Question 7 – If you think that there is a need for regular reporting, how do you 
think this should be done and by whom? 

Forty-four respondents commented at Question 7. Of these, 39 respondents 
thought that there is a need for regular reporting, four did not and one did not 
answer Question 6. 

Reasons given for thinking there is a need for regular reporting included that the 
limited monitoring and reporting requirements currently in place restricts our 
understanding of the impact of the Statement, levels of implementation and 
progress towards achieving the vision. It was suggested that enhanced 
requirements would improve accountability and transparency in land ownership and 
management and thereby strengthen implementation of the Statement. 

A number of the comments addressed either the type of organisation, or the 
specific organisation, which should take responsibility for reporting. In terms of the 
type of organisation, there were suggestions that it should be independent and 
have the capacity to operate in urban as well as rural settings. 

The most frequently made suggestion was that the SLC should take the lead. 
Further comments included that the SLC is naturally well-positioned to report on 
implementation. A ‘National non-governmental organisations’ respondent 
commented that the additional resource implication of a new reporting function 
should be taken into account by the Scottish Government in the event of deciding to 
task the agency with such a responsibility. 

Other suggestions for where responsibility for reporting could lie were: 

• Scottish Ministers: it was suggested that, as the Statement is intended to 
inform the development of Government policy and action in relation to land, it 
is reasonable to expect that the Scottish Government should report at regular 
intervals on how the Statement is fulfilling that function. One suggestion was 
that the SLC could report to Scottish Ministers or that reporting could be co-
ordinated by SLC on behalf of Scottish Ministers. 

• Audit Scotland: it was suggested they be given the powers to hold the 
Government accountable. 

• Landowners: a specific suggestion was that Scottish Tenant Farmers 
Association and National Farmers Union Scotland members could report on a 
case-by-case basis. 

In terms of the type and frequency of reporting, suggestions included: 

• Annual or biannual reporting, which if undertaken by the SLC could form part 
of their Good Practice Programme. It was suggested that in-depth annual 
progress reports could usefully: draw attention to emerging examples of 
impact in practice; highlight areas in which principles are seen to be lacking in 
influence on delivery; and provide practical recommendations for the Scottish 
Government. 
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• Reporting on how the macro-level principles (Principles 1 - 3) are informing 
policy development and action. It was suggested that either a three-year or 
five-year cycle could be appropriate. A connected point was that the regular 
five-year review of the Statement by Scottish Government is a good 
opportunity to review relevant indicators and stakeholder feedback on 
progress. 

• The production of activity reports, similar to those currently produced by the 
Tenant Farming Commissioner. 

There were also comments relating to self-assessment by landowners; there were 
occasional references to this being either made mandatory or, more frequently, 
voluntary. Other comments included that reporting via the SLC’s Good Practice 
Programme self-assessment should be rolled out more widely to provide a greater 
breadth of reporting and a more complete picture of areas of good practice and 
actions for development. Connected comments were that: 

• The SLC’s pilot on the self-assessment approach will most likely provide 
helpful insights regarding the implementation of such an approach. A 
‘Government and NDPB’ respondent reported that the findings from the pilot 
will be published in 2022. However, in the meantime, a ‘Private landowners 
and their representative bodies’ respondent involved in the pilot was looking 
for an approach based on a shorter form with simple, open ended questions 
that sets a positive tone and encourages and shares information about best 
practice. 

• A similar approach to that taken for Fair Work could be adopted, where 
landowners undertake a self-assessment designed to encourage reflective 
thinking and best practice. 

• Public bodies could be encouraged to demonstrate leadership in regularly 
preparing and reporting on an action plan and progress. 

• A light touch introduction may be the best way forward to allow less well-
resourced landowners (private, public and community) to participate. 

• Self-assessment could be supported by accreditation schemes, if appetite for 
such schemes exists. 

Other comments and suggestions included that the update of the Land Use 
Strategy, and the roll-out of Regional Land Use Partnerships, may give a regional 
perspective on how the Statement is being used in different parts of Scotland. 

