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Summary
The Scottish Government’s Land Use Strategy for 2016-2021 includes a proposal to scope
the potential to develop a strategic vision for the uplands, exploring the multiple benefits they
provide and how they can contribute to climate change targets. Scottish Natural Heritage
was commissioned to undertake this scoping project.
A wide range of stakeholders have an interest in Scotland’s uplands, and we therefore
discussed this proposal with relevant land management, environment and recreation
interests, community, industry, professional and academic bodies, local authorities, public
bodies and partnership organisations. These discussions were based around a number of
key questions including how the uplands could be defined, the key benefits they provide
and, in turn, the key land use issues that any vision would need to address. We also
discussed the process that would be needed to bring diverse interests together and develop
a shared vision.
This report summarises this work and includes a number of broad recommendations which
could inform the development of an upland vision if Ministers decide to proceed. These are
as follows:
• Any vision could use the limit of enclosed farmland as a working definition of the
uplands, with clear caveats to emphasise the strategic nature of the vision and the
social, economic and environmental links that extend across the boundary.
• Any maps of this area could use a very broad, smoothed boundary that is consistent
with a vision at a strategic scale.
• The development of any vision could start by agreeing the key social, economic and
environmental benefits that the uplands provide, using the framework of the Common
International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES). This approach would
provide a strong link to LUS2 and should create a firm foundation with good consensus
support.
• An initial list of key benefits could include production of food and timber, water supply
and flood regulation, carbon capture and storage, renewable energy, biodiversity,
recreation (including, for example, hillwalking, mountain biking, wildlife watching, deer
stalking and grouse shooting), and the cultural benefits provided by upland landscapes
(including the historic environment). The process should also include all of the wider
social, economic and environmental benefits that are derived from these products and
services. This list could be taken as a starting point and refined as necessary at an
early stage in the development of any vision.
• In line with the above benefits, any vision could focus on the key upland land uses of
recreation and tourism, deer and grouse moor management, hill farming and crofting,
forestry and renewable energy, landscape and catchment management, nature
conservation and safeguarding the historic environment – and the wider social,
economic and environmental contexts of these activities. This list could also be taken
as a starting point and refined as necessary during the development of any vision.
• Any vision could highlight significant links to important wider policy areas such as rural
housing, healthcare, transport and communications where they exist.
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• Any vision would need to reflect variation across Scotland’s upland areas. This could
aim to provide a balanced national overview and a high level context for land use
decisions at regional and local level.
• The development of any vision could be based on a combination of correspondencebased and more participatory methods. A co-production approach could be particularly
effective in achieving broader ownership.
• The development of any vision could include bodies representing land management
(including crofting, farming, forestry, field sports and nature conservation), recreation,
tourism, renewable energy, water supply, landscape (including the historic
environment), planning and economic and community development interests – and
including local authorities, community bodies, public bodies, industry bodies, NGOs
and academic/research interests.
• Particular effort and innovative approaches may be needed to involve local
communities, along with young people and other individual stakeholders who may not
readily engage with this type of process.
• The process could be co-ordinated nationally and involve relevant regional interests to
reflect variation between upland areas.
• The lead body (or bodies) and the process should aim to create a ‘neutral’ forum that
encourages fair, balanced and open discussion, and agreement where this can be
achieved.
• The process would benefit from the active support and involvement of the Scottish
Government.
• Any vision should aim to be concise and focused. It should also be inspiring and have
the greatest possible consensus support.
There was a range of views about the potential role that SNH might play in developing any
vision and we would be happy to assist in whatever way is considered to be appropriate.
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Introduction
1.

Scotland’s uplands are very diverse, including the rolling Southern Uplands, the hills of
the Central Belt and the mountains and moors of the Highlands & Islands, where land of
upland character can extend almost to sea level. Together, the uplands provide a wide
range of social, economic and environmental benefits for those who manage the land,
local communities and the nation as a whole. They can also, however, be contested
environments, and there are sometimes strongly diverging views about various aspects
of upland land use.

2.

In March 2016 the Scottish Government published the Land Use Strategy 2016-2021
(LUS2). This provides a high level strategic vision for:
A Scotland where we fully recognise, understand and value the importance of our land
resources, and where our plans and decisions about land use will deliver improved and
enduring benefits, enhancing the wellbeing of our nation.

3.

LUS2 reaffirms the three broad objectives set out in the first Strategy:
•
•
•

Land based businesses working with nature to contribute more to Scotland’s
prosperity;
Responsible stewardship of Scotland’s natural resources delivering more benefits to
Scotland’s people, and;
Urban and rural communities better connected to the land, with more people enjoying
the land and positively influencing land use.

4.

LUS2 also reiterates the ten Principles for Sustainable Land Use that were set out in the
original Strategy, and contains a number of policies and proposals providing a
programme of action for the next five years.

5.

Proposal 5 indicates that the Scottish Government will scope the potential to develop a
strategic vision for the uplands, exploring the multiple benefits they provide and how
they can contribute to climate change targets. The Scottish Government obtained
extensive feedback during consultation on the draft LUS2 in late 2015 and 84% of
contributors agreed that a vision could help offer direction and determine priorities for
land use in the uplands.

6.

Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) was commissioned to undertake this initial scoping by
the end of 2016 and the outcome of the project is summarised in this report.

How we undertook the project
7.

This work was guided by a specification provided by the Scottish Government, which is
attached as Annex 1. This clearly emphasised that SNH was not being asked to
develop a strategic vision for the uplands, but to advise on the potential scope of
such a vision and how it could be prepared, to help Ministers decide whether and
how to proceed. The specification also outlined key areas that the project should
address. The project was overseen by a small steering group of Scottish Government
and SNH staff.

8.

The responses to the earlier consultation on the draft LUS2, as noted above, provided
an important foundation for this work. SNH also engaged with a broad range of
stakeholders in the course of this commission. This included two parallel workshops at a
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Land Use Strategy stakeholder event in June 2016, a workshop at the Rural Parliament
in October 2016, and round table discussions with interested bodies including the Game
& Wildlife Conservation Trust, LINK and the Moorland Forum. We also directly invited
input from approximately 120 key stakeholders, including land management,
environment and recreation interests, community, industry, professional and academic
bodies, local authorities, public bodies and partnership organisations. This resulted in
written contributions from 44 stakeholder bodies and four individuals as listed in Annex
2. The correspondence process was based on a list of key questions (derived from the
project specification) which is attached as Annex 3.
9.

As noted above, earlier consultation on the draft LUS2 indicated broad support for an
upland vision, and we did not therefore actively seek further views on the need for such
a vision at this stage. A large number of contributors, across all sectors, nonetheless
expressed their support, highlighting the opportunity to bring together different interests
and agree a forward-looking vision for the uplands which would sustain and enhance the
benefits they provide into the future. The broad input that we received across a range of
sectors provides a strong foundation if Ministers decide, in due course, to proceed, and
we would like to thank everyone who contributed to this work.

10. This report summarises the views expressed by stakeholders in relation to each of the
key questions. Where appropriate, the report also provides corresponding
recommendations about how any upland vision could be prepared.

