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Scotland’s Landscape Charter Review 
A Workshop Led Event – 22nd April 2024 

Riddles Court, Lawnmarket, Edinburgh 
 

Summary and Detailed Outputs 
The following workshop sessions focussed on the four themes gathered from the Phase 1 work:- 

• Landscapes for all – community led decision making; 

• Landscape for health and wellbeing; 

• Landscape and resilience to environmental challenges (climate and biodiversity); and 

• Multifunctional landscapes – multiple benefits. 
 

Delegates were asked to join a minimum of two workshop themes and to respond to set questions 

about the existing charter (Statement, Vison and Principles). To discuss what they felt was missing in 

the existing charter in relation to their chosen themes, what needs to change and mechanisms to do 

this whilst considering the overarching principle of a landscape led approach underpinned by a just 

transition (in its broadest sense) for communities. 

Summary of each workshop theme: 

Each workshop had different wide-ranging discussions that strayed from the key questions posed. The 

summaries below are based on discussions around what needs to change to the existing charter. Fu 

1. Landscapes for All – Community led decision making 

What needs to change: 

● Increase in urgency of language and dynamism (of language and of references to landscape) 

More thought to role of communities 

● Consider public engagement being 1st principle 

● Need to link from the national to the local and be relevant to many audiences, especially think 

how to engage land managers and land owners 

2. Landscape for Health and Wellbeing 

What needs to change: 

● Be clear that charter applies to ‘all’ landscapes, and is relevant to people's local landscapes 

● Climate and Biodiversity needs to be centred -  fundamental to Health and Wellbeing 

● people and communities need to be at the heart of the charter 

● Needs more urgency and should reference European landscape charter 
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3. Landscape and resilience to environmental challenges (climate and biodiversity) 
What needs to change: 

● Needs to bring in collaborations and especially including farmers and land managers 

● Consideration on how to explains the complexities of language around landscape, could use 

case studies to help with this 

● Need to think about how to incorporate uncertainty and review in the new charter, due to the 

uncertainty introduced by climate change 

● Resilience landscapes mean resilient communities  

● Charter should consider future generations in language 

4. Multifunctional Landscapes – Multiple benefits 

What needs to change: 

● Multifunctional landscape does not mean much to general audience - can be misunderstood 

(meaning mainly greenspace, or landscapes with value to humans) 

● Be more dynamic and more urgent 

● Principles no 5 is about looking forward – does that need to be higher-up the list? 
● Look at inclusivity in defining landscapes 

● Landscape approach’ and ‘Landscape scale’ are commonly used now - is there a way of 

explaining the terms?  

 

Detailed outputs of each workshop theme 
 

Workshop 1: Landscapes for All - Community led decision making 
 

What is missing? 

● Urgency – climate change and nature emergency need to be at the centre. The function of 

responding to these will define the form of our landscapes 

● Dynamism – sense that landscapes are dynamic, always in evolution. Should say what drives 

landscape change, the main drivers. 
 

Principles - things to change 

● Move Principle 5 to be Principle 1 – i.e. public engagement becomes the first principle, and 

landscapes are the outcome. 
 

Language and engagement 

● Unpack landscape term – land and people together, about how land is used. 

● Different communities understand this in different ways – for minority communities need to 

think about data collection and methodology. 
 

Levels of community 

● Charter uses community a lot but is having to work at different levels, from national through 

to very local.  

● Needs link from national through to local. 

 

Mechanics – adding more to Charter 
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● LUS/RLUPs already look at optimum land management nationally and increasingly regionally 

– expectation that in future forestry and agriculture payments (major land use determinants, 

and therefore landscape) will be aligned with regional plans. 

● Local Place Plans – recognise potential inequality in local community capacity, but also 

opportunity for local communities to say how they want their places to evolve. 

 

Other comments 

 

Community understanding of landscape 

● Lack of community voice – is this planning or land use? Perception that modern communities 

are more disconnected from land use, most no longer work in primary industries, and 

therefore lack understanding. 

● Where there is a disconnect, a mythos grows up to explain what is happening. For land use 

this has become focused on issues such as wildlife. 
 

Community engagement 

● Discontent – communities consulted on management plans, e.g. in National Parks, but little 

change as a result, then cycle begins again. Fuels disenchantment. 