Although the majority of respondents thought there was a need for regular 
reporting, a ‘National non-governmental organisations’ respondent who did not 
think there was such a need suggested instead that the Scottish Government must 
do more work to understand the benefits to land managers of any reporting 
process. They suggested that, until the benefits are more clearly understood and 
accepted, land managers will struggle to engage further. 
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Call for case studies 

In the current Statement, each principle is demonstrated through a case study and 
the Scottish Government wants to ensure that the examples included are as 
representative as possible. They are seeking examples that demonstrate effective 
implementation of the principles, or ways in which sector representatives have 
encouraged adoption of the statement. They plan to compile a selection of case 
studies for publication as part of any revisions to the Statement and include others 
in a case study library to provide further examples of effective implementation. 

Question 8 – If you would like to submit a case study, please provide details of a 
specific example. You may submit more than one case study. 

Seventeen respondents made possible case study suggestions, with the number of 
case studies suggested by each of those respondents ranging from one up to 
seven. Three ‘Individual’ respondents referred to their own experience or the 
experience of someone they knew.  

In addition, five organisations noted that they could be contacted about possible 
case studies. 

There were a small number of other case study-related comments. These included: 

• A ‘Community organisation and their representative bodies’ respondent noting 
that they aim to work with the SLC around providing case studies. 

• That the inclusion of island-focused case studies is welcome. 

There was also a view, however, that the case study approach has limited value as 
a formal part of the Statement as they are essentially practice rather than policy 
matters. It was suggested that the SLC would be best placed to keep an up-to-date 
resource of accessible case studies as part of their Good Practice work. 

Structure of the document 

The Advisory Notes are intended to expand on the principles and set them in 
context. The context in Scotland has changed significantly since the last Statement, 
and the Advisory Notes may need updating. 

Question 9 – Are there any changes that should be made to the Advisory Notes to 
make it more clear, relevant or reflective of current context? If your comment 
relates to a specific principle please flag which one. 

Twenty-two respondents commented at Question 9. 

General comments about the current Advisory Notes included that they are now 
outdated, and are no longer fit-for-purpose. It was also noted that they do not reflect 
the protocols and guidance produced by the SLC or recent policy developments. 
This latter issue was raised especially in connection to climate mitigation and 
biodiversity recovery, and reflected comments at earlier questions about greater 
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emphasis being placed on addressing the climate emergency, enhancing and 
protecting natural capital and improving biodiversity. 

A fundamental concern, raised by a ‘Private landowners and their representative 
bodies’ respondent, was that they consider the language used in the Advisory 
Notes is biased towards community ownership or, at the very least, is not inclusive 
of private ownership and owners. They called for the next iteration of the Advisory 
Notes to adopt a more collaborative tone, with language pertaining to supporting 
and collaborating with landowners to make positive decisions about land. 

Other respondents who commented on how the Advisory Notes should be changed 
or developed suggested they could be simplified, made more digestible for different 
types of landowners, and could focus on giving a clearer understanding of what is 
trying to be achieved. A connected suggestion was that there should be a clearer 
connection between the advice and corresponding principles in ways that would 
provide practical benefits those seeking to address the principles in practice. 

There was also a call for the Advisory Notes to be updated regularly, including to 
reflect regulatory and policy changes such as those stemming from the Fourth 
National Planning Framework (NPF4) and the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019. It was 
suggested that the Advisory Notes must be seen as ‘living documents’, which will 
need to be refreshed frequently as reforms to planning and other related matters 
come into effect. 

Specific changes or additions that respondents wished to see included: 

• A clear explanation of what is meant by key terms, such as ‘high standards’ or 
‘significant’. 

• A more explicit reference to the role the Statement can play in addressing 
equality and diversity issues. This point was made in connection to Principles 
1 and 6 in particular. 

• Increased coverage of the urban context. 

• The use of examples relevant to different sectors to demonstrate the 
expectations of the Statement and good practice. 

• Inclusion of case studies demonstrating good practice by private landowners, 
including estate owners. 

• Links to resources now available to support implementation, such as the 
SLC’s protocols. 

• Links to relevant policy and legislation. 

• A consideration of common implementation challenges. 

• Some additional definitions, for example of natural capital, just transition and 
integrated land use. 

• Information on the role of enforcement in ensuring minimum standards are 
met. This point was made in connection to Principle 4 in particular. 

https://www.landcommission.gov.scot/our-work/good-practice/land-rights-and-responsibilities-protocols
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Restructuring suggestions included splitting the case studies from the other content 
of the Advisory Notes and presenting the case studies in a separate section which 
includes appropriate hyperlinks links to the main document. Another was that the 
Advisory Notes should not be retained as part of the main Statement but could be 
presented as an annex to it. 