Where are the uplands?
Background
11. A number of responses to the Scottish Government’s consultation on the draft LUS2
suggested that any vision should be based on a clear definition of the uplands. We
therefore discussed this with stakeholders, guided by a brief background paper attached
to the list of key questions (Annex 3). This noted various possible ways to define the
uplands based on physical characteristics, land use or land cover, and some of their
respective strengths and weaknesses.
Views expressed by stakeholders
12. Many contributors noted that it is hard to find a simple definition that works equally well
for all of Scotland, including parts of the north-west where upland vegetation extends
almost to sea level. Among those who expressed a preference, the most popular
approach was to use the limit of enclosed farmland (sometimes referred to as the ‘head
dyke’). This approach was suggested, with various qualifications, by roughly a quarter of
all respondents and was often seen as easy to understand both in principle and on the
ground. There was also significant support for use of the land capability for agriculture
classification, which was felt to be appropriate because it links directly to land use. Many
stakeholders advocated composite definitions based on two or more criteria, which were
sometimes suggested to better accommodate regional variation, although there was no
overall consensus on which parameters should be used.
13. Against this background, many contributors also noted various caveats which could
apply to almost any ‘hard’ definition of the uplands, in particular emphasising the wider
context in which upland land use should be considered. It was often noted that potential
boundaries could divide uplands and lowlands or cut across catchments, failing to reflect
the links between the uplands and the benefits they provide further ‘downstream’. A few
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stakeholders commented that a sharp boundary could divide individual land holdings,
particularly (but not exclusively) if based on the limit of enclosure. Some also
emphasised the need for a dynamic approach, for example to accommodate the effects
of climate change. A small number of contributors suggested alternative approaches in
which the uplands were defined negatively by excluding areas with lowland
characteristics, or where upland definitions were developed with local communities to
ensure local ownership and reflect regional variation.
14. More generally, various stakeholders, including RSPB, Scottish Land & Estates and
some local authorities, stressed the need for a flexible approach which could support the
development of a high level vision and not become unduly restrictive. A small number of
contributors, including the National Trust for Scotland, expressed this in slightly different
terms, noting that the resolution of any mapping should be appropriate to the level of
detail at which any vision would be applied. The Moorland Forum also emphasised that
agreeing a ‘hard’ definition of the uplands could create a time-consuming diversion, and
a few contributors suggested that a definition should be agreed at a later stage if a
vision is developed.
Discussion
15. It would probably be impractical to develop a vision without a shared understanding of
the resource to which it applies, and there is widespread recognition of the need to
define the uplands for this purpose. This does however present a number of challenges.
Any definition should be easy to understand and visualise, both in principle and on the
ground, but should also reflect the circumstances that apply in different parts of
Scotland, and all of these requirements must be adequately met to ensure broad
support. The chosen approach must also be proportionate to the intended purpose, and
must not create a time-consuming and resource-intensive task that diverts effort from
developing an actual vision. It is unlikely that any approach would fully meet all of these
needs, so a degree of pragmatism is required.
16. We note the suggestion that definitions could be developed for different areas in
conjunction with local stakeholders. This could help to accommodate regional variation,
although some national oversight would be needed to ensure an appropriate degree of
consistency across Scotland. This approach could also help to engage local
communities in developing a vision, although there is a risk that this could unduly focus
effort and resources on the definition of the uplands rather than the vision itself. A
reasonable approach might therefore be to provide a broadly indicative working
definition of the uplands as a starting point, which could be modified if any significant
concerns are highlighted by discussion in particular areas.
17. This definition could be developed in various ways, and we recognise the merits of
methods based on multiple datasets as advocated by some contributors. Such
approaches could reflect variation across Scotland in a relatively subtle and
discriminating way, but could also prove difficult to understand or visualise in practice.
An approach based on land capability would provide a strong link to land use but would
probably share the above disadvantages, partly because a limited range of stakeholders
will fully understand this dataset.
18. On balance, we would therefore suggest that a definition could be broadly based on the
upper limit of enclosed farmland (or ‘head dyke’). This single approach was favoured by
the greatest number of contributors and is often used as a working definition of the
uplands, applying reasonably well (though not perfectly) to different upland areas. This
approach would also be relatively simple and easy to understand, although with some
corresponding risk that it might be interpreted too closely on the ground with respect to
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individual land holdings. This risk could be countered by clearly emphasising the scale
at which any vision is intended to apply and by ensuring that any maps are drawn with a
smoothed and “thick” boundary.
19. We fully acknowledge and endorse the important caveats about the social, economic
and environmental links between the uplands and the rest of Scotland. Whatever
definition is used, we would therefore strongly recommend that this is accompanied by a
clear narrative emphasising the highly porous nature of the boundary and the
connections that exist across it.
Recommendations
• Any vision could use the limit of enclosed farmland as a working definition of the
uplands, with clear caveats to emphasise the strategic nature of the vision and the
social, economic and environmental links that extend across the boundary.
• Any maps of this area could use a very broad, smoothed boundary that is consistent
with a vision at a strategic scale.

What benefits do the uplands provide to Scotland?
Background
20. Scotland’s natural environment, or natural capital, provides a range of benefits which
are often referred to as “ecosystem services”. LUS2 highlights the need to manage this
resource sustainably so these benefits can be maintained and enhanced for the future.
We therefore asked stakeholders to highlight the key social, economic and
environmental benefits that the uplands provide, which should in turn help to identify the
key land use issues that a vision would need to address. LUS2 also makes explicit links
to climate change and we therefore invited views about how upland land use can help
address impacts of this type.
Views expressed by stakeholders
21. Contributors highlighted a wide range of public benefits that are linked to the uplands,
with considerable overlap and agreement across sectors. Widely recognised benefits
included production of food and timber, water supply, biodiversity and renewable energy
generation, including both wind and hydro power. Many stakeholders highlighted the
value of the uplands for recreation, including activities such as hillwalking, mountain
biking, deer stalking, grouse shooting and wildlife watching, and noting their important
contributions to health and well-being. The benefits of upland landscapes were
frequently cited, noting their rich cultural associations and the sense of place that they
confer, and a few bodies (from diverse sectors) noted their key role in the wider
international image of Scotland. Most stakeholders also clearly emphasised the wider
economic and social benefits that result from upland land use and landscapes. These
were variously taken to include income and employment linked to land management,
recreation and tourism, which underpin the viability, cohesion and culture of many rural
communities but also extend, in varying degrees, to the whole of Scotland.
Mountaineering Scotland suggested that the uplands are “a core part of the Scottish
psyche”.
22. Various specific benefits were highlighted by smaller numbers of contributors, including
the value of the historic environment and the importance of the uplands as a resource
for research and education. Various stakeholders also noted benefits that are of
6	
  
	
  

	
  
