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Dear Mr McNairney 
 
SOUTH EAST SCOTLAND STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (SCOTLAND) ACT 1997 
SUBMISSION OF THE REPORT OF THE EXAMINATION  
 
We refer to our appointment by the Scottish Ministers, dated 24 September 2012, to 
conduct the examination of the South East Scotland Strategic Development Plan.  
Having satisfied ourselves that the strategic planning authority’s consultation and 
engagement exercises conformed with its participation statement, our examination of 
the plan commenced on 22 October 2012.  We have completed the examination, 
and now submit our report, enclosing an electronic copy and one bound copy.  
 
In our examination, we considered all 29 issues arising from unresolved 
representations which were identified by the planning authority.  In each case, we 
have taken account of the summaries of the representations and the responses, as 
prepared by the planning authority, and the original representations.  We have set 
out our conclusions and recommendations in relation to each issue in our report.  
 
We did not require to hold any hearing or inquiry sessions, and requested additional 
information about a number of matters.  We have recommended that modifications 
should be made to the plan arising from 21 of the 29 issues. 
 
For the reasons set out by the reporter at Issue 15, we have found that the 
provisions of the submitted plan relating to its housing land requirements are neither 
sufficient nor appropriate, as they are not consistent with Scottish Planning Policy in 
important respects.  As explained at Issue 15, we consider that this matter cannot be 
resolved through the examination process, and therefore recommend that a 
requirement for the preparation of supplementary guidance is introduced to the plan, 
which will enable the deficiencies to be addressed.  In its submissions to the 
examination the authority stated that, on the basis of legal advice, it would not 
support the use of supplementary guidance as a mechanism to resolve this matter.  
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For the reasons set out at Issue 15, we consider that there is no statutory 
impediment to its use in these circumstances. 
 
The recommended modifications should assist in achieving the positive goals and 
ambitions for the economy of South-East Scotland that are set out in the plan.  They 
would meet the key concerns raised in the unresolved representations, and enable 
Ministers to approve the strategic development plan without further undue delay. 
 
A letter submitting further representations was received from Homes for Scotland 
under cover of an e-mail on 14 March 2013.  This was after the normal deadline for 
representations, when the report was substantially completed.  It was however 
considered by the reporters, who decided it did not contain anything to persuade 
them to change their views.  The letter is on file for reference. 
 
It is now for Scottish Ministers to consider the report and decide whether or not to 
approve the South East Scotland Strategic Development Plan, with or without 
modifications.  
 
A letter is being issued to all those who submitted representations to inform them 
that the examination has been completed and that the report has been submitted to 
Scottish Ministers.  It will advise them that the report is now published and available 
to view at our web site at:  
 
http://www.dpea.scotland.gov.uk/casesearch.aspx?T=1 
 
and at SESplan’s website: 
 
http://www.sesplan.gov.uk/ 
 
Copies of the report of the examination are also available from the Directorate for 
Planning and Environmental Appeals at the above address, and can be inspected at 
the South East Scotland Strategic Development Authority offices at Ground Floor, 
Claremont House, 130 East Claremont Street, Edinburgh, EH7 4LB.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
David Buylla  Trevor A Croft  David A Russell 
David Buylla   Trevor A Croft  David A Russell 
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Examination of Conformity with the Participation Statement 
 
1. Section 12(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997, as amended, 

states that a person appointed to examine a proposed strategic development plan “is 
firstly to examine under this section the extent to which the strategic development 
planning authority’s actings with regard to consultation and the involvement with the 
public at large as respects the proposed plan have conformed with (or have been 
beyond the requirements of) the participation statement of the authority which was 
current when the proposed plan was published under section 10(1)(a).” 

 
2.  SESplan Strategic Development Plan Participation Statement was published with the 

SESplan Strategic Development Plan Authority’s Development Plan Scheme No. 1 in 
January 2009.  The document was subsequently revised and published three times: 
in April 2010 (No. 2), April 2011 (No. 3), and March 2012 (No. 4).  Since the proposed 
plan was published in November 2011, the relevant participation statement is the 
version published in April 2011. 

 
3. The participation statement is set out on page 10 of the Development Plan Scheme.  

It contained six main stages, from the origin of the scheme: 
 
 a.   Pre-Christmas 2008 press release and launch.  Purpose: to raise awareness and 

set out in general terms the process, generate interest and identify parties interested 
in engaging in the SDP process. 

 
 b.   Spring 2009 consultation.  Purpose: first input from interested individuals/ 

organisations with input through a range of techniques including website 
questionnaire, workshops and meetings.  Efficiency sought through use of website 
and other e-channels. 

 
 c.   May-August 2010 formal Main Issues Report public consultation.  Purpose: seek 

views of individuals, organisations and stakeholders on content of published MIR.  An 
opportunity to submit representations on various SESplan development options for 
SDP area, including preferred development strategy. 

 
 d.   Autumn 2010 publish responses received on MIR and associated documents. 
 
 e.   Late 2011 (November).  Purpose: to give stakeholders and consultees the 

opportunity to submit formal representations to the plan.  Any representations that 
cannot be resolved through negotiations and are not withdrawn to be considered at 
the subsequent public examination.  Full details of consultation published on website 
and e-mailed to interested parties. 

 
 f.   Submission of plan to Scottish Ministers. 
 
4. The Report of Conformity with Participation Statement, published in June 2012, was 

submitted to Ministers along with the proposed plan.  It describes the actions taken to 
fulfil steps 1 to 5 set out above.  Appendix 3 of the statement gives specific details of 
each stage, including, as necessary cross referencing to the statutory requirements 
of the Town and Country Planning (Development Planning) (Scotland) Regulations 
2008 and to Circular 1/2009.  The details set out comprehensive lists including 
representation periods, advertisements, mail outs, press releases, consultation 
events, e-bulletins and elected member/MP/MSP contacts. 
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5. Representations about the consultation and public involvement activities were made 
by Liberton and District Community Council (Reference PP/0007/0001).  They are set 
out and responded to by the authority under Issue 29.  They concern the quality of 
electronic versions of download diagrams; the consultation time limits imposed; and 
lack of advance notification for the drop in events.  The authority notes the comments 
about the downloads, states that the time limits for consultation responses meet the 
statutory requirements, and that the drop in events were publicised in accordance 
with the participation statement.   

 
6. The download quality is a technical matter.  The community council accepts that the 

response times are set by statute.  The drop in events were well publicised and there 
have been no other adverse comments about this matter.  No party appears to have 
been prejudiced. 

 
7. Having considered all the evidence, we found that the authority had consulted on the 

plan and involved the public at least in a way it said it would in its participation 
statement, in accordance with section 12(2) of the Act, and in all probability exceeded 
it.  Being satisfied, we therefore proceeded to examine the proposed strategic 
development plan. 
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Issue 1 Vision & Aims  

Development plan 
reference: 

The Vision: Paragraphs 8-9 
SESplan – Profiled of the Region: Paras 10-16 
SESplan – The Aims of the SDP: Paragraph 17 

Reporter: 
Trevor Croft 
David Russell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
General Support 
 
PP/0042/0001 & 0002 Scottish Property Federation  
PP/0048/0006 & 0008 Miller Homes  
PP/0058/0002 & 0005 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management 
PP/0066/0003 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0088/0003 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership  
PP/0110/0004 Uphall Estates Ltd 
PP/0142/0001 Henderson Global Investors  
PP/0065/0006 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd 
 
Natural and Built Environment 
 
PP/0007/0004 Liberton & District Community Council  
PP/0021/0035 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds  
PP/0037/0003 Charlesfield First LLP 
PP/0111/0002 David Campbell  
PP/0113/0001 Transition Linlithgow 
PP/0167/0001 & 0002 The Cockburn Association 
 
Rural Development 
 
PP/0053/0001 The Crown Estate  
PP/0087/0006 Lord Wemyss Trust 
 
Housing and Brownfield Land 
 
PP/0022/0007 & 0009 Andrew Ashdale Land & Property Co Ltd 
PP/0023/0006 & PP/0023/0010 Ashfield Commercial Properties 
PP/0029/0001 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd  
PP/0048/0001 Miller Homes 
PP/0058/0002 & 0005 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management  
PP/0063/0002 Cardross Asset Management for West Craigs & Dunedin Canmore 
Housing Association  
PP/0065/0004 & 0009 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0075/0008 Strutt Parker  
PP/0094/0003 Muir Homes Ltd 
PP/0095/0005 Campion Homes Ltd  
PP/0096/0004 R & A Kennedy  
PP/0136/0001 Mactaggart & Mickel  
 
Key Sectors 
 
PP/0018/0003 Bourne Leisure Ltd  
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PP/0031/0003 & PP/0031/0010 Forth Ports Ltd  
PP/0062/0001 Scottish Power Generation Ltd 
 
Transport 
 
PP/0038/0006 Forkneuk Consortium  
PP/0054/0002 Pumpherston Estates & Wallace Land Ltd  
PP/0074/0002 Wemyss & March Estate 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

General Support 
 
Natural and Built Environment 
The Vision: Paragraphs 8-9 
SESplan – The Aims of the SDP: Paragraph 17 
Rural Development 
SESplan – The Aims of the SDP: Paragraph 17 
Housing and Brownfield Land 
SESplan – The Aims of the SDP: Paragraph 17 
Key Sectors 
SESplan – Profiled of the Region: Paragraphs 10-16 
SESplan – The Aims of the SDP: Paragraph 17 
Transport 
SESplan – The Aims of the SDP: Paragraph 17 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
General Support 
 
PP/0042/0001 & 0002 Scottish Property Federation: Supports the principle of 
establishing a strategic vision for the SESplan area that will inform and drive planning 
and development in the region with a view to securing sustainable economic growth. 
Considers that the region is a key driver of the Scottish economy that is already 
successful in many ways. However it is felt that the SDP does not sufficiently embrace 
the opportunities for improving the employment and economic prosperity of the region, 
particularly with regard to housing and economic allocations. 
 
Supports the aim of making the region more economically competitive and developing 
key sectors. However is concerned that the strategy does not reflect this. 
 
PP/0048/0006 & 0008 Miller Homes: Generally supports the Vision of the plan. Agrees 
with the second Aim of the plan in terms of delivering housing and contributing to meeting 
housing need in the most sustainable locations. However, feels that the Vision and Aims 
will not be achieved due to the need for the strategy to meet the needs of the house 
building industry now to assist with economic recovery. 
 
PP/0058/0002 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: Supports statement in para 8 
about SE Scotland being the main growth area and key driver of the Scottish economy, 
as well as the Vision and the aspirations in it. However, concerned over how this will be 
achieved as it is felt that the amount and timing of residential development is inadequate. 
 
Supports position as outlined in para 15 in relation to areas having to undergo physical 
changes and the delivering high quality places through good design and masterplanning. 
Site to the NE of Bilston cited. 
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PP/0058/0005 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: General support, acknowledge 
demand. 
 
PP/0066/0003 Homes for Scotland: Supports that Vision and Aims. Para 8 rightly 
recognises SE Scotland as a key driver of the Scottish economy and para 13 rightly 
recognises the key sectors. The Aims are also supported, particularly the second aim. 
Considers that it is important that the SDP's strategy and policies adequately reflect this 
and promotes development in a way that enhances the region's economic performance. 
 
PP/0088/0003 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership: Supports the Vision. 
 
PP/0110/0004 Uphall Estates Ltd: Fully supports the Aims of the SDP. Promotes site 
near Uphall and feels that it is in full accordance with the Aims. 
 
PP/0142/0001 Henderson Global Investors: Fully supports the vision for the Edinburgh 
City Region to be a healthier and more prosperous area which is recognised for its 
success as a place to live, work and conduct business. 
 