In terms of elements of the current Advisory Notes that may no longer be required, 
suggestions included: 

• The statistics presented at the start of each principle. 

• The ‘What we have done/are doing’ sections. 

• Any references to land management practices that may now be outdated. 
There was specific reference to the Muirburn Code. 

Finally, one perspective was that the Advisory Notes are no longer required, and 
that the SLC should instead be charged with maintaining and developing their Good 
Practice work. 

Question 10 – Do you have any comments on the layout of the Statement? 

Eleven respondents commented at Question 10 and comments tended to be brief, 
sometimes reiterating points raised at earlier questions. These included that the 
vision and principles should be supported by a set of desired outcomes that can be 
delivered through the implementation of the Statement. 

New issues raised included that some respondents consider that the Statement is 
not user-friendly reading and could be pared back to the basics and kept concise. 
Other suggestions included that: 

• It would be helpful if the principles were categorised according to those that 
guide policy and those that guide best practice on the ground. 

• Annex B on the Policy Context is very useful and should also be included in 
the revised Statement. 

Bridging gaps in awareness 

Question 11 – Please tell us about any sectors you perceive to have lower 
awareness of the Statement. 

Twenty-six respondents commented at Question 11. 

While some respondents expressed a view of generally low awareness of the 
Statement or of low awareness beyond key stakeholders or those with direct 
involvement, the sector highlighted most frequently was the urban population. 
Investors in commercial and residential property in urban areas were also 
suggested to have lower awareness of the Statement. 

https://www.nature.scot/muirburn-code
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It was also suggested that deprived communities are likely to have a lower 
awareness of the Statement, and a ‘National non-governmental organisations’ 
respondent involved in regeneration of deprived areas reported a poor level of 
awareness in their own network that includes local authorities, housing 
associations, community groups, charities and businesses. 

The farming community was also highlighted as an area where awareness of the 
Statement may be lower. A ‘National non-governmental organisations’ respondent 
representing members in the farming sector reported that only around 1 in 5 of 
respondents to their own member survey were very familiar with the Statement and 
suggested this figure might be lower outwith their membership. They also reported 
low awareness of the present self-assessment process. Another ‘National non-
governmental organisations’ respondent highlighted examples of wildlife crime on 
farmed land as an illustration of poor awareness of the Statement with respect to 
natural capital and the need to embrace and support biodiversity. 

Among farmers and landowners, specific groups suggested as having lower 
awareness included: 

• Some private landowners and businesses which own large land areas or 
assets who may not think the Statement applies to them. 

• Small farmers and small landowners who may not think the Statement applies 
to them due to the limited size of their holding or who lack resources to seek 
information. 

• Landowners who do not engage with professional advisors, or who use 
professional advisors from outside of Scotland. With respect to professional 
advisors it was argued that solicitors, sales agents and accountants in the 
land and buildings sectors should also have increased awareness of the 
Statement. 

• Commercial onshore wind developers and landowners who lease land to 
them. 

Respondents also suggested a range of other sectors where they thought 
awareness may be lower including: 

• Faith and charitable organisations, outside of the community ownership and 
environmental sectors. 

• Some public sector organisations. 

• Higher education where, even in relevant subject areas, it was suggested 
many university students are unaware of the Statement. 

• Small community groups and, specifically, the community sector on islands. 

Question 12 – Do you have any suggestions of ways to engage with sectors who 
do not currently see the Statement as relevant to them? 

Thirty-one respondents commented at Question 12. 
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Raising awareness 

General suggestions on improving engagement included further awareness raising, 
and more publicity about the work of the SLC, with ideas such as an expanded SLC 
roadshow, or using a variety of workshops, webinars, event presentations and 
blogs to build knowledge and understanding. Specific suggestions included 
presentations to community council forums or public meetings. It was also noted 
that although the 2018 Guidance on Engaging Communities in Decisions Relating 
to Land provides a valuable guide to community engagement, awareness of it is 
poor. 

It was also reported that – as resources permit - the Good Practice Programme 
offers scope to raise awareness using tailored approaches to effective 
engagement. The ‘Government and NDPB’ respondent making this point also noted 
the extent to which development of the programme to date has been supported by 
sector leaders and membership organisations, and explained their intention to 
extend work with leaders and membership organisations to reach other sectors. 

