
LIBERTON AND DISTRICT COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
COMMENTS ON AND OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION No. 17/02274/PPP 
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT LAND 40m NORTH OF 53 GREENEND GARDENS, 
EDINBURGH 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This application is for the development of a very significant part of the much valued, only and very small 
area of open space within the small residential estate of Greenend in the south east of Edinburgh. A 
previous application to develop the whole of the area which is the subject of the current planning 
application for housing , (16/01121/PPP) was refused by City of Edinburgh Council and not appealed by 
the applicants.  Whilst the applicants are seeking to secure the development of housing on the site 
suggesting in their supporting statement that they are only seeking permission for four houses, the 
application seeks permission in principle for residential development of the whole site. The application 
does not specifically seek permission for a quarter of the site for housing with the balance proposed to 
be used for a play area and open space; there are no guarantees that the developer will not return at a 
later date the seek further permissions for more housing and further erosion of the reduced area of 
open space. 
 
This submission is on behalf of Liberton & District Community Council (L&DCC). The submission is made 
after the Community Council was made aware of the continued opposition of residents to the loss of 
any of their much valued and only area of open space as proposed by the applicants . 
In this response the Open Space Area at Greenend Gardens will be referred to as OSA and the area that 
is the subject of the current outline planning application as OPA. The submission will open with a few 
general comments in relation to the contents of the applicants’ statement and then address the 
planning issues set out in the supporting statement. 
 
THE NON PLANNING SPECIFIC ISSUES 
 
HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE 
Greenend Gardens was developed over 40 years ago and the approved plans for the estate clearly show 
the OSA including the OPA as open space. It provided the then mandatory open space provision which 
was in the order of 6 acres per 1,000 population  There was never the intention to develop any or all of 
the OSA for housing.  At the time the site was developed it was normal practice for the ownership of 
open spaces such as the OSA to be transferred to the local authority. For some reason this did not 
happen.  
Despite this administrative error successive City of Edinburgh Councils have maintained the OSA over 
the years, planting trees, then planting more trees at a later date. The trees were planted in a bid to 
prevent ball games. Despite this, the OSA has been a well used local amenity for generations of children 
who have grown up in the Greenend Estate and is well used by the current generation of children.  The 
OSA should be retained as open space for the Greenend Estate as intended by the original developer. 
 
VALUE AS A LOCAL AMENITY 
The OSA is the only safe area in the vicinity for younger children of all ages but especially those of below 
secondary school age from the estate and others to play. The OSA is overlooked by the kitchens of 
almost all the adjacent houses providing a degree of informal supervision not enjoyed by any other 
alternative recreational area in the vicinity of the Greened Estate.  The nearest public parks are some 
distance from the estate.  The Liberton High School Playing Fields are the nearest areas but are not 
suitable for unsupervised younger children from the estate. The next closest is the open space at 
Moredun which is planned to be developed for housing. Inch Park is further away and, again, is not 
suitable for younger children, as is also the case with St Katherine’s Park.  
The Burdiehouse Burn Valley Park, near to the Greenend Estate, is a walkway though a small river 
valley. It is not overlooked by any properties, rendering it unsuitable for unsupervised younger children 
from the estate. This Park has the additional dangers associated with a water feature. 
The OSA including the OPA is valued as a green lung for the estate (making a contribution to capturing 
and locking up greenhouse gases) and as an area of greenery which is a welcome open area in the 



otherwise dense housing estate.  It is a good example of a sustainable development. The proposal 
would result in the loss of almost all the trees and Greenend would become a brick and mortar “jungle” 
devoid of any usable open space.  
 
LOSS OF ON-STREET CAR PARKING 
Greenend residents do not always have adequate off street parking at their houses and park on the 
road. Whilst any new housing would provide off street parking for their residents, there would be a loss 
of a number of on street spaces which will exacerbate the current requirement for parking and cause 
problems for through moving traffic. 
 
Management of the site after development of houses 
 
The applicants’ state at paragraph 1.1 that any new open space left when the house development is 
completed would be managed by a factor. The applicants give no undertaking that the open space 
would remain as such in perpetuity and, without a legally binding restriction, there is nothing to stop 
the applicants from seeking further housing development and further reductions in the area of open 
space. 
 
