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1 PURPOSE OF THE WORKSHOP

1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Planning Etc. (Scotland) Act 2006 introduced new requirements for the
preparation of development plans within Scotland. In the future the current system
of Structure and Local Plans will be replaced by a single new Local Development
Plan (LDP) supported by Supplementary Planning Guidance. The Plan will be
subject to strategic environmental assessment (SEA) under the Environmental
Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005 and the SEA process will be integrated in the
LDP development process.

The first stage of the preparation of the new plan was publication of the
Development Plan Scheme which set out how the new LDP will be delivered. The
Council Planning Service published this in March 2009.

The second stage is to ensure that the new LDP is based on up to date
information and legislation to ensure that the new policies for development are
sound and comprehensive and relevant into the next decade.

The starting point for the information gathering is the preparation and publication
for consultation of a Mains Issues Report (MIR). This will permit wide public
participation on the main issues and changes that have occurred since the
previous plans. In addition the MIR will set out alternatives for future development
and identify the Council’s preferred option informed by a sound evidence base.

The Planning Service is undertaking a series of tasks to underpin the development
of the MIR. These include initial consultations with a wide range of stakeholders
and a review of the relevance of policies in the existing Structure and Local Plans
(a2 Monitoring Report). As part of the consultations with stakeholders two
workshops are proposed. The first, which was held on 2™ July 2009, was
designed to:

e provide stakeholders with information about the LDP process;

¢ identify relevant strategies and commitments which other organisations or the
Council and departments of the Council are implementing and which should be
taken into account in the developing MIR;

o explore the key drivers of change which should be taken into account in the
future; and

e discuss the constraints and opportunities all these issues present to
development of the LDP.

The purpose of this second workshop was to:

o hear first hand about the development and delivery of other ongoing targets
and commitment;

e provide an introduction to the integration of SEA with the LDP process; and

e to consider alternatives for development for inclusion in the MIR for wider
consultation (as required by Scottish Government').

! The Scottish Government Planning Circular 1 2009 Development Planning February 2009
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1.2 THE WORKSHOP

The second MIR stakeholder workshop was held on the 31% August 2009 at the
Lerwick Hotel. Invitations were extended to some a wide range of representatives
of the Council, statutory agencies, community council representatives, the NHS
etc. Some 37 people were able to attend part, or all of, the workshop. A list of
attendees is included in Appendix A.

It was again considered appropriate to have the workshop in the week during the
daytime because many of the Council sections and statutory agencies do not
operate during out of office hours. The importance of community representation
and engagement in the collation of the MIR and LDP is recognised to enable a
better understanding of the key issues and the relevant complexities. It is the
intention that as the LDP process evolves Planning Service will focus on how this
can best be achieved in collaboration with the community. Meetings in the future
will be planned in various locations at convenient times for the community
including in the evenings and at weekends.

The workshop ran from 9.30am to about 4.30pm. It was facilitated by Natural
Capital Ltd with inputs from Planning Service and others (see Section 2.4.2).

The remainder of the report is structured as follows:

e Section 2 sets out the agenda that was used for the workshop and describes
the approach to the workshop in more detail.

e Section 3 presents the feedback from the exercises collated in plenary
sessions.

e Section 4 includes a summary analysis of the feedback from the two
workshops.

e Section 5 sets out recommendations for the next stages of the MIR and LDP
process based on the findings of the workshops.

e Appendix A is a list of the people who were invited to the workshop and those
who attended.

e Appendix B includes a copy of the handout Delivering Sustainable
Development in Shetland (concept figure?).

e Appendix C has a copy of Shetland’s Targets and Priorities which were
referred to frequently in the workshop.

e Appendix D includes a copy of the ‘other perspectives’ as presented at the
workshop (where available).

e Appendix E has a copy of the concept alternatives handout (as developed in
workshop one) and a summary of the issues handout (as developed at
workshop one).

e Appendix F presents the individual group outputs from the workshop
exercises.(including map outputs).

2 NB this slide was used to demonstrate principles only and may not include all relevant information
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¢ Appendix G includes the developing appraisal tool.

o Appendix H includes the SEA handout and presentation slides.
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2 WORKSHOP

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The workshop agenda is presented and the format of the workshop summarised in
this section. Group exercises are described and references given to outputs
presented in other parts of the report.

2.2 WORKSHOP AGENDA

The workshop agenda as designed is presented below. Small changes were
made on the day to timings etc.

Agenda Item Lead Time

Coffee from 9.30am Shetland Hotel

Welcome and Introductions HN 9.30-9.35am (5mins)

Introduction to Workshop AS 9.35-9.45am
(10mins)

Other Perspectives: 9.45-10.45am
(60mins)

e Education

e Housing

e Scottish Water

e Transport

o Community

o Health

e Care Provision

o HIE

e  SIC Infrastructure etc Review

e  Other SIC Commitments including Marine

Planning

COFFEE/ TEA 10.45-10.55am
(10mins)

Summary of Other Perspectives AS and 10.55-11.15am

[Overview] PJS (20mins)

High Level Alternatives [Group discussions (record) AS 11.15-12.15pm

and brainstorm in plenary] (45mins)

Rapid Appraisal of Long List [Group brainstorm AS 12.15-12.40pm

and feedback in plenary] (25mins)

Appraisal Tool [Group brainstorm and feedback in 12.40-1.00pm

plenary] —delayed till afternoon (20mins)

LUNCH 1.00- 1.45pm
(45mins)

Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) PJS 1.45-2.05pm

[Presentation and discussion-questions and answers] (20mins approx)

Developing and Appraising the Alternatives AS 2.05-4.00pm

[Group work, maps, feedback in plenary, summary of (115mins approx)

appraisal findings]

COFFEE/ TEA 3.00-3.10pm
(10mins)

Prioritising (if required) — NB not undertaken AS/HN 4.00-4.15pm
(15mins)

Going Forward - what happens next? HN 4.00 -4.10pm
(10mins)

Concluding Remarks and Summary AS and 4.10-4.15pm

HN (5mins)
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2.3 WORKSHOP GROUND RULES

Ground rules were set for the workshop to ensure that all present could contribute.
These were as follows:

Listen to and respect all views

Leave behind personal agendas

Keep points concise

Nothing attributable to one individual

Stay focussed....land use planning not solving all Shetland’s issues
Remember mobiles and PDAs distract!

2.4 'WORKSHOP EXERCISES

2.41 Introductions and Introduction to the Workshop

A general introduction to the workshop was given by Planning Service welcoming
participants and introducing Natural Capital (NC).

An overview of who had been invited to the workshop was given and an
explanation of why engaging with a wide range of interests was important in the
development of the MIR and LDP. It is essential that the MIR and LDP are taken
forward with effective consultation and participation in the process of their
development.

A reminder was provided about:

the LDP process;

the Development Plan Scheme;
the MIR process; and
consultations.

A brief overview of the last workshop was provided which covered wide-ranging
issues including the 20 year vision for the future; relevant strategies; key drivers
for change; constraints and opportunities for the future in spatial development
planning in Shetland was provided as well as an update on the key outputs from
the workshop. For further detail of outputs from Workshop 1 please see the report
Natural Capital (August 2009) Shetland Islands Council Local Development Plan
Review 2009 — 2012: Informing the Main Issues Report. Workshop 1: Strategies,
Key Drivers; Constraints and Opportunities.

It was noted that all ideas discussed during the workshop would inform the MIR.
The format of the workshop was as the last one: to break down the identification of
alternatives by undertaking a number of exercises to allow as wide input as
possible and ensure that Scottish Government best practice was met.

The agenda (see Section 2.2) was discussed including what the workshop was
going to cover and the importance and relevance of Strategic Environmental
Assessment (SEA).

The maijority of the workshop was designed as small group sessions with feedback
and discussions in plenary. All outputs were recorded but not attributed to an
individual or organisation.
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2.4.2 Other Perspectives

The LDP cannot be developed in isolation of other ongoing initiatives. A concept
slide was used to demonstrate the interactions between the various existing and
developing plans in Shetland by SIC and others which are all important in
delivering sustainable economic development in Shetland (see Appendix B). Key
is Shetland’s Targets and Priorities incorporated in the Corporate Plan (see
Appendix C).

The LDP will be the means of delivering some commitments in other plans and
strategies in terms of spatial development. These other initiatives are at different
stages of development - some are committed, some under development. The
speakers had been asked to prepare short presentations of their relevant work so
that this could be taken into account in considering alternatives for development.

As well as taking these studies and plans into account the MIR must also take
account of the constraints and opportunities discussed in the first workshop
(designations, important heritage etc). It is essential that the MIR goes forward in
a ‘joined up’ way to ensure the LDP works to deliver other committed targets
where relevant and appropriate (for example development must be sustainable).