Some respondents indicated that they might be able to assist in raising awareness 
in their own sectors – for example by monitoring awareness in island communities 
or by providing space at a relevant event or via an online platform. 

In addition to general awareness raising, it was suggested there should be a focus 
on those sectors with greater rights and responsibilities due to scale, concentration 
or where land/asset use is causing harm. Island communities and vacant and 
derelict land were given as examples. Given its importance, it was also proposed 
there should be a systematic approach to establishing the level of awareness of the 
Statement in different sectors and then using the findings to develop a targeted 
awareness raising strategy. However, it was also noted that there is substantial 
variation within sectors, with organisations varying in size, context and governance 
structure.  

A number of respondents argued that greater engagement with the Statement 
could be achieved by putting adherence on a compulsory or statutory basis, and by 
enforcing the Statement so there are consequences for those who do not engage. 
Specifically, it was suggested that completing the Land Rights and Responsibilities 
self-assessment should be made mandatory. 

Engaging specific sectors 

With respect to urban areas and areas of deprivation, it was suggested that scoping 
activities could identify sites with potential to be future case studies for 
implementation of the Statement. In relation to vacant and derelict land, this could 
involve engaging with an owner and the local community regarding how the 
principles of the Statement could be fulfilled in relation to a site, and could be co-
ordinated with other strategies to tackle vacant and derelict land. It was also 
acknowledged that existing work on vacant and derelict land may have already 
helped to raise awareness. 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/guidance-engaging-communities-decisions-relating-land/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/guidance-engaging-communities-decisions-relating-land/
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A greater focus in the Statement on land use in and around urban communities was 
also proposed since it was suggested that this is the land that will have an impact 
on most people’s daily lives. 

In the context of farmers and landowners, suggestions included that the Statement 
should emphasise opportunities for all landowners regardless of their nature or 
size, and that the work of the SLC’s Good Practice Team should be widened to 
cover to all landowners regardless of the nature and size of their holdings. It was 
also suggested that clarity as to how the Statement relates to other strategies and 
policies (such as the Land Use Strategy, Regional Land Use Partnerships and 
wider agricultural policy) could help to raise awareness in this sector. 

In relation to university education, it was suggested that the SLC could raise 
awareness by running seminars or training events on the Statement in relevant 
disciplines. Teaching in schools was also proposed. 

Other suggestions 

Other ideas for improved engagement included ensuring that the language used in 
the both the Statement and the Advisory Notes is as clear and simple as possible. 
Further ideas included that: 

• The retail sector should engage with the source of food and consumer 
messaging in relation to land. 

• For companies, action in relation to the Statement could feature in 
Environmental, Social and Governance reports. 

Question 13 – Do you have any ideas for other ways that adoption of the 
Statement could be promoted? 

Twenty-seven respondents commented at Question 13. Although most comments 
were brief, one ‘Government and NDPB’ respondent provided a more substantial 
contribution. 

Developing the Good Practice Programme 

The potential to further support and develop voluntary adoption of the Statement 
through the SLC’s  Good Practice Programme was highlighted, as was the work of 
the Good Practice Advisory Group and other stakeholders in reaching a consensus 
on reasonable expectations for implementing land rights and responsibilities. 
Recent work on improving awareness in the public sector was also reported.  

Plans for further development of the Good Practice Programme were reported to 
include: 

• Expanding the training programme to reach more people. 

• Revising the self-assessment process to make it more accessible. 

• Publishing guidance on implementing the land and assets pillar of community 
wealth building. 
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• Working with stakeholders to develop a protocol on natural capital. 

There was also a call for development of protocols for the agriculture and forestry 
sectors as the major land uses in Scotland, and for promoting the link between land 
and language. On the latter point, a ‘Government and NDPB’ respondent 
responsible for promoting Gaelic development noted they would welcome the 
opportunity to provide advice to the Advisory Group and to participate in some of its 
discussions. 

Further engagement 

Respondents suggested a range of organisations that might be engaged with to 
improve adoption of the Statement including:  

• Community groups such as Community Councils and Community Land 
Owning Bodies. 

• Network and membership organisations, including outdoor recreation and 
conservation membership organisations. 

• Those responsible for land and property. 

• Key professional and representative bodies. 

• Local authorities. 

A ‘Government and NDPB’ respondent noted their intention to encourage sector 
membership organisations to further develop their own guidance and support for 
landowners and managers and other respondents stated that they would be 
pleased to continue to support awareness raising including sharing information and 
promoting the Statement via social media. 