● Communities, even very local, can disagree, especially where there are economic interests. 

● Challenge of engaging with land owners and managers – less interest in this unless it affects 

their own activities. 

● Littering – major issue with degradation of landscape. Approach to support communities to 

identify more strongly with their local landscapes and modify behaviour accordingly. 
 

Language 

● Language in Charter is gentle – undemanding. Reflects trying to appeal to a wide audience. 

● If aimed at policy makers would have many more references to other policies and strategies. 

● If aimed at general public then would be in simpler language. 

● What is “high quality”? Too much conservation of existing aesthetic? Should be values rather 

than quality. Counter that we should not miss scenic value, also important to tourism and 

citizens. 

 

Specific comments from the two groups that engaged with this topic: 

Group 1 

• Encouraged by current Scot Gov focus on Community & Environmental regeneration & 

possible ministerial support for SLA update statement 

• Communities of interest - Mythology and understanding of landscape by local people and 

communities & their direct connection to their local landscapes in danger of being lost 

• Generally in support of 5 Principles in Draft SLA Charter but move principle number 5 to 

number 1 

• Consultation with land managers/farmers/landowners often seems to be difficult to 

achieve/involve due to differing priorities 
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• revised Landscape Charter needs to be more strategic to be useful going forward so can 

work towards National/Regional/Local interpretations. eg for local involvement the use of 

words is important eg LAND/NATURE/CONNECTION 

• increase of many ethnic minorities in various parts of Scotland where incomers want to 

engage from a background of land management in their home countries where they were 

dispossessed of their land 

• Different levels of engagement - Does Charter need to be more of an 'Umbrella' from which 

other levels of detail can be developed by various/types of local communities? 

  

Group 2 

• Land Use Planning system is very sophisticated - but too much visual focus- more needed on 

fabric of landscape eg soils/biodiversity - National Parks have to produce Management Plans 

but nobody uses them? 

• We are in a crisis of climate & Biodiversity so needs to be more URGENCY in revised LC 

document. 

• Terminology too bland - needs to be more hard hitting  

• Again suggestion to move principle 5 in LC vision to No 1 

• Over consulted? Yes & no.  

 

   

Workshop 2: Landscape for Health and Wellbeing 
Facilitator: Rachel Tennant  Scribe: Janine Mills 
 

Comments on the existing charter: - 

Importance of Landscape: 

● It is not clear that the existing Charter refers to “all” landscapes. It could be clearer what this 

means and how it links / may link into policy making. 

● ‘Local landscapes’ are vital. 

● Climate and biodiversity need to be included as fundamental. These have a direct impact on 

health and wellbeing. 

● The term “high quality” runs throughout. But what does this mean? The definition of ‘quality’ 

varies widely depending on who is consulted. It is also not measured. 

● People and communities are divorced from the charter. There is a particular focus on 

money/economy. We do agree that financial input does assist landscape management and 

thereby benefits communities and people, but people need to be at the heart of the charter. 

Investment in landscape will have a direct impact on the economy as improving health and 

wellbeing has the potential to reduce financial strain on services. 
 

Vision: 

● Does the Vision still stand? There is good wording here… BUT: 

● ‘Within a generation’. What does this mean? Not clear. How long is a generation? Current 

(and future) generations need URGENCY. What is urgent? How long? 

● European Landscape Convention could be mentioned more here. 

● EVERYONE must be included to help shape positive change.  
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● Remove reference to ‘public bodies…’ etc. Sounds too official. Change wording to 

“Everyone” or All individuals.” 

● “As you step outside your front door, you are in Scotland’s Landscape.” Great quote to 

explain what we mean by landscape and the concept of ‘landscape for all’. 
 

5 Principles: 

1. Change to “Scotland’s landscapes” rather than “All landscapes”. 

Include a bit more on the benefits. Not clear.  

Reference again to ‘high quality’ and not sure what this means. 

Make reference to healthy, resilient, diverse communities as a goal. 

2. Bring in climate and biodiversity including adaptation / resilience and enhancing nature. 

3. What do we mean by landscape change? It is happening now. Not just in the future. 

Refer to ‘Just transition’ here. 