Presentations were made by the people listed below and where available notes
and/or presentations are included in Appendix D.

2.4.3 Summary of Other Perspectives

The importance of land use planning in delivery of targets and meeting objectives
was stressed including the Shetland Targets and Priorities. The MIR/LDP process
is not starting from scratch but is building on a range of other work some of which
has been under development and consultation for a long time.

A summary of the key feedback from the speakers is presented in Section 3.2
(and further information in Appendix D).

2.4.4 High Level Alternatives

In the first exercise workshop participants were asked to brainstorm alternative
land use planning scenarios taking account of map outputs, constraints and
opportunities and commitments from the ‘other perspectives’ session, that is high
level ‘concepts’ for development patterns in Shetland. Participants were reminded
that all aspects of spatial planning should be taken into account (including energy
and minerals etc as well as built development) that is a multidimensional
approach.

Some examples were suggested including those based around new/old industries;
market-led (ie developers decide as has been followed in some local authorities);
structured/scattered; development in areas of deprivation only or around primary
industries; employment led; Lerwick centric; revitalise Lerwick; a peripheral focus;
mixes and hierarchies etc.

Participants were asked to think widely about what, where and why and to
remember the need to deliver committed targets and to address the key drivers for
change.

The output was to be a ‘long’ rapid list of feasible land use development options
and not to map these at this stage. Options generated to meet constraints and
opportunities identified at the first workshop were provided in a summary format
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(see Appendix E). A summary sheet of key issues raised in the first workshop was
also provided as a handout (see Appendix E).

The outputs from this exercise were appraised by groups (see below) and both
exercises were fed back together (see Section 2.4.5).

2.4.5 Rapid Appraisal of Long List

Using the long list generated in the previous exercise groups were asked to
organise their options and to consider which met the required targets of being
reasonable and contributing to sustainable economic development in Shetland.
Groups were also asked to consider whether the option would contribute to
meeting Shetland’s Priorities and Targets.

In the plenary session participants decided which options did not meet the
required criteria (see above) and these were not taken forward to the more
detailed appraisal stage (see Section 2.4.8).

Outputs from the plenary feedback are recorded in Section 3.3 and group outputs
are included in Appendix F, Section F1. Issues which were raised for further
consideration are listed in Section 3.4.

The agreed list for further consideration in the more detailed appraisal exercise
was rationalised by the facilitators who combined similar options etc to make the
detailed appraisal more focussed. The refined list was agreed with the workshop
participants before the subsequent exercise (see Section 2.4.8).

2.4.6 Appraisal Tool

At the first workshop an appraisal tool was generated and this has been refined
(see Appendix G). This was provided to the participants who were asked to
consider whether everything was included that should be. Immediate feedback is
included in Section 3.5. Participants were asked to continue to feed any thoughts
on the tool back to Planning Service after further review and to consider what it
should be called (for example Sustainable Development Check List). The tool will
be further developed and may be used at different levels of detail (ie a simple and
more complex tool(s) etc).

2.4.7 Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)

This session was a presentation with opportunity for a question and answer
session. The purpose was to discuss SEA including:

e whatis SEA?;

o the role of SEA in the development of the LDP and its integration in the MIR
and LDP process;

e SEA and its role in the appraisal of options and alternatives;

e recent changes in Government guidance; and

e the proposed SIC approach as part of the MIR and LDP development process.

The slides and handouts used in this presentation are available in Appendix H.

2.4.8 Developing and Appraising the Alternatives

The agreed list of preferred alternatives for further appraisal was summarised and
participants asked if any other options should be included. They were then asked
first to spend a short time thinking about what they meant/understood by each of
the options and then to develop each option detailing each where relevant by area
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and content using Shetland maps and seven area maps. In this exercise small
groups combined into three larger groups and each group was encouraged to
discuss with other participants/those who presented in the ‘other perspectives’
session as necessary.

After developing the options groups considered the ‘pros and cons’ of each option
considering whether they contributed to achieving sustainable economic
development in Shetland and to delivering Shetland’s committed targets etc or not.
The appraisal tool could also be used to help inform the appraisal as time allowed.

Feedback and discussion was in plenary. Outputs from the plenary session are
recorded in Section 3.6 and group outputs (including mapped outputs) are
included in Appendix F, Section F2

2.4.9 Going forward - what needs to be done next?

At the end of the workshop Hannah Nelson provided an overview of the way
forward. The outputs would be considered in more detail and developed as
contributions to the MIR.

2410 Concluding Remarks and Summary

All participants were thanked for attending and contributing to a challenging
workshop in such an interested and useful way. The workshop report would be
circulated in draft for comment and further input by those who were unable to
attend the whole workshop.
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3 OUTPUTS FROM THE WORKSHOP

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section of the report presents the outputs from the plenary sessions.
Individual group outputs (not attributed) from the exercises are included in
Appendix F. Outputs are as recorded at the workshop with a few additions from
the facilitator's commentary.

3.2 SUMMARY OF OTHER PERSPECTIVES

The following feedback was given. There were no individual group outputs for this
session. See Appendix D for copies of the ‘other perspectives’ presentations.

Care

Population/ demographic change

Aging population

Staff recruitment

Larger units — Lerwick/ Brae

120 additional care places (a doubling in 20 years)

Sheltered housing around care hubs — looking for a ‘centralised’ model

Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE)
e Focus on high growth :

creative

food and drink

tourism

energy

finance

life sciences

O O O O O O

e Support to SMEs and social enterprises

o Fit for purpose premises (sustainable and eco-efficient)

e Bustling towns

e Thriving/ densely populated

e Rural

e Youth migration — lose half of 15 to 18 year olds and never recover the
numbers

e Looking for ‘transformational projects’ e.g. Shetland decommissioning in ports

Community Plan
e Shetland resolution
o Camein 2004 - involved the whole community
o From this came the targets
e Scope to increase population and overcome aging in population but need more
housing
e Sustaining Shetland
Single Outcome Agreement — the Shetland Agreement fed into this
Debate
o Whatis central?
o What is peripheral?

NHS - Strategy
o Strategy to 2020 — the strategic direction is to ensure healthcare is:

o Sustainable
o Affordable
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o Close to people’s homes
o Appropriate balance
A key issue is accessibility in remote areas
Next stage will be a 3 — 5 year Clinical Strategy, for primary care trusts and
hospitals
There will need to be collaboration between health and social care
Joint use of buildings and services
Sustainable peripherals — practicalities of delivery
Balance expectation demands and needs
Be aware of changing technology

Education

Blueprint 2009 — 2014 which includes:
o New national curriculum for Secondary 1 to Secondary 3
o Clarity on how to build sustainable education

Population shifts

Planning school estates

Sustainable role of primary schools

Vocational education

Housing

HNDA:

New homes in right place

Targets (needs over 15 year)

Social housing in rural areas

Hidden demand in Shetland — difficult to identify and quantify

O O O O

LDP:
o Available land addressing need
LHS:
o Alltenures across Shetland for 5 years
o Scenario testing
Key questions:
o How well is housing and education working together? The smaller
the community the bigger the impact
o How imaginative can we be? In a modern LHS we need to look at
scenarios in terms of education and economics and balance the
housing need
In Shetland
o Small changes
o Big impacts

Marine

Importance to Shetland

Aquaculture — legal requirements

New Marine Bill — more responsibility for local authorities
Importance of marine spatial planning

Scottish Water

Spare capacity listing
Shetland vision 2010
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Transport
e RTS - already there for next 10 — 15 years
e Internal

o Design the system to meet changing needs
o ‘Givens’ — maintain links to islands
o New options emerging
External
o ‘Givens’ — airport will remain (to Edinburgh and Aberdeen)
o Main ferry link between Lerwick and Aberdeen will remain
o Possibility of more destinations for ferry and air travel to connect to
on the mainland?
Transport = an enabler not an ‘end’ in itself
Alignment of land use planning and transport is critical if we get it wrong it can
be constraining for sustainable growth
¢ Next revision of RTS is in 2012 so opportunity to:
o Alignto LDP
o Refresh the RTS in line with the LDP
e Fuel duty increase — so need to design around big changes

3.3 HIGH LEVEL ALTERNATIVES AND RAPID APPRAISAL OF LONG LIST OF
ALTERNATIVES

Feedback from the plenary session is presented below. Group outputs are
included in Appendix F, Section F1. It was agreed by participants that those
options marked with an asterix * were not taken forward to more detailed appraisal
because they did not meet the essential criteria of contributing to sustainable
economic development or Shetland Priorities and Targets (see Section 2.4.5).