particular significance in different areas. These included the role of upland landscapes
and land use in sustaining crofting communities and the wider crofting culture in the
North and West Highlands and Islands. Some field sports interests emphasised the
cultural, economic and environmental value of managed heather moorland, which is
most typical of the Eastern Highlands and Southern Uplands, although some NGOs
suggested that there is also scope to realise benefits from increased woodland cover in
various upland areas. East Lothian Council and Friends of the Ochils highlighted the
particular local landscape and recreational value of hills in and around the Central Belt.
23. There was a high level of agreement on the key potential benefits that upland land use
could provide with regard to climate change. Many written contributions and all of the
workshop sessions noted the role of positive peatland and woodland management in
carbon capture and storage. There were also frequent references to the role of
appropriate upland and riparian management in maintaining water quality and flood
regulation. The renewable energy potential of the uplands was commonly reiterated in
this context, although this was often accompanied by qualifications about the need to
safeguard sensitive upland landscapes. Many comments also broadly highlighted the
value of low intensity management across large upland areas in helping habitats and
species to adapt to climate change. A few contributors emphasised, however, that
upland management cannot address the impacts of climate change by itself and that a
comprehensive response will largely depend on other policy areas.
24. A few contributors expressed various caveats, sometimes noting that the uplands
provide both public and private goods, and that a vision should address both types of
benefit and the balance between them. A few also commented on the process,
suggesting that the benefits provided by the uplands should be identified at a later stage
if Ministers decide to develop a vision. Many stakeholders felt that these benefits are not
fully realised at present, and one environmental NGO suggested that any vision should
directly highlight the adverse effects of management practices that were not judged to
be sustainable. Various contributors from different sectors agreed, however, that any
vision should look beyond the current position and focus on enhancing the social,
economic and environmental value of the uplands for the future.
Discussion
25. The natural capital of the uplands is widely seen as a key asset and there is general
agreement on the overall range of benefits that it can provide. There are sometimes
contrasting views about the ideal balance between these benefits in particular places,
and where these are not mutually compatible, trade-offs will clearly be needed. With this
qualification, however, the benefits derived from the uplands could provide a good
starting point for developing any vision, and this approach would link strongly to the
vision and objectives of LUS2. We would strongly endorse the view that any vision
should be set in a forward looking context. It would also be helpful to consider the
balance of public and private goods that the uplands provide, in the context of the
principles in LUS2 which encourage land use for multiple benefits.
26. We acknowledge the view that the key benefits should be considered fully if and when
any vision is developed. The current scoping exercise has provided a good overview,
but this need not be seen as definitive and could be refined as needed if a decision is
taken to proceed.
27. The benefits highlighted by stakeholders can be expressed in the framework of the
Common International Classification of Ecosystem Services (CICES), which was
developed from work on environmental accounting undertaken by the European
Environment Agency. This might help to provide a widely accepted and neutral frame of
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reference for the above discussion, and Annex 4 summarises the benefits noted by
contributors using an adapted version of this classification. CICES is focused on the
products and services that ecosystems directly provide, but almost all of these translate
into wider social and economic benefits, including income and employment derived from
land management, outdoor recreation and tourism. These wider benefits are also
summarised in Annex 4.
28. The benefits derived from the uplands set the context for identifying the key land use
issues to be included in any vision, which are considered in the next section.
Recommendations
• The development of any vision could start by agreeing the key social, economic and
environmental benefits that the uplands provide, using the CICES framework. This
approach would provide a strong link to LUS2 and should create a firm foundation with
good consensus support.
• An initial list of key benefits could include production of food and timber, water supply
and flood regulation, carbon capture and storage, renewable energy, biodiversity,
recreation (including, for example, hillwalking, mountain biking, wildlife watching, deer
stalking and grouse shooting), and the cultural benefits provided by upland landscapes
(including the historic environment). The process should also include all of the wider
social, economic and environmental benefits that are derived from these products and
services. This list could be taken as a starting point and refined as necessary at an
early stage in the development of any vision.

What should an upland vision include?
Background
29. Based on the key benefits that the uplands provide, we invited views on any specific
issues that should or should not be included in any upland vision, and the key land use
choices that it should inform.
Views expressed by stakeholders
30. This group of questions attracted the greatest volume of comment, often focusing as
much on the general approach a vision should take as on particular issues it should
address.
31. A wide range of stakeholders commented more or less directly on the need for a vision
to be set in a broad social, economic and environmental context. Contributors from
various sectors often stressed the need to recognise the perspectives of land managers,
who would have a critical role in achieving any vision. Many also highlighted the wider
needs of local communities which have a strong economic and social dependence on
the uplands, stressing the potential opportunity to promote sustainable employment and
address issues such as out-migration of young people. Aberdeenshire Council summed
up this widespread view by stating that: “communities in the uplands need to have a
strong economic future (and) the vision should consider how to engender and support
this future by promoting…both social and environmental benefits”.
32. A large number of contributors, across various sectors, also noted the importance of
other stakeholders, including national communities of interest. Some hinted at potential
tensions between local and national interests, implying a need to balance the two.
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Others suggested that these interests are broadly synergistic, and the North East
Mountain Trust commented that “external communities are (often) the economic life
blood of local upland communities”. Participants in the workshop at the Rural Parliament
highlighted both the importance of national interests and a need to reconcile these with
local priorities.
33. Against this background, stakeholders suggested a wide range of key land use issues
which any upland vision should address. Broadly, and in no particular order, the most
prominent of these were:
• integrating the main upland land uses, including deer and grouse moor management,
forestry, agriculture, nature conservation, renewable energy and public access, to
sustainably provide multiple benefits;
• integrating upland land use and development with positive management of upland
landscapes, recognising the social, economic and environmental benefits that all of
these interests provide (renewable energy development was most often noted in this
context and some contributors also referred to hill tracks);
• considering the balance between open moorland and native woodland or commercial
forestry;
• enhancing the connectivity of habitats at a landscape scale, and considering the
potential role of low intensity management based on natural processes to promote
climate change resilience (some contributors referred to “rewilding” for this purpose);
• promoting carbon capture and storage by positive peatland management (the role of
woodland management was also cited, though less often), and;
• enhancing water quality and promoting natural flood management by positive
management of riparian woodland and wider habitats in upland catchments;
34. A diverse group of topics was noted by smaller numbers of contributors. As with the
earlier comments about benefits, various stakeholders noted the diversity of issues
across Scotland, including the need to maintain the social and environmental benefits of
crofting. A small number of bodies also noted the need for upland path repair in areas