No mention of people in decision making. Place based / landscape led spaces will help work 

towards a just transition. 

4. Include people with regard to the landscape, heritage and cultural landscapes. 

5. Ensure landscape is included in policy – health, climate change, planning etc. Partnership 

working is vital. 

 

We can be proud of and celebrate our landscapes. How do we instil this sense of pride and place in 

everyone to look after and care for our landscapes as they are now and as they change and develop? 

 

Mechanisms: 

● ‘Quality’ – Do we need indicators? 

● Health inequalities – record 

● Decision making 

● Policy integration 

● Responsibilities / Education 

● Collaboration 

 

 

Table 3: Landscape and resilience to environmental challenges (climate and 

biodiversity) 
 

Concept of landscape: 

• Landscape describes the collective of natural capital, including cultural influences. There is a 

danger of landscape being seen only as its visuals, rather than the essence of life itself.  

• The old Charter focuses primarily on land form, aesthetics and beauty - this is somewhat out 

of date now in modern contexts.  

• The term ‘landscape’ is increasingly being used to describe landscape-scale restoration. 

However this understanding is mainly in landscape professions.  

• The Charter needs to explain the complexity of landscape and all its components. 

 

Collaboration 
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• Collaboration needs to be mentioned more in the Charter, incorporating a multitude of 

professions and institutions.  

• It is important to include farmers and land managers, who are often a missing voice in this 

conversation.  
 

Audience 

• There is a challenge of creating a document that can be read and understood by people in 

different sectors so all can identify with it. 
 

Dealing with uncertainty 

• Creating resilience to climate change in land management is critical 

• Quantifying what resilience is and how climate change will impact land and land management 

is difficult and complex 

• There are several threats that can fundamentally impact how landscape functions and looks 

which are often overlooked, such as pests and disease 
 

Cultural aspects 

• Culture change is needed in land management sectors to create resilience 

• We need government backing of the Charter to significantly influence this 

• The old Charter does not challenge anything, is very ‘motherhood and apple pie’ 

• New Charter needs to challenge people and systems more, and political judgement is needed 

as to how far this can go while retaining Government backing 
 

Resilient landscapes - resilient communities 

• Resilient landscapes link to resilient communities, and this point can link to a just transition 

• Farmers and land managers have to adapt to uncertainty, and resilience at a landscape level 

is needed for this adaptation. 

• Joined up thinking at a landscape level is needed to achieve this 
 

Future generations 

• The Charter should mention future generations, especially in the context of rural areas with ageing 

populations and depopulation 

 

Workshop 4: Multifunctional Landscapes – Multiple Benefits 
 

Group 1 
 

Terminology 

• Multi-functional – not very meaningful for wider audience / general public.  Multi-functional 
often talked about for greenspace, rather than for landscape scale . 

• Multi-functional maybe implies value.  Does the term imply more about value than function?  
Would talking about how landscapes are valued be easier to relate to?   

• RLUP consultation used the term and talked about multiple demands on finite resource.  But 
it was found that talking about ‘finite resource’ brought in a desire to be really intensive in 
use – so could end up with worse landscape outcome.   

• ‘Caring for’, as in current version – could be ambiguous.  Would caring for benefits of 
landscape be easier? 
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What’s missing?   
From discussion = Dynamism - flexibility – adaptations  
 

• Multi-functional suggests landscape would change over time.  Current charter misses that 
dynamism.  Need to talk about landscape change, e.g. potential shift from livestock farming 
to vegetarian food production – but how and when and how to start? 

• Current version is too static, no sense of urgency.  Is it more: ‘if you don’t do ‘x’ or stop doing 
‘y’ now, then you won’t be able to farm here (in the same way) in the future, or there won’t 
be visitors, or whatever.  It’s about explaining that, and why we’re having to change.  And a 
chance to explore how we do that change. 

• It’s a chance for landscape to be more part of the climate adaptation plan.  New functions that 
emerge might entail landscape change – what would that be like?  Is it about how to consider 
that change (recreation too not just agriculture) e.g. how the benefits might change too?   