A statutory basis 

As noted at Question 12, some respondents argued in favour of placing the 
Statement on a statutory footing, rather than the voluntary basis on which it 
operates at present. A ‘Government and NDPB’ respondent noted that while 
existing voluntary approaches (such as the Good Practice Programme) are often 
effective, there are circumstances where landowners or managers do not choose to 
engage and where a greater statutory footing could provide a useful backstop. 
However, they emphasised a view that the first approach should still be to support 
voluntary adoption of good practice. It was suggested that the model and 
experience of the Tenant Farming Commissioner could be applied to support 
implementation of the Statement. 

It was also argued that there should be a greater emphasis on promoting the 
benefits and opportunities associated with the Statement, rather than stressing the 
requirement to meet a set of principles – effectively more focus on the carrot rather 
than the stick. 

Other proposals 

Other ideas for improving adoption of the Statement included: 
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• A form of accreditation scheme to recognise good practice. It was argued this 
could provide an opportunity for organisations/businesses to promote 
themselves as well as promoting adoption of the Statement. 

• An improved approach to monitoring and evaluating implementation of the 
Statement, encouraging stakeholders to understand and appreciate their 
contribution. 

• A new duty on public bodies to report on and develop an action plan for 
furthering the Statement. 

• Requiring adherence to the Statement and relevant protocols as a condition of 
receiving public funding.
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Assessing impact 
The final section of the consultation covered the impact of policy, and encouraged 
anyone with relevant information to contribute their ideas. 

Question 14 – Are you aware of any examples of how the proposals in this 
consultation might impact, positively or negatively, on island communities in a way 
that is different from the impact on mainland areas? 

Twenty one respondents commented at Question 14, although some simply noted 
that they were not aware of any examples of how the proposals might impact on 
island communities. As at the other questions relating to addressing impact, some 
of the other comments reiterated points made at previous questions.  

Comments relating directly to island communities included that there can be 
particular problems in accessing land, with the challenges seen on the mainland 
intensified on islands due to land constraints, including the exaggerated effect of 
concentrated land ownership in an island situation. It was reported that people are 
forced to leave as a consequence of there not being enough available land. A 
connected comment was that any increase in community owned land would deliver 
benefits in terms of population retention and an increase in the number of young 
people staying or returning. 

Given the challenges, it was suggested that island communities should be a priority 
for both the Statement and the SLC’s Good Practice Programme. Particular issues 
or challenges that respondents wished to see the Statement acknowledge or 
address included that: 

• The Gaelic language is an especially intrinsic part of land rights and 
responsibilities in Western Isles communities and failure to consider this 
would produce a negative impact in such island communities. The 
‘Government or NDPB’ respondent highlighting this issue noted that around 
80% of land in the Western Isles is in community ownership and the area is 
the heartland of Gaelic in Scotland. 

• There may be a clearer geographically defined ‘community’ on an island 
compared to the mainland, but it should not be assumed that any community 
is a homogenous group who all have the same views and seek the same 
outcomes. 

Question 15 – Are you aware of any examples of particular current or future 
impacts, positive or negative, on young people, (children, pupils, and young adults 
up to the age of 26) of any aspect of the proposals in this consultation? 

Twenty-eight respondents commented at Question 15, with some respondents 
noting that they were not aware of any examples of how the proposals may impact 
on young people.  
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Other general comments including that, if universally adopted, the Statement 
should be positive for young people. 

Links were made to providing more opportunities for young people, including 
training and job opportunities. Further comments included that: 

• Young people need better access to land in terms of work opportunities and 
ability to develop entrepreneurial land-based enterprises. 

• The onshore wind sector has the potential to have a negative impact upon the 
future of young people. There was reference to the impact on the tourism 
industry and it was suggested that there are few jobs created by the wind 
farms to offset any tourism job losses. 

Other comments often focused on access to land and housing and included that 
young people may wish to settle in or return to rural or island communities but 
cannot because of the market pricing of land and the houses. There was particular 
reference to the lack of entry opportunities for small farms and crofts and a concern 
that community ownership will not address these challenges. In relation to crofting, 
further comments included that: 

• Respondents considered that The Crofting Commission has failed to address 
the demand for crofts. 