e ‘Anarchy’ in Shetland (free for all) *
o freedom unlimited
o free enterprise

e Focus on infrastructure — central
o Lerwick
o Local Business Centres/ hubs

e Dispersed development but Lerwick key hub
¢ Renewable energy — led
o Shetland market leader — forefront

o  Community landbank option
o Retaining population — rural areas
o Retaining young people

e Agricultural — led?
o Organic
o Product development
o Rural area diversification

e Lerwick — focused
o Centralised development
o Economic opportunities — decommissioning
o Complete focus
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e St Kilda approach — planned retreat
o Need planned sustaining*

e Lerwick focussed and certain industries

e Expanding community facilities (e.g. halls/ schools)
o Voluntary?
o Essential
o Efficient multiple use of facilities

e Tourism led model
o Industry led
o Culture/ heritage

e De-centralised model
o Working
o Remote working
o Open up rural areas
o Best use of existing services

e Renewables

Market leader in construction/ infrastructure
Sector for jobs growth

Assembly etc

Catalyst for fixed links (Lerwick and Bressay)
Heavy industry led

Acts as catalyst development elsewhere

O 0O O O OO

e Lerwick no more — completely de-centralised*

e Lerwick and Scalloway harbour (and other key hubs) — central area
development model

e Eggs in one basket model — risks with only one industry

e World class hub model — e.g. data management in Unst

e Communities specialising in single specialist industries in and around Shetland
e Industries focussed on 15 to 30 industries — creative, energy, tourism

e Sullom Voe development model — sustaining

e Marine resource/ assets strategy

3.4 ISSUES RAISED

¢ How should the demand for social housing be assessed in rural areas?
e Links between education and planning
o Local and national information
e What does ‘centralisation’ mean — what should be peripheral?
e Remember the SEA marine aspects
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3.5 APPRAISAL TOOL

The appraisal framework tool is included in Appendix G. The following feedback
was given in the brainstorm session on potential names for the tool.

Draft raft

‘Appraisal and implementation paper’ - HIE
Initial Application Appraisal

Sustainability checklist

It was suggested that it was important that applications were considered in the
wider sustainability framework — e.g. what would the option leave for the next
generation in terms of work; impact on the environment; longevity etc. The
appraisal tool seeks to cover the sustainable development agenda in the widest
sense but additions will be made as necessary to ensure it is comprehensive.

3.6 DEVELOPING AND APPRAISING THE ALTERNATIVES

The agreed list for detailed consideration collated from the long list of options is
copied below (see Section 2.4.5). There was detailed discussion of each option in
the feedback session.

List agreed for Assessment

1. Central area development (Lerwick, Scalloway and other key hubs and

infrastructure) Local Business Centres

Lerwick focussed (and certain industries, e.g. decommissioning)

Decentralised, dispersed (Lerwick; remote working — open up rural areas)

Agricultural led and rural diversification

Community land bank

Industry led renewables catalysts for other developments

Industry led IT/ data management hub

Industry led tourism

Building on existing community facilities

0. Communities specialising in specific specialist industries — creative, tourism,
energy

11. Sullom Voe — e.g. evolving world industry

12. Marine Assets — development

SO NORWN

The following is a summary of the feedback in the plenary session. See also
Figures 1 to 3 in Appendix F for accompanying development options maps.
Where considered appropriate, options have been combined onto one map.
Group outputs are included in Appendix F, Section F2.

Option 1 — Central Area Development
e Key industries

o De-commissioning

o Tourism
Changing demographics
Housing occupancy
Existing infrastructure
Existing facilities well situated
Growth — good catalyst
Weakness — land supply — housing
Others

o Brae/ Sandwick

o Lerwick and Scalloway
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Lerwick — Scalloway ‘conurbation’
Weakness — too much concentration
Hub-based approach
Hub-based growth areas
Strengths
o Investment
o Critical mass
o Catalyst external funding
e Weakness
o May have gaps
o ‘have’ and ‘have nots’
o lack of primary schools
e Feasibility
o yes —schooling
o attracting in business
o attract in new people
e Deep water harbours — strength of two ports
e Opening up availability for land — Bressay — more connections

Option 2 — Lerwick Focussed
Strengths
e Existing infrastructure
Availability of facilities
Build on current opportunities
Increase in innovation
Catalyst for development elsewhere
Actions and developments — the following need critical mass to cascade down
to peripherals
o tourism
o emerging services hub
o fish hub
o decommissioning hub
o oiland gas hub
Bressay — factor

Weaknesses

e Pressure on infrastructure services

e Depopulation peripherals

e If concentrate in centre — delay factor in trickle down
e Loss of community identity

Option 3 — Decentralised

e Sub-hubs
e Service hubs
o Fishing
o Geoparks
o Aquaculture
o Renewables
Strengths

e Building on what we have
e Build on assets
e Better use of infrastructure
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Unique characteristics

Builds community capacity/ confidence
Quality of life (outside the town)

Improve sustainability of existing services
Attract people on ‘lifestyle’

Weaknesses

Sustainability and cost — expensive per unit
Costs of service supply and transport
Increased costs of infrastructure

Strains on aging infrastructure

Option 4 — Agricultural — Rural Diversification
Strengths

Cultural significance

History

Crofting — future self sufficiency
Food security

Could increase innovation in sector

Weaknesses

Economic returns
Industry regulations
Does not compete well
Subsidy reliant
Restrictions
Conflicts with other land use
o Housing
o Industry
o Aging/ demographics

Option 5 — Community Land Bank
Strengths

Back to what crofting used to be

e Development opportunities funding
o Possibility of compulsory purchase
¢ Increased diversification
Weaknesses

Identification
Front loading cost
Community agendas

Option 8 — Industry Led Tourism
Strengths

Financial

World leader opportunities

Market led

Innovation spin offs

Capturing natural resources
Employment opportunities — research
Quality of life in attracting employees
Whole area renewables
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Weaknesses

Eggs in one basket

Less local involvement
Vulnerability market forces
Location Shetland

Capital costs setting up

Market accessibility

Transport costs (getting to islands)
Costs of living

Option 11 — Sullom Voe

Some growth

Keep ticking over

Could be upgrades — small scale — surges
Other industries — fish meal?

Use for tidal?

Use for wind power?

Strengths

Infrastructure

Major employer

Continues as main contributor to economy
Hydrogen cell opportunities

Weaknesses

Not big scope diversification — e.g. hydrogen cell

Option 12 — Marine Assets

Marine renewables

o Wave — west

o Tidal- Yell Sound?
Offshore wind

o Too expensive

o Too deep

Aquaculture

o Salmon
o Improve marketing
Tourism/ recreation

Strengths

Huge asset
Major employer — but non-centralised
Potential sustainability

Weaknesses

Crown Estate

o Restrictions

o Money
Highly regulated
Disease vulnerability issues — fish
Largely owned outwith Shetland (Norway)
Limited public sector funding
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4 SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF WORKSHOP OUTPUTS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In this section the key issues and themes which have emerged from Workshop
One: Strategies, Key Drivers, Constraints and Opportunities (August 2009) and
this workshop (Workshop Two: Objectives, Alternatives and Appraisal) and the
emerging alternatives for further consideration as development options (see
Section 3.6 of this report) are considered. From this appraisal a set of
recommendations for developing the MIR for consultation are made in Section 5.

4.2 SUMMARY OF ISSUES AND THEMES

Key issues and themes that were noted and discussed in Workshops One and
Two can be summarised under the following topic sub-headings and should be
kept in mind in developing options for further consideration as part of the MIR and
consultation on it.

4.21 Transport and Infrastructure

Transport planning and land use planning are explicably linked and account
should be taken to the commitments in the ZetTrans Regional Transport Strategy
(RTS). Interactions between both should be considered in every option that is
suggested for consultation. Development options for Shetland should consider
transport planning issues and opportunities as part of the further development of
land use planning options. Development options should seek to encourage
sustainable transport patterns and decrease the commuting culture and
dependency on private car travel wherever possible. Land use planning to
promote remote working and green technologies (such as bio-fuel etc) should be
considered in the future and opportunities to promote these incorporated into
development options. Promoting sustainable transport and reducing the need to
travel would both contribute to the reduction in carbon outputs which is a UK and
also Council commitment.

4.2.2 Settlement Patterns and Housing

Settlement patterns and housing is closely linked with transport and land use
planning because housing should be connected to amenities and employment by
transport, especially for peripheral communities. It was noted that there is an
increased need for social and private housing developments. The location of this
housing provision is critical and should be considered in development options.

Development options should consider further the benefits and disbenefits of
centralisation, de-centralisation or a combination of the two and also consider
further the concept of ‘a hierarchy of settlements’ where some key settlements,
such as Lerwick, are central hubs whilst others, are secondary (such as Sandwick
and Brae) or tertiary (for example, Bigton or Quarff) hubs and offer fewer
amenities and services than the central hubs but are connected to and associated
with them.