• How does a landscape that’s gone through a very broad-scale change (e.g. Galloway glens 
hydro scheme) react to discussions about change?  The RLUP conversation there started with 
(JHI) maps on what change might look like.  They were very dramatic and may have put folk 
off a bit, or not influenced the discussion. 

• There isn’t much sense of how little is natural in Scotland’s landscapes (e.g. mountain bikers 
being challenged for damage they may be causing – in sitka plantations). 

• The need for lots of collaboration and partnership working.   
 
What would need to change? 

• How to update so new version has power and persuasion to help the discussions needed for 
the changes that are needed to happen.   

• Current one written in good clear English. 

• Who is primary audience?   

• ELC definition.  Is there more in that (interaction between natural and human)?  And what 
level of understanding is there out there about landscape change and how it’s evolved up to 
now?  Quite a small subset even of farmers / foresters.   

• Is that being revisited?  Probably not but it’s very embedded. 

• ould “Just Transition” also date quickly?  (Scotland is only nation that uses that ‘hook’ unlike 
rest of UK).  There are lots of approaches.   

• Nothing in charter to disagree with. 

• Principles list – no 5 is about looking forward – does that need to be higher-up when 
considering mechanisms?  Everything else then falls into it if you’re looking ahead.  What do 
you want it to be / look like (given change will occur)? 

• Has our view changed on difference between national and local?  There are different levels 
of ‘local’.  Is there a role for regional scale?  Is that a useful term? 

• Within cities, dynamism / climate change isn’t talked about through a landscape lens.  It’s 
more greenspace, functional climate adaptations etc.   

• The shared aspect, i.e. landscape crossing landownership and other boundaries.  This chimes 
with RLUP pilot – is there an appetite for bottom-up partnership work? 

 

Group 2 
 

Existing charter discussion 

• is multi-functional landscape a useful concept or a distraction?   

• ‘Landscape’ can be misleading, if it over-emphasises the aesthetic.  Is there a more 
encompassing definition?  Complex landscapes are more beneficial. 

• Value now as well as value in the future.   
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• Landscape can also be brownfield sites – and can be long-lived: Ravenscraig still not fully 
redeveloped.  It covers thousands of hectares – use to grow seedbank for next national 
forest?  For recreation?  Intrinsic value too e.g. rare species. 

• Connectivity in our landscape.  Claypits was a good example: removing barriers (social and 
physical) and the potential it unlocked.  Early stage engagement, partnership and 
collaboration was key there.   

• Working with what we have.  Recognising that and being practical.  Identify opportunities 
e.g. active travel.  We can’t afford for it to perform only one or two roles.   

 

Terminology  

• Multi-functional perhaps implies that it’s only about benefits for humans.  Nothing about 
what it does for other aspects.  Would “multi-purpose” be a better term?  Or “multi-
dimensional”? 

• Would landscape values, rather than landscape character be a preferable term for a wider 
audience?  “Character” is too technical a term.  The Special Landscape Qualities concept can 
be useful.     

• Discussion around use of “inclusivity” is it needed?  Perhaps better covered by 1st point 
already which uses “everyone”.   

• The term ‘needs to be managed’ is very top-down. 

• As a test for clarity, can it be explained to a nine year old?  If it’s a complicated idea then 
think of a younger age still.   

 

Anything missing?   

• A sense of urgency.  Particularly with climate change issues and speed at which they’re 
occurring. 

• Principle list - no 3 is quite rigid and doesn’t allow for dynamic aspects.   It also implies we can 
manage it all / that it’s all under our control – which is not the case. 

• Is the word ‘inclusive’ in the charter?  [who feels excluded?]  Urban dwellers, for example?  
 

 What would need to change? 

• Should principles include mechanisms?   

• Is ‘landscape led approach’ a helpful term?  Does it suggest it’s a landscape-profession led 
approach?  Is that what’s meant or should be meant? 

• Just Transition is conspicuous by its absence.  ?  (societal / social justice, or similar, in other 
UK countries).  Does it imply an end-point or a set journey? 

• Is ‘fair’ clearer?   

• The use of exemplars. 

• Management plans can sound too dictatorial / inflexible. 

• ELC and how charter could / should map onto that?  Is there a better wording? 

• Discussions seem to be ‘refresh’ levels of change to the charter rather than re-write.   
 

 

 

 