that are popular for recreation, to ensure that these activities provide sustainable
benefits for the future. A few bodies from both the conservation and land management
sectors commented on the relationship between field sports and raptor conservation,
and some conservation bodies also suggested the consideration of future species
reintroductions (though with no overall emphasis on any particular species).
35. Some contributors, including Highland Council and the National Park Authorities,
suggested that any vision should include various wider social and economic issues that
are particularly relevant to remote rural communities. These included housing provision,
education, health care, transport and communications, encompassing issues such as
mobile network and broadband connectivity. There were conversely very few
suggestions to exclude particular topics, although two partners commented that military
training should be beyond the scope of a vision as defence is a reserved matter. Two
contributors also suggested that land reform should be excluded because land
management was seen as more important than land ownership, but a slightly larger
number specifically suggested that this should be included as it was felt to be of
particular current relevance. A few stakeholders specifically argued against omitting any
issues from an upland vision as this was seen to be potentially restrictive or divisive.
36. A considerable number of stakeholders suggested various elements that should be
included in a vision to support its development or implementation. A few bodies,
including LINK and the Southern Uplands Partnership, suggested that any vision should
include modelling of land use opportunities and constraints under different climate
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change scenarios. A number of contributors proposed that a vision should incorporate
agreed actions, measures of success and/or provision for monitoring, and the Scottish
Wildlife Trust suggested that the Natural Capital Asset Index could provide a benchmark
of sustainability. Some bodies, including Scottish Land & Estates, also highlighted a
need for supporting guidance to land managers, which could help raise awareness of
opportunities for multi-benefit management. More generally, numerous contributors
suggested that a vision should be linked to a review of the framework for public support
to upland land management after Brexit.
37. Finally, many stakeholders commented on the overall approach that a vision should
take, often reinforcing earlier comments about the need for a positive, long term,
forward-looking emphasis and a dynamic approach to reflect climate change. Some
contributors stressed that it might not always be possible to achieve complete
agreement and that trade-offs would sometimes be needed, and a few suggested that a
vision should therefore include conflict resolution mechanisms. A number of contributors
did however emphasise the need to search for consensus as far as possible and to
avoid imposing solutions in a top-down way. It was sometimes suggested that this
dialogue could be of considerable value in its own right, helping to break down
entrenched positions and build stronger recognition of areas of common interest - and
that the process could, in this respect, be as important as the product.
Discussion
38. The feedback we have received from stakeholders has highlighted broad cross-sectoral
agreement that any vision should recognise the wider context in which upland land use
takes place, and we endorse this view. The strategic vision and objectives of LUS2
emphasise the benefits that land can provide to people, and any vision for the uplands
should therefore reflect the full spectrum of social, economic and environmental goods
and services that this resource can support. These are very far-reaching, as upland
landscapes and land use underpin the social fabric of many rural communities, provide
income and employment that ensure their long-term viability, and can therefore help to
address rural inequalities. The uplands also have a strong influence on the lives and
livelihoods of many who live further afield.
39. On this basis, it would make sense for any upland vision to include all of the land use
sectors that have a significant role in maintaining or enhancing this range of benefits. A
vision should also be able to consider the tensions between these sectors as highlighted
by stakeholders, as these will influence the balance of benefits that can be achieved in
different places. There seems to be broad agreement that the key sectors include
recreation and tourism, deer and grouse moor management, hill farming and crofting,
forestry and renewable energy, along with activities that depend on action across a
range of land use interests, such as landscape and catchment management, nature
conservation and safeguarding the historic environment. A vision should also include all
of the 'downstream' social, economic and environmental benefits that these activities
support, including income, employment and quality of life, both locally and further afield.
A number of policies and proposals in LUS2, including Policy 4 (reviewing the Scottish
Forestry Strategy) and Policy 8 (facilitating climate-friendly farming and crofting), would
be relevant to a vision of this general scope.
40. We acknowledge that some contributors would support an even more wide-ranging
vision that directly addresses issues such as rural housing, healthcare, transport and
communications. These are clearly important for many rural communities and can be
indirectly influenced in various ways by the constraints that upland settings can
create. These issues are also, however, more removed from upland land use, and are
already covered by existing policy and management frameworks that are focused on
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these needs. There is consequently a risk that a vision which extended fully into these
areas could introduce unnecessary complexity, duplicate effort and lose focus and
impact. In order to provide net benefit, we would therefore suggest that an upland vision
could be centred on upland land use as suggested above, and make links to these wider
policy areas where they exist. This approach would ensure that the scope of any upland
vision corresponds to that of LUS2 and would also, on a practical level, keep the task at
a manageable scale.
41. Any vision would need to reflect the diversity of Scotland’s uplands, allowing regional
opportunities and constraints to be considered in a national context and helping to
inform land use decisions in different areas. Further consideration may be needed to
determine how best to achieve this. A national upland vision could be ‘free standing’,
aiming to directly influence land use decisions across Scotland, or link to appropriate
regional processes which could develop and promote more tailored approaches in
different areas. The latter approach would probably be more effective in influencing land
use on the ground, and this could for example be achieved through the regional land
use partnerships and regional land use frameworks that have been proposed in LUS2.
An alternative or complementary approach might be to implement a vision through other
collaborative regional structures which can influence land use, such as National Parks
and landscape partnerships, where these exist. Any upland vision could therefore
address regional variation to the extent that is needed to reach a balanced national
overview and provide a high level steer, leaving the balance of land use decisionmaking to regional and local level.
42. We note the various suggestions for additional elements which could be included to help
establish or implement a vision. We agree that the development of a vision could draw
on various types of scenario modelling to illustrate the consequences of different land
use decisions, the possible impacts of climate change, and the interactions between
them. This could be informed by ongoing work under the Scottish Government’s
strategic research programme (work package 1.4: integrated and sustainable
management of natural assets), which will illustrate the benefits that these assets
provide to inform decisions about win-win management and trade-offs at various scales.
Modelling approaches of different levels of complexity were included in the regional pilot
projects conducted under the first Land Use Strategy and a recent partnership project to
consider future land use in the Carse of Stirling. These could provide helpful
demonstrations of the practical use of these techniques to support conflict resolution
and collective decision making.
43. More generally, the most immediate need would perhaps be to focus on achieving the
greatest possible agreement around a strategic vision, recognising the potential
challenges that may be involved. We would strongly endorse the widely shared
aspiration for a consensus-based partnership approach involving all key stakeholders
and the process for achieving this, including the challenge of reconciling widely differing
perspectives, is considered later in this report. Once established, a vision could then
inform decisions about any further action that may be required.
Recommendations
•