• In the crofting counties, being able to live on their land in their communities is 
becoming out of reach of young people, undermining their Gaelic cultural 
inheritance and indigenous skills of land custodianship. 

Respondents also addressed the importance of engaging young people in relation 
to land issues, and the Statement in particular. It was suggested that giving children 
and young people a chance to influence decisions about land is likely to have 
positive impacts in terms of wellbeing, participation, and education. It was also seen 
as important that all young people learn that land ownership carries social 
responsibilities. 

Question 16 – Are you aware of any examples of how the proposals in this 
consultation may impact, either positively or negatively, on those with protected 
characteristics (age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil partnership, 
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex and sexual orientation)? 

Nineteen respondents commented at Question 16, with many simply noting that 
they were not aware of any examples of how the proposals may impact on those 
with protected characteristics.  

Reflecting comments made in relation to Principle 2, there was a call for more to be 
done to recognise the inequalities that act as barriers to more diverse forms of land 
ownership. It was suggested that this will require positive, purposive action, but that 
the Statement’s principles are too passive to support this. 

Other comments included: 
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• It will be important to look at access to land close to communities where 
people with protected characteristics live, with examples given including urban 
parks, riverside walks, green space and community woodlands. 

• The indigenous nature of Gaelic in the islands should be considered in 
relation to custodianship of the land. 

Question 17 – Are you aware of any examples of potential impacts, either positive 
or negative, that you consider that any of the proposals in this consultation may 
have on the environment? 

Twenty-eight respondents commented at Question 17, with some noting that they 
were not aware of any examples of potential impacts on the environment. 

Other comments included that any decisions relating to land use will ultimately 
impact the environment and that it is incumbent on all involved to ensure any 
revisions to the Statement have a positive impact. 

In terms of positive impacts that the Statement could or should have, comments 
included that the proposals could have a positive impact by ensuring decisions 
consider nature-based solutions and natural capital. It was also suggested that a 
greater emphasis on nature-based solutions and an ecosystems approach would 
result in enhanced positive impacts. As at earlier questions, some respondents 
called for biodiversity to be better represented in the vision and principles. Certain 
risks, or the potential for negative impacts, were also identified. These included: 

• Reflecting the comments on emphasis above, that the proposals will 
underachieve in terms of the potential for land to contribute to climate 
mitigation. It was suggested that the proposals should be revised to be more 
robust and climate relevant. 

• If the Statement leads to disputes that delay or deter positive investment to 
support the environment. For example, if it used to oppose major renewable 
energy schemes. 

• Any fragmentation of landownership may contradict environmental ambitions 
either because there is lack of local agreement and/or because the scale 
required to deliver benefit, for example in wildlife, biodiversity and flood 
mitigation, cannot be achieved. 

• Claims from private landowners that rewilding offers a simple solution to a 
complicated problem. 

Respondents also identified a number of specific areas of policy or practice that 
could have an impact on the environment and which they wanted to see taken into 
consideration. These included: 

• Use of brownfield sites. 

• The loss of greenspace to housing development. 

• Support for peatland restoration. 
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• Agroforestry, including silvopastoralism.5 It was suggested that this offers the 
best way to increase biodiversity. 

• The impact of changing the use of Scottish land on land use elsewhere, for 
example if we then need to import agricultural or forestry products from other 
places. 

Question 18 – Are you aware of any examples of how the proposals in this 
consultation might impact, positively or negatively, on groups or areas at 
socioeconomic disadvantage? 

Twenty-four respondents commented at Question 18, with some respondents 
simply noting that they were not aware of any examples of how the proposals might 
impact on groups or areas at socioeconomic disadvantage.  

Specific comments including that a more diverse pattern of land ownership would 
positively impact remote rural communities at socioeconomic disadvantage. 

Others re-emphasised points made at Questions 14 and 15 around availability and 
affordability of land, and the impact that lack of access to land can have on local 
communities. There was a concern that the principles do nothing to recognise, 
reflect, or combat the inequalities – systemic and otherwise – that act as a barrier to 
fairer or more plural patterns of landownership. A connected observation was while 
the proposals aspire to a fairer Scotland, it is not clear how this can be achieved 
with land and property being subject to free-market principles and practices. 

A different perspective was that there is a risk that some individuals or groups might 
consider the Statement to be in favour of no change to land in their respective 
areas. The concern was that seeking to preserve land without any prospect of 
change will deter investment and in turn will impact on communities that do not see 
the delivery of homes or employment opportunities. 