Natural and Built Environment 
 
PP/0007/0004 Liberton & District Community Council: The Vision is bland and makes no 
reference to protecting the natural and built environment which are such vital features of 
the City of Edinburgh and its surrounding areas. Whilst this is recognised in following 
paragraphs, it should be at the heart of the Vision. 
 
PP/0021/0035 RSPB: Commend the aim to 'Conserve and enhance natural and built 
environment' and aim to reduce need to travel; though consider that this is in conflict with 
Forth Crossing. 
 
PP/0037/0003 Charlesfield First LLP: Need to add reference to community resilience to 
aims 
 
PP/0111/0002 David Campbell: Supports the identification of built environment as a high 
priority in para 12 and in the fourth Aim. However does not feel that this is reflected in the 
policies, particularly in relation to Conservation Areas. 
 
PP/0113/0001 Transition Linlithgow: Feels there is an omission in the Aims and that the 
issue of food security should be reflected, particularly given there was a reduction from 
11% of Scotland's land in 2008 used for food production to 10% in 2010. This represents 
a reduction from 602,000 ha to 571,000 ha. 
 
PP/0167/0001 & 0002 The Cockburn Association: Support the Vision in principle. In 
addition support the reference to high quality natural/cultural heritage (para 12), 
delivering high quality design (para 15) and investment in infrastructure (para 14 & 16) 
stating that this must be in place before new developments. 
 
Support Aims 3 through 8. Have concerns over whether a reasonable balance between 
housing/growth requirements (in first and second aims) and protection of the 
natural/cultural heritage, has been achieved. 
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Rural Development 
 
PP/0053/0001 Crown Estate: Notes that the first aim supports local and rural 
development. There seems to be no policy to support this and the Vision does not 
acknowledge rural based enterprises/activities are a key sector. Furthermore the majority 
of land mass in the SDPA is for agriculture. 
 
PP/0087/0006 Lord Wemyss Trust: Broadly support Vision and Aims, however consider 
that the strategy and policies are insufficient to achieve these. Concern raised about 
supporting local and rural development in the first aim, and believes that greater 
recognition needs to be given to the current economic climate and the specific challenges 
facing rural communities. Feels that SDP fails to establish framework, particularly since 
half the population live in settlements of less than 20,000. 
 
Housing and Brownfield Land 
 
PP/0022/0007 & 0009 Ashdale Land & Property: Considers that brownfield development 
often has associated development costs with development that are not present with 
greenfield sites. Furthermore, it is considered that development of land adjoining urban 
areas can often be more logical than brownfield sites due to easier connections with 
infrastructure/facilities. 
 
PP/0023/0006 & 0010 Ashfield Commercial Properties: Supports the second aim of the 
plan on housing requirements as it is felt that this reflects national policy. The strategy to 
enable delivery of housing must reflect this position. 
 
PP/0029/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel: Generally supports the Aims of the 
plan, however it is considered that additional wording is required. Considers that in order 
to meet the housing requirements in full there is a requirement to release green 
belt/greenfield land, where this is equally sustainable. SPP para 70 only requires that 
sites should be appropriate and effective. There is no reason why green belt/greenfield 
land should be excluded. 
 
PP/0048/0001 Miller Homes: Promote Gallows Knowe Cross Gate. 
 
PP/0058/0002 & 0005 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: Generally supportive of 
the Aims of the plan, however it is considered that they need to take account of the 
demand for housing as well as the need. In addition, given Vision and Aims the 
uncertainty of delivery of 18,000 houses at Leith, the contribution brownfield sites make in 
terms of delivery and effectiveness needs to be approached with caution. Asserts that 
there are often circumstances where greenfield sites adjacent to settlements are more 
sustainable than brownfield sites. 
 
PP/0063/0002 Cardross Asset Management for West Craigs & Dunedin Canmore 
Housing Association: Consider that the second Aim of the plan does not fully reflect the 
SPP as it does not make reference to a generous supply of housing land. 
 
PP/0065/0004 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: Supports vision but expresses concern 
regarding how it will be achieved.  The amount and timing of residential development 
proposed will be inadequate to achieve the Vision.  
 
PP/0065/0009 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: Generally supportive of the 
Vision of the plan, however it is considered that the Aims need to take account of the 
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demand for housing as well as the need. In addition, given the uncertainty of delivery of 
18,000 houses at Leith, the contribution brownfield sites make in terms of delivery and 
effectiveness needs to be approached with caution. Asserts that there are often 
circumstances where greenfield sites adjacent to settlements are more sustainable than 
brownfield sites. 
 
PP/0075/0008 Strutt & Parker: Does not feel that the second aim of the plan is 
appropriate. It does not refer to meeting the needs and demand for new housing. 
Furthermore, new development must be located where the need and/or demand occurs 
or the development will not be sustainable. 
 
PP/0094/0003 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0005 Campion Homes; PP/0096/0004 R & A 
Kennedy: Considers that the development strategy involves large scale mixed use 
developments and that more focus should be put on smaller allocations in order to better 
make use of the existing infrastructure and facilities. Argues that this is a more 
sustainable approach. 
 
PP/0136/0001 Mactaggart & Mickel: While the Aims are broadly supported, it is 
considered that additional wording is needed to provide a strategic overview and to meet 
the objectives of the SPP. 
 
Key Sectors 
 
PP/0018/0003 Bourne Leisure Ltd: Supports the first Aim on key economic sectors and 
Aim 3 on integrating land use with transport. However, feels that the first aim should 
specifically refer to tourism/visitor economy in line with SPP para 47.  Furthermore, the 
third Aim should also reflect that in many rural and coastal areas, transport is car-based 
and that many tourist destinations in these areas can only be accessed by private car. 
 
PP/0031/0003 & 0010 Forth Ports Ltd: Supports the position set out in para 13 on key 
industries, however it is felt that the national significance of the Port of Leith is not 
recognised.  This is Scotland's largest enclosed port and is ranked as the top location for 
the development of off-shore wind manufacturing by the National Renewable 
Infrastructure Plan. 
 
NPF2 recognised that spatial strategy has important role in strengthening Scotland's 
international links. Region has potential to maximise potential for offshore renewable 
industries and is home to ports/harbours that provide international connections. 
 
PP/0062/0001 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: The SESplan area includes a number of 
significant infrastructure developments identified in NPF2 as priority national 
developments. Considers that the Aims of the plan should reflect this. 
 
Transport 
 
PP/0038/0006 Fortneuk Consortium: Considers that integration of transport with 
development needs to be clearer within the aims as environmental benefits will not be 
achieved if transport is car/road based.  Sustainable modes of transport should be given 
priority to reflect the hierarchy of transport mode in SPP para 169. 
 
PP/0054/0002 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: Considers that integration of 
transport with development needs to be clearer within the aims as no environmental 
benefits will not be achieved if transport is car/road based.  Sustainable modes of 
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transport should be given priority to reflect the hierarchy of transport mode in SPP para 
169. 
 
PP/0074/0002 Wemyss & March Estate: Considers that the SDP fails to meet some of its 
own aims. In particular the third aim that seeks to integrate development with transport. If 
development is integrated with modes of transport that are car based, then the plan and 
the SDPA will fail to meet their obligations under the Climate Change (Scotland) Act. In 
addition, it is considered that all development should be integrated with sustainable 
modes of transport rather than just new development. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
General Support 
 
PP/0042/0001 & 0002 Scottish Property Federation; PP/0048/0006 & 0008 Miller Homes; 
PP/0058/0002 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0066/0003 Homes for 
Scotland; PP/0088/0003 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership; PP/0110/0004 Uphall 
Estates Ltd; PP/0142/0001 Henderson Global Investors: No changes to the Vision or 
Aims proposed. 
 
PP/0058/0005 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: General support, acknowledge 
demand 
 
Natural and Built Environment 
 
PP/0007/0004 Liberton & District Community Council: The Vision should make explicit 
reference to protecting the natural and built environment of the City of Edinburgh and its 
surrounding areas. 
 
PP/0021/0035 RSPB; PP/0111/0002 David Campbell; PP/0167 The Cockburn 
Association: No changes to Vision or Aims sought. 
 
PP/0037/0003 Charlesfield First LLP: Need to add reference to community resilience to 
aims. 
 
PP/0113/0001 Transition Linlithgow: Include an Aim to align with the Scottish Food and 
Drinks Policy, particularly with regards to protecting agricultural land for future food 
security, for climate change mitigation and to avoid a decrease in this type of land use. 
 
PP/0167/0001 & 0002 The Cockburn Association: No modifications proposed but the 
issues are explored through representations on specific policies of the Proposed Plan. 
 
Rural Development 
 
PP/0053/0001 Crown Estate; PP/0087/0006 Lord Wemyss Trust: No changes proposed 
to Vision or Aims. 
 
Housing and Brownfield Land 
 
PP/0022/0007 & 0009 Ashdale Land & Property: In the sixth Aim of the plan, after 
'appropriate uses' insert ", where available and achievable". 
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PP/0023/0006 & 0010 Ashfield Commercial Properties: No changes proposed for the 
Vision or Aims. 
 
PP/0029/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel: In the second Aim of the plan, after 
'housing requirements' insert "in full". Add the following text to the end of the sixth Aim of 
the plan: "Whilst recognising the role of appropriate greenfield development which 
provides for range and choice throughout the SESplan area." 
 
PP/0058/0002 & 0005 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: In the second Aim, 
make reference to housing demand as well as need. Replace wording of the sixth Aim 
(on promoting brownfield development) with "Where appropriate, in physical land use 
terms and where economically viable to do so, consideration is to be given to the 
development of urban brownfield land for various uses. However, SESplan recognises 
the benefits that greenfield development, adjacent to built up areas, can have on meeting 
housing need and demand which is often more sustainable and deliverable than looking 
to brownfield sites which can be difficult to deliver." 
 
PP/0063/0002 West Craigs & Dunedin Canmore Housing Association: In the second aim 
of the plan, after 'strategy to' insert "to ensure there is a generous supply of housing land 
and". 
 
PP/0065/0004 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
 
The Proposed Plan lacks ambition and there is a danger that if the housing, to cater for 
the proposed new jobs, is not delivered in tandem then this will have a deleterious effect 
on the City Region economy. The likelihood is greater commuting times and distances 
and even outward migration by those looking for work and by those employers with the 
potential to provide employment. 
 
PP/0065/0009 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: Request that the second bullet aim of the 
plan make reference to housing demand as well as need. Proposed replacing the word of 
the sixth aim (on promoting brownfield development) with "Where appropriate, in physical 
land use terms and where economically viable to do so, consideration is to be given to 
the development of urban brownfield land for various uses. However, SESplan 
recognises the benefits that greenfield development, adjacent to built up areas, can have 
on meeting housing need and demand which is often more sustainable and deliverable 
than looking to brownfield sites which can be difficult to deliver." 
 
PP/0075/0008 Strutt & Parker: In the second aim of the plan, after 'housing need' insert 
"and demand". In addition, after 'most sustainable locations' insert "the HMA/Local 
Authority area it arises". 
 
PP/0094/0003 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0005 Campion Homes; PP/0096/0004 R & A 
Kennedy: In the second aim of the plan, after 'support growth' insert ", including 
sustainable growth within local communities". 
 
PP/0136/0001 Mactaggart & Mickel: In the second Aim, after 'housing requirements', 
insert "in full". At the end of the sixth bullet point, insert "Whilst recognising the role of 
appropriate greenfield development which provides for range and choice throughout the 
SESPLAN area." 
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Key Sectors 
 
PP/0018/0003 Bourne Leisure Ltd: Expand upon the first Aim on key economic sectors to 
give more reference to tourism and visitor economy.  At the end of the third Aim, insert 
"where appropriate." 
 
PP/0031/0003 & 0010 Forth Ports Ltd: In the last sentence of para 13, after 'activity of 
national significance are located in', insert "Leith". 
 
