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Themes addressed:

1. the role of the planning system                                                             

2. mechanisms to keep housing affordable 

3. environmental sustainability of housing 
Existing limits on housing availability in Scotland are a function of 1) Land, 2) Planning and 3) Capital. A sustainable housing policy linked to land and planning reform, as addressed in this submission, could tackle all these at very little political cost but with much political gain. 

1. In the planning system, a sustainable housing policy could be advanced by creating a differential planning structure. Different rules would apply for community owned developments than for those intended for private gain. This possibility can be driven by Scotland’s land reform measures. 
At the heart of such a policy, communities of place need to be recognised as being fundamentally more important than the various communities of interest that nest themselves within a place, including the interests of investors and developers from the outside. There is an asymmetry here. Communities of interest depend upon communities of place in a manner that is not necessarily reciprocal. Policy should develop so that development proposals for land that is owned by communities of place should be more readily approved than those put forward by interests that are not democratically accountable to the community – a differential planning structure. 
Such a principle would open the way to developments that might otherwise remain blocked. This is because in many Scottish communities, people will be more willing to accept some loss of amenity if they can see that it benefits their community as a whole rather than being merely for third party profit. Examples include the ease by which local consensus was achieved around constructing community-owned windfarms on Gigha, Eigg and North Harris. 

Planning approval adds value to land. This is value that, given appropriate policy, could be realised for community benefit. A differential planning policy would help to drive the control of land away from private ownership and towards community ownership. By raising the development potential if held by communities, it would make land worth more when held in such a way thereby serving as an economic engine. 

As existing land reform is showing, community control over social housing has a wide-ranging effect of re-empowering communities, thereby generating population growth, social cohesion and entrepreneurial development. There is something profoundly Scottish in the principle that land should be held not privately, but in stewardship by the communities that live upon it. Just as the Scots democratic intellectual principle acknowledges that education will create power elites, but that these must serve the community rather than self interest, so an authentically Scottish housing policy should acknowledge that planning permission creates wealth by freeing up the use of land, but that this ought to be to be for the benefit of the community.
2. Mechanisms to keep housing affordable must, in line with the above differential planning suggestion, provide for a perpetual community hold on land and, where appropriate, improvements as well. Community land trusts must be legally empowered to prevent the attrition of their primary resource into non-productive, marginally productive or inappropriate uses. One way in which this can be achieved is by setting up shared equity schemes. For example, the social housing group on Iona expect that shared equity will not only give the community control over future uses of housing (mainly to avoid resale as holiday homes), but that their equity will, in due course, be able to be used as collateral to lever existing private housing stock out of holiday home use (currently comprising some 40% of the island’s housing stock). 
Anther approach to retaining community control over land and thereby influencing the use of property built upon it would be to extend the principles behind the crofting system of tenure. In traditional crofting land was held by private landlords, but under land reform it can now be the community. Under crofting, a crofter only owns the “improvements” such as the house and fencing, while the landlord perpetually retains the land on which the improvements are situated. A “sale” of a “croft” involves both assigning the lease and selling the improvements. Ownership is thereby two-tier. In theory, this gives the crofting landlord a right of veto over future tenants. It also gives landlords inappropriate power over tenants. For example, I know of one case on Lewis where a private landlord wanted £3,000 just for his signature to agree to the granting of a wine licence to a croft-based restaurant.
However, if the system is turned round and the “landlord” becomes the community unto itself, a very different and democratically accountable scenario emerges. This is already happening where crofting communities have achieved land reform. Here the people as a whole own the land, and all are tenants unto themselves via the local land trust. If extended beyond traditional crofting zones, such a system would reflect the cultural understanding, very deep in some parts of the Scottish psyche, that “you can’t own the land, the land owns you”. As the “landholder”, the community trust could also raise operating revenues through the equivalent of what used to be called feu dues – a rental component for the land. As such, the land trust’s economic sustainability could be self-financing for the benefit of sustained community democracy. 
The drawback with this suggestion is that mortgage lenders are said to dislike it. The property but not the land counts as collateral. Such divided ownership muddies the waters for lenders who may have to repossess. But that is nothing that could not be solved either through provisions made by specialist lenders such as the Ecology Building Society, or by legislation in the Scottish Parliament for an underwriting scheme.
Any scheme that allowed for perpetual divided ownership between land and improvements would need to avoid backdoor privatisation measures such as the 1976 Act introduced into crofting. Just as the sale of council houses has now come under challenge, so the conversion to freehold of blocks of croft land should similarly be prevented. In 1976 it was the closest that could be achieved by way of land reform. Today, crofter buy-outs merely drive land speculation and the commodification of the commons. Any system to be newly derived should circumvent them as being rendered unnecessary and undesirable within contemporary community ownership structures. 
The above remarks address keeping housing affordable by not letting it slip the control of the community, but presumably the Inquiry is also concerned with making land for housing affordable in the first place. It is here that the potential for land reform linked to the reform of planning has scope to find its full political potential. 
Consider the current position. A typical decent housing plot in rural Scotland sells for around £50,000. To service a mortgage and associated insurance costs on this over 20 years will cost a young family approximately £5,000 a year. That’s at least half of a minimum wage after tax. Most of that cost, however, is value that has been historically created by land speculation and ownership strictures. It benefits those who have speculated, or who continue so to do. After all, there are nearly 20 million acres of Scotland but only 5 million Scots. We could each have 3 football fields, even if 2 of them were mountain and bog! There is no shortage of land for the people in Scotland – only an artificial shortage that, in the past, has served vested interests. Rent, and its capitalisation in mortgages, has been a perpetual tax from relatively poor to relatively rich. Land and planning reform as discussed in this paper can go far to mitigate the burden that imposes on ordinary people.
We must also be aware that UK planning priorities that may be entirely fitting to overcrowded England are less fitting to Scotland. Here we have the imperative not of keeping people out of the countryside, but of bringing life back to glens that were once forcibly emptied. Our “natural” landscape should be a landscape that, for the mostpart (and with some provision for absolute “wilderness”), reflects a well balanced human ecology. Witness, for example, the rich ecology of the land occupied by the hutters at Carbeth in Stirlingshire, or by the incomers who have brought regeneration to the bleak Torridonian moors of Scoraig in Wester Ross. In both cases, fitting human connection with the land has enriched the overall ecology and is bringing life back into the soil.
Under community ownership much of the capital cost of land can be sidestepped. A differential planning system that privileges such tenure can free up moribund wealth in the land. We have seen that any policy aimed at freeing up community land for social housing is potentially equivalent to putting as much as half of a minimum wage into each family’s finances annually. This would endure, year after year, for the life of the mortgage that would otherwise have been held on land value. It would allow for most of a family’s financial resources to go into the bricks and mortar of their home rather than in paying off a private landowner who was smart enough to get planning permission on his “investment”. Such a package has political legs.
3. The environmental sustainability of housing should be a prerequisite of any system offering planning preference to community ventures. Two factors are paramount. 
1) The minimisation of car use, for example, by encouraging clustered “clachan” like settlements rather than linear developments. These would be more easily served by buses and car-sharing, as well as generating conviviality. A good general principle is that people should live “close enough for the kids to play, but not so close as to hear each other’s rows!” 