The impact of any promoted development option on rural and/ or peripheral
communities should be considered and the need to maintain opportunities in the
outlying parts of the islands respected so as to create a truly sustainable Shetland.
Sustaining rural and/ or peripheral communities is closely linked into providing
access to, opportunities in and adequate support facilities in these communities,
because if housing and or communities are accessible and vibrant then they are
likely to be more sustainable.
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A firm commitment has been made in Shetland’s Targets and Priorities to a
significant increase in the housing supply (a further 1800 by 2025) and on
stimulating demand for living in the remoter areas of Shetland. It is important that
the potential for any pattern of development to deliver these and all Shetland’s
committed targets is considered in the next stages of the MIR and LDP process.

The Housing Needs Assessment is ongoing and will better define where housing
needs have been established. This information should be taken into account once
available in considering the detail of options further.

4.2.3 Community Facilities and Health and Care Services Provision

Future community needs which have been identified should be taken into account
when considering the proposed development options. The changing population
structure with an increasing aging population means that there is likely to be
increased demand for community facilities such as healthcare and nursing homes
in the future. In order to maintain sustainable, diverse and vibrant communities,
development options should consider what the future community profile will be
made up of and try to plan to provide for this. In addition an increase in substance
misuse in the islands may increase the need for appropriate support facilities
throughout the islands.

4.2.4 Education

SIC is currently reviewing education provision in the islands in its Blueprint for
Education 2009 to 2014. Education needs are likely to change in the future and
development options should take this into account and cater for a dispersing
population, an increase in distance learning and soaring costs of maintaining
smaller and more peripheral schools. Trends in education should be carefully
examined as they are further defined and guidance provided on what and how
various land use development options could accommodate these changes in
education in the future.

4.2,5 Utilities

Account should be taken in land use planning of the implications of the extent of
current provision and capacity of all utilities including water, electricity and
information and communication technologies. There are some capacity problems
in some areas but utility companies such as Scottish Water have ongoing
programmes on maintenance and improvements including long term plans.

4.2.6 Employment Opportunities

Employment opportunities are integral to sustaining the future of Shetland’s
population. Emerging industries present significant employment opportunities
such as decommissioning and the renewable energy sector. Existing employment
in traditional industries such as fishing, aquaculture, crofting and other more
service-based employment, such as those in Lerwick, provide continuing
opportunities. In developing land use planning options consideration should be
given to how these can encourage the continuation and growth of existing
employment areas and facilitate future employment opportunities in the new and
developing growth areas. High growth areas that have been identified with
potential include — food and drink, energy, tourism, finance, life sciences and
creative industries.

4.2.7 Economic Wellbeing and a Sustainable Local Economy

Shetland should be developed to enable economic wellbeing. The LDP is tasked
by Government to deliver sustainable economic development. Shetland should



SIC LDP MIR Workshop 2

seek to be as economically independent as possible and not have to rely heavily
on Scotland (or further a field) for finances, similar to how it has benefited from the
Shetland Oil Trust. This supports the idea of Shetland as a contributor to the rest
of the country, Europe and the world. Recognition of Shetland’s current somewhat
fragile economy with some uncertainty in the oil industry and downturn in
traditional industries as well as a reduction of funding in the public sector is
important in considering future land use planning options and the potential for any
option to contribute to a sustainable economy should be considered.

4.2.8 Marine

The importance of conservation of the marine environment and of marine spatial
planning is growing in prominence with the introduction to parliament of the Marine
(Scotland) BilP. Future development options should be mindful of the Marine Bill
and the content of new legislation when the Bill is enacted.

Shetland has traditionally been linked closely with the sea. Fishing and related
industries have been important parts of the islands’ economy and more recently
the aquaculture industry and other marine industries linked with the oil industry
(including decommissioning) continue to offer real opportunities. Research and
education linked with the marine environment continue to be important.

Any plans for future development should seek to capitalise on the continuing
opportunities offered by the marine environment both maintaining and growing
traditional industries and current growth areas and seeking to support new areas
of potential development such as marine renewables.

4.2.9 Tourism

Tourism is important to Shetland as a key industry that supports the island’s
economy and offers employment opportunities. Key barriers to tourism that were
identified as having the potential to constrain its development in the future include
a lack of development and investment in infrastructure, high transport costs to
access Shetland, a short tourist season and lack of quality accommodation.
Tourism links closely with the natural and cultural heritage and can promote these
assets. Development options should take account of the potential for promoting
the continuation and growth of the tourism industry throughout the islands and aim
to add value to this industry.

4.2.10 Natural Heritage

Shetland has a rich natural heritage and landscape and is rich in both geodiversity
and biodiversity. Development options should be guided to respect Shetland’s
natural environment and landscape for future generations and should seek to
promote the natural heritage in terms of green tourism and enhanced quality of
life. Shetland’s natural environment should be respected and afforded a high level
of protection from development options.

4.2.11 Cultural Heritage

Shetland’s cultural heritage is acknowledged at an international and national level
as being important. This could be perceived as a constraint on development,
however if Shetland’s cultural heritage is safeguarded and/ or enhanced as
Shetland is developed then it could offer several benefits. If distinctive cultural
sites are conserved, developed (where appropriate) and interpreted they could

3 ‘A Bill to make provision in relation to functions and activities in the Scottish marine area, including
provision about marine plans, licensing of marine activities and the protection of the area and its
wildlife including seals; and for connected purposes’
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offer a source of self confidence, identity and pride to the islands and offer both
tourism and associated economic benefits.

The Council's Shetland Resolution* makes clear commitment to taking pride in the
natural and cultural diversity of the islands and to their protection in the future.

4.212 Climate Change

Climate change effects will have implications for land use planning now and
increasingly in the future. Development options should take account of any flood
risks associated with them and should not be built near or in the floodplain; other
areas identified as being of risk from flooding include those close to the coast in
low lying areas. If any proposal is taken forward in such areas significant
mitigation would be required although consent may not be possible. This could
have significant implications for future development in some areas in Shetland.

Shetland has made commitments to combat climate change and reduce its carbon
footprint in line with Scottish Government legislation® (see Appendix C).
Development options should take account of this and look to reduce carbon
through, for example, considering transport implications, promoting energy
efficient homes and the creation of a ‘Low Carbon Shetland’ brand and seeking to
rely less on non-renewable forms of energy. The development of land-based and
marine renewables could make a significant contribution and so options for land
use planning should include opportunities to deliver such development.

4.2.13 Sustainability

An essential overarching theme in planning for future land uses is that of
sustainability. It was suggested at both workshops that Shetland should make the
best of what it has already and plan for future development building on its assets
and with a holistic and sustainable approach. It should be developed to be able to
support itself and future generations and be somewhat self-sufficient.

4.214 Summary

There are many factors to be taken into account as the MIR is taken forward.
There are also interrelationships between all the topic areas. A common theme is
the need for future development to be economically sustainable and to contribute
to Shetland being self-sufficient. Options for land use planning should seek to
maintain, build upon and develop existing assets and capitalise on the
opportunities new technologies and growth areas offer. Future development
should support peripheral communities and consider opportunities which are
presented to tie into settlements and service hubs using public/ sustainable
transport methods where practical.

4.3 ALTERNATIVES FOR DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS

The alternatives for development options, which were discussed and agreed
during the workshop from the long list for further consideration (see Section 3.6 ,
the maps in Appendix F and the list repeated below in Box 4.1 for ease of
reference), were wide in their scope. The more detailed consideration of each by
workshop participants indicates some overlaps between some options as might be
expected as time was limited in the workshop to carefully define and distinguish
each option.

4 see Shetland Single Outcome Agreement. Available: http://www.shetland.gov.uk/council/documents/
ShetlandSOA2009.pdf

® See Shetland Targets and Priorities in Shetland Corporate Plan 2008 to 2011. Available:
http://www.shetland.gov.uk/corporateplan/documents/corporateplan2008.pdf



SIC LDP MIR Workshop 2

Box 4.1 Summary List of Options Agreed for Further Consideration

1. Central area development (Lerwick, Scalloway and other key hubs and
infrastructure) Local Business Centres (See Figure 1, Appendix F)

2. Lerwick focussed (and certain industries, e.g. decommissioning) (See Figure
2, Appendix F)

3. Decentralised, dispersed (Lerwick; remote working — open up rural areas) (See

Figure 3, Appendix F)

Agricultural led and rural diversification

Community land bank

Industry led renewables catalysts for other developments

Industry led IT/ data management hub

Industry led tourism

Building on existing community facilities (See Figure 3, Appendix F)

= © ® N o o b

0. Communities specialising in specific specialist industries — creative, tourism,
energy (See Figure 3, Appendix F)
11. Sullom Voe — e.g. evolving world industry

12. Marine Assets — development

Options 1 and 2 both focus on central area development. They differ in that
Option 1 includes a ‘Lerwick to Scalloway conurbation’ and other development
areas as secondary hubs whereas Option 2 considers just Lerwick (including
Bressay) as a central area for development. Option 1, with its central hub and
secondary hubs could be considered as a ‘settlement hierarchy’ type of
development. Option 1 makes use of existing facilities and infrastructure in the
central areas for further development and suggests that the rest of Shetland and
peripheral areas should feed inwards to these areas and make use of the facilities
and services offered centrally in these primary and secondary hubs. Option 2
suggests more of a reciprocal relationship where the peripheral areas feed into the
more developed central area for use of services and facilities but that over time
there is a trickle down benefit effect of this development to the peripheral areas.