In addition, the burden of paying the factor for the proposed works would fall upon the purchasers of 
any houses built. (This was accepted in an oral communication with the applicant.)  The existing 
residents of Greenend have no responsibility to maintain the open space which is as the applicant 
states, is owned by the applicant, and the grant of any planning application cannot place any such 
obligation on the existing residents. Should all the four house owners default on paying the factors the 
the open space and play equipment would fall into disrepair. The applicant provides no information on 
how this would be addressed should such a situation arise. 
 
The Statement in Paragraph 1.4 of the Supporting Statement 
 
Paragraph 1.4 of the supporting statement gives rise to concerns of the local residents. It suggests that, 
unless they agree to the development as proposed, the owners will do what they like with the site. It is 
strongly hinted the owners would prevent local residents using the open space they have enjoyed for 40 
plus year, a purpose intended by the original developer of the housing estate.  Under the right to roam 
legislation the public can enjoy reasonable and responsible access to any area in Scotland. Further, the 
owner is responsible for the maintenance of the site in an acceptable condition and, if this does not 
happen, the residents would look to the City of Edinburgh Council to use its powers under the Town and 
Country Planning legislation to ensure the open space does not become unkempt and an eyesore. The 
private owner may prevent access but restricted access open space is a much better option than any 
part of it being developed. Without planning permission for an alternative use (which would most likely 
be opposed by the residents) it will still have to remain as open space, much like the gardens to the 
north of Queen Street, Edinburgh which are in private control.   
 
As mentioned above, paragraph 1.4 of the planning statement raise concerns about the future of the 
existing open space. Perhaps City of Edinburgh should take note of the comments in the emerging 
SESPlan 2 at page 16 on Safe and Pleasant Placemaking Principle which states that it should be easy for 
people  to access green/open space, including spaces where they can enjoy nature. Perhaps City of 
Edinburgh Council should take appropriate action to secure the future of the open space in Greenend as 
an asset to be enjoyed by Greenend residents and other citizens and visitors to Edinburgh.  
 
The management of the open space trees 
 
The statements re the role of Liberton & District Community Council set in Para 1.6 are not accurate as 
the minutes of the meetings in the last six years will show no records of any requests for additional tree 
planting. The site was a wooded area from at least 1982 and further tree planting did occur at a later 
date.  In more recent times an approach was made ( just prior to the last application ) seeking to secure 
a reduction in height of the trees and the initial response of the City of Edinburgh was to refuse to 



sanction such works. Soon after that the Community Council was advised that the open space area and 
the trees did not belong to City of Edinburgh Council. 
 
Well being of Greenend Residents 
 
Strategic Development Plan (SESPlan) at paragraph 12 sentence first makes reference to a high quality 
built and natural environment of the SESPlan area underpinning its desirability as a place to live, work 
and do business and visit, and contribute to improving health and well being.  The Greenend residents 
well being is predicated on the retention of the existing and only small area of open space in the estate. 
In no way can the new housing, which will result in a vast reduction now and possibly even greater 
reductions in the future, be considered to contribute to the well being of the Greenend residents.  
 
The original planning application for housing on the green space, which was thankfully refused on solid 
planning grounds, caused much concern which did in no way contribute to the residents’ sense of well 
being. The, sadly proved correct, concerns that the applicants would return with another attempt to 
secure development of the open space, has, over the intervening period has done nothing to contribute 
to the residents sense of well being. Finally, until the current application is refused and there is some 
mechanism in place to prevent further attacks on the valued area of open space in Greenend, it is 
unlikely that any real sense of well being will return to the residents.  
 
Additional Comment 
 
At paragraph 12 sentence second SESPlan states that maintaining and enhancing the special qualities in 
the context of further growth will be vital to ensure the future prosperity of the area, which includes 
Greenend.  For this reason alone the current planning application should be refused and City of 
Edinburgh Council should find some way to ensure the open space area at Greenend is not lost to 
development. It was the intent of the original developer that the existing area of open space should be 
for the benefit of the residents who purchased the houses, an area which has come under threat 
because of a historic accident which resulted in the failure of the open space to pass into the expected 
“safe” hands of City of Edinburgh Council.  
 
THE PLANNING CASE 
 
The Application 
 
Whilst the supporting statement sets out a proposal for 4 houses occupying 25% of the application area 
and a play area and open space 75% of the application area, any permission would merely confirm the 
acceptability of the site for “the proposed residential  development at land 40m north of 53 Greenend 
Gardens, Edinburgh”. There is no guarantee that, if this application were to be approved, the applicant 
will not revert to their original proposals when making the submission for detailed planning permission. 
 