In line with the benefits identified earlier, any vision could focus on the key upland
land uses of recreation and tourism, deer and grouse moor management, hill farming
and crofting, forestry and renewable energy, landscape and catchment management,
nature conservation and safeguarding the historic environment – and the wider
social, economic and environmental contexts of these activities. This list could be
taken as a starting point and refined as necessary during the development of any
vision.
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•
•

Any vision could highlight significant links to important wider policy areas such as
rural housing, healthcare, transport and communications where they exist.
Any vision would need to reflect variation across Scotland’s upland areas. This could
aim to provide a balanced national overview and a high level context for land use
decisions at regional and local level.

How could a vision be developed?
Background
44. In order to develop an agreed vision, it would clearly be necessary to establish an
effective process that enjoys broad support. We therefore asked stakeholders to identify
which interests it would be particularly important to involve, including any specific
approaches that might be needed to reach particular groups. We also sought views on
the process that might be needed and who would be best placed to lead.
Views expressed by stakeholders
45. Contributors cited a diverse range of stakeholders that should be involved in developing
an upland vision, with a generally high level of agreement across sectors. In line with
earlier discussion, a wide range of contributors stressed the importance of working with
land managers because of their front line roles in implementing any vision. This was
broadly suggested to include representative bodies for farming (including crofting), field
sports, forestry and nature conservation. The need to involve local community interests
was also widely emphasised, although there were fewer suggestions and less obvious
consensus about how to do this. Different contributors commented that this could be
achieved through local authorities or community councils, and Stirling Council
suggested that local community engagement might be more effective at a slightly later
stage if a vision was translated to a regional scale, for example through regional land
use partnerships and frameworks.
46. Many contributors, again spanning a range of sectors, highlighted the need for
engagement with national communities of interest. A range of organisations was seen
as important at a national level, variously including those representing recreation,
tourism, renewable energy, water supply, economic and community development and
environmental interests, and encompassing public bodies, industry bodies and NGOs.
Some contributors commented on the need to include new audiences in this process,
and there were a few references to involving young people, sometimes with suggestions
about how this could be achieved (Trees for Life noted for example that engagement
with schools can also help engage the wider local community). A small number of
bodies also suggested a need for additional effort to involve individual stakeholders,
including land managers and others, who might not be well connected to the usual
communication networks.
47. Feedback from stakeholders indicated some very clear and consistent general views
about the principles that should guide the development of any vision. Numerous
contributors stressed the need for widespread buy-in across all relevant interests,
sometimes tempered by a view that this might prove challenging because of the
polarised views that are sometimes involved. Against this background there were also
frequent references to ensuring full inclusivity and preventing vocal interests from
dominating. There was consequently a strong consensus, across all sectors, that the
process should be led by a ‘neutral’ person or body. More generally, various contributors
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emphasised that this work would need to be properly supported, with adequate
resources and a realistic timescale, in order to be effective.
48. There was less overall agreement about the exact process or processes that should be
used to develop any vision, and contributors suggested a wide range of engagement
techniques that could be used alone or in combination. These included ‘traditional’
online consultations and questionnaires, and seminars or facilitated workshops,
although one representative body argued strongly that open meetings and workshops
do not always allow a fair and balanced exchange of views. Other stakeholders
suggested more formal arrangements such as independent or cross-sectoral panels,
forums or working groups, which could gather evidence from different parties using one
to one interviews, hearings or other methods. A joint contribution from SRUC and the
UHI Centre for Mountain Studies noted that there is a growing body of evidence about
the effectiveness of various participatory decision-making techniques and recommended
academic input to help design suitable approaches.
49. There was a similar range of views about who should lead the process. The most
common specific suggestions were that this role should be fulfilled by the Scottish
Government, which was seen as providing a strong impetus across all relevant sectors,
or by SNH – and these two alternatives were put forward by roughly equal numbers of
stakeholders. A third roughly equal group suggested, however, that SNH would not be
seen as sufficiently independent, and this concern was sometimes extended to any
public body with a sectoral remit. Some of these contributors therefore felt that SNH
could more appropriately provide support to the process rather than assuming a lead
role.
50. Various other suggestions were put forward by smaller numbers of contributors. Some
land management bodies suggested that the Moorland Forum might be well placed to
lead, and the Forum itself offered to assist in a supporting role. Other stakeholders
suggested various alternatives in which the lead could be provided by an ‘independent’
appointed person, professional facilitator or academic body, by a cross-sectoral steering
group, or through a devolved process operating at a regional level.
Discussion
51. The feedback we have received indicates a high level of consensus about the wide
range of key stakeholders that should be involved in the development of any upland
vision, including land managers, local communities and wider communities of interest.
We share this view, which fairly reflects the range of key land use and wider interests
with a stake in the uplands and the broad scope of a potential vision as noted earlier.
This broad engagement will, however, need to be accomplished by a manageable
process with a reasonable timescale, and some ways to resolve this tension are
suggested below.
52. We would particularly underline the need to involve local communities, both to ensure
that this key interest group has full ownership of any vision and, linked to this, to ensure
that it appropriately reflects the circumstances of different upland areas. This very
diverse and geographically dispersed constituency may not, however, be easy to
engage in a fair, effective and efficient way, and the best approach will partly depend on
the way in which any vision addresses regional variation – which is considered further
below. Various organisations could perhaps help to engage and/or represent local
communities in the development of a national vision, including local authorities, regional
partnerships and national bodies which address community issues, including the Rural
Parliament.
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53. We would also particularly endorse the aspiration to involve new audiences, in part to
help address inequalities. Novel approaches will be needed to involve young people
across Scotland, and these could be developed in liaison with the youth panel that SNH
has established in conjunction with Young Scot to promote engagement with the
Scottish Biodiversity Strategy. We recognise the more general challenge involved in
reaching individual stakeholders who are not well engaged with sectoral representative
bodies or communication networks. This is perhaps most acute with regard to individual
land managers because of their key roles in implementing any vision, but this issue is
not confined to this sector. This need may be partly addressed by wider action to
engage local communities and, for some groups, by online and social media
approaches. A judgement will ultimately be needed, however, about the balance
between the resources required to engage ‘hard to reach’ stakeholders and the benefits
that are likely to result.
54. The key principles that should guide the development of any vision have been clearly
highlighted and include a neutral lead, broad inclusivity, fairness, balance and, where
possible, consensus. Stakeholders have noted a range of engagement methods which
could be used, in various combinations, within this overall framework – and each of
these has different strengths and weaknesses. Conventional consultations based on
discussion papers or questionnaires can be easily circulated, allowing input from a wide
range of stakeholders. Workshop or seminar approaches, by contrast, are less
amenable to widespread input but can, if well-facilitated, be much more interactive,
bringing diverse views to bear on complex issues and working towards consensus.
Multi-sectoral working groups or forums can achieve this even more effectively by
fostering mutual trust and respect between the different parties, but at the expense of
still more restricted participation. The development of an upland vision will need to
include a very wide range of stakeholders but will also need to promote interactive
discussion to explore areas of contention, and a suitable process may therefore need to
combine both correspondence-based and more participatory methods.
55. The development of consensus might also be facilitated by applying the principles of coproduction. This can take various forms in different contexts, and has been broadly
defined as “a relationship where professionals and citizens share power to design, plan
and deliver (a task) together, recognising that both partners have vital contributions to
make”1. This implies very open collaboration throughout the project, which could help to
establish a greater sense of common purpose among participants, facilitate conflict
resolution and help ensure that any vision has wider support beyond those stakeholders
who directly contribute to its development.
56. The recent Understanding Predation project, which was commissioned by the Scottish
Government, funded by SNH and managed by the Moorland Forum, combined several
of the above approaches. This study aimed to develop consensus around the factors
influencing moorland bird populations and used a questionnaire, to promote wide input,
along with workshops and seminars to develop and refine the findings. Importantly,
however, the project used a co-production approach in which all of the key parties were
involved throughout, helping to determine the direction of the project (the ‘questions’) as
well as its conclusions (the ‘answers’). This approach explicitly recognised both the
contrasting views involved and the differing cultural perspectives and knowledge bases
that informed them, aiming to provide a ‘level playing field’ on which all could participate
on equal terms. This experience could be highly relevant to the development of any
upland vision.
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Slay, J. and Penny, J. (2014). Commissioning for outcomes and co-production: a practical guide for
local authorities. New Economics Foundation, London
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57. As noted earlier, any vision would need to reflect regional variation at a ‘broad brush’
strategic scale, and would therefore require input from stakeholders with interests in
different upland areas. There are perhaps two broadly contrasting ways in which this
could be achieved. Stakeholder engagement could be partly devolved to regional level,
perhaps co-ordinated by local authorities or relevant partnership bodies (where they
exist), but this would be difficult to implement fairly and evenly across the country, and
the overall resource requirements might be seen as disproportionate to the development
of a high level vision. A more simple, proportionate and consistent approach might
therefore be to address regional variation through an engagement process that is led at
national level, including input from regional stakeholders to ensure that local
circumstances are addressed.
58. Stakeholders clearly highlighted the importance of a neutral lead, and we endorse this
principle. This may not necessarily be easy to achieve, partly because the uplands have
a very widespread influence across Scotland and there are relatively few organisations
or individuals with no relevant sectoral interest. There is also a degree of tension
between the requirement for neutrality and the need for enough relevant experience to
provide a credible lead.
59. As with the wider process, different types of lead body would result in different
opportunities and constraints. A lead body from within the public sector could help link
an upland vision to other relevant policy areas and implementation mechanisms, and
could also help ensure that resources are available to support the process, although
care may be needed to ensure that this approach provides sufficient perceived
neutrality. This could perhaps be partly addressed by adopting a broader-based
partnership approach across several key public bodies, for example through the Scottish
Government’s Rural Affairs, Food & the Environment (RAFE) Delivery Board.
60. Various types of steering group could be used to bring together a wider range of
interests, either by including representatives of various sectors, or individuals who do
not represent particular sectors but collectively provide a broad range of expertise. A
group of either type could provide visible balance and overall neutrality, but would
require organisational and administrative support in order to lead a stakeholder
engagement process. Various academic bodies and research institutes might also be
well placed to lead the practical elements of the process and could play a strong role in
drawing together the evidence base, developing scenario modelling approaches and
applying effective participatory approaches to stakeholder engagement.
61. The development of a vision would involve several more or less distinct tasks, including
direct engagement with stakeholders, preparing the vision and managing the overall
process. These collectively require a broad range of skills and resources, including land
use and environmental knowledge, cross-sectoral contact networks, administrative
support, and the staff resources and expertise needed for widespread stakeholder
liaison. Relatively few individual bodies could meet all of these requirements, but there
is considerable scope to share these roles as most appropriate. The Understanding
Predation project, for example, was led by a multi-disciplinary academic research group
working on the basis of strict impartiality, under the oversight of a cross-sectoral steering
group.
62. Whatever approach is adopted, we would highlight two particular points. There was a
significant body of support among stakeholders for the Scottish Government to lead the
development of any vision, which was partly based on the view that this would
demonstrate commitment and provide momentum to the process. These benefits may
not necessarily depend on a lead role and could perhaps be realised by any approach
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which ensures that the Scottish Government is a visible and high profile partner, and
which is seen to have full support at Ministerial level.
63. We also note the range of views about the potential role that SNH might play in
developing any vision, whether by leading or supporting the process. We could offer a
number of the skills and resources noted above and would be happy to assist in
whatever role is considered appropriate.
Recommendations
•