Other comments focused on urban areas and included that: 

• There must be a focus on urban green spaces and who owns them. 

• If ‘productive reuse of land’ is included in the Statement this may impact 
positively on disadvantaged communities in post-industrial areas. 

Question 19 – Are you aware of any potential costs and burdens that you think 
may arise as a result of the proposals within this consultation? 

Twenty respondents commented at Question 19, with some simply noting that they 
were not aware of any potential costs or burdens.  

                                         
5 Silvopastoralism is the practice of integrating trees, forage, and the grazing of domesticated 
animals in a mutually beneficial way.  
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One perspective was that the proposals are unlikely to result in additional burdens 
as the Statement is voluntary. Respondents did, however, identify some areas in 
which costs could be incurred, including in relation to: 

• Promotion of, and communication about, the Statement. 

• Some aspects of implementation. For example, it was suggested that there 
may need to be assistance to get projects up and running, especially in areas 
of disadvantage. 

• Reporting on implementation. It was also noted that any activity to create a 
baseline against which progress can be measured – such as mapping of 
ownership, occupancy and use - will need to be resourced. 

There was also a concern that, although not statutory, the Statement could still be 
used to oppose or object to planning applications or proposed uses of land. 

In terms of who would or might incur costs, comments included that: 

• For landowners there is a cost in reporting, both in time and resources. There 
was also reference to the staff time required to carry out consultation with 
local communities. 

• Implementation costs may be greater for community landowners and public 
bodies, if these types of landowner make greater efforts to work to the 
principles than private landowners or businesses. 

In terms of any burden, it was suggested that one might fall on the SLC should they 
be appointed to visit landowners who do not appear to be engaging with the 
Statement. It was, however, noted that engaging with landowners should already 
be a large part of the role of SLC and that any burden should not necessarily be 
seen as additional. 

Question 20 – Are you aware of any impacts, positive or negative, of the proposals 
in this consultation on data protection or privacy?  

Sixteen respondents commented at Question 20, with most simply stating that they 
were not aware of any impacts on data protection or privacy. 

Points raised in relation to privacy included that the potential for concern will 
depend on the extent and nature of any further measures to increase the 
transparency of land ownership or use. 

It was suggested, however, that while there will be a need to publish figures to 
demonstrate engagement with the Statement on a routine basis, there should be no 
data protection or privacy issues arising from this. A related view was that 
information should be publicly available as we all have a right to understand what 
landowners are doing with their land to support the just transition to net zero and to 
promote biodiversity. Specific suggestions were that: 

• Where public funding support is given, information should be available to the 
public and should be a condition of award. 
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• There should be a requirement for transparency with respect to who 
beneficial owners are and whether their tax affairs are registered in Scotland 
or offshore. 
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Annex 1 - Organisations responding to the consultation 

Respondent Group type 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig Government and NDPB 

Buccleuch Private landowners and their 
representative bodies  

Community Land Scotland Community organisations and their 
representative bodies 

Community Woodlands Association Community organisations and their 
representative bodies 

Crown Estate Scotland Government and NDPB 

EKREG Ltd Community organisations and their 
representative bodies 

Emtelle UK Limited Private sector organisations and their 
professional bodies 

Highlands and Islands Enterprise Government and NDPB 

Historic Environment Scotland Government and NDPB 

John Muir Trust National non-governmental organisations 

Law Society of Scotland Private sector organisations and their 
professional bodies 

NFU Scotland National non-governmental organisations 

Organic Growers of Fairlie Community organisations and their 
representative bodies 

Perth and Kinross Council Government and NDPB 

Quakers in Scotland National non-governmental organisations 

Scottish Badgers National non-governmental organisations 

Scottish Crofting Federation National non-governmental organisations 

Scottish Islands Federation Community organisations and their 
representative bodies 

Scottish Land and Estates Private landowners and their 
representative bodies  

Scottish Land Commission Government and NDPB 

Scottish Land Revenue Group National non-governmental organisations 



41 

Respondent Group type 

Scottish Property Federation Private landowners and their 
representative bodies  

Scottish Tenant Farmers Association National non-governmental organisations 

South of Scotland Enterprise Government and NDPB 

SURF - Scotland's Regeneration Forum National non-governmental organisations 

The National Trust for Scotland National non-governmental organisations 
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