The Application Area 
 

The applicant emphasises that the house plots cover only 25% of the green space.  Visual 
inspection of the site plan suggested that this figure needed confirmation.  We therefore 
examined the plan both with the tool on the City of Edinburgh portal and independently.  
These measurements suggest that the plots’ proportion of the space is greater; possibly it is as 
much as 37%, ie greater than claimed by almost half.  We attempted to measure the actual 
areas.  These will be less accurate than the ratio as they depend on the calibration, but our 
measurements suggest that the total area is about 2000m2 and that the area of the house plots 
is about 750m2..  Liberton & District Council would, therefore, request that the accuracy of the figures 

quoted in paragraph 2.3 is rigorously checked before the proposal is considered further. 
  
Meantime we have used the applicant’s figure of 25% here as we consider that any building on 
this patch is contrary to legislation and offends the integrity of the estate. 



 
Need 
 
The proposal is hardly of strategic scale as 4 houses, or even more as might be sought in the detailed 
application that would follow approval of this outline application,  is only a miniscule amount and a 
similar number can be provided elsewhere throughout the Edinburgh area.  For example the site at 
Broomhills is shown as having a capacity of 425 – 595 houses in the Adopted City of Edinburgh Local 
Development Plan (ALDP) but the planning permission granted in 2015 will see 633 houses (38 more 
than anticipated) developed. In the light of this example, and given that the ALDP makes an over 
provision of 10% on the need identified by the Strategic Development Plan (SESPlan) there is no over-
riding need to release highly valued open space land at Greenend for housing. 
 
The site is not needed to meet any perceived shortfall in the 5 year supply as the City of Edinburgh 
Council rightly identified in a response to the Reporter Examining the ALDP prior to approval, that this 
can be achieved by bringing forward effective sites with planning permission in the currently 
programmed 6 – 10 year period. 
 
SESPlan refers to the need for housing being identified through the HNDA process.  It is interesting to 
note that the Main Issues Report for the second SESPlan at Table 4.4 considered the issue of need and 
demand for housing for 2012 – 2029 on the basis of tenure for Edinburgh. This identified that of the 
59,690 houses needed that only 14,150 (23.7%) were needed  by the owner occupier sector. The 
remaining percentage (76.3%) was needed to provide housing to meet need in the social housing, below 
market rent and private rented sectors.  The proposed development of private houses will do little to 
address the major housing crisis facing the Edinburgh area. The second SESPlan (October 2016) also 
places an emphasis on delivering affordable housing. 
 
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 
 
The following is contained in the Scottish Planning Policy document (in italics) : 
 
Planning and Open Space. 
153. Open spaces which are identified in the open space audit and strategy as valued and functional, 
or which are capable of being brought into functional use to meet a need identified in the open space 
strategy, should be identified and protected in the development plan. There is a presumption against 
development of these open spaces. Open space which is not identified in the strategy but which is 
valued and functional or contributes to local amenity or biodiversity should also be protected. Only 
where there is strong justification should open space be developed either partly or fully for a purpose 
unrelated to use as open space. Justification should include evidence from the open space audit that the 
development will not result in a deficit of open space provision of that type  within the local area and 
that alternative sites have been considered. Proposals for new open spaces or alterations to open spaces 
to address deficits or surpluses should be included in the development plan. When a planning authority 
grants permission for development which would result in or exacerbate a deficit, replacement open 
space of appropriate type, quantity, accessibility and quality should be provided. Poor maintenance and 
neglect should not be used to justify development of open space which may otherwise be potentially 
functional and valued. 
 
This is clear support for retaining the open space at the Greenend estate 
 
Strategic Development Plan (SESPlan) 
 
The proposal is not consistent with SESPlan at paragraph 12 as explained above. 
 
The proposal is not consistent with The Aims of SESPlan [paragraph 17] at bullet point fourth as it does 
not conserve nor enhance the natural and built environment. The proposal will result in the loss an area 
of what is now natural environment. It does not promote the development of urban brownfield land as 



the land is green open space (bullet point fifth) and is unlikely to contribute to the implementation of 
bullet sixth. 
 