The first aim should include text 'maximising the potential of the area's strategic location 
on the east coast of Scotland'. 
 
PP/0062/0001 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: Seeks the inclusion of an additional Aim: 
"Promotes and where possible facilitates the delivery of priority 'national developments' 
as defined by Scottish Government, as well as infrastructure associated with such 
developments." 
 
Transport 
 
PP/0038/0006 Fortneuk Consortium; PP/0054/0002 Pumpherston Estates & Wallace 
Land: In the third Aim, after 'with' insert "sustainable mode of" and after 'steering' insert 
"all". 
 
PP/0074/0002 Wemyss & March Estate: In the third Aim of the plan, after 'Integrate land 
use' insert "with sustainable modes of". 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
General Support 
 
PP/0042/0001 & 0002 Scottish Property Federation; PP/0048/0006 & 0008 Miller Homes; 
PP/0058/0002 & 0005 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0066/0003 Homes 
for Scotland; PP/0088/0003 Gyle Shopping Centre Limited Partnership; PP/0110/0004 
Uphall Estates Ltd; PP/0142/0001 Henderson Global Investors; PP/0065/0006 Taylor 
Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: Support for the Vision and Aims of the plan is 
noted. The issues raised by some of these parties with regards to the effectiveness of 
other parts of the plan are dealt with in the responses relating to those sections. 
 
Natural and Built Environment 
 
PP/0007/0004 Liberton & District Community Council; PP/0021/0035 Royal Society for 
the Protection of Birds; PP/0111/0002 David Campbell; PP/0113/0001 Transition 
Linlithgow; PP/0167/0001 & 0002 The Cockburn Association: No modifications proposed 
or recommended.   
 
While it is accepted that the Vision of the plan does not explicitly address the matter of 
the built and natural environment, it is considered that it does encompass it. For instance, 
the Vision states that the region should become a more ‘sustainable place which 
continues to be internationally recognised’. Protection of the natural and built 
environment is certainly within the remit of sustainability. To that end, the glossary of the 
plan (page 59 Doc 1) defines sustainable development as ‘Development that meets the 
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs.’ It is also worth noting that Vision does not address other specific matters 
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such as house building, even though these are clearly a part of the development strategy 
of the Plan. 
 
On the matter of whether the protection and enhancement of the built and natural 
environment are addressed in the policies, Policy 1B covers these matters. While it is 
noted that the representations seeks explicit reference to conservation areas, it is 
considered that the first bullet point covers this with the reference to ‘no significant 
adverse impacts on the integrity of... local designations.’ Furthermore, the third bullet 
point, while not specific to designations but to the built and natural environment as a 
whole, is certainly applicable to conservation areas. 
 
With regards to food security, many different sectors make competing demands on the 
use of land in Scotland. The Scottish Government is clear that land has to be made 
available for housebuilding to meet future requirements. Clearly this will involve the loss 
of some agricultural land, however it is considered that the loss will be small when 
compared with the total amount of land used for agriculture in the region. It is felt that 
including an aim on food security is not appropriate given that the planning system has a 
limited role in agricultural matters at present. With regards to the Scottish Food and 
Drinks Policy and the related Rural Land Use Study for Scotland, at present these do not 
provide clear guidance on the role of the planning system in the matter of food security. 
 
PP/0037/0003 Charlesfield First LLP: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
 
The statement in para 17 is considered sufficiently robust to ensure that current and 
future communities are secure. 
 
Rural Development 
 
PP/0053/0001 Crown Estate; PP/0087/0006 Lord Wemyss Trust: No modifications 
proposed or recommended.  Support for the vision and aims is noted. With regard to 
having a policy specifically covering rural development, this is not considered appropriate 
for a broad, strategic document. The SPP (Doc 23) makes clear in para 93 that the 
character of rural areas and the challenges they face vary greatly across the country. 
Therefore, while giving general support for the diversification and growth of rural areas is 
considered appropriate (and in line with the SPP), details on how this is achieved is best 
determined by the LDPs of each area. 
 
Housing and Brownfield 
 
PP/0022/0007 & 0009 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0006 & 0010 
Ashfield Commercial Properties; PP/0029/0001 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel 
Ltd; PP/0048/0001 Miller Homes; PP/0136/0001 Mactaggart & Mickel; PP/0058/0002 & 
0005 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0063/0002 Cardross Asset 
Management for West Craigs & Dunedin Canmore Housing Association; PP/0065/0004 & 
0009; Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0075/0008 Strutt & Parker; 
PP/0094/0003 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0005 Campion Homes Ltd; PP/0096/0004 R & 
A Kennedy: No modifications proposed or recommended.   
 
With regard to the representations seeking to include ‘demand’ in the wording, SESplan 
considers that this aim does address housing demand as the term used is ‘housing 
requirements’. The Glossary of the SPP (pg 55) (Doc 23) makes clear that housing 
requirement ‘includes both housing need and demand’. This is also reflected in the 
proposed plan in paragraph 110. 
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While the concern about issues surrounding the development of brownfield land is noted, 
it is not considered that the proposed amendments are necessary. The sixth Aim of the 
plan is clear that brownfield land is to be developed for ‘appropriate uses’. A development 
is clearly not appropriate for a site if it is not viable due to site restrictions. Some of the 
amendments to this aim are unnecessarily detailed and inappropriate for inclusion in the 
broad aims of the proposed plan. Amendments that seek to state that greenfield can be 
more sustainable than brownfield development are inconsistent with para 80 of the SPP 
(Doc 23). 
 
Key Sectors 
 
PP/0018/0003 Bourne Leisure Ltd; PP/0031/0003 & 0010 Forth Ports Ltd; PP/0062/0001 
Scottish Power Generation Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended.   
 
It is not considered necessary to specifically refer to tourism in the aims of the plan. The 
aims refer to key sectors which (as paragraph 13 outlines) include tourism.  
 
It is considered neither necessary nor appropriate to explicitly cite Leith Docks In the 
Profile section of the plan, given that its strategic role is recognised under the Regional 
Core section (particularly paras 35 and 36).  
 
Having an Aim promoting national developments is not considered necessary, as these 
are covered by the existing aims. In particular, the seventh aim is quite clear that 
improved infrastructure is an important aspect of the plan. Furthermore, national 
developments already have planning support through the NPF2 (Doc 24). 
 
Transport 
 
PP/0038/0006 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0054/0002 Pumpherston Estates & Wallace 
Land Ltd; PP/0074/0002 Wemyss & March Estate: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. While there may be merit in including ‘sustainable’ in the wording of the 
third aim of the plan, this is not considered necessary. Policy 8 on transportation covers 
this matter in the first point by saying ‘Ensure that major development is directed to 
locations that support travel by public transport, foot and cycle’. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
General support 
 
1.   This is noted – there is no need for any modifications. 
 
Natural and built environment 
 
2.   The overall vision is referred to as being bland, but by their nature visions, where 
present, tend to express a broad outlook, leaving it to the subsequent aims to expand on 
individual elements within the overall framework of the plan.  These are then developed 
through the overall strategy and individual policies.  The latter are considered under the 
relevant issues.   
 
3.   We accept the authority’s argument that individual matters are not dealt with within 
the vision.  We are not persuaded that a sufficiently strong case has been made to 
modify the vision, which has no doubt been the subject of lengthy consideration prior to 
agreement among the constituent planning authorities. 
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4.   Aim 4 refers to enhancing the built and natural environment.  We would expect this to 
cover all aspects of the environment, and again to be expanded on in individual policies.  
There is no reference to any specific component parts with in the aim, and it would not be 
appropriate to include just one element such as conservation areas.  To include others 
would make the aim too long and could lead to claims of some issues being omitted.  We 
see no need to change the aim.  
 
5.   We note the point about the conflict between reducing the need to travel and the 
construction of the new Forth Crossing.  The latter is already under construction as a 
national infrastructure development within National Planning Framework for Scotland 2.  
As such it is not a proposal within the plan, and we see no reason why the aim of 
reducing travel should not stand as one of the principles on which SESplan is founded. 
 
6.   With regard to food security we accept the authority’s view that its inclusion within the 
plan is not appropriate, given that it is dealt with through the Scottish Government’s 
agriculture policies, under which the planning system has a limited role.  No modification 
is required. 
 
Rural development 
 
7.   Our comments above regarding the vision are relevant here also.  We note the 
authority’s argument regarding Scottish Planning Policy, and the reference to rural 
planning in aim 1.  Given the general nature of these aims, appropriate for a strategic 
level document, the aims do not refer specifically to other types of development area.  
This is effectively left to the development strategies, with implementation through local 
development plans.  There is no need for further specific rural reference in the aims. 
 
Housing and brownfield 
 
8.  Specific detail on housing is provided through the relevant policies.  The aims are 
necessarily general in nature and we accept the authority’s argument that some of the 
requested changes are too detailed.  Regarding aim two, the issues raised are effectively 
to ensure the plan delivers sufficient housing land in the right places.  The detail of this is 
dealt with under the relevant housing issues 15-19, where significant modifications are 
recommended. 
 
9.   We note however the Scottish Planning Policy definition of housing requirement, set 
out in its glossary, as covering both ‘need’ and ‘demand’, and several of the 
representations request the insertion of ‘demand’ in the aim.  As it is currently worded the 
aim is somewhat ambiguous.  The first part refers to enabling delivery of housing 
requirements.  To do this would require meeting both ‘need’ and ‘demand’, in accordance 
with Scottish Planning Policy.  As worded the aim refers only to contributing to housing 
need, which does not meet the delivery of housing requirements.  This could be 
addressed be deleting ‘contribute’ and including ‘demand’, and would provide greater 
clarity for the aim of the housing strategy. 
 
10.   With regard to brownfield land Scottish Planning Policy is quite clear at paragraph 
80 about the preference for the use of previously developed land over greenfield sites.  
We find aim 6 entirely consistent with this national policy.  Moreover, the promotion of 
brownfield land does not preclude the development of other land.  The use of the word 
appropriate gives some leeway as to the specific type of development on any one site, 
and it would be for local development plans to assess specific sites.  We are not 
therefore persuaded of the need for any modification to this aim. 
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Key sectors 
 
11.   Tourism is already referred to as a key sector within the profile of the region, and as 
being of strategic importance to the SESplan area (paragraphs 13 and 98 respectively).  
The plan therefore recognises the importance of tourism within the overall plan 
framework.  We note that some of the other key economic activities listed in the same 
context do not have specific supporting references within the aims.  (See also the 
reporter’s conclusions under Issue 11.) 
 
12.   We accept the authority’s view that as national developments are established 
through National Planning Framework for Scotland 2 there is no need for a further 
specific aim of supporting them here.  Including a reference to maximising the potential of 
the area’s location could be added to several of the aims, and we are not persuaded of 
any need for this. 
 
13.   The reference in paragraph 13 to Edinburgh city centre and the west of the city 
could be read as referring to the activities mentioned in the first part of the paragraph.  
There are several other locations within the plan area, other than Leith, which are not 
mentioned specifically here.  We accept the authority’s argument that Leith is referred to 
in the regional core section of the plan, as are other areas in their relevant regional 
section.  We see no need for any modification. 
 
Transport 
 
14.   The authority acknowledges there may be merit in including ‘sustainable’ in the 
wording of the third aim of the plan.  Arguably transport is one of the areas that can make 
the greatest difference to the sustainability of development.  Sustainability is not referred 
to elsewhere in the aims, and its inclusion here would draw from the reference to it in the 
vision.  We believe this proposed inclusion therefore has merit. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
The following modifications should be made to the proposed plan: 
 
1.  Delete aim 2 and replace with: 
 
“Set out a strategy to enable delivery of housing requirements to support growth and 
meet housing need and demand in the most sustainable locations.” 
 