Options 3, 9 and 10 appear to be closely related. Option 3 focuses on
decentralised and dispersed development at several locations throughout
Shetland as well as a series of service hubs. Service hubs could include a
geopark hub, renewables hub, services hub, fishing hub, aquaculture hub, living
history hub, and any other hubs that are identified. Option 9 looks to build on
existing community facilities as a development option. This is similar to Option 3
as part of the development of decentralised areas and service hubs would include
the development of community facilities. Option 10 considers the development of
specialist industries including creative, tourism and energy which like Option 9
forms part of the overarching Option 3. The development of specialist industries
as discussed in Option 10 mirrors that of the development of service hubs in
Option 3.
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Options 9 and 10 are effectively already included as part of Option 3 and all three
of these options could be combined to develop a more comprehensive option that
could include:

e decentralised and dispersed development at several locations throughout
Shetland (building on existing community facilities); and

e a series of service hubs (these could include services as well as specialist
industries).

Options 4 and 5 demonstrate some similarities in their concepts for development.
Option 4 is an agricultural led development option supported by rural
diversification and Option 5 is an option based on the concept of developing a
community land bank. Both options suggest focus on development patterns based
around available land in rural localities.

Options 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11 and 12 all consider specific services/ industries for
development and therefore can be classed as similar in concept. All these
development options are quite singular and offer one solution and not a multi
dimensional development option which is likely to be required to pave the way
forward for Shetland’s sustainable future (as noted in Section 4.2.15). These
options could be combined into a new development option which considers
themes/ specialist industries as hubs across Shetland with some similarities to a
combined Option 3/9/10.
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5 RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that as part of the next stages of the MIR and LDP process
that:

5.1 VISION

o The outputs from the first workshop (Section 3.2) should be used to inform the
20 year vision for Shetland. The long term planning vision should incorporate
seeking to assist in developing a sustainable and self-sustaining community
building on the islands’ assets.

5.2 GENERAL

e The potential for any proposed pattern of development to deliver Shetland’s
current commitments such as its Targets and Priorities (see Appendix C) and
carbon reduction figures should be considered in the next stages of the MIR
and LDP process.

5.3 ISSUES AND THEMES

o Consultation on potential development options should seek to further research
the perceived benefits and disbenefits of centralisation, de-centralisation or a
combination of the two and also consider further the concept of ‘a hierarchy of
settlements’ (see Section 5.4).

e New build development including housing should be concentrated in already
developed areas where possible to avoid further sprawl into the countryside
and to conserve the unique character of the islands.

e The findings of the Housing Needs Assessment should be taken into account
once available in considering the detail of all options.

o The impact of any promoted development option on rural and/ or peripheral
communities should be considered and the need to maintain opportunities in
the outlying parts of the islands respected so as to create a truly sustainable
Shetland.

e Rural and/ or peripheral communities should also be sustained through
provision of good transport access, local facilities and opportunities.

o Transport planning issues and opportunities should be considered as part of
the further development of and consultation on land use planning options.

o Development options should seek to encourage sustainable transport patterns
and decrease the commuting culture and dependency on private car travel
wherever possible.

e Any new built development (e.g. healthcare services, housing, etc) should be
accessible for all and connected to the public transport network to discourage
private car use and encourage sustainable travel.

e |n order to maintain sustainable, diverse and vibrant communities, work on the
development of options should include consideration of what the future
community profile will be made up of and try to plan to provide for this.

e Trends in education should be carefully examined as they are further defined
and guidance provided on what and how various land use development
options could accommodate these changes in education in the future.

o Account should be taken in land use planning of the implications of the extent
of current provision and capacity of all utilities including water, electricity and
information and communication technologies.

e In developing land use planning options consideration should be given to how
these could encourage the continuation and growth of existing employment
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areas and facilitate future employment opportunities in new and developing
growth areas.

Recognition of Shetland’'s current somewhat fragile economy with some
uncertainty in the oil industry and downturn in traditional industries as well as a
reduction of funding in the public sector is important in considering future land
use planning options and the potential for any option to contribute to a
sustainable economy should be considered.

Any plans for future development should seek to capitalise on the continuing
opportunities offered by the marine environment both maintaining and growing
traditional industries and current growth areas and seeking to support new
areas of potential development such as marine renewables.

Development options should take account of the potential for promoting the
continuation and growth of the tourism industry throughout the islands and aim
to add value to this industry.

Shetland’s natural environment should be respected and afforded a high level
of protection from development options.

Shetland’s cultural heritage is of high quality and should be safeguarded and/
or enhanced as Shetland is developed when it could offer benefits to the
islands.

Further consideration of development options should take account of the
implications of climate change and seek to reduce carbon emissions through,
for example, considering transport implications, promoting energy efficient
homes and the creation of a ‘Low Carbon Shetland’ brand and seeking to rely
less on non-renewable forms of energy.

Shetland should make the best of what it has already and plan for future
development building on its assets and with a holistic and sustainable
approach. It should be developed to be able to support itself and future
generations and be somewhat self-sufficient.

5.4 DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS

The MIR should briefly describe the process which was used to generate
options and assess these and make reference to the workshop report in which
the reasons for rejecting options in various exercises are set out.

The approach to considering options that was used at the workshops should be
described; that is, considering whether each option first would contribute to
Shetland’s commitments and also its performance with regards to delivering
sustainable economic development.

The matrix (see Section 4 of the Workshop 1 Report) should be introduced as a
tool that may assist in considering the many aspects of any proposed option.
An example of a completed/partially completed appraisal should be included for
reference in the MIR.

The options included in the MIR for consultation should include those agreed by
participants (see Section 3.6 and Box 4.1 of this report) either as set out in this
report or developed as suggested in Section 4.3.

The strengths and weaknesses of each option should be presented objectively
drawing on the feedback information included in Section 3.6 and Appendix F to
better inform the consultation process.

Options, which are recommended based on, or developed from, those defined
and assessed at the workshop which it is recommended should be developed
and taken forward in the consultation phase of the MIR:

o Central Area Development (Lerwick and Scalloway) with further
development in other key hubs (such as Sandwick and Brae) -see

Option 1 and Figure Option 1;
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o Focus of all Key Development in Lerwick — see Option 2 and
Figure Option 2;

o Decentralised and Dispersed Development at several locations
throughout Shetland building on existing community facilities (such
as in as well as Lerwick) as well as creating or developing a series
of service hubs and specialist industries. Service hubs would build
on existing facilities and specialist hubs could include those based
on the new geopark, renewables, fishing, aquaculture, living history
etc, and any other hubs that are identified — see Options 3, 9 and
10 and Figure Option 3);

o a pattern of Hierarchy of Development building on current
community facilities and identified needs from the various SIC
studies which are complete or ongoing (eg the Education Blueprint
and the Housing Needs Assessment). The option should recognise
the level of existing provisions in settlements in various areas of
Shetland (for example, the division being used by Planning Service
in collating baseline information to inform future decisions - the
Northern Isles; Whalsay and Out Skerries; different areas of the
Mainland (North, West, Central and South) and Lerwick and
Bressay — see all options;

o an option based on Availability of Land — see Options 4 and 5 and
develop concept further from knowledge of where development
might be accommodated.

In taking forward any option it is important that combined options are also
considered if found to offer opportunities.