Paragraph 23 of SESPlan places the provision and delivery of housing in domain of the Local 
Development Plans. The ALDP has allocated an adequate supply of housing land including a 10% 
oversupply and City of Edinburgh Council has identified a mechanism for ensuring a 5 year supply at all 
times. The ALDP does not allocate the open space land at Greenend for housing on the ALDP Proposals 
Map, indicating it does not consider there is any need for this site to be developed for housing. This is 
effectively reiterated in SESPlan paragraph 26 at bullet point second which states the total housing 
requirement should be delivered through housing land allocations in the six LDPs for the period 2009 to 
2019 and for the period 2019 to 2024. 
 
Policy 1B at bullet point third, which is equally applicable to existing as well as new development, seeks 
to ensure that Local Development Plans have regard to the need to improve the quality of life in local 
communities by conserving and enhancing the natural and built environment to create more healthy 
and attractive places to live. The loss of any open space as proposed by the current application will do 
nothing to contributing to the implementation of Policy 1B as more houses equals more emissions, a 
loss of trees  and reduce the attractiveness of Greenend as a place to live. 
 
Paragraphs 46 builds on the guidance in paragraphs 23 and 26 and is specific to the South East 
Edinburgh area and states in sentence first that the scale of any additional housing land allocations will 
be determined through the LDPs albeit for Policy 5. The role of the Supplementary Guidance referred to 
is to determine the scale of the provision required and not to identify the location of allocations.  Any 
further allocations of sites for housing in the future will be a task for the next Local Development Plan 
and it is abundantly clear that the release of the application site for housing development is not 
supported by the current ALDP. 
 
SESPlan Policy 6 addresses flexibility of supply at sentence second and specifies that this should be 
addressed if necessary by the release of allocated or phased sites rather than by the release of 
previously unplanned sites like Greenend.  
 
Small as it is the Greenend open space is part of the Green Network of the Edinburgh area. Policy 11 of 
SESPlan states that local development plans will identify opportunities to contribute to the 
development and extension of the Green Network.  It is not possible for the development of Greenend’s 
open space to contribute to the extension of the Green Network as it will, in fact, be an erosion of that 
network. Bullet point first supports the retention of the open space as part of the Green Network. 
 
The approved SESPlan does not give any support for the development of any houses and the loss of 
open space at Greenend and supports refusal of the current planning application. 
 
Second SESPlan (October 2016) [SESPlan 2] 
 
SESPlan 2 at table 3.1 sets out the placemaking principles which must be fully considered in respect of 
the existing Greenend estate as well as the proposed development. It is easy for a proposective 
developer to sing the praises of new development whilst remaining  silent about the unacceptable 
impact on the existing surroundings. 
 
The proposal is not consistent with section first Distinctive sub section first as it does not maintain the 
character and landscape setting of the existing Greenend area of Edinburgh.  
 
The proposal is not consistent with second Safe and Pleasant sub section as the applicant is proposing at 
Page 10 (see section preceded  by the symbol (b))of their supporting statement that the existing 
overlooked area at Greenend lost to development be replaced by the lands of Moredun Wood and the 
Burdiehouse Burn Valley Park.  Moredun Wood and the Burdiehouse Burn Valley Park are certainly not 
overlooked by any housing along the length of the burn and footpaths whilst the open space at 
Greenend is as per the overlooking by the houses in Greenend Gardens. It should also be noted that 



neither Moredun Wood nor Burdiehouse Burn Valley Park are lit at night unlike the open space at 
Greenend. These alternatives are some distance for children from the Greenend estate entrance and 
require road crossings. This together with the lack of overlooking, the distance from inhabited dwellings 
and the presence of a potentially dangerous water course, render them totally unsuitable for children of 
under (the very minimum of) 14 years of age. The alternative open space areas suggested by the 
applicant as a replacement for the land lost to housing are not suitable for children on their own.  In 
addition it is more than likely that single adults would consider find the suggested alternatives as 
unsuitable for recreational purposes.   
 
Like its predecessor, SESPlan 2 at paragraph 5.8 looks to the Local Development Plans to ensure that 
there is a sufficient supply of housing land and paragraph 5.9 prioritises to any shortfall being met by 
brownfield sites.  There is currently no reason to consider that there is any shortfall to be addressed. 
Paragraph 5.12 sets out the criteria for additional sites. The proposal fails to satisfy the requirements of 
lettered point first as it does not safeguard a key and strategic (in the terms of Greenend) area of open 
space.  The proposal for Greenend fails to satisfy bullet point second as it will not yield any affordable 
housing and fails against bullet point fourth  (as demonstrated above) it in no way satisfies the criteria 
set out for placemaking. The proposals similarly fail to satisfy the requirements of bullet points fifth. 
Additionally the proposal fails to satisfy bullet point sixth as the loss of open space is contrary of the 
ALDP policy (ENV18) re Protection of areas of designated Open Space.  
 