2.  In aim three, after ‘and’ insert: ‘sustainable modes of’. 
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Issue  2 
 

 
Spatial Strategy 
 

Development plan 
reference: 

Section 3, Page 06 – 14, Policies 1A and 1 B, 
Figures 1 and 2 

Reporter: 
Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
The Strategy and Delivery 
 
PP/0019/0001 Cramond & Harthill Estates 
PP/0029/0002 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd 
PP/0038/0004, 0005 & 0008 Forkneuk Consortium 
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0042/0001 Scottish Property Federation 
PP/0053/0003 The Crown Estate 
PP/0054/0003 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land 
PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0059/0005 Bellway Homes 
PP/0064/0003 Wallace Land Investment & Management 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0074/0003 & 0004 Wemyss & March Estate 
PP/0087/0002 Lord Wemyss Trust 
PP/0094/0005 & 0006 Muir Homes Ltd 
PP/0095/0002 & 0003 Campion Homes Ltd 
PP/0096/0003 & 0004 R & A Kennedy 
PP/0097/0001 Rosebery Estates Partnership/Catchelraw Trust 
PP/0098/0001 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
PP/0133/0001 Holder Planning for Miller Homes                                                          
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd 
PP/0167/0005 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0005 Leith Central Community Council 
 
Policies and Figures 
 
PP/0021/0025 Royal Society for Protection of Birds 
PP/0022/0001 Ashdale Land & Property Company 
PP/0023/0007 Ashfield Commercial Properties 
PP/0031/0005 & 0008 Forth Ports Ltd 
PP/0035/0002 Northumberland County Council 
PP/0037/0001 Charlesfield First LLP 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd 
PP/0061/0003 Lothian Estates 
PP/0062/0002 & 0003 Scottish Power Generation Ltd 
PP/0067/0003 Sigma Capital Property 
PP/0068/0003 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd  
PP/0073/0005 & 0006 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0080/0001 Jehovah’s Witnesses – Lothian & Borders 
PP/0083/0003 Sudlow Trust 
PP/0111/0001 David Campbell 
PP/0160/0003 Dalrymple Trust 
PP/0161/0003 Alfred Stewart  
PP/0167/0003-0005 The Cockburn Association 
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Other 
 
PP/0022/0008 Ashdale Land & Property Co 
PP/0023/0008 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd  
PP/0029/0003 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd 
PP/0031/0006 Forth Ports Ltd 
PP/0038/0003 Forkneuk Consortium 
PP/0054/0004 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land 
PP/0079/0001 NHS Lothian 
PP/0108/0005 Scottish Natural Heritage  
PP/0110/0003 Uphall Estates 
PP/0111/0003 David Campbell 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes 
PP/0116/0001 New Town & Broughton Community Council 
PP/0119/0002 Ladykirk  
PP/0120/0004 The Glen Estate 
PP/0168/0025 Leith Central Community Council 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Section 3, Page 06 – 14, Policies 1A and 1B, Figures 1 and 2 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
The Strategy and Delivery 
 
PP/0019/0001 Cramond & Harthill Estates: The Strategy should be re-visited as regards 
approved development plans and committed development to ascertain the likelihood of 
sites being developed in the timescales. If this is unlikely these sites should be removed 
or reserved for a later period. Smaller sites should be brought forward. Sites, which lie 
adjacent to existing and proposed major traffic corridors, should be promoted. 
Continuation of the currently approved strategies is unrealistic.  
 
PP/0029/0002 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: Para 20-30 of the Spatial 
Strategy should make a firmer case to justify the plan’s single housing market area 
approach. It should also demonstrate a wider spatial awareness of other factors of 
housing demand. 
 
PP/0038/0004 Forkneuk Consortium: Economic slowdown has had a major impact on 
housing completions across the country.  However, the argument is more complicated 
than just a delivery problem.  Both slow delivery and a lack of supply of suitable effective 
sites are factors in failing housing land supply.  Without a range of allocations directed 
towards well-connected, easily serviceable and sustainable locations, the development 
industry will continue to struggle to bring forward large strategic sites that are constrained 
by large infrastructure costs.  
 
By allowing more allocations to come forward, developers have more options, better 
options and alternatives to select in order to overcome the constraints that hamper 
existing strategies.  By insisting that these new allocations are directed towards 
sustainable locations well served by existing infrastructure capacity, many of the barriers 
inhibiting existing allocations will be bypassed.  More activity stimulated by more 
allocations and more choice for developers is one of the ways SESplan can contribute to 
economic recovery in the region. 
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PP/0038/0005 Forkneuk Consortium: The assertion that existing plans and strategies are 
central to meeting the aims of SESplan is highly questionable. Many of these plans and 
strategies came from the Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan adopted in 2004.  The 
situation the South East Scotland city region finds itself in is fundamentally different from 
that of 2004.  
 
The result of these changes has left many allocations across the SESplan area 
ineffective and will be unable to contribute to the aims of the SDP.  More pertinently, 
these sites would fail to meet the criteria set out in paragraph 55 of PAN 2/2010.  
 
Where allocated sites have not delivered housing to date, such sites should be 
reassessed under the relevant legislation that has emerged since these strategies were 
formulated.  Central to this reassessment should be strict sustainability criteria, 
minimising any encouragement of development that relies on car based travel and 
promoting explicitly sustainable modes of transport.  
 
The suggested amendments acknowledge the value of continuity with previous strategies 
as long-term aims for the future of the region.  However, this endorsement is qualified by 
a need to apply specific criteria, namely effectiveness as defined in the PAN and 
sustainability as set out in the SPP and SESplan aims.  
 
SESplan should take the lead in promoting renewed development activity in places that 
can demonstrate an ability to accommodate development in the short to medium term. By 
doing this, the new generation of development plans avoid the mistakes of the past. 
 
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0005 
Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0003 Wallace Land Investment & Management: The Spatial 
Strategy inhibits the delivery of the housing requirement for each of the LDPs. 
 
PP/0042/0001 Scottish Property Federation: There is concern amongst members that 
much of the land identified in SESplan was identified in previous Structure Plans and 
many large‐scale allocations are undeliverable.  SPF believes that the current amount of 
phasing of development in the Proposed Plan will be inadequate to achieve the vision. 
 
PP/0053/0003 The Crown Estate: The spatial strategy does not simulate development in 
the short term. This is contrary to paragraph 70 of the SPP. There should also be an 
allowance for other suitable smaller sites within the Strategic Development Areas to be 
allocated. The plan is too strongly influenced by the current market downturn and does 
not take a broad view. This is contrary to the requirements of paragraph 70 of the SPP.  
 
PP/0054/0003 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: The assertion that existing plans and 
strategies are central to meeting the aims of SESplan needs further testing. Where 
allocated sites have not delivered housing to date, SESplan must reassess these sites to 
examine whether they remain appropriate allocations. Central to this should be the 
application of strict sustainability criteria, minimising development that will rely on car 
based travel and promoting access to explicitly sustainable modes of transport.   
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Homes for Scotland are content with the five sub-
regional areas as a basis for assessing the spatial strategy.  It is difficult to understand 
how the proposed housing allocations have been derived. There is no mention of 
demand and supply when deriving the spatial strategy or the analysis of housing land 
requirements which support it. Viability and marketability should have been considered 
more in devising the spatial strategy and land allocations. In Figure 2, it is unclear why 
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the Plan shows tram lines 1B, 1C and 3. Disputes the rationale for the housing element of 
the spatial strategy set out in paragraphs 22–27.  It is wrong to place undue emphasis on 
market conditions today.  Recommends SESplan takes same approach as North East 
Scotland Structure Plan Alteration 2009. This is the approach advocated in the Scottish 
Government’s response to the Glasgow and Clyde Valley Proposed Strategic 
Development Plan. Paragraph 23 seeks to change the basis of the Housing Need and 
Demand Assessment (HNDA) by reference to later projections undermining the basis of 
SPP and other Government guidance.  Where sites have become unviable through falling 
land values or a declining market for certain products, the issue is whether those sites will 
deliver against the housing requirement or whether additional allocations of viable sites in 
marketable locations are necessary. Paragraph 25 is incorrect in that allocating more 
land in this context would not constitute ‘over-allocation’.  Paragraph 26 omits the key 
point that the SDP should give guidance to each LDP on the amount of land to be 
identified for the 10 year life of the LDP.  Paragraph 27 summarises the key problem with 
the plan, that land is allocated on the basis of sustainability and infrastructure but not 
market considerations.  
 
Regional Core 
 
Homes for Scotland have no objection to the four strategic areas identified but seek 
further consideration of the impact of: the postponement of tram lines 1B, 1C and 3: the 
changes in proposals for Leith Docks; and major employment developments to the east 
and south-east of Edinburgh and the appropriateness of the housing allocations in west E 
Lothian. Homes for Scotland also question the scale of housing proposed in Edinburgh 
West.   The Proposed Plan has not considered issues of providing more housing 
opportunities in and close to Edinburgh, especially opportunities for family housing and 
affordable housing and consider the new allocations in the Proposed Plan inadequate. 
The proposal to allocate a further 500 new homes in Edinburgh by 2019, and 500 by 
2024, is inadequate. 
 
East Coast 
 
There is no consideration of the potential to generate further investment through 
development.  The Proposed Plan disregards growing employment on the south-east 
side of Edinburgh and around Craighall/Musselburgh.  The problem of delivering 
affordable housing is clearly linked to the limited delivery of market housing in the area. 
The Proposed Plan will perpetuate this problem.  The housing proposals in E Lothian are 
based on an overly-optimistic view of existing land supply. The current established land 
supply will be exhausted by 2019, other than the proposed new settlement at Blindwells. 
The strategy of the plan is to divert development away from the source of demand to 
other parts of the plan area. 
 
Fife Forth 
 
The issues in Fife Forth relate to a shortfall of proposed land against demand, combined 
with an inherited approach of seeking to allocate land in a number of locations which are 
considered marginal or unmarketable by the industry.  
 
Midlothian/Borders 
 
The strategy of both the Proposed Plan and previous Structure Plan is clear – that 
Midlothian (and West Lothian) should accommodate demand displaced from other parts 
of the area. Homes for Scotland has no objection to any sub-area having a generous land 
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supply, but question is whether the scale of land allocations in Midlothian can actually be 
delivered in market terms, or whether a wider distribution of land in other areas is also 
required to provide greater choice in the market. The build rate implied by the available 
plus proposed land in Midlothian is well in excess of anything achieved historically.  It is 
notable that many of the reasons stated for supporting development in Midlothian are the 
same ones used to oppose development in East Coast. 
 
Development in Scottish Borders has been based on assumptions of growth related to 
the Waverley rail line and attracting some growth out of the Lothians. However, there has 
been a tendency to look beyond the most marketable areas around Peebles and the 
Melrose/Galashiels/Kelso area towards less marketable locations to the south. The risk 
for the LDP is allocating too much land away from the marketable areas and away from 
the Waverley line corridor. 
 
West Lothian 
 
The issue as recognized in paragraphs 90–91, is deliverability in the short-term. Homes 
for Scotland demand/supply analysis shows a short-term deficiency and considers that 
the shortfall against demand requires identification in the Local Development Plan of 
further short-term opportunities to maintain a 5-year supply. 
 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate: The assertion that established and approved 
development plan strategies accord with the vision and aims is problematic and 
unjustified, particularly in relation to existing housing allocations. 
 
The spatial strategy cannot accord with the aims. The strategy of continuing with 
established and approved strategies will fail to ensure the delivery of housing 
requirements.  
 
PP/0074/0004 Wemyss & March Estate: The Spatial Strategy fails to address potential 
conflicts between committed development and the aims of the SDP. 
 