The potential to include key services/ industry areas in any option should be
taken into account (for example, continued development at Sullom Voe and at
the port in Lerwick should be considered as part of any option as should the
land use planning implications and opportunities of quarries and renewables
etc).
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GLOSSARY

DDA Disability Discrimination Act

LBAP Local Biodiversity Action Plans

LDP Local Development Plan

LTS Local Transport Strategy

Marine Bill Scottish Government (2009) Scottish Marine Bill
MIR Main Issues Report

NHS National Health Service

NIMBY Not In My Back Yard

SEA Strategic Environmental Assessment
SEPA Scottish Environment Protection Agency
SIC Shetland Islands Council

SNH Scottish Natural Heritage

SOA Single Outcome Agreement




Appendix A

Workshop Attendees






SIC LDP MIR Workshop 2

Appendix A

Appendix A: Workshop Attendees

Table A1 Workshop Attendees
First Name Surname Title Company Email
Jim Anderson Chairman Lerwick Community Council chair@lerwickcc.org.uk
ClIr Laura Baisley Councillor North Isles Councillor laurabaisley@shetland.gov.uk
Bessie Barron Planning Officer Development Plans, Planning Bessie.barron@shetland.gov.uk
Service
Jim Budge Shetland Islands Council
Stephen Cooper Head of Service Environment & Building Services, Stephen.cooper@shetland.gov.uk
Shetland Islands Council
Thomas Coutts SIC Economic Development Thomas.coutts@sic shetland.gov.uk
Michael Craigie Head of Service Transport Michael.Craigie@shetland.gov.uk
Chris Dyer Assistant Archaeologist Shetland Amenity Trust chris@shetlandamenity.org
Pete Ellis RSPB and Sandwick Community Pete.ellis@rspb.org.uk
Council
Mike Finnie Service Manager Capital Programme Mike.finnie@shetland.gov.uk
B Fullerton SIC b.fullerton@shetland.gov.uk
Florence Grains Councillor Shetland West Councillor
Iris Hawkins SIC Iris.Hawkins@shetland.gov.uk
Robert Henseker Shetland Islands Council
John Holden Service Manager Development Management, John.holden@shetland.gov.uk
Planning Service
Martin Holmes Coastal Zone Manager Scalloway Fisheries College
Kelda Hudson Natural Heritage Officer Shetland Islands Council
Rachel Hunter Head of Business Growth Highlands & Islands Enterprise rachel.hunter@hient.co.uk
Rosemary Inkster Childcare Partnership Officer | Sandwick Community Council
and Sandwick Community
Council
Anita Jamieson Service Manager Housing Business Support Anita.jamieson@shetland.gov.uk
Caroline Miller Shetland Islands Council
Jonathan Molloy Implementation Officer Development Plans, Planning Jonathan.molloy@shetland.gov.uk
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First Name Surname Title Company Email
Service
Matthew Moss SIC Schools Matthew.moss@ shetland.gov.uk
Hannah Nelson Development Plans Manager | Development Plans, Planning Hannah.nelson@shetland.gov.uk
Service
Rick Nickerson Councillor Shetland South
Dave Okill SEPA
Emma Perring Transport Strategy Officer Transport, Shetland Islands Council Emma.perring@shetland.gov.uk
Frank Robertson Councillor Councillor Frank.Robertson@sic.gov.uk
Victor Sandison Deputy Chief Executive Lerwick Port Authority victor@lerwick-harbour.co.uk
Mary Scott Community Learning and Scalloway Community Office
Development Officer
Philip Stephenson Planning Officer Shetland Islands Council
Maureen Stewart Community learning and North Mainland Community Office
Development Officer
Hazel Sutherland Manager — Education and Shetland Islands Council Hazel.Sutherland@shetland.gov.uk
Social Care
Jonathan Swale SNH Officer Scottish Natural Heritage
Austin Taylor Heritage Manager Shetland Islands Council
John Uttley Area Manager Scottish Natural Heritage
Paul Wishart Secretary Lerwick Old Town Development

Association




Appendix B
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Appendix C: Shetland’s Targets and Priorities

The Targets and Priorities, which align with the national outcomes set out in the
Scottish Government’s ‘Concordat’, are set out below:

1. We will increase employment opportunities by 1,000 full-time equivalents
by 20251.

2. We will increase average personal and household income by 10% above
2005 in real terms.

3. We will increase the supply of housing to 12,000 by 2025.
4. We will place more effort on stimulating demand for living in the remoter
areas of Shetland by ensuring that the ratio of jobs to people and housing

is the same

5. We will be internationally renowned by ranking in the top 5% for Quality of
Life on a European stage

6. We will ensure that equal opportunities exist for all, no matter an
individual's age; race, gender, faith, sexual orientation or disability and we
will decrease social inequalities.

7. We will be world renowned for being clean and green islands, decreasing
our CO2 emissions by 30% by 2025.

8. We will increase the population of Shetland to 25,000 by 20256.
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Handout: Concept Alternatives and Summary of Issues
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Appendix F: Group Outputs

F1 High Level Alternatives and Rapid Appraisal of Long List of

Alternatives

Group 1

Options

Does the Option
Contribute to Sustainable
Economic Development?

Does the Option Deliver
Shetland’s Priorities and
Targets or Could It?

Lerwick only centralisation

Yes

Yes: 1,6,7
No: 4,3

Central mainland only Yes 3 better land bits +/- Same
centralisation as LK
Full decentralised (“Lerwick No Yes: 1,3,4
no more”) No: 6,7
Regional/Hub Areas In part; with potential Yes: 1,3,4 (in part)
- Geographical Area Part: 6,7
- Size of Population No: -

- Island Factors
(Transport)

“Anarchy”...in the Shetland No Yes: 1,3,4 (in part)
Isles No: 6,7

St Kilda approach to Yes Yes: 7

peripheral areas (Planned Part: 1

Retreat) No: 3,4,6

Public sector subsidy Yes Yes: -

thresholds by geographical Part: -

area No: 1,3,4,6,7

Group 2

Options

Does the Option
Contribute to Sustainable
Economic Development?

Does the Option Deliver
Shetland’s Priorities and
Targets or Could It?

Focus Infrastructure — within
local business centres —
where? Facilities?

Yes, more likely to deliver
sustainable economic
development

Yes, mostly

Presentation of information —
to enable clear choices —
transport, broadband, other
services

Yes

Yes, mostly/it could

Complete focus on Lerwick
(and immediate area) —
outside areas focus upon
agriculture/heritage/tourism/
agriculture — acts as its own
catalyst for growth

No, to the detriment of the
rest of Shetland

More unlikely than likely

Focus new development v v
where services, infrastructure

etc exists or can be easily +

‘cheaply’ developed - HUBS

Outer Isles — run v

down/depopulate!

Outer Isles — Treat as a
special case?
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Appendix F

Options

Does the Option
Contribute to Sustainable
Economic Development?

Does the Option Deliver
Shetland’s Priorities and
Targets or Could It?

Wider distribution of services
—only in Lerwick if it has to be
e.g. Hospital

v

Facilitate de-
centralised/distributed SIC
departments — home/remote
working

Community schools —make
them work for the whole
community!

Strictly control location of
private housing to prevent
unsustainable demand for
services

Key Issues:

Energy/Cost/Access to services and jobs — other services, businesses, voluntary sector

Group 3

Options

Does the Option
Contribute to Sustainable
Economic Development?

Does the Option Deliver
Shetland’s Priorities and
Targets or Could It?

De-centralised working
(encourage remote not
home)

Yes

1,2

De-centralise housing and
education

Yes

43,8

Broadband coverage and
faster mobile phone
coverage

Yes

1,4,5

Video conference links
(within Shetland)

Yes

6.5

UHI/Integration encourage
better links, pure project
model (H + renewables in
Unst)

Yes

6.5

Data Hub (world class level
import/storage)

Use of existing structures
(retention of Y.P, high
quality jobs)

Yes

Developing creative industry
— arts, music, Mareel

Yes

Self sustaining — if links with

Mainland ‘broken, how could

Shetland sustain itself? Mini

biomass (community

heating), renewable energy,
release of land, flexible
working including health
workers (child care)

e Production of local food
(not big earner, quality
of life) (Carbon footprint,
sustainability value

added export,

Yes
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Appendix F

Options

Does the Option
Contribute to Sustainable
Economic Development?

Does the Option Deliver
Shetland’s Priorities and
Targets or Could It?

processing) Quality
market = Brand
Shetland

De-centralisation in all areas
— community land bank,
absentee landlords, farming
and housing

3,4,6,8

Group 4

Options

Does the Option
Contribute to
Sustainable Economic
Development?

Does the Option
Deliver Shetland’s
Priorities and Targets
or Could It?

Energy is a critical issue, either
allow Lerwick to grow to 15,000

Would attract economic
development,
centralisation more
sustainable cheapest
option, natural direction

It doesn't meet the
current targets to grow
smaller communities

Or should we grow other places
like Scalloway

Braes expansion
strengthens rural
communities

Does meet targets, a
range of distributed
settlements

There is a natural constraint on
which areas could be used for
decommissioning. Need deep
water. Lerwick is a central point of
contact and heavy industry, want
to deal with one centre

Dry clock? Does it have
to be in Lerwick?
Decommissioning of
Lerwick meets economic
development. Has a
reputation. A blank sheet
of paper in new place
wouldn’t win industry
confidence. Would
increase income and
evolve other local
businesses.