The emerging SESPlan 2 does not lend any support to the proposed development of four houses at 
Greenend sufficient to support the loss of any of the current small but highly valued area of open space. 
 
Adopted Local Development Plan (ALDP) 
 
The Local Development Plan was adopted less than a year ago following a thorough Examination and 
replaced the previous Local Development Plan, the plan against which the original application was 
considered and subsequently refused planning permission. Whilst the area the applicant seeks to 
develop is smaller than that previously proposed, the residents of Greenend are opposed to any loss of 
the open space to housing, no matter how small. (There is no mechanism proposed by the applicant to 
prevent further applications for housing and no mechanism proposed for maintenance should those 
responsible for funding it default.) 
 
The ALDP at paragraph 11 subsections 4 and 5 advises that it aims to look after and improve our 
environment for future generations and help create strong, sustainable and healthier communities, 
enabling all residents to enjoy a high quality of life. The loss of the open space at Greenend will do 
nothing to achieve these aims and the application should be refused on these grounds alone. In addition 
paragraph 11 the ALDP refers the quality of Edinburgh’s buildings, streets and spaces influences the well 
being of people living in the city. The residents of Greenend are concerned about the impact of the past 
and current planning applications which threaten to rob them of green space and they would be much 
happier to be free of concerns over approval of this application and the threat of further applications 
which can be anticipated.  
 
The ALDP is required to allocate land for housing and it can be readily seen from the ALDP Proposals 
Map for South East Edinburgh that it does not allocate the application site for any housing purposes. 
Rather it allocates the site for Open Space. This is the key consideration in the determination of the 
planning application and the following considers the planning application in the context of Policy Env 18 
Open Space Protection. The key word is Protection and the policy in the ALDP is set out in full below (in 
italics)  
 
Proposals involving the loss of open space will not be permitted unless it is demonstrated that: 
a) there will be no significant impact on the quality or character of the local environment and 
b) the open space is a small part of a larger area or of limited amenity or leisure value and there is a 
significant over-provision of open space serving the immediate area and 
c) the loss would not be detrimental to the wider network including its continuity or biodiversity value 
and either 



d) there will be a local benefit in allowing the development in terms of either alternative equivalent 
provision being made or improvement to an existing public park or other open space or 
e) the development is for a community purpose and the benefits to the local community outweigh the 
loss. 
 
This policy aims to protect all open spaces, both public and privately owned, that contribute to the 
amenity of their surroundings and the city, provide or are capable of providing for the recreational needs 
of residents and visitors or are an integral part of the city’s landscape and townscape character and its 
biodiversity. The Council will only support development on open space in exceptional circumstances, 
where the loss would not result in detriment to the overall network and to open space 
provision in the locality. Such circumstances tend to exist where large areas of residential amenity space 
have been provided without a clear purpose of sense of ownership. The Council’s Open Space Strategy 
sets the standards to be met for open space provision across Edinburgh and will be used to assess 
whether there is an over provision of open space in the immediate area (criterion b). To accord with 
criterion d), proposals for alternative provision or improvements to open space should normally address 
an identified action in the Open Space Strategy. 
 
L&DCC’s response is as follows: 
 
Considering the application for the proposed housing In respect of bullet point first of Policy ENV18: 
 
There will clearly be a significant impact on the quality and character of the local environment. The 
proposal would see the loss of a OPA of trees cut down and replaced by housing potentially leaving the 
already small open space area much reduced (25% is no small loss for an already small area). Despite 
the claims that 25% is not much, it is reiterated that there is a massive negative impact on the quality 
and character of the local environment. Further, there is no guarantee that the current proposal will not 
be the last and only bid for further erosion by loss to further housing.  Whilst play equipment would be 
welcome it is not welcome at the price of losing the amount of open space. Successive generations of 
children in the estate have lived without any equipment and still managed to enjoy the open space. 
 
The proposal fails to satisfy bullet point first of Policy ENV 18. 
 
In respect of bullet point second of Policy ENV18: 
 
The open space in Greenend, of which the application site forms a very significant part, is not a small 
part of a larger area. The site is not of limited amenity value, rather, it is a valued amenity for those 
living in the Greenend estate.  The site is not part of what could be considered an over provision of open 
space in the area, it is in essence, 25% of an already area of open space in the Greenend estate.  
An audit of open space in the city (Open Space Audit 2009) regarded the site to of fair quality and the 
local Action Plan (Liberton/Gilmerton Open Space Action Plan 2010) indicates the site is green space 
currently meeting standards. The alterative open space / recreation areas suggested by the applicants 
have been discussed above and are not considered, for a number of reasons, to be acceptable 
replacements in any way. 
 
The proposal fails to satisfy bullet point second of Policy ENV18. 
 
In respect of bullet point third of Policy ENV18: 
 
The loss of this area of open space would be detrimental to the residents of the Greened estate and to 
some local wildlife. It is the green lung of the estate and it provides a safe and secure place for children 
of all ages to play and for others to congregate. The development of housing will make the Greenend 
Estate less sustainable. The carbon emission footprint will increase very significantly due to the increase 
in housing and the loss of the carbon sink of the trees. Yet again the – it isn’t much to give away 
argument is promoted in the supporting statement but 25% of a small area is a significant loss. 
 
The proposal fails to satisfy bullet point third of Policy ENV18. 



 
In respect of bullet point fourth of Policy ENV18: 
 
There are no proposals for any development which would provide any local benefit. In essence the 
proposals for a commercial development and only the developer will benefit. There are no proposals in 
the supporting statement for either alternative equivalent provision being made - or improvement to an 
existing public park or other open space. In any event there is no space in or anywhere near the 
Greenend Estate to provide alternative equivalent provision. The alternatives suggested by the 
applicant are not overlooked and as safe as the existing open space. The private owner may, as 
suggested in paragraph 1.4 of their supporting statement, prevent access but restricted access open 
space is a much better option that any part of it being developed. Without planning permission for an 
alternative use (which would be opposed by the residents) it will still remain as open space much like 
the gardens to the north of Queen Street, Edinburgh which are in private control.  Replacing the trees is 
not acceptable as there is no direct or immediate benefit to the residents of Greenend. 
 
The proposal fails to satisfy bullet point fourth of Policy ENV18. 
 
In respect of bullet point fifth of Policy ENV18: 
 
The development is not for a community purpose and there are no benefits to the local community to 
outweigh the loss of the much valued open space.  As with bullet point fourth above, The private owner 
may, as suggested in paragraph 1.4 of their supporting statement, prevent access but restricted access 
open space is a much better option that any part of it being developed. Without planning permission for 
an alternative use (which would be opposed by the residents) it will still remain as open space much like 
the gardens to the north of Queen Street, Edinburgh which are in private control.  The costs of a factor 
supported scheme would fall on the new residents and it is not unknown for some or all of those 
expected / legally required to bear factoring costs failing to do so. Should this happen in the case of 
Greenend the proposed play equipment and open space will become an eyesore making a detrimental 
feature of the Greenend estate.  

 
The proposal fails to satisfy bullet point fifth of Policy ENV18. 
 
(It should be noted that the Open Space designation and Policy in the ALDP is the same as the Open 
Space designation and Policy in the City of Edinburgh Local Plan which was cited as the reason for 
refusal of the previous planning application).   
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
The proposal as per the outline planning application seeks permission in principle for residential 
development of the whole site. Whilst the supporting statement refers to four houses and the balance 
as open space, any grant of this planning application opens the doors for a more detailed application for 
housing on the whole site as per the previous planning application which was refused as it was not 
consistent with the then planning policy.   
 
The development proposed in the planning application is not consistent with the Scottish Government’s 
Scottish Planning Policy guidance on Open Space.  
 
The proposed use of part or all of the open space at Greenend is not consistent with many parts of the 
approved and emerging Strategic Development Plan (SESPlan). It is not consistent with the Adopted 
Local Development Plan, in particular Policy ENV18, which seeks to protect designated Open Space.  
This guidance, and the Development Plan make it clear there is no over-riding need for the site to be 
developed for any housing with any loss of open space either private or public. The planning application 
should, therefore, be refused planning permission.  
 
Given the principal reason for refusal is set out above, the applicants’ commentary on the other 
planning policies they consider relevant have not been commented upon in detail.   



 
This submission is made on behalf of Liberton & District Community Council by 
 
Jim Henry 
Convener   
Planning Sub Committee of Liberton and District Community Council 