PP/0087/0002 Lord Wemyss Trust: The thirteen Strategic Development Areas (SDAs) 
are broadly supported. Notwithstanding, within these areas, it is considered that the 
Spatial Strategy remains too reliant on the timely delivery of the major allocations 
contained within existing development plans. Disappointingly, the Proposed Plan simply 
‘carries forward’ existing major strategic land allocations. Major allocations are inherently 
fraught with ‘deliverability’ difficulties; significant up-front infrastructural provision and 
costs and, in the case of some brownfield sites, land instability and/or ground 
contamination constraints. 
 
PP/0094/0005 Muir Homes Ltd: Paragraph 23 suggests that the present level of 
housebuilding is a delivery issue rather than related to the supply of effective sites. To 
continue with a failed policy, which is in effect is what Strategic Development Areas 
amount to, appears irrational and illogical unless supported by a range of other 
development opportunities to at least cushion the impacts of delayed delivery of the 
Strategic Development Areas. Paragraph 25 must recognise that these strategies are 
failing to deliver and therefore the only pragmatic response is an approach allowing 
effective sites to come forward within the development plan process. Reducing the level 
of need/land requirements based on economic factors, potentially of limited duration, 
does not accord with SPP which requires for the full needs of each Housing Market Area 
to be met in full. Wider economic, social and environmental policy objectives should also 
be taken into account when determining the scale and distribution of the housing 
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requirement and the housing supply target for an area. Additional effective housing land 
allocations to support the Spatial Strategy should be provided in order to meet the 
required delivery levels. Paragraph 27 states that housing growth will be steered to areas 
where there is infrastructure capacity or which minimise the requirement for additional 
investment. This statement is incorrect.  
 
PP/0094/0006 Muir Homes Ltd: The Spatial Strategy embodies the present 
approaches/strategies contained within the extant structure plans covering the SESplan 
area.  There should be an assessment of the continued relevance of these 
approaches/strategies being taking forward.  SESplan requires to be more flexible by 
recognising the benefits (and deliverability) of community based housing land allocations. 
SESplan requires to provide a context for local development plans to address/meet the 
needs of communities. There are opportunities to deliver new housing development in 
areas with the required infrastructure capacity that are being ignored.  Other means of 
delivering much needed housing should be an integral part of the SESplan strategy going 
forward, particularly in the short/medium term. This would fit with the preferred approach 
in the MIR.  The strategy should recognise the contribution that smaller community based 
allocations can make to effective delivery.  The potential for each settlement to grow 
should be assessed along with any further infrastructure required to deliver development. 
 
PP/0095/0002 Campion Homes Ltd: Paragraph 23 suggests that the present level of 
housebuilding is a delivery issue rather than related to the supply of effective sites. To 
continue with a failed policy, which is effect is what Strategic Development Areas amount 
to, appears irrational and illogical unless supported by a range of other development 
opportunities to at least cushion the impacts of delayed delivery of the Strategic 
Development Areas.  Paragraph 25 must be recognise that these strategies are failing to 
deliver and therefore the only pragmatic response is an approach allowing effective sites 
to come forward within the development plan process.  Reducing the level of need/land 
requirements based on economic factors, potentially of limited duration, does not accord 
with SPP which requires for the full needs of each Housing Market Area to be met in full. 
Wider economic, social and environmental policy objectives should also be taken into 
account when determining the scale and distribution of the housing requirement and the 
housing supply target for an area.  Additional effective housing land allocations to support 
the Spatial Strategy identified, should be provided in order to meet the required delivery 
levels. Paragraph 27 states that housing growth will be steered to areas where there is 
infrastructure capacity or which minimise the requirement for additional investment. This 
statement is incorrect.  
 
PP/0095/0003 Campion Homes Ltd: The Spatial Strategy embodies the present 
approaches/strategies contained within the extant structure plans covering the SESplan 
area.  There should be an assessment of the continued relevance of these 
approaches/strategies being taking forward.  SESplan requires to be more flexible by 
recognising the benefits (and deliverability) of community based housing land allocations. 
SESplan requires to provide a context for local development plans to address/meet the 
needs of communities.  There are opportunities to deliver new housing development in 
areas with the required infrastructure capacity that are being ignored. Other means of 
delivering much needed housing should be an integral part of the SESplan strategy going 
forward, particularly in the short/medium term.  This would fit with the preferred approach 
in the MIR.  The strategy should recognise the contribution that smaller community based 
allocations can make to effective delivery.  The potential for each settlement to grow 
should be assessed along with any further infrastructure required to deliver development. 
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PP/0096/0003 R & A Kennedy: It is noted that the underlying strategy embodies the 
approaches/strategies contained within the extant structure plans. There should be a full 
and rigorous assessment of the continued relevance of these approaches/strategies 
being taking forward otherwise the process cannot be demonstrated as sound and 
robust. SESplan requires to be more flexible by recognising the benefits (and 
deliverability) of more community based housing land allocations whether located within 
or outwith the strategic development areas, particularly in East Lothian. SESplan requires 
to provide a clear context for local development plans to address/meet the needs of 
communities rather than being wholly centred on trying to deliver development in very 
large scale allocations. The potential for moderate sized allocations, 2-300 houses 
within/adjacent to settlements should be considered/provided for where they can 
contribute positively to the delivery strategy. Where settlements, such as Tranent, have 
the capacity to absorb/deliver such development then the development framework should 
provide for such areas to be delivered through the local development plan process. There 
are opportunities to deliver new housing development in areas with the required 
infrastructure capacity that are being ignored. Other means of delivering needed housing 
within settlements should be a part of the strategy going, particularly in the short/medium 
term. The strategy should recognise the contribution that smaller/medium sized 
community based allocations can make to effective delivery. By retaining this approach, 
that being the preferred approach within the MIR, the potential to stimulate the housing 
sector is diminished therefore lower demand/completions will occur.  It will fail to increase 
sustainable economic development within the area. The level of flexibility that this 
“bottom-up” community based approach would provide would allow a wide range of 
developers interests to be active in the short/medium term.  
 
PP/0096/0004 R & A Kennedy: Paragraph 23 suggests that the present level of 
housebuilding is a delivery issue rather than related to the supply of effective sites, so too 
is the over-reliance by development plans on large scale residential land allocations 
(Blindwells among others). To continue with large scale development allocations within 
Strategic Development Areas appears irrational and illogical unless supported by a range 
of other development opportunities. Delivery of a range of smaller/mid size allocations 
(100 to 300 units) within the Strategic Development Areas or elsewhere would appear the 
most appropriate way forward. Paragraph 25 states must recognise that these strategies 
are already failing to deliver. 
 
Wider economic, social and environmental policy objectives should also be taken into 
account when determining the scale and distribution of the housing requirement and the 
housing supply target for an area. Paragraph 27 states that housing growth will be 
steered to areas where there is infrastructure capacity or which minimise the requirement 
for additional investment. This statement is patently incorrect.  
 
PP/0097/0001 Rosebery Estates Partnership & Catchelraw Trust: Some of the approved 
strategies will have been arrived at to meet different Structure Plan requirements, 
different needs and demands, and may no longer be effective or appropriate in the larger 
context of the SESplan area. Consideration should be given to the inclusion of an 
additional category “Major development” that is possible outwith SDAs in sustainable 
locations identified by the LDPs. The requirement for new development proposals to 
compliment and not undermine the delivery of existing committed development is not 
acceptable. Object to figure 1 – The Spatial Strategy. The distribution of development is 
not considered to meet need and demand.  The SDP should also indicate the possible 
locations and scale of development for the period 2024-2032 and this should be 
annotated on Fig 1 to guide LDP’s in identifying the green belt boundary. Object to figure 
2. This figure depicts the green belt, which we do not consider to be an item of strategic 
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infrastructure, and is an unnecessary duplication of the designation on figure 1. We do 
not agree that the issue is “one of delivery rather than supply” (para 23), we consider the 
issue to be more one of the “effectiveness” of the supply. We do not agree that “allocating 
further land in the short term would undermine existing development plan strategies and 
provide for an over allocation of housing land” (para 25).Generous supply of land for 
housing not provided as stated. Increase shortfall by 10-20% to provide this. Object to 
Policy 1A. Depending on the Reporters assessment of our other representations, we 
consider there may be a requirement to supplement the SDA’s with additional greenfield 
land in other locations (outwith SDA’s) to meet need and demand in the short and 
medium term in the area they arise. 
 
PP/0098/0001 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Some of the approved strategies will have been 
arrived at to meet different Structure Plan requirements, different needs and demands, 
and may no longer be effective or appropriate in the larger context of the SESplan area. 
Consideration should be given to the inclusion of an additional category “Major 
development” that is possible outwith SDAs in sustainable locations identified by the 
LDPs (such as South Queensferry), and/or consider identifying South Queensferry as an 
SDA. The requirement for new development proposals to compliment and not undermine 
the delivery of existing committed development is not acceptable. Object to figure 1 – The 
Spatial Strategy. The term “Committed” should be changed to “Established/Effective”. 
The distribution of development is not considered to meet need and demand. The SDP 
should also indicate the possible locations and scale of development for the period 2024-
2032 and this should be annotated on Fig 1 to guide LDP’s in identifying the green belt 
boundary. Object to figure 2. This figure depicts the green belt, which we do not consider 
to be an item of strategic infrastructure, and is an unnecessary duplication of the 
designation on figure 1. We do not agree that the issue is “one of delivery rather than 
supply” (para 23), we consider the issue to be more one of the “effectiveness” of the 
supply. We do not agree that “allocating further land in the short term would undermine 
existing development plan strategies and provide for an over allocation of housing land” 
(para 25).Generous supply of land for housing not provided as stated. Increase shortfall 
by 10-20% to provide this. Object to Policy 1A. Depending on the Reporters assessment 
of our other representations, we consider there may be a requirement to supplement the 
SDA’s (South Queensferry for example) with additional greenfield land in other locations 
(outwith SDA’s) to meet need and demand in the short and medium term in the area they 
arise. 
 
PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes: East Lothian Coast Spatial Strategy Assessment (Area 23) 
should be included in East Lothian SDA. It is highly accessible and appropriate as an 
area where strategic development can be accommodated. SESplan’s Spatial Strategy 
Assessment does not appear to be based on a comparative assessment as claimed. Its 
conclusions therefore lack credibility. 
 
Contrary to the assessment conclusion regarding accessibility, we consider Area 23 to be
highly accessible due to the availability of public transport links (notably rail). 
 
As far as the other criteria are concerned, there is little difference between Area 23 and 
other parts of East Lothian which are been identified as preferred locations for 
development. It should therefore not have been excluded from the East Lothian SDA. 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: SESplan does not provide an indication of 
where land should be allocated in local development plans or an indication of possible 
scale and location of housing land up to year 20 of the plan. The plan fails to guide the 
right development in the right location. Contrary to SPP. The assertion that existing plans 
and strategies are central to meeting the aims is questionable.  The result of these 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

23 

changes has left many allocations across the SESplan area ineffective and, due to a 
combination of factors, will be unable to contribute to the aims of the SDP. Where 
allocated sites have not delivered housing to date, such sites should be reassessed. 
Restricting supply will not validate these strategies if they have failed in the past neither 
will it force them to become effective, particularly in the short term.  It is difficult to 
understand how the detail of proposed development within the sub-areas has been 
derived. The Spatial Strategy Assessment note does not explain in any detail how the 
area was divided into 30 Strategic Assessment Areas. There is no mention of the 
marketability of the areas. Paragraph 25 is incorrect.  Rather than rely on existing 
strategies, it is recommended that all development be subject to rigorous assessment in 
the re-calculation of housing land supply.  
 
PP/0168/0005 Leith Central Community Council: The SDP identifies 5 sub-regional areas 
and within these 13 Strategic Development Areas (SDA) which are primary locations of 
growth and investment. LCCC is not part of any of these, sitting in between the Docks 
and the City Centre. 
 