•

•

•
•

•

The development of any vision could be based on a combination of correspondencebased and more participatory methods. A co-production approach could be
particularly effective in achieving broader ownership.
The development of any vision could include bodies representing land management
(including crofting, farming, forestry, field sports and nature conservation), recreation,
tourism, renewable energy, water supply, landscape (including the historic
environment), planning and economic and community development interests – and
including local authorities, community bodies, public bodies, industry bodies, NGOs
and academic/research interests.
Particular effort and innovative approaches may be needed to involve local
communities, along with young people and other individual stakeholders who may
not readily engage with this type of process.
The process could be co-ordinated nationally and involve relevant regional interests
to reflect variation between upland areas.
The lead body (or bodies) and the process should aim to create a ‘neutral’ forum that
encourages fair, balanced and open discussion, and agreement where this can be
achieved.
The process would benefit from the active support and involvement of the Scottish
Government.

What should a vision look like?
Background
64. A vision could be presented in various ways and could use a number of formats, with
different combinations of text and more visual approaches such as maps and diagrams.
We therefore invited comments about the form that any vision should take.
Views expressed by stakeholders
65. Comments on the potential format of a vision revealed a common desire to minimise the
amount of text, although this was interpreted in various ways. Scottish Enterprise
suggested that the vision should be “no more than three or four sentences – something
that will inspire people to action”, and some other contributors also favoured a very
concise high level statement for similar reasons. Others broadly suggested that the
length of any vision should be determined by its content and purpose, and should be as
brief as is consistent with these requirements. A few contributors suggested that a vision
might need more text, or a greater emphasis on maps, depending on the level of detail
at which it would be used, or in order to link more explicitly to particular policies and
strategies. Various bodies, including the Crofting Commission, Scottish Association for
Country Sports and LINK, supported the use of non-text presentational styles to help
engage a broad range of stakeholders. Suggestions for this purpose included interactive
web-based applications, infographics, maps and images or other visual media.
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66. Various stakeholders highlighted the implications of regional variation, sometimes
suggesting that a vision should be subdivided along regional lines, that separate visions
might be needed for different areas, or that a vision should link to regional land use
frameworks. A few contributors suggested that a vision could be organised on a
catchment basis, which could emphasise the links between upland land use and
benefits further downstream, and Scottish Water noted that this would mirror the
approach taken by river basin planning.
Discussion
67. A number of general points could perhaps be drawn from this range of views. There
may be considerable merit in a concise overarching statement which could summarise
shared ambitions for the uplands and help to engage and inspire a wide range of
people. This headline statement could be analogous to the existing vision for
sustainable land use in LUS2 or the Scottish Government’s vision for the marine
environment. As with these visions, however, the headline statement would probably
require additional supporting text to provide useful guidance for practical land use
decisions.
68. There was a clear view that any wider vision should aim to be concise and focused,
although this does not necessarily sit easily with the aspiration for a comprehensive
document including a wide range of land use issues. Different approaches would also
be needed to engage the full range of potential stakeholders or to provide a more formal
steer, linking to various key policies, strategies and plans, for a largely professional
audience. These aims are not mutually exclusive and could be met, for example, by
providing a high level summary for widespread circulation and a more comprehensive
underpinning document for a specialist audience. A number of contributors highlighted
the need for innovative approaches to reach new audiences and inspire wider
ownership, and we would strongly endorse this. The uplands offer exceptional scope for
engaging approaches using a range of media to help connect with different stakeholder
groups.
69. It will also be important to consider how best to reflect regional variation. As noted
earlier, a strategic upland vision could provide a high level steer from a national
perspective and avoid prescriptive detail with regard to particular places. This could
perhaps be achieved most simply and economically by succinct references to regional
variation at appropriate points in the text.
Recommendation
•

Any vision should aim to be concise and focused. It should also be inspiring and
have the greatest possible consensus support.

Other comments
Views expressed by stakeholders
70. As well as directly addressing the key questions for discussion, contributors raised a
number of more general points. Many reaffirmed their support for the development of an
upland vision, which was seen as an important opportunity to address long standing
land use conflicts and establish a more co-ordinated, consensus-based approach. This
was commonly also expressed as realising the potential of the uplands to provide
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greater benefits on a sustainable basis, both for those who depend on them directly and
for the wider range of stakeholders across Scotland. No contributors expressed clear
opposition to the development of a vision, although some qualified their support with a
recognition that this task could be challenging. Scotways also gave a cautious welcome,
suggesting that earlier policy initiatives which had aimed to "develop productive uses"
for the uplands had been detrimental to landscape and recreation interests. Several
bodies emphasised that it would be important to clarify how any vision would be
implemented and two contributors floated the idea of a complementary land use vision
for the lowlands.
71. A number of comments also reflected the exploratory nature of any project to agree an
integrated vision for the uplands. Several organisations, including the British Geological
Survey, noted the importance of collaborative research in supporting such a vision, and
a few stakeholders (including contributors to one of the Land Use Strategy workshops)
suggested that this should be informed by any comparable experience in other
countries. A joint response from the National Park Authorities noted the potential roles of
the Parks in testing novel approaches to upland land use on the ground.
Discussion
72. The wide cross-sectoral support for an upland vision that was expressed during this
project confirms feedback received during the earlier Scottish Government consultation
on the draft LUS2. The views that we have heard also underline the aspiration for a
vision that is based on positive and sustainable management of the upland environment
and is focused on benefits to people, while recognising the challenges that may be
involved.
73. It would be necessary to approach this task with a willingness to learn from experience
in Scotland and beyond, and we would endorse the need to draw on relevant research.
A broad approach, including the social sciences, could help to address the complex
cultural roots of upland land use and the range of perspectives involved. This could in
turn help to take any vision beyond areas of ‘easy’ consensus to address current
tensions, which will be essential if it is to provide real added value.
74. A number of other general points came across more or less strongly from the
contributions we received. A wide range of bodies referred specifically to ecosystem
services, suggesting that this concept is an increasingly common currency, and this was
often widely drawn to include the diverse cultural services derived from upland
landscapes, which have arguably drawn less attention in the past. This underlines the
value of the ecosystem service concept (or in plainer English, benefits) as the basis for
any vision.
75. Perhaps most importantly, there was widespread recognition of the range of interests in
the uplands and a corresponding tendency towards cross-sectoral thinking, with most
contributions looking beyond the immediate concerns of any one interest group. Taken
together, the contributions also indicated that while tensions clearly exist, there is a
strong commitment to the uplands, the benefits they provide, and the communities
which depend on them, across a wide range of interests. This is accompanied by a
widespread willingness to work together and seek agreed approaches to manage
Scotland’s uplands for the future, providing a strong foundation for the development of
any strategic vision.
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Annex 1: Project specification

SCOPING THE PREPARATION OF A STRATEGIC VISION FOR THE UPLANDS
Specification
1.

Introduction

The Scottish Government is commissioning Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) to scope the
preparation of a strategic vision for the uplands. This specification sets out the detail of the
work to be undertaken by SNH. Findings from this work will inform decisions made by
Scottish Ministers on whether and how to proceed with the development of a strategic vision
for the uplands.
2.