2) House design should focus on the ecological consideration that matters most of all in Scotland – in three words, insulation, insulation and insulation. Sound work on this has been advanced by architects like Howard Liddell, Gokay Devici, and other associates of that outstanding body, the Scottish Ecological Design Association. Much nonsense is talked about aspects of ecological architecture such as water conservation which, depending on location, may be appropriate to the deserts of New Mexico but are an irrelevance to rainy Scotland. We need to be wary of importing inappropriate ecological ideas as that would be bad ecology. We must give grounding to principles of ecological design that befit what Iain Crichton Smith called “real people in a real place”. 
Linked to these considerations, emphasis should be placed on modern and innovative approaches that resonate with vernacular style and thereby enhance a local sense of identity. In discussion with the architect Ian Begg, I found agreement that vernacular architecture is that which accords with the elemental imperatives of a given place (i.e. the weather), with the traditions of local art and materials, and with the traditions and customs of the people. While these measures ought not be taken as a mandate to lock communities into the past or to obviate the potential of modern materials, they do raise the consideration that the embodiment of a distinctive local “feel” is something that greatly matters. Our architecture should engender a sense of  home, community and wider nationhood. If the French can do it so well, why cannot we, in the new Scotland, re-ground our sense of identity through a bioregional and cultural patchwork of communities of place? 
As is being demonstrated in places like Assynt, Eigg and Gigha, the above has implications that go far beyond just the provision of socially affordable housing. In my experience, there is a cycle by which communities regenerate (see chart below). A sense of place provides the grounding for a sense of identity. This carries with it a sense of values, which feed into a sense of responsibility, which reinforces sense of place. As such, community empowerment and the activation of responsibility are closely intertwined. The implications for creating an empowered nation are considerable and the benefits cut across conventional party political lines. 
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