SHETLAND ASSESSOR’S MEETING – 12 APRIL 2010
IN THE HERRISLEA HOUSE HOTEL, TINGWALL AT 6:30PM
Present:

John Ridland 
  




Eleanor Arthur

Peter Brown

Laurence Anderson
Jim Gray

Marjory Williamson                                                                       

Ronnie Eunson, Crofters Commission

Jane Thomas, Crofters Commission
Apologies

Agnes Leask, Dean Gilfillan, Johnina Henderson, Duncan Gray, David Adamson and Leonard Wishart. 

Shetland Local Development Plan 
The Assessor’s comments to the Main Issues Report questionnaire are collated on the attached document.
ASSESSOR’S COMMENTS TO THE SHETLAND LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN MAIN ISSUES REPORT:
Issue A

A Spatial Strategy for Shetland’s housing in the short to medium term

· Assessor’s question the councils preferred option to carry out a review, as it is felt this process has already been undertaken and therefore the Planning Service should reconsider the results of previous consultations.
· Where infrastructure is a consideration, the scale required to allow development to go ahead should be appropriate to local circumstances.
· The pattern of crofting settlements is often spread out e.g. as in crofting townships where 5 to 10 houses is the norm.  Therefore the imposition of large pieces of land zoned in a zoning policy may not fit this pattern or that of historically scattered croft houses
· Greater attention should be paid to the operational need for a development or house site on croft land, as this may provide a better indicator than zoning.
· The Planning service should ensure that sufficient attention is paid to the contribution technology can make to the viability of development\site in remote areas. The use of appropriate and often innovative technology can make building in remote areas possible where it was not before due to communication, infrastructure or services.  This could help promote the viability of abandoned or new communities.
· Assessors are not convinced that a Land Information Survey is necessary. It could be onerous to maintain up to date survey data and may be looking at the issue from the wrong angle, focusing on supply rather than demand. A flexible approach is required.
Issue B

A spatial strategy for Shetland

· As covered in response to issue A
Issue C 

The future use of key public sites in Lerwick
· Assessor’s had no comment to make on this issue.

Issue D

Providing for the cost of Housing Development

· Assessor’s had no comment to make on this issue.

Issue E

Parking Provision for New Development

· Parking provision at individual house sites can be too onerous and result in individual sites being over developed. There should be a greater element of choice, particularly in rural areas, so that in-bye croft land is not developed unnecessarily to accommodate parking which is not required by the applicant.
· Attention should be paid to what is appropriately the responsibility of the individual applicant and what should be the responsibility of the local authority, e.g. a lay-by on an access route to an individual development should be the responsibility of the Council.  This may sound as if the group felt that the council should be responsible for laybys even on private tracks and I don’t think that was the intention, however I think this arose from someone being asked to put a lay by on a private track before planning permission was granted for a dwelling house.  Perhaps some of the others will recall better
Issue F
Protection and Enhancement of Economic Growth and Development Opportunities

· A common or generalized policy is not flexible enough for the needs of the community.

· The preferred development policy, as practiced in recent years by public bodies, can result in a restriction of growth rather than encouraging it, in small rural areas.
· There are worrying examples of small industrial estates with plots lying empty for long periods\ under-use because a rigid criteria has been used in the development of sites, resulting in charges for units being greater than the local market can accommodate. Too high a level of infrastructure has sometimes been built into such developments, which is not appropriate to their siting. Therefore, policy must match the communities it seeks to assist and their demands, particularly on the scale of development.  It was felt that where a person wished to diversify to another business to supplement their income on a croft then it was inappropriate to prevent them from developing this on their croft, in favour of moving to an industrial site.   Taking up a place on an industrial site was often impractical adding lease and transport costs to small business enterprise
Issue G

Protection of Existing Employment and retail sites against change of use

·    Assessor’s had no comments to make on this issue.

Issue H

Shetland Agricultural Land

· Assessors query the use of the Macaulay classification of land quality and it’s appropriateness to the situation present in Shetland.  Assessors query if the classification is used consistently and feel it is, in its nature and relevance to Shetland, too general a mechanism to be used as an effective tool.
· The Planning Service should make use of the technical expertise and guidance available from appropriate public bodies with a remit for regulating agricultural land, e.g. SGRPID and the Crofters Commission. There is concern that decisions are currently taken on where to build on in-bye croft land and common grazings without recourse to such advice, which could assist planning officials in decision making. This has resulted in applicants being advised to site development on the best or better land on the croft or, for instance, siting a development in the middle of the croft and thereby affecting the agricultural viability of the remaining unit.
· Assessors strongly support a policy of considering housing development on croft land on a case by case basis, with significant attention paid to the unit size, land quality and use.  It was strongly felt that the government already employ SGRIPD & Crofters Commmission to interact with land managers on the latter issues and are ideally placed to advise on these issues
· A consistent approach is needed by the Planning Service to avoid charges of undue influence.

· Zoning is, by example, a policy which takes insignificant account of land quality in its blanket approach.

· Applicants wishing to build on croft land/agricultural land should be asked to provide plans for the use of the remaining land. This should be assessed by staff with appropriate technical expertise.  SGRPID already are involved in the business plans for agricultural land on an annual basis and are in touch with the business holders therefore they are ideally placed to interact with the business holder on this point
· There should be some provision for the recognition of locally important areas of land, recognised as important to protect by land managers and local communities.

· Density is seen as an artificial mechanism in crofting areas. It implies a constriction that does not necessarily match the pattern of settlement e.g. Fladderbister.
Issue I

Furthering the Conservation of Biodiversity

· Assessors believe a lot of work has already been undertaken to plan how Shetland’s biodiversity should be maintained and conserved.

· The Planning service should use the LBAP already in existence, which should be put into action.

· Using national policy may be necessary but one size does not fit all and greater reference should be made to the LBAP as a resource tool.

· Similarly, there is local expertise on Geodiversity and this should be used to assist the Planning Service.

Issue J

· Balanced communities are needed, where old and young feel valued and have access to appropriate services.
· It is recognised that housing use changes over time, particularly where clusters have been developed for a specific economic purpose e.g. in the North Mainland to service Sullom Voe, in Unst to service the RAF and in the South Mainland to service the airport. When the economic need changes and people with different needs occupy these clustered developments there can be a mis-match between the current needs of the community and local service provision infrastructure. The local authority should work closely with communities in these circumstances, rather than viewing the properties as a resource divorced from the surrounding community.