Policies and Figures 
 
PP/0021/0025 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: Policy 1B: The wording is vague and 
unsuccessfully attempts to cover a suite of issues, including habitat and landscape 
designations and protected species. Clarification of “Phase I Habitats” is required, as this 
is not a designation.  
 
PP/0022/0001 Ashdale Land & Property Company: Support identification of West Lothian 
as Sub-Regional Area and SDA in Policy 1A. 
 
PP/0023/0007 Ashfield Commercial Properties: Support identification of East Lothian as 
Sub-Regional Area and SDA in Policy 1A. 
 
PP/0031/0005 Forth Ports Ltd: As a significant level of housing is proposed at the Port of 
Leith it is appropriate for the Spatial Strategy to recognise Forth Port Ltd’s position. The 
Spatial Strategy, including Figure 1 and Policy 1A requires to acknowledge Forth Ports 
Ltd’s change of strategy at the Port of Leith. As it stands, the Spatial Strategy does not 
clearly recognise the Port of Leith as a location for port operations and off-shore wind 
integrated manufacturing, identified by the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (N-
RIP) or Forth Ports Ltd’s stated position to retain the Port in operational use. 
 
PP/0031/0008 Forth Ports Ltd: Figure 1 - The Spatial Strategy under the heading Fife 
Forth Growth and Development, recognises NPF2 National Development 6 Additional 
Container Freight Capacity on the Forth. To reflect NPF2 this should be stated as, “…with 
development of Rosyth for additional container freight capacity and other port related 
activities….”  The proposal to develop a container port is the subject of a Public Inquiry 
and it should be noted that this may require alteration to the final Plan depending on the 
outcome of the Inquiry. 
 
PP/0035/0002 Northumberland County Council: Policy 1B refers to the protection of 
nationally and internationally designated sites, including heritage sites. It would be helpful 
if a reference is provided to the need to have regard to development impact outside the 
Plan area. This will be relevant where ‘indirect’ impacts are an issue. As development 
pressure increases, there will be increased potential for developments close to the 
borders to affect sites in Northumberland.  This is also relevant with regard to Paragraph 
124 and Policy 10 on Page 47. 
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PP/0037/0001 Charlesfield First LLP: Policy 1B is not a strong enough statement to 
assist the authorities contributing to the SESplan to meet their carbon reduction 
obligations. SESplan should provide a strong framework for the LDPs.  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: The “committed” housing supply figures in Figure 
1 need to be clarified.  The figures as set out in Figure 1 currently refer only to Proposed 
Plan allocations within the proposed SDAs, and do not reflect the total “committed 
housing supply” in the sub‐regions.   
   
Figure 1 is not an accurate representation of the SESplan Spatial Strategy, as it does not 
provide a complete picture of the effective housing land supply in the Plan area.  Figure 1 
should be amended to include the effective housing land supply, both within and outwith 
SDAs.  An additional Figure 1a should be inserted after Figure 1 which should illustrate 
the Strategic Development areas only. 
 
At paragraph 23, the Plan suggests that: “The issue is one of delivery rather than supply”. 
The issue is not as simple as delivery and supply.   
   
Whilst there may be a place for major strategic allocations, they will not alone deliver the 
housing units required in this Plan period.   
 
PP/0062/0002 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: Policy 1B should recognise the role of 
LDP’s in promoting the delivery of national developments. 
 
PP/0062/0003 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: Include a statement on implications of 
national development status (see PP/0062/0002) which requires LDP’s to promote and 
facilitate them through policy and site specific land use policies. 
 
PP/0061/0003 Lothian Estates; PP/0083/0003 Sudlow Trust: Wider comments on housing 
and providing flexibility have been raised in accompanying representations.  Flexibility 
should be integral to development policy principles set out within Policy 1B. 
 
PP/0080/0001 Jehovah’s Witnesses – Lothian & Borders: Amend Policy 1B. 
PP/0067/0003 PPCA for Sigma Capital Property; PP/0068/0003 PPCA for Regenco 
(Winchburgh) Ltd; PP/0160/0003 PPCA for Dalrymple Trust; PP/0161/0003 PPCA for 
Alfred Stewart: Policy 1a does not provide the spatial certainty required of it by SPP. 
 

PP/0073/0005 & 0006 Hallam Land Management: Objects to Policies 1A and 1B. 
 
Policy 1A in respect of the East Coast Sub Region and East Lothian SDA identifies the 
area as being one of restraint when considered with other policy implications. 
 
Policy 1B emphasises the theme of restraint by identifying the environmental safeguards to 
the exclusion of positive and proactive guidance which would assist in supporting housing 
and sustainable economic development.  This is contrary to SPP, Government policy and 
market demand which is being suppressed across all tenures.  
 

PP/0111/0001 David Campbell: The Green Belt is essential to the character of the 
SESplan area, yet the concept of "green belt release" appears in paragraph 4.2 
(Regional Core), as if it could be considered a routine procedure.  If Green Belt Policy is 
to survive it is important for SESplan to strengthen rather than weaken it.  Otherwise 
another key aim, maintaining the distinction between existing settlements, will be 
undermined. 
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PP/0167/0003-0005 The Cockburn Association: We note that the Strategy states that 
there is sufficient land supply for development needs for the plan period up to 2032. In 
this respect, housing land allocations are based on trend data. This has inbuilt 
inaccuracy, it would be prudent to keep this under frequent review. We believe it is 
sensible to acknowledge that present economic difficulties are adversely affecting the 
delivery of developments and to phase growth accordingly during the plan period.  In 
principle, we welcome the statement about improving transport and other infrastructure 
required to support existing and new development.  
 
Other 
 
PP/0023/0008 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd: The Spatial Strategy aims to 
encourage key development sectors and promote a sustainable growth pattern. The 
identification of improvements to key infrastructure will only support the development 
industry by way of assisting the delivery of required land uses which will contribute 
towards the overall aim of sustainable economic growth in the right locations. 
 
PP/0031/0006 Forth Ports Ltd: The National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (N-RIP) 
highlights the very specific locational needs of the offshore wind industry and these 
requirements should be recognised in the spatial strategy. 
 
PP/0038/0003 Forkneuk Consortium: The SDP has a responsibility to ensure an 
adequate effective housing land supply is delivered.  
 
The current wording of paragraph 25 of SESplan suggests the opposite is being 
proposed, with local plans directing the SDP on housing land supply.  Whilst it is agreed 
that new allocations will not help where the barriers to development are a general lack of 
finance for buyers, this is not the case in all stalled developments in the region.  
 
PP/0038/0008 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0054/0004 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: 
Committed development must be reassessed to steer towards the most sustainable 
locations. Our amendment strengthens the Spatial Strategy by linking it in with the 
Regional Transport Strategy and ensures that sustainability principles are applied 
Strengthening the Spatial Strategy in this way will allow all development to contribute to 
sustainable economic growth. 
 
PP/0079/0001 NHS Lothian: Significant investment and improvements are anticipated 
within the NHS Estate. It is likely these updates will occur within the lifetime of the SDP. 
The SDP should acknowledge that the NHS estate is evolving and that existing facilities 
may in the near future require to be expanded and site uses intensified. Similarly, as 
detailed, the modernisation of the estate is expected to give rise to the requirement to 
develop new community based facilities across the Lothians.  In addition to primary care 
such facilities also include the care of the elderly, Child Health and Children's Services 
and mental health care. 
 
PP/0108/0005 Scottish Natural Heritage: The development of the spatial strategy has not 
been sufficiently informed by the environmental assessments in the ER. The spatial 
strategy provides insufficient detail to adequately guide the production of LDPs. The 
spatial strategy does adequately not incorporate the mitigation identified in the ER. 
 
PP/0110/0003 Uphall Estates: Site at Uphall fully accords with the Spatial Strategy. 
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PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes: SPP therefore expects Planning Authorities to allocate a 
generous supply of land in order to “give the flexibility necessary for the continued 
delivery of new housing even if unpredictable changes to the effective land supply occur 
during the lifetime of the plan.” SPP also identifies that housing land should be identified 
“well ahead of land being required for development to specifically assist in providing 
certainty for developers and infrastructure providers…” Sites should be appropriate and 
effective to meet need and demand and released in good time and SPP specifically 
identifies that ‘settlement strategy may not reflect past trends’. 
 
PP/0119/0002 Ladykirk Estate; PP/120/0004 The Glen Estate: Support for SDA 12 
Peebles-Innerleithen yet a positive recognitions should be made to the potential building 
groups and rural infill sites can have in the delivery of the rual housing requirement. 
 
PP/0022/0008 Ashdale Land & Property Company: Spatial Strategy should aim to 
encourage key development sectors and promote a sustainable growth pattern. The 
identification of key infrastructure improvements will support the development industry 
and will contribute to the overall aim of sustainable economic growth. 
 
PP/0029/0003 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: There is no discussion in the 
Proposed Plan, or the supporting Housing Technical Note about whether any of the 13 
preferred Strategic Development Areas (SDAs) are – more or less attractive to the 
market; what characteristic of demand and supply they exhibit, or whether the resultant 
distribution of land supply is actually capable of being developed/delivered by the market.  
Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd does not dispute the diagram on page 7 and 
8 of the Plan, but would prefer that the 13 SDAs selected were justified or explained, 
based on the background work undertaken. 
 
PP/0111/0003 David Campbell: SESplan recognises that its projections are unreliable 
(see paragraph 24 of The Spatial Strategy). 
 
PP/0116/0001 New Town & Broughton Community Council: Welcomes mention of 
Edinburgh’s World Heritage Site. 
 
PP/0168/0025 Leith Central Community Council: Summary of Assessment Findings for 
Strategic Growth Areas Table 5: Preferred Strategy: Edinburgh Waterfront: Impact on Air 
quality.  Although the dockland area is currently undeveloped, and the air quality 
relatively good, Leith itself suffers from bad air pollution, which will only get worse if 
development in the docks commences. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
The Strategy and Delivery 
 
PP/0019/0001 Cramond & Harthill Estates: Page 6: Paragraph 18: line 5 
“Central to meeting the Aims”… to be replaced with “The Aims take account of 
implementation of established and approved development plan strategies…” 
The Spatial Strategy 3rd Paragraph 1st line remove ‘not undermine’ to read: “New 
development proposals will complement the delivery of existing committed development.” 
 
Page 11: Paragraph 22- New 2nd sentence- “However as SESplan is to ensure for 20 
years it is also important to plan for growth and to provide impetus to the housing 
construction industry.” 
Paragraph 23: Delete last line. 
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Paragraph 25: Remove 2nd sentence- reword. “Allocating further development land in the 
short term would allow for an increase in housebuilding to support economic growth and 
provide properties in locations which can be developed with minimum infrastructure 
investment.” 
 
PP/0029/0002 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: Explain in the Proposed Plan 
how the Spatial Strategy relates to the supporting documentation, the Housing Technical 
Note and the Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical Note. 
 
PP/0038/0004 Forkneuk Consortium: Modification sought to provide a more sophisticated 
review of sites already allocated in existing development plans.  The change realigns the 
plan with government planning guidance as well as giving a much more realistic appraisal 
of the challenges facing the development industry.  The amendment calls for a sufficient 
and flexible supply of sites to avoid site constraints impacting on the housing land supply. 
 
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0005 
Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0003 Wallace Land Investment & Management: Modify 
paragraphs 31 to 94 including each Sub Regional summary to take account of the 
revised housing land requirements set out in Representations PP/0040/0001, 
PP/0055/0001 and in the supporting papers. Figures 3 to 7 as set out in the Proposed 
Plan need to be deleted and/or revised. 
 
PP/0042/0001 Scottish Property Federation: Non stated. 
 