Background

The Land Use Strategy 2016 – 2021 (LUS2) Proposal 5 sets out a commitment to scope the
potential to develop a strategic vision for the uplands. This will explore the multiple benefits
the uplands deliver and how they contribute to climate change targets. The LUS2 is
deliberately cautious in its approach to this topic, recognising that while the uplands have
considerable potential to deliver multiple benefits, including for the climate change agenda,
they are also areas of challenge and possible tension. For this reason this commission
requests SNH to take forward the scoping set out in the LUS2, SNH are not being asked to
prepare a strategic vision.
3.

Aim

The aim of the scoping exercise is to assist Scottish Ministers in determining whether a
strategic vision for the uplands is both desirable and achievable. This is set within the frame
of LUS2 which places a strategic vision for the uplands in the wider context of climate
change and the delivery of multiple benefits
4.

Issues to be addressed

The broad issues which this commission should explore are provided below. SNH may wish
to include additional issues, this should be discussed in advance with the Steering Group
(See section 8 below).
i) A definition for the uplands. SNH will develop a clear and defensible methodology
and rationale to enable a definition of the uplands to be developed. The final report will
use this methodology and include a recommended definition for the uplands for the
purposes of developing a strategic vision.
ii) The range of topics for inclusion in a strategic vision. SNH will undertake a
scoping exercise to determine which topics to recommend for inclusion or exclusion from
a strategic vision. This will include a clear and defensible rationale for each topic,
particularly for any topics which are likely to be contentious. While the following list is not
definitive, key topics are likely to include agriculture and crofting, forestry, sporting and
deer, renewable energy, biodiversity, peatlands, flood mitigation, recreation and tourism,
and the wider cultural ecosystem services that upland landscapes provide.
iii) The scope of the commission will focus on multiple benefits and climate change in
the context of sustainable land use. However, it is recognised that consideration will
also need to be given to the socio-economic context of the uplands. SNH may wish to
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use the three high level Objectives of the LUS2 to provide this context, namely; Land
based businesses working with nature to contribute more to Scotland’s prosperity;
Responsible stewardship of Scotland’s natural resources delivering more benefits to
Scotland’s people, and; Urban and rural communities better connected to the land, with
more people enjoying the land and positively influencing land use.
iv) Stakeholder engagement is an essential part of both this commission and for the
preparation of a strategic vision for the uplands, should Ministers decide to take forward
that course of action.
SNH will engage directly with stakeholders as part of the commission. The extent of
stakeholder engagement will be proportionate to the timescale and the nature of this
commission to scope the preparation of a strategic vision for the uplands. Options for
engagement may include one-to-one meetings with key players, call for written
submissions, workshops and meetings. The proposals for stakeholder engagement
during the course of this commission will be agreed with the Steering Group (see section
8 below).
As part of the commission SNH will consider the appropriate range and type of
stakeholder engagement to be undertaken during the preparation of any strategic vision.
Recommendations dealing with proposed stakeholder engagement for the development
of a strategic vision for the uplands should be included in the final report.
v) The scoping exercise should address the process of preparation of any strategic
vision, giving consideration and providing recommendations on the recommended
approach. While the final report will be shaped by the work undertaken it is anticipated
that it will include recommendations dealing with the approach, the content, stakeholder
engagement, preferred lead body or bodies, and timeframe.
5.

Methodology

Subject to any details set out in section 4 above it is for SNH to determine the most
appropriate methodology in consultation with the Steering Group (See section 8 below).
6.

Output

SNH will provide a written report to Scottish Government (Land Use & Biodiversity Team) by
end December 2016. This will make recommendations on the factors set out in section 4
above, and any additional issues identified and agreed by the Steering Group. In all cases
those recommendations should be accompanied by a clear rationale and sufficient
background information as necessary to enable the report to be used to inform decision
making on whether or not to proceed with the development of a strategic vision for the
uplands.
7.

Timing

The scoping is to be completed and the final report sent to Scottish Government by 31
December 2016. The report will include recommendations on how to proceed in developing
a Vision if this is deemed feasible and desirable.
8.

Governance

The governance arrangements will be overseen by a Steering Group chaired by Claudia
Rowse, SNH with the secretariat provide by SNH. Steering Group members will include Sally
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Thomas, SG, Mark Wrightham, SNH Project Manager, Claudia Rowse (SNH) and Des
Thompson (SNH). Others may also be invited to attend as appropriate. All project
management arrangements will be undertaken by SNH. SNH may choose to establish
additional internal working arrangements as appropriate.
9.
Resources
Resources will be provided by SNH. Any issues regarding the level of resource required to
complete this commission should be discussed with Sally Thomas, Land Use & Biodiversity
Team, Scottish Government.
10. Contact Details
Sally Thomas
Land Use & Biodiversity Team
Scottish Government
1C North, Victoria Quay
Edinburgh
0131 244 4068
Sally.thomas@gov.scot

7 June 2016
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Annex 2: Stakeholders who provided written contributions to the project
Aberdeenshire Council
Angus Council
Argyll & Bute Council
Association of Deer Management Groups
British Association for Shooting and Conservation Scotland
British Ecological Society Scottish Policy Group
British Geological Survey
Cairngorms and Loch Lomond & the Trossachs National Park Authorities (joint contribution)
Crofting Commission
East Lothian Council
Forestry Commission Scotland
Friends of the Ochils
Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust
Helen Armstrong
Highland Council
Historic Environment Scotland
James Fenton
James Hutton Institute
John Muir Trust
Mandy Meikle
Mountaineering Scotland
National Trust for Scotland
NFU Scotland
North East Mountain Trust
Ordnance Survey
Plantlife
Reforesting Scotland
River South Esk Catchment Partnership
RSPB Scotland
Scotland’s Moorland Forum
Scottish Association for Country Sports
Scottish Biodiversity Strategy Science Support Group
Scottish Countryside Alliance
Scottish Enterprise
Scottish Environment LINK Land Use Subgroup
Scottish Gamekeepers Association
Scottish Land & Estates
Scottish Water
Scottish Wildlife Trust
Scotways
Simon Pepper
South Lanarkshire Council
Southern Uplands Partnership
SRUC and UHI Centre for Mountain Studies (joint contribution)
Stirling Council
Trees for Life
Tweed Forum
VisitScotland

	
  
Annex 3: Key questions discussed with stakeholders

Scoping a strategic vision for the uplands – key questions for discussion
Introduction
In March 2016 the Scottish Government published Scotland’s second Land Use Strategy,
which provides a high level vision for land use in Scotland from 2016 to 2021
(http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Environment/Countryside/Landusestrategy). The Strategy set
out a Vision, Objectives and Principles for Sustainable Land Use, and contained a number of
policies and proposals which provide a programme of action for the next five years.
Proposal 5 indicated that the Scottish Government would “scope the potential to develop a
strategic vision for the uplands, exploring the multiple benefits they provide and how they
can contribute to climate change targets”. A strategic vision would be a high level
aspirational statement about the benefits that we want the uplands to provide for Scotland,
both now and in the future, and the balance of land uses that we need to achieve this.
Several key messages emerged from consultation on the draft Strategy, including:
•
•
•

strong support for this proposal, with 84% of contributors agreeing that a vision could
help to determine land use priorities in the uplands;
recognition of the diversity of upland land use and the need for clear links to other
policies relating, for example, to moorland, forestry and wild land, and;
a view that the uplands should be clearly defined for this purpose.