Established key facilities
meets increase income
employment, demand
for housing rises

But what about renewable —
development and manufacture
other places could support this.
Could this occur in Lerwick? Could
Shetland manufacture renewable
energy technology

Accepting that we need
renewables — it is the
main driver, this industry
would assist economic
development

Would meet target

If you want to grow the population
there must be jobs energy and jobs
in it may be the way to grow this

Unless there is more money in the
economy there can’'t be more
support for isolated communities,
we need entrepreneurs in these
communities

Salmon farming is at maximum
capacity. We haven't talked
enough about agriculture.
Production to supply the local
market. Without agriculture rural
and remote communities will die.
They need to promote value added
goals to produce organic and niche
produce

Protect agriculture through strict
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Options

Does the Option
Contribute to
Sustainable Economic
Development?

Does the Option
Deliver Shetland’s
Priorities and Targets
or Could It?

control of land use, especially
quality of land

Scottish water need to be more
proactive in building capacity. They
leave it too long and so new
development is stifled due to lack
of infrastructure

Where is the most logical place to
expand Lerwick especially if we
are looking to grow the population
to 15,0000? Bressay and the
physical link could provide a
natural place for this expansion
(some do not agree)

Yell and Unst is dependent on the
expensive ferry system the
frequency is almost more important
than the cost. We should look
again at physical links to grow
these communities. Especially
since communications links such

as broadband are worst in these
communities

Should we centralise care facilities
to the localities, are the current
ones too distributed and therefore
overly expensive?

Group 5

Options

Does the Option
Contribute to
Sustainable Economic
Development?

Does the Option Deliver
Shetland’s Priorities and
Targets or Could It?

Tourism — Sooth EENS

Yes

1,4

Secondary Industry — Activity
holidays eg archaeology/wildlife

Yes

1,2,4

Secondary industry — Employment
seasonal

Yes

2

Secondary industry — encourage
younger people to stay/return

Yes

1,4

Secondary industry — cheaper
transport charter flights?

Yes

Produce — add value

Yes

Housing/commercial sitting
together harmoniously — clusters
good

Yes

Al

Must build on existing built
environment/settlements/infrastruct
ure/renewable energy
testing/development/being first to
utilise new technologies

Yes

1,4,6,7

No single answer will produce
increase of 10% and much of this
is chicken and egg
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F2 Developing and Appraising the Alternatives

Group 1

Strengths | Weaknesses | Opportunities | Threats

Option 1 — Central

Developed Magnet for rural Improved public Loss of community

infrastructure eg
port activities,
accessible labour
pool

POA, instability —
social housing very
private (could
create social
disparity and
attendant social
problems

transport links,
economies of scale
(viability of
business), increase
service provision

identity, loss of
cultural diversity,
unnatural mating

Option 2 — Lerwick Focussed

Existing
infrastructure,
transport hub,
available workforce
(relative),
availability of
services

Lack of suitable
available land,
pressure on
infrastructure and
services, pressure
on transport links,
negative impact on
rural areas

Attracting new
business
(decommissioning
etc), joining with
Bressay (housing,
infrastructure),
attractive to people
moving in — young
people, barrage
development

Flooding,
environmental impact
of built up industrial,
reduction of quality of
life

Option 3 - Decentralisation

Quality of life in
rural areas,
diversity, strong
social economy,
good transport
infrastructure,
existing community
facilities

Centralising
policies, expensive
service provision,
lack of employment
diversity
(particularly for
young women), lack
of (affordable)
housing/land

Improved broadband
provision, attractive
lifestyle/quality of life,
unique character of
local areas, potential
for development of
business
infrastructure, attract
affluent/skilled
workforce, improve
sustainability of
existing services

Loss of
services/jobs/people

Option 5 — Commun

ity Land Bank

Available land in
rural areas, sustain
rural communities,
partnership
working, proven
elsewhere, SIC
CPO powers

Identification of
suitable land, front-
loaded cost
Disparity of views
within communities,
untested in
Shetland context

New housing/ other
development,
funding — Scottish
Government,
housing for young
people, increased
diversity in
agriculture, other
economic
opportunities,
subsidiary benefits —
construction, retail,
transport

Local control —
planning, housing,
capacity building,
increase population
and rural areas

Funding implications,
conflicting community
agendas

Option 6 — 8 — Industry Led

Local resources —
people, location,
climate, unique

Marketing and
generating new

business, lack of

‘new’ business —
data storage,
renewable

New technology —
competitors, lack of
vision/ perception,
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Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats

location, capacity, lack of technology, expand capacity of workforce
experience/ local ability to capitalise to tourism season,

skills base existing capacity —

e.g. local amenities
and facilities, Sullom
Voe — developments
and expertise

Option 12 — Marine Assets

Existing expertise, Lack of public

Tourism, new

Regulations, pollution

existing sector funding and/ | markets, research,
infrastructure, or state aid marine renewables,
current resources new developments
and location

Group 2

Strengths | Weaknesses

Option 1 - Central Area Development

Existing infrastructure (2 major harbours),
facilities, transport links, land availability

Housing supply

Option 2 — Lerwick Focussed

Economic benefit, potential to attract
industries, multiplier effect

Lack of available land, needs fixed link to
Bressay (not cost effective solution?)

Option 3 — Decentralised

Enhances rural communities, builds
community capacity/ confidence, makes
better use of existing facilities, pleasant
living environment, quality of life

Sustainability and cost

Option 4 — Agriculture Led — Rural Diversification

Sustainability, food miles, community
sustainability

demographics

Economic returns, industry regulations,
more competitive job market, age/

Option 5 — Community Land Bank — why?

Community control, availability of cheaper/
easier development, potential for starter
homes

Sterilise land areas, skew land costs?

Option 6, 7, 8 — Industry Led

Potential to use natural resources,
employment/ research opportunity,
environment (tourism)

Capital cost, why here? Market
accessibility, transport costs (tourism)

Option 9 — covered by Option 3 - Decentralised

Option 10 — Communities specialising in specific specialist industries: Centres of

Excellence

Creative industries, potential for future
development

Cost sustainability, market accessibility

Option 11 — Sullom Voe — well placed for future development

Infrastructure, well maintained, major
employer, sustained Shetland’s economic
and community wealth

Lack of diversification, time limit?

Option 12 — Marine Assets

Major employer, not centralised, contributing

to sustainability, regulated

Regulated, external factor impacts, e.g.
disease, stock control etc

Group 3

Strengths | Weaknesses

| Opportunities

| Threats

Option 1 — Central

Fixed link to Bressay
More development in
Sandwick
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Strengths

Weaknesses

Opportunities

Threats

More development in
Brae

Option 2 — Lerwick Focussed

Fixed link from Lerwick
to Bressay (tunnel)

Critical mass required to

trickle down

o  What is this?

e What level of it is
required to achieve
this?

e Add time lag

Lerwick focussed hub

e Oiland gas
e External transport
ferry links

e S1to S6 hub
Decommissioning
Main/ abattoir — food
and rink

e Fish meal production

Hospital

Tourism/ culture/

heritage hub

e Sports hub

e Care hub

e Emergency services

e Services/
government centre

e Leisure hub/ sailing
White fish

e Pelagic and fish
processing

e Waste capital of
North Sea

e Ferry service needs
to be more flexible

e  Public sector funding
per capita

e Continue to provide
public services but
communities
sustainable and
reliance on Lerwick

All Options

Tourism hub — promote
wild heritage sites of
Shetland

e Mousa

St Ninian’s

Scatness

Sumburgh Head
Croft Home Museum
Jarlshof

Quendale Mill
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Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats
Community led hub

approach

Hubs include:

e Renewables

e ICT

e Tourism

e Aquaculture

e HOE

e Funding

e QOiland gas

e Heavy industry

e Service

e efc

Option | Strengths Weaknesses

1 Focus investment — creating critical mass of Might not attract, will you end

population to maintain services/investment etc,
attract external investment

up with gaps? Potential for
division — have and have not

2 Decreased reliance on infrastructure, increase Rural depopulation, loss of
business invitation. Concentration of investment | community identity,
— catalyst for agriculture/heritage tourism disproportionate investment in
elsewhere — attract for agriculture/heritage infrastructure, the waste of
tourism elsewhere — attract service industries previous investment in
infrastructure
3 Sustaining the rural communities Inevitably expensive — lack of
structure/laissez faire
4 Cultural significance increase food productionin | Low capacity for wealth
the future, potential to increase innovation creation, lack of infrastructure
at present
5 Clarity of vision, local engagement (potential People will still want to have
for) notice where to develop/invest
etc. Who would manage this
system? Vested interests.
6, 7, 8 | Financial benefits, Shetland could be a world Lack of diversification — all

leader, market led/open to opportunity, small
scale potential aspects for all industry led
investment

eggs in one basket. Less
desire for local engagement?
Vulnerability to global
economic forces/market
forces. The location of
Shetland is ‘large scale’
appropriate?