PP/0053/0003 The Crown Estate: The Proposed Plan should adopt the High Growth 
Scenario contained in the Main Issues Report. 
 
There should not be an over reliance on the delivery of large strategic sites. 
 
PP/0038/0005 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0054/0003 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: 
It is proposed that paragraph 18 is modified with the following: 
“Central to meeting the aims [of SESplan] are the implementation of established and 
approved development plan strategies where they accord with the policy framework 
established within this Strategic Development Plan and can demonstrably provide for 
new development in accordance with the Vision and Aims of the SDP. 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Rewrite paragraphs 22–25 to base requirements on 
HoNDA outcomes plus generous land supply/flexibility.  Paragraph 26 should refer to 
land requirements by LDP areas. It should also show an indicative distribution of land for 
the period 2024–32. Paragraph 27 should refer also to market demand as a factor in 
determining spatial strategy. A review of suitable areas taking account of marketability 
may change the list of Strategic Development Areas in Policy 1A. 
 
The modifications to the Regional Core and East Coast Sub Regional Areas sought in 
this representation are summarised and considered in Regional Core and East Coast 
Schedule 4s.  
  
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate: It is proposed that the last sentence of 
paragraph 18 this statement is replaced with the following: 
“Central to meeting the aims [of SESplan] are the implementation of established and 
approved development plan strategies only where they accord with the policy framework 
established within this Strategic Development Plan and can demonstrably provide for 
new development in accordance with the Vision and Aims of the SDP.” 
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PP/0074/0004 Wemyss & March Estate: It is proposed that ‘The Spatial Strategy’ is 
changed to the following: 
“The Strategic Development Plan Spatial Strategy […] builds on existing committed 
development where these commitments continue to meet the vision and aims of the SDP. 
It focuses further development along preferred corridors linked to the Regional Core and 
based on the Regional Transport Strategy, optimising connectivity and access to services 
and jobs.”  
 
PP/0087/0002 Lord Wemyss Trust: Consideration should be given to meeting housing 
land requirements through the phased extension of existing settlements in a given growth 
area. In the event that the existing strategic land allocations are retained as a minimum, 
appropriate policy provision is made at a strategic level for alternative sites to come 
forward for consideration where it can be demonstrated that such allocations are no 
longer effective. 
 
PP/0094/0005 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0002 Campion Homes Ltd: Paragraph 23 
should be amended: Last line removed and replaced with “Notwithstanding any short 
term issues, Scottish Planning Policy requires SESplan to make full provision for 
estimated housing need/demand. In addition to the 13 Strategic Development Areas 
provision will be made for a range of further community/settlement based residential 
allocations in order to address housing requirements particularly in the early years of 
SESplan when delays in the delivery of many of the Strategic Development Area and 
“committed” structure plan developments are likely”. 
 
PP/0094/0006 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0003 Campion Homes Ltd; PP/0096/0003 R & 
A Kennedy: The Spatial Strategy should have the following text added after the last 
paragraph. While the focus of new allocations will be concentrated within the 13 Strategic 
Development Areas identified within the plan, the role of community/settlement based 
housing land allocations towards meeting the overall aims of SESplan and supporting 
sustainable mixed communities should be fully addressed within local development 
plans. Localised development of a scale to support established communities, utilising 
available infrastructure, and providing an appropriate form of sustainable development 
will accord with SESplan requirements and should be fully addressed/supported in local 
development plans. 
 
PP/0096/0004 R & A Kennedy: Paragraph 23 should be amended to state, in respect of 
the related alteration required to the “Spatial Strategy” (as outlined through a related 
representation) that: 
Last line removed and replaced with “Notwithstanding any short term issues, Scottish 
Planning Policy requires SESplan to make full provision for estimated housing 
need/demand. In addition to large scale residential development within the 13 Strategic 
Development Areas provision will be made for a range of further community/settlement 
based residential allocations (whether within the Strategic Development Areas or 
elsewhere in the area) in order to address housing requirements particularly in the early 
years of SESplan when delays in the development of many of the presently identified 
Strategic Development Areas and “committed” structure plan developments are likely. 
Paragraphs 25 (second sentence) and 27 should be deleted as they are factually 
inaccurate. 
 
PP/0097/0001 Rosebery Estates Partnership & Catchelraw Trust: The first and second 
para of the “Spatial Strategy” (pg 6) should be amended to read “…focussing further 
strategic development along preferred…” and “…within these, further strategic 
development…”.  
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The third para of the “Spatial Strategy” (pg 6) should be amended to read “…the delivery 
of existing effective development..” rather than “committed”. The requirement for new 
development proposals to compliment and not undermine the delivery of existing 
committed development should be removed, or amended to read effective rather than 
committed. 
 
Alter figure 1: 
a) Show an arrow around the outer edge of Edinburgh to identify the location the green 
belt. 
b) The term “Committed” should be changed to “Established/Effective” (this applies 
throughout the plan). 
c) The Proposed Housing figures to be updated. Indicate the possible locations and scale 
of development for 2024-2032 and annotate this on Fig 1 to guide LDP’s in identifying the 
green belt boundary. 
d) Housing numbers displaced from Edinburgh to Midlothian should be redistributed to 
meet that need and demand in the area it arises, and provision made for a generous 
supply, as set out elsewhere. 
 
Take the green belt off figure 2. 
 
Potentially remove “allocating further land in the short term would undermine existing 
development plan strategies and provide for an over allocation of housing land” from para 
25. 
 
Amend Policy 1A in line with modifications elsewhere to provide for major development 
outwith the SDAs. Potentially remove “allocating further land in the short term would 
undermine existing development plan strategies and provide for an over allocation of 
housing land” from para 25. 
 
Increase the shortfall by 10-20% to provide a generous supply of housing land.  
 
PP/0098/0001 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: The first and second para of the “Spatial Strategy” 
(pg 6) should be amended to read “…focussing further strategic development along 
preferred…” and “…within these, further strategic development…” to clarify the intention.  
Facilitate development on areas such as that south of South Queensferry, and/or 
consider identifying South Queensferry as an SDA. The third para of the “Spatial 
Strategy” (pg 6) should be amended to read “…the delivery of existing effective 
development..” rather than “committed”.  The requirement for new development 
proposals to compliment and not undermine the delivery of existing committed 
development is not acceptable and should be removed, or amended to read effective 
rather than committed.  
 
Alter figure 1 as follows: 
a) Show an arrow around the outer edge of Edinburgh to identify the green belt. 
b) The term “Committed” should be changed to “Established/Effective” (this applies 
throughout the plan). 
c) The Proposed Housing figures to be updated. Indicate possible locations and scale of 
development for the 2024-2032 and annotate this on Fig 1 to guide LDP’s in identifying 
the green belt boundary. 
d) Housing numbers displaced from Edinburgh to Midlothian should be redistributed to 
meet that need and demand in the area it arises, and provision made for a generous 
supply, as set out elsewhere. 
Take the green belt off figure 2. 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

30 

Potentially remove “allocating further land in the short term would undermine existing 
development plan strategies and provide for an over allocation of housing land” from para 
25. 
 
Amend Policy 1A in line with modifications elsewhere to either include additional SDAs 
(South Queensferry for example) and/or provide for major development outwith the 
SDAs. 
 
PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes: Amend Figure 1 (Spatial Strategy Assessment) by 
extending the East Lothian SDA northwards to include Area 23 or as a minimum to 
include North Berwick.       
             
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: It is for the SESplan team to propose final 
drafting changes arising out of the issues raised in the above representation. 
 
PP/0168/0005 Leith Central Community Council: LCCC area to be included in SDAs, 
based on the amount of unrealised planning permissions and undeveloped or underused 
brownfield site in the area. 
 
Policies and Figures 
 
PP/0021/0025 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: It is presumed that RSPB are 
seeking modification to Policy 1B and ‘Significant” should be deleted from first bullet point 
of Policy 1B. 
 
PP/0022/0001 Ashdale Land & Property Co: SDA’s to support the development 
aspirations of the SDP and ensure delivery of effective land.  
 
PP/0023/0007 Ashfield Commercial Properties: SDA’s to support the development 
aspirations of the SDP and ensure delivery of effective land.  
 
PP/0031/0005 Forth Ports Ltd: The Spatial Strategy, including Figure 1 and Policy 1A 
requires to recognise that the housing led mixed use redevelopment at the Port of Leith 
will not proceed. 
 
PP/0031/0008 Forth Ports Ltd: To reflect NPF2 National Development, the wording under 
the heading Fife Forth Growth Development requires to be revised as follows:  
“Additional development to be focused in the North Dunfermline and Ore/Upper Leven 
Valley areas with development at Rosyth for additional container freight capacity and 
other port related activities…”  The proposal to develop a container port is the subject of 
a Public Inquiry and it should be noted that this may require alteration to the final Plan 
depending on the outcome of the Inquiry. 
 
PP/0035/0002 Northumberland County Council: Consideration should be given to the 
inclusion of wording in Policy 1B which would take account of any impacts on 
neighbouring areas outside the SESplan area.  
 
PP/0037/0001 Charlesfield First LLP: Change the wording of the fourth inset on page 14 
to read:  
Contribute actively to the response to climate change through supporting innovation in 
the local generation, supply and use of renewable energy, through mitigation and through 
adaptation.  
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PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: Figure 1 should be amended to include the 
effective housing land supply, both within and outwith SDA’s.   
 
An additional Figure 1a should be inserted after Figure 1 which should illustrate the 
Strategic Development areas only.  Amend text of Paragraph 23 by deleting the final 
sentence, and by inserting “effective” in sentence three before land.    
 
PP/0062/0002 GVA Grimley for Scottish Power Generation Ltd: Addition of new bullet 
point within Policy 1B – “Recognise the need for priority national developments as 
defined by Scottish Government and acknowledge a general presumption in favour of 
major infrastructure projects consistent with national development designations. 
Furthermore, Local Development Plans will facilitate the efficient delivery of national 
developments and infrastructure associated with such developments, subject to the 
satisfaction of the relevant matters to be addressed through the development 
management process, as defined by the National Planning Framework.” 
 
PP/0062/0003 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: Include a statement on the implications of 
national development status in accordance with the aforementioned amendments to 
Policy 1B and explicitly require Local Development Plans to promote and facilitate such 
developments through generic development policies and where possible, through 
appropriate site specific land use policies. A statement to that affect should be 
incorporated within figure 2 and at paragraph 28. 
 
PP/0067/0003 Sigma Capital Property; PP/0068/0003 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd; 
PP/0160/0003 Dalrymple Trust; PP/0161/0003 Alfred Stewart: Make Policy 1A more 
locationally specific. 
 
PP/0073/0005 & 0006 Hallam Land Management: In relation to Policy 1B the advantages 
of developing in locations such as Prestonpans should be weighed against the impacts 
which in this case are beneficial.  
 
Policy 1A and Policy 1B need to be re-assessed so that latitude is provided for 
allocations in the Green Belt that provide environmental and sustainable development 
benefits.  Furthermore it should provide a clear indication in relation to how much Green 
Belt land is required as against brown –field and how this can be distributed. 
 
Amendments and modifications are proposed to Policy 1A to better align the housing 
market with East Coast Strategic Development Area. Modifications are also sought to 
Policy 1B Spatial Strategy Development Principles in order to achieve new opportunities 
and improve delivery of development over the plan period in a much more positive way.  
 
PP/0080/0001 Jehovah’s Witnesses – Lothian & Borders: Add to Bullet point 3 ‘ Have 
regard to the need to improve the quality of life within local communities by including 
provision for recreation including places of worship, this together with the aim of 
conserving and enhancing the natural and built environment to create more healthy and 
attractive places to live.’ 
 