A
more
detailed
review
of
the
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/03/6371.

responses

can

be

found

at

Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) has been commissioned to lead this scoping process and
report to Ministers by the end of 2016. It is important to emphasise that we are not
attempting to develop a vision at this stage. The aim of this process is to consider
what a vision would need to address, how it could be developed and who should be
involved. This will allow Ministers to decide whether or not to proceed with the
development of a vision for the uplands.
As part of the scoping process it will be important to obtain the views of key stakeholders,
and we would therefore welcome any thoughts on how this task could be approached. Some
key questions to consider are listed below.
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Where are the uplands?
1.

What broad characteristics should we use to define the uplands? Some possible
approaches are summarised in the annex to this note.

What benefits do the uplands provide to Scotland?
2.

What are the key social, economic and environmental benefits that the uplands provide
for Scotland?

3.

How can upland land use help to prevent or reduce the impacts of climate change?

What should an upland vision include?
4.

A strategic vision could inform decisions about the balance between different land uses
in different parts of the uplands. What are the key choices that an upland vision should
address, and why?

5.

Are there any other topics or issues that should be included in an upland vision, and if
so why?

6.

Are there any topics or issues that should be excluded from an upland vision, and if so
why?

How should the vision be developed?
7.

Which stakeholders do you think it would be particularly important to involve, and how?
Would particular approaches be needed, for example, to reach particular groups?

8.

What are your views on the process that might be needed to bring together the key
interests and develop a shared vision?

9.

Who would be best placed to lead this process?

10. What form should a vision for the uplands take (visual or descriptive, maps, diagrams or
text)?
11. Do you have any other comments or suggestions?

SNH
August 2016
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Where are the uplands?
Introduction
Many parts of Scotland could be said to have an upland character, including the extensive
hills and moors of the Highlands & Islands, the lower hills of the Central Belt and the rolling
landscapes of the Southern Uplands. During consultation on the draft Land Use Strategy, a
number of respondents suggested that any vision should be based on a clear and widely
agreed definition of the uplands. This short note considers some ways in which this could be
achieved.
General considerations
A suitable approach to defining the uplands must be clear and robust, and attract broad
support across different land use sectors. The chosen approach will need to work at an
appropriate level for strategic decision-making and avoid fine-grained debate about the
status of small marginal areas. The definition should also be easy to understand without a
map, but should lend itself to mapping if needed (at a level of detail that is consistent with its
purpose).
Many communities are closely linked to upland areas and rely on the benefits that the
uplands provide, and there might therefore be a case for including these communities within
the definition of the uplands. This might not, however, be straightforward in practice, as
different communities form a continuum and relate to the uplands in a wide variety of ways.
While these links are perhaps clearest for small rural communities, some major cities, such
as Edinburgh, could also be said to have strong links to nearby hills such as the Pentlands.
An alternative approach might therefore be to use a relatively narrow and robust physical
definition of the uplands and ensure that the vision clearly captures the importance of this
resource to a wide range of communities.
Some possible approaches
•

The simplest way to define the uplands might arguably be to base this on altitude. This
would be easy to map, although it would not be easy to identify a single threshold
altitude that makes sense in all parts of Scotland. This is particularly true in the northwest, where land with an upland character often extends down to sea level.

•

The uplands are often defined as land lying above the limit of enclosed farmland. This
approach might attract reasonably broad agreement and could be based on existing
data. This boundary is usually also fairly obvious on the ground.

•

It is possible to envisage various other ways in which the uplands could be defined, for
example according to upland vegetation cover, climate or land capability classes
(http://www.soils-scotland.gov.uk/data/lca250k).

•

It might be possible to define the uplands on the basis of landscape qualities, for
example based on landscape character types, although some further work may be
required to achieve this in a consistent way across Scotland. There might also be scope
to use other landscape criteria such as remoteness or ruggedness of terrain, although
these would not necessarily capture all of Scotland’s uplands.

•

There might be some scope to use administrative boundaries such as local authority
areas or the Less Favoured Areas (LFAs) that are used to help target agricultural

25	
  
	
  

	
  
support, although these approaches might tend to include areas that are not necessarily
upland in character.
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Annex 4: Main benefits derived from upland ecosystems, as highlighted by
stakeholders, in an adapted version of the Common International Classification of
Ecosystem Services (CICES)

Broad
types of
ecosystem
service
Provisioning

Regulation &
maintenance

Cultural

4

1,2

Specific benefits directly supported by
1
upland ecosystems

Wider social and economic benefits

Food and other products from sheep and
cattle (farming and crofting), and from
wild game
Water supply for domestic and industrial
use
Production of timber, wood pulp and
wood fuel
Renewable energy generation (wind and
3
hydro)
Maintaining water quality

Income and employment linked to
agriculture and field sports. Cultural
benefits linked to these activities.
Income and employment linked to industrial
water use.
Income and employment linked to forest
industries.
Income and employment in renewable
energy sector. Climate change mitigation.
Income and employment linked to industrial
water use.
Climate change adaptation
Climate change mitigation

Flood protection
Carbon capture and storage in peatland
and woodland
Low intensity management providing
space for habitats and species to adapt
to climate change
Recreation including hillwalking,
mountaineering, mountain biking, deer
stalking, grouse shooting, angling.
Enjoyment provided by wild species and
habitats, including wildife watching
Image of Scotland. Iconic landscapes
and species such as red deer, golden
eagle and heather.
Sense of place

Historic environment and wider cultural
heritage
Education
Research

Climate change adaptation. Safeguarding
cultural benefits linked to wildlife (below).
Health and well-being (indirectly helping to
reduce healthcare costs). Income and
employment in recreation, tourism and
service sectors.
Health and well-being. Income and
employment in wildlife tourism and service
sectors
Income and employment linked to
promotion of Scotland, marketing of
Scottish products and services, tourism
and the arts.
Cultural benefits to local communities.
Income and employment linked to
marketing of local products and services,
tourism and the arts. Helping to maintain
and attract income and investment in rural
areas.
Income and employment linked to
promotion of Scotland, marketing of
Scottish products and services, tourism
and the arts.
Income and employment linked to relevant
educational activities.
Income and employment linked to relevant
research activities.

1

Stakeholders noted that some of these benefits are not currently realised to their full potential.

2

Wider social and economic benefits are not directly included in CICES.

3

These energy sources depend on the physical environment of the uplands and are classified separately in
CICES.
4

Some of these benefits also depend to some extent on the physical environment of the uplands.
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Annex 2: Stakeholders who provided written contributions to the project
Aberdeenshire Council
Angus Council
Argyll & Bute Council
Association of Deer Management Groups
British Association for Shooting and Conservation Scotland
British Ecological Society Scottish Policy Group
British Geological Survey
Cairngorms and Loch Lomond & the Trossachs National Park Authorities (joint contribution)
Crofting Commission
East Lothian Council
Forestry Commission Scotland
Friends of the Ochils
Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust
Helen Armstrong
Highland Council
Historic Environment Scotland
James Fenton
James Hutton Institute
John Muir Trust
Mandy Meikle
Mountaineering Scotland
National Trust for Scotland
NFU Scotland
North East Mountain Trust
Ordnance Survey
Plantlife
Reforesting Scotland
River South Esk Catchment Partnership
RSPB Scotland
Scotland’s Moorland Forum
Scottish Association for Country Sports
Scottish Biodiversity Strategy Science Support Group
Scottish Countryside Alliance
Scottish Enterprise
Scottish Environment LINK Land Use Subgroup
Scottish Gamekeepers Association
Scottish Land & Estates
Scottish Water
Scottish Wildlife Trust
Scotways
Simon Pepper
South Lanarkshire Council
Southern Uplands Partnership
SRUC and UHI Centre for Mountain Studies (joint contribution)
Stirling Council
Trees for Life
Tweed Forum
VisitScotland

