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Dear Mr Seaton 

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997  
PLANNING APPEAL:  PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF UP TO 670  
RESIDENTIAL UNITS SUPPORTED BY ANCILLARY MIXED USES, 
ASSOCIATED WORKS AND LANDSCAPING AT  LAND WEST OF MAYBURY 
ROAD (A902), 345 METRES SOUTH EAST OF CAMMO WALK, EDINBURGH  

1. This letter contains Scottish Ministers’ decision on the appeal you lodged on 
behalf of Cramond and Harthill Estate against The City of Edinburgh Council’s non-
determination of the above planning application.   

2. Under the Town and Country Planning (Determination of Appeals by 
Appointed Persons) (Prescribed Classes) (Scotland) Regulations 1987, as amended, 
the appeal came into a class to be determined by a person appointed by Scottish 
Ministers, rather than by Scottish Ministers themselves.  However, in exercise of the 
powers under paragraph 3(1) of Schedule 4 to the Town and Country Planning 
(Scotland) Act 1997, Scottish Ministers directed, on 22 December 2014, that they 
would determine the appeal.   

3. The appeal was considered on the basis of written submissions and an 
unaccompanied site inspection carried out on 2 February 2015 by David Buylla 
BA(Hons) MRTPI, a reporter appointed for that purpose.   

The Reporter’s Conclusions

4. The reporter’s consideration of the proposal is set out in Chapter 3 of the 
report and Chapter 4 deals with the proposed Planning Obligation.  The reporter’s 
overall conclusions and recommendations appear in Chapter 5 of the report.  



Scottish Ministers’ Decision

5. Scottish Ministers have carefully considered the evidence presented by all the 
written representations, the reporter’s overall conclusions and recommendations.  

6. Scottish Ministers do not accept the reporter’s findings in paragraph 3.112-
3.115 on the issue of prematurity.  Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) indicates that in 
some circumstances a decision to grant planning permission might be considered 
prejudicial to an emerging plan. The SPP goes on to clarify that this is only likely to 
apply where the development proposed is so substantial, or its cumulative effect so 
significant, that granting permission would undermine the plan-making process by 
predetermining decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new development 
that are central to the emerging plan.   Contrary to the reporter’s finding in paragraph 
3.115, it is the Scottish Ministers’ view that in the circumstances of this case there is 
sufficient prejudice to the proposed Local Development Plan (LDP) that consent 
should be refused at this time.  Scottish Ministers consider that the wider transport 
infrastructure implications of the proposed LDP, including the cumulative effects of 
this and other proposed allocations on transport infrastructure in the West Edinburgh 
area, have yet to be considered through the LDP examination process.   Given the 
close proximity to the start of the examination, Scottish Ministers do not accept the 
reporter’s overall conclusion in paragraph 5.5 that the harm to the emerging LDP is 
outweighed by the advantages of the scheme.  

7. Accordingly, Scottish Ministers hereby dismiss the appeal and refuse planning 
permission in principle for the erection of up to 670 residential units supported by 
ancillary mixed uses, associated works and landscaping at land west of Maybury 
Road (A902), 345 metres south east of Cammo Walk, Edinburgh.  

8. The foregoing decision of the Scottish Ministers is final, subject to the right 
conferred by Sections 237 and 239 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 
1997 of any person aggrieved by the decision to apply to the Court of Session within 
6 weeks of the date hereof. On any such application the Court may quash the 
decision if satisfied that it is not within the powers of the Act, or that the appellant’s 
interests have been substantially prejudiced by a failure to comply with any 
requirements of the Act, or of the Tribunals and Inquiries Act 1992, or any orders, 
regulations or rules made under these Acts. 

9. A copy of this letter and the reporter’s report has been sent to the City of 
Edinburgh Council, Cramond and Barnton Community Council, Corstorphine 
Community Council, Cammo Residents Association and North Bughtlin Park 
Residents Association.  Other interested parties have received a copy of this letter.  

Yours sincerely 

L Murray 

LYNDSEY MURRAY 