Facilities made more viable supports remote
working

Huge retro fitting cost,
perceived barriers

Centres of excellence, diverse communities,
synergy — cluster effect, innovation.
Diversification and critical mass

Not market led. Individual
communities at greater risk.
High initial investment

Environmental consideration

Ample resource? Potential for added value
potential to be a pilot area/symbol of best
practice

Fragile — already used, close
to capacity
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SIC Local Development Plan Main Issues Report Appraisal Framework Table (developed at Workshop 2) Additions in blue

Topic/ Question | Yes [ No | Neutral | Not Known [ Comments

Need

Is there a need for the proposal?

Does the proposal help contribute to the commitments in the LDP?

Planning

Does the proposal comply with LDP policies?

Does the proposal meet recognised guidance/ best practice?

Does the proposal comply with national planning policies/ guidance/ best
practice?

Does the proposal meet European policies/ guidance/ best practice?

Does the proposal contribute to Shetland’s targets and priorities?

Infrastructure and Services

Has the public sewer system in the locality sufficient capacity to take the new
proposals? If not, has alternative provision been made?

Does the proposed drainage meet requirements?

Is there an adequate water supply?

Is the proposal ‘near’....school, work, shops...etc?

Is the proposal ‘near’....services (electric, road etc?)

Could the proposal support new infrastructure?

What are the links to existing services?

Are there links to existing services (schools, health, shops, transport etc)?

Will the proposal connect to existing infrastructure (e.g. water and sewerage etc)?

Is there broadband access?

Energy and Carbon

Does the proposal contribute to Shetland’s carbon reduction commitment?

Does the proposal add to Shetland’s carbon footprint?

Has carbon been taken into account in developing the proposal?

Has the proposal taken current best practice into account?

Would the proposal increase Shetland’s fuel consumption?

Environmental Sustainability

Does the proposal reuse existing buildings and/or reuse materials and/ or
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Topic/ Question Yes No Neutral | Not Known | Comments

recycled materials?

Will the proposal create waste?

Will the proposal reuse a brownfield site?

Is the proposal a good use of resources?

Will the proposal meet future needs?

Does the policy help in reducing greenhouse gas emissions?

Does the policy take account of the predicted effects of climate change, and
adapt appropriately?

Design

Is the design of the proposal fit for purpose?

Does the proposal meet best practice?

What is the life span of the proposal?

Will the proposal present a problem at the end of the proposals life?

Is the proposal a good design? (See SIC guidance)

What is the design life?

Is the proposal sheltered from the wind?

Does the proposal meet building regulations?

Does the proposal offer a flexible space?

Will the proposal allow for expansion in the future?

Does the proposal maximise use of daylight/sunlight?

Does the proposal promote the use of solar gain (south facing)?

Does the proposal encourage the sustainable use of natural resources?

Will the proposal lead to a reduction in the use of natural resources?

Does the proposal encourage the use of local or imported materials?

Will the proposal promote or enable greater use of recycling?

Land Use

Is there enough space for what the proposal? Is the proposal big enough?

Will the proposal reuse a brownfield site?

Does the proposal make use of SIC’s landbank?

Does the proposal affect any higher quality or improved agricultural land?

Does the proposal add to development sprawl in the countryside?

Does the proposal add potential for diversification in the rural countryside?
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Topic/ Question

Yes

No

Neutral

Not Known

Comments

Geology and Soils

Will the proposal impact on any geological resources?

Does the policy protect Shetland’s soil resources?

Does the policy encourage the use of them in a sustainable manner?

Water Quality, Flood Risk, Marine

Are the drainage proposals sufficient to protect water quality?

Have SUDS measures been included in the proposals?

Is the proposal at risk from flooding?

Will the proposal ensure that people and property are protected from flooding?

Will the proposal put other assets at risk from flooding?

Does the proposal promote a sustainable drainage infrastructure?

Does the proposal contribute to landslide, flooding or coastal erosion?

Would the proposal impact on coastal processes?

Does the proposal impact on the marine environment?

Does the proposal protect and enhance freshwater and marine water quality?

Does the proposal ensure that Shetland’s water resources are used effectively
and sustainably?

Does the proposal protect the integrity of the physical aspect of the water
environment?

Landscape and Visual

Is a landscape assessment required?

Is there landscape capacity to accept the proposal?

Does the proposal fit with the existing landscape?

Does the proposal impact on designated sites?

Does the proposal consider all landscape and seascape implications?

Does the proposal contribute to landscape and seascape protection?

Does the proposal enhance degraded landscapes and seascapes?

Natural Heritage and Biodiversity

Will the proposal affect a designated site?

Is the proposal going to effects a priority habitat or species?

Does the proposal result in the loss of valuable green space?

Would the proposal result in the loss of valuable open space?
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Topic/ Question Yes No Neutral | Not Known | Comments

Does the proposal include options to enhance biodiversity?

Does the proposal impact on plants and animals?

Does the proposal conserve and protect biodiversity?

Does the proposal contribute to the aims of the Local Biodiversity Action Plan?

Does the proposal contribute to public awareness and understanding about
biodiversity?

Cultural Heritage Resources

Could any known archaeology be affected by the proposal?

Where are the nearest known sites to the proposal? What are they? What is their
significance?

Could the setting of an important site be affected by the proposal?

What is the potential for there to be sites which we do not know about/ cannot
see?

What is the appropriate mitigation?

Has this been assessed? If not, what is the appropriate method of assessment?

Can sites be used to enhance the proposal?

Does the proposal conserve and protect the historic environment?

Does the proposal help in raising public awareness and understanding of cultural
heritage and how the public influence the continuing development of cultural
heritage?

Does the proposal conserve and enhance cherished aspects of local cultural
heritage?

Does the proposal contribute to local character, customs and traditions?

Will the proposal affect the setting of any listed buildings, historic sites or
culturally important sites?

Noise and Vibration

Will the proposal create adverse noise impacts on nearby residents, businesses,
community buildings etc?

Air Quality

Does the proposal pose any risks to air quality — local and/ or global?

Does the proposal encourage activities that could contribute to lowering air
quality?
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Topic/ Question

| Yes

| No

| Neutral | Not Known

| Comments

Cost

Is the proposal good value for money?

Will the proposal qualify for funding?

Would the proposal attract a developer contribution?

Employment

Does the proposal offer short term/ long term employment benefits?

Are these employment opportunities significant?

Could labour be sourced from within Shetland for the proposal?

Would the proposal bring work to peripheral areas in Shetland?

Health

Does the policy contribute towards improving quality of life for people and
communities across Shetland

Are rehabilitation centres accessible to the proposal?

Is the proposal accessible for health/ communities/ substance abuse centres?

Does the proposal need a health impact assessment undertaken?

Does the proposal require an equalities impact assessment?

Would the proposal increase community severance?

Does the proposal promote social inclusion?

Does the policy contribute towards improving the quality of health associated with
the environment (Air quality, water quality, noise and vibration)?

Does the policy contribute to the goal of creating active, healthy lifestyles for
Shetland islanders?

Does the policy contribute towards improving access to health and care services
for all Shetland islanders?

Sustainable Travel and Access

Has access been taken into consideration in the proposals?

Is there sufficient car parking provided in the proposal?

Is there enough public transport to service the proposal?

Are there adequate pavements to access the proposal?

Is the proposal near a good road system?

Do proposed access provisions meet DDA requirements?

Does the proposal meet access legislation?
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Topic/ Question

Yes

No

Neutral

Not Known

Comments

Are sustainable transport facilities to the proposal possible?

Communities

Could the design of the proposal encourage antisocial behaviour?

Does the proposal help support fragile communities?

Does the proposal enhance existing communities?

Are there likely to be local objections to the proposal?

Does the proposal meet community needs?

Does the proposal offer opportunities for public art?

How will it affect the family in 20 years time — what will it look like/ do/ etc?

Tourism

Will the proposal have a positive or negative impact on tourism?

Will the proposal promote tourism?

Does the proposal have a positive impact on tourism?

Would the proposal detract from the tourist experience?

Would the proposal boost visitor numbers?

Self Sufficient Shetland

Does the proposal promote or contribute to Shetland’s self sufficiency?

Other

Would the proposal act as a catalyst for other positive development?

Is there capacity in existing schools/ other services?

Does the proposal have indirect benefits (eg create additional business for a local

shop etc)?

Is the area being improved as a result of the proposal?

Summary

XXX
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