PP/0061/0003 Lothian Estates; PP/0083/0003 Clarendon Planning and Development for 
Sudlow Trust:  
Paragraph 25: Add: However, it is recognised that flexibility is of critical importance as 
housing delivery options are investigated and therefore, LPA’s should ensure that 
sufficient land is made available to meet strategic allocations as a minimum, to be 
assessed and justified through the LDP process.  
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Paragraph 26: Amend sentences 2 and 3: ….capable of development in the period up to 
2024. 
  
Policy 1B – Development Principles (Local Development Plans): 
 
Additional paragraph: Ensure that sufficient housing land is allocated to meet the 
identified strategic requirement and that a generous supply (and minimum provision of a 
5 year effective land supply) provides flexibility and deliverability. 
 
PP/0111/0001 David Campbell: The Green Belt should be specified in Policy 1B because 
it is at least as important as the other designations mentioned, and in greater need of 
protection. 
 
PP/0167/0003, 0004 & 0005 The Cockburn Association: Policy 1B: We consider Green 
Belts, should also be included in the 1st bullet. We are concerned that ‘….no significant 
adverse impacts…’ in the 1st and 2nd bullets, implies adverse impacts would be 
acceptable.  ‘Have regard…’ in the 3rd and 5th bullets is too weak and should be 
strengthened. ‘Ensure’ would more closely reflect the aspirations of the Vision and the 
Aims of the SDP. These bullets would benefit from a more specific criterion along the 
lines of ‘The need for new development to be fully integrated into its surroundings and its 
visual impact mitigated through good, high quality design, the provision of open space 
and green networks, planting and general landscaping proposals’.  The 4th bullet should 
also include the need to conserve good quality soils for food production, in order to 
compensate for the loss of other food producing areas in the world due to adverse 
climate change. 
 
Other 
 
PP/0023/0008 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd: No modifications sought. 
 
PP/0031/0006 Forth Ports Ltd: It is appropriate to make reference to N-RIP in paragraph 
22 by making the following amendment:  
 
“The Spatial Strategy therefore aims to respond to the diverse needs and locational 
requirements of different sectors and sizes of businesses whilst being flexible to changing 
circumstances in order to accommodate new economic opportunities, including those 
presented by the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (N-RIP).” 
 
PP/0038/0003 Forkneuk Consortium: Proposed alternative wording to Paragraph 25:  
“Allocating further development land in the short term may be necessary if it is judged 
that there is a shortfall in the five year housing land supply. This would allow developers 
to start delivering housing on sites that are effective and allow additional options to help 
overcome housing land supply shortages”. 
 
PP/0038/0008 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0054/0004 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: 
Amend Spatial Strategy to: 
 
“The Strategic Development Plan Spatial Strategy […] builds on existing committed 
development where these commitments continue to meet the vision and aims of the SDP. 
It focuses further development along preferred corridors linked to the Regional Core and 
based on the Regional Transport Strategy, optimising connectivity and access to services 
and jobs.” 
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PP/0079/0001 NHS Lothian: Significant investment and improvements are anticipated 
within the NHS Estate. It is likely these updates will occur within the lifetime of the SDP. 
The SDP should acknowledge that the NHS estate is evolving and that existing facilities 
may in the near future require to be expanded and site uses intensified. Similarly, as 
detailed, the modernisation of the estate is expected to give rise to the requirement to 
develop new community based facilities across the Lothians.  In addition to primary care 
such facilities also include the care of the elderly, Child Health and Children's Services 
and mental health care. 
 
PP/0108/0005 Scottish Natural Heritage: The spatial strategy should be re-assessed to 
ensure that it properly reflects the issues identified in the ER. The spatial strategy should 
provide greater guidance for the development of the LDPs’ spatial strategies. The Plan 
should incorporate the mitigation measures identified in the ER. In particular we 
recommend greater emphasis on the delivery of the CSGN through LDPs. 
 
PP/0110/0003 Uphall Estates: Non stated. Uphall proposals comply with Policies 1A and 
1B. 
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes: Page 6: Paragraph 18: line 5 
“Central to meeting the Aims”… to be replaced with “The Aims take account of 
implementation of established and approved development plan strategies…” 
The Spatial Strategy 3rd Paragraph 1st line remove ‘not undermine’ to read: “New 
development proposals will complement the delivery of existing committed development.” 
PP/0119/0002 Ristol Ltd for Ladykirk Estate; PP/120/0004 Ristol Ltd for The Glen Estate: 
Policy 1B should be amended accordingly. 
 
PP/0022/0008 Ashdale Land & Property Co: None sought. 
 
PP/0029/0003 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: None stated. 
 
PP/0111/0003 David Campbell: Addition to paragraph 27: 
“The numbers summarized in figure 1 above and broken down in the more detailed 
analysis of each of the 13 SDAs which follows, are indicative, not authoritative.  They are 
not a constraint, and should not be used as a basis for tick-box planning. 
 
PP/0116/0001 New Town & Broughton Community Council: None stated. 
 
PP/0168/0025 Leith Central Community Council: We propose: two ‘xx’ (instead of one x) 
in table 5 to indicate the cumulative effect of this negative impact on the area. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
The Strategy and Delivery 
 
PP/0019/0001 Cramond &Harthill Estates; PP/0038/0004 & 0005 Forkneuk Consortium; 
PP/0053/0003 The Crown Estate; PP/0054/0003 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land; 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0003 & 0004 Wemyss & March Estate; 
PP/0087/0002 Lord Wemyss Trust; PP/0094/0005 & 0006 Muir Homes Ltd;  
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0042/0001 Scottish Property Federation; 
PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0005 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0003 Wallace 
Land Investment & Management; PP/0095/0002 & 0003 Campion Homes Ltd; 
PP/0096/0003 & 0004 R & A Kennedy; PP/0097/0001 Rosebery Estates Partnership & 
Catchelraw Trust; PP/0098/0001 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes; 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

34 

PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0168/0005 Leith Central Community 
Council: No modifications proposed or recommended. The proposed modifications would 
adversely impact on the spatial strategy.  The Strategic Development Area’s (SDA’s) 
were assessed through the Spatial Strategy Assessment process, which was completed 
in line with the guidance in paragraphs 77–85 of SPP (Doc 23) which advise on the 
location and design of new development . The Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical 
Note (SSTN) (Doc 14) explains the methodology used to identify the preferred locations 
for development which underpin the identification of the SDAs in the Proposed Plan.  As 
explained in Chapter 7 of the SSTN (Doc 14), SESplan considered the requirements of 
SPP (Doc 23), existing commitments within development plans and other objectives of 
SESplan and the member authorities, and refined the 15 SSA areas set out in paragraph 
6.1 of the SSTN (Doc 14) to establish 13 SDAs.  The majority of the SDAs in the plan 
coincide directly with the strategic assessment areas with a few exceptions, the 
reasoning for which is set out in Chapter 7 of the SSTN (Doc. 14).  
 
SDAs were identified through a two stage process as follows: 
 
• Stage 1 Assessment 

Excluding internationally and nationally designated natural heritage sites and 
designations in the SESplan area. 

• Stage 2 Assessment 
The remainder of the SESplan area was subdivided into 30 “Strategic Assessment 
Areas” for the Stage 2 Assessment. The selection of areas for this purpose took 
account of geographical features, transport corridors and nodes and existing 
proposals in structure and local plans. Subdivision of the SESplan area allowed a 
comparative assessment of potential locations for future development.  Each of these 
areas was assessed against the following criteria relating to suitability for 
development: 
i)     Accessibility;                                                                                                                
ii)    Infrastructure Capacity;                                                                                              
iii)   Land Availability and Development Capacity;                                                             
iv)   Green Belt;                                                                                                                  
v)    Landscape Designations;                                                                                           
vi)   Regeneration Potential; and                                                                                        
vii)   Prime Agricultural Land.   

 
The first three criteria were of most relevance in selecting SDAs and were given greater 
weight in the assessment of the areas.  
 
The Spatial Strategy Assessment took into account existing strategies and studies. The 
continuation of the strategies of current development plans was chosen for the following 
planning purposes. The SDP brings together the three strategic plans, two of which were 
recently approved in 2009.  It is therefore appropriate that the long term strategies 
recently approved by the Scottish Government provide a feasible and logical starting 
point to develop the spatial strategy.  SPP (Doc 23) encourages City region planning to 
consider the ‘scale and location of the housing land requirement in development plans 
well ahead of land being required for development should assist in aligning the 
investment decisions of developers, infrastructure providers and others’ . The affirmation 
of the existing Structure Plan spatial strategies through the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) 
provides the certainty that is promoted through SPP (Doc 23).  The purpose of the SDAs 
is to set the direction for future development in the SESplan area, i.e. development over 
and above existing allocations.  However, many of the principles that influenced the 
selection of existing allocations will still be relevant.  Paragraph 70 of SPP (Doc 23) 
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states that wider strategic economic, social and environmental policy objectives should 
be taken into account when determining the scale and distribution of the housing 
requirement and that development can be directed to particular locations to achieve 
desired policy outcomes. 
 
The justification for the distribution and breakdown of the SESplan housing requirement 
is discussed in the SESplan Housing Land Schedule 4 Supporting Paper on housing land 
(Doc 20). The scale of development proposed is considered appropriate and the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out a proposed level of housing over the plan periods for the 
SDAs (consistent with SESplan’s approach to wider housing land issues). It will be for the 
LDP to determine the detail of phasing in relation to the time periods. That consideration 
will be informed by housing land audits and the position of the development industry 
within the area. 
 
This approach builds on the spatial findings of the Spatial Strategy Assessment and 
provides continuity for the expectations of communities and the development industry by 
continuing to promote the existing development strategies in the area (as encouraged by 
SPP paragraph 71) (Doc 23). The approach sets out a level of development as informed 
by the SESplan HNDA (Doc 11) and the Housing Technical Note (Doc 12) considering its 
relative merits to accommodate further growth and the prevalent environmental and 
infrastructure constraints, as explained in paragraphs 60–68 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 
1) SDPs are directed by SPP to provide a generous supply of land but there is no 
definition of generous. SESplan has identified what it sees as a generous supply given 
the existing levels of committed development and likely market demand for the 
foreseeable future. The SDP focuses on delivery of completed housing units rather than 
the allocation of additional housing land with little prospect of achieving greater levels of 
new housing. There is an adequate land supply to meet demand in the short-medium 
term across the SESplan area. 
 
In terms of flexibility in the housing land supply, the Proposed Plan Policy 6 allows the 
housing land supply to be re-phased, thereby allowing land to be drawn down from the 
period 2019–2024 into the earlier period 2009–2019. The inclusion of Policy 6 enables 
LDPs to confirm the approach to the phasing of the supply. 
 
Policies and Figures 
 
PP/0021/0025 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. SESplan is committed to preserving, protecting and enhancing (where 
possible) designated sites and species, this will be carried forward through the LDPs. 
PP/0022/0001 Ashdale Land & Property Co; PP/0023/0007 Ashfield Commercial 
Properties: No modifications proposed or recommended. The support for West Lothian as 
a SDA and Sub-Regional Area is noted. 
 
PP/0031/0005 Forth Ports Ltd: No modification proposed or recommended. The 
modifications requested in representation PP/0031/0007 included in Issue 4 – Regional 
Core – Other Issues are also not recommended, therefore the Spatial Strategy, figure 1 
and Policy 1A do not require to recognise that the housing led mixed use redevelopment 
at the Port of Leith will not proceed. For more details please refer to Issue 4 – Regional 
Core – Other Issues. 
 
PP/0031/0008 Forth Ports Ltd: No modification proposed. It is accepted that the 
proposed modification to Figure 1 is not inconsistent with the strategy and aims of the 
Plan, however it would not add value to the Spatial Strategy.  
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PP/0035/0002 Northumberland