
LIBERTON AND DISTRICT COMMUNITY COUNCIL   

CITY OF EDINBURGH LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 2 
COMMENTS ON RESPONSE BY CITY OF EDINBURGH TO  
REPORTERS’ REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION MARCH 2016 (FIR 30) 
 
Liberton & District Community Council (L&DCC) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the City 
of Edinburgh’s (CEC) responses to the request for further information (FIR 30) by the Reporters who 
are examining the Edinburgh Local Development Plan.   
 
Reporters’ Question 1. 
L&DCC agrees with CEC’s response concerning the consistency of its  assessment. L&DCC does not 
necessarily agree with CEC’s assessment with regard to the capacity of the road network to 
accommodate the scale of development in the Local Development Plan (LDP). L&DCC is therefore 
concerned about the possible scale of development which would be promoted in any revised LDP 
should any of the sites be added, especially those that lie to the west of the A701. This is, in part, 
due to the LDP’s emphasis on easing north – south traffic on the A701 at the expense of traffic that 
would be joining or exiting this road to or from the east or west. 
 
Reporters’ Question 2.   
None of the sites specifically named to in this question are located in L&DCC’s area.  One 
interpretation of this question is that the LDP Reporters may be giving consideration to supporting 
release from green belt designation of areas neighbouring the named sites.  Such further releases 
could have implications over a wider area in terms of impact on traffic and other service issues.  As 
indicated in our response to Question 1 above L&DCC broadly supports the consistency of CEC’s 
approach to assessment of sites against greenbelt objectives.  L&DCC also supports, as a general 
principle, a green belt which has defensible and coherent boundaries which have been properly 
assessed and will stand the test of time. 
 
Reporters’ Question 3.  
L&DCC cannot fully support the CEC response to Q3a) as it appears that funding probably can be 
obtained from developers if necessary. 
L&DCC supports the CEC view re Q3b) – [Education] and notes the levels of costs involved. 
L&DCC notes CEC’s views re Q3b) – [Transport] but has, as mentioned above, serious concerns about 
the capacity of the local and trunk road network. L&DCC remains sceptical that proposals set out in 
the LDP supporting documents can increase the capacity of the road network especially at Kaimes 
crossroads. L&DCC is also concerned about any additional release of land for housing in the South 
East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area (SEESDA).  
L&DCC supports the CEC opinion that current limits of sustainable growth in SEESDA “have already 
been exceeded by the second LDP” but L&DCC does not agree that measures to address forecast 
impacts will work.  
L&DCC agrees with CEC that any additional housing cannot be supported by existing infrastructure.  
Air quality in the four very heavily congested traffic corridors that feed Kaimes Crossroads remained 
a key concern in the Broomhills’ application & hearing. The environmental air quality measurements 
dataset that was used for the Broomhills calculations did not incorporate any additional vehicular 
road use increase associated with other housing developments. L&DCC has major reservation that 
the proposed new housing in this area, coupled with the very considerable number of housing units 
under development and planned in Midlothian adjacent to the A701 that feeds straight into the 
Kaimes Crossroads will lower air quality to dangerous environmental pollution levels. 
 
L&DCC supports CEC’s view that there is an adequate supply of housing land for the LDP period.  
L&DCC is concerned that neither the Reporter nor CEC appear to be taking any account of need for 
housing by the different types of tenure as set out in the SESPlan Main Issues Report published in 
2015.  



In support of this concern L&DCC draws the attention of the Reporter to Section 4 paragraphs 4.4 to 
4.11 with particular emphasis on the contents of paragraph 4.8. This indicates that a significant 
proportion of the requirement is for affordable housing not for owner occupier and private for rent 
which is supplied by the private sector.  
The attention of the Reporter is also drawn to Table 4.4 of the SESPlan Main Issues Report.  
Table 4.4 shows a need for the period 2012 – 2029 as 59,690 houses for City of Edinburgh of which 
private sector categories total 20,830 (Owner Occupier and Private Rented). Given that the private 
sector has to contribute 25% affordable housing this would raise the need for the private sector to 
provide a total of 26,162 houses.  
However, the supply figure in Table 4.4 is shown as 36,590 and included land from sites in the 
emerging LDP amongst others which means there is effectively an oversupply of 10,428 as only a 
limited percentage of houses in this category will meet the SESPlan needs for Social Rent and Below 
Market Rent. 
The sites which the Reporters identified in their request for further information were all proposed by 
landowners/developers who presumably consider these sites would be part of the private sector 
supply chain. This means these sites would, if added to the LDP supply, merely contribute to an 
already oversupplied private sector.  Therefore there is no need for the LDP to allocate these extra 
sites for private sector housing.   
 
Reporters’ Question 4. 
L&DCC supports the CEC view that the SEESDA should have a Green Belt and that it is unnecessary to 
release the additional sites which are considered less suitable sites for housing. We do not seek in 
this response to comment on each of the individual sites involved in our area.  However, L&DCC are 
of the opinion, supported by evidence arising from our local consultations, that the sites considered 
by the Reporter on the western edge of Liberton to the north and south of Liberton Drive are not 
suitable for housing. This area forms a significant and greatly valued green wedge of the Green Belt 
and it should not be eroded by any development. Much of the area is in agricultural production or 
used for active leisure and recreational uses.  Similarly, L&DCC considers that there should be no 
further erosion of the green belt on the south side of Frogston Road East to the west of the 
Broomhills site (HSG 21).  CEC granted planning permission in December 2015 for 633 houses on the 
Broomhills site despite being aware of the adverse implications for traffic, particularly at the already 
overloaded Kaimes Crossroads, which cannot be addressed properly.  A justification for release of 
Broomhills from the green belt was that the Broomhills Road tree belt formed a strong future green 
belt boundary.  Whilst regretting the granting of planning permission for the extensive Broomhills 
development, L&DCC supports the new green belt boundary position, which development to the 
west would totally undermine and fail to provide a coherent boundary.  It would also remove the 
currently unspoiled view for pedestrians and other users of Frogston Road East across productive 
agricultural land and its important visual relationship with the Pentland Hills rising beyond. 
 
Reporters’ Question 5. 
L&DCC  is opposed to the release of additional land for housing development and does not consider 
that the massive impact of development on the western and southern edge of Liberton could be 
mitigated by the measures suggested by CEC.  
 
L&DCC is concerned that the Reporter could end up allocating additional sites purely to provide 
more land for housing without fully considering what the sites could deliver in terms of public 
benefit.  L&DCC has concerns about how they might be developed if added to the LDP without 
specific design briefs or provision for CEC to ensure design briefs incorporated in the Adopted LDP. 
For example, the development of Drum Estate, as envisaged by the prospective developer in their 
somewhat uninformative PAN exhibition, does not make any contribution to addressing a number of 
issues. It does not, for example, make provisions for the possible future use of the disused railway 
which could provide a route for future heavy or light rail to potentially serve the area  (including 
Gilmerton Station Road housing and much of the existing Gilmerton area). It makes no provision for 
scope to develop a park and ride facility to serve commuter traffic currently using the A772 which 
could serve any potential rail link and the current bus routes using the A772.  



 
Reporters’ Question 6. 
In the LDP under examination CEC appears satisfied that re-organising the traffic controls at the 
Captain’s Road / Frogston Road / Burdiehouse Road / Howdenhall Road (Kaimes Crossroads) 
junction and at Gilmerton crossroads will provide sufficient capacity. This view is not shared by 
L&DCC. L&DCC has strong reservations about the ability of the transport network to cope with the 
current scale of development in the LDP under examination, especially when considered together 
with other developments taking place or proposed in Midlothian in and around the A701 corridor. 
 L&DCC considers that CEC has highlighted shared concerns about the adequacy of existing 
infrastructure (as proposed) to cope with additional development. For the avoidance of doubt 
L&DCC has even more serious reservations about the transport network’s ability to cope with the 
scale of additional allocations being considered by the Examination Reporter.    
 
Reporters’ Question 7. 
L&DCC notes CEC’s response.  The additional sites could only be assessed at the Main Issues stage 
when CEC was in the process of selecting preferred sites. In addition only sites put forward for 
inclusion in the LDP at the Main Issues stage could be the subject of any public scrutiny of an 
environmental assessment.  It is suggested that none of the sites being considered by the Reporter 
should be added to the LDP as they have not been the subject of any rigorous environmental 
assessment or the subject of any form of public scrutiny or debate on their relative merits or 
demerits. 
 
Submitted by Jim Henry, Chairperson, On behalf of Liberton & District Community Council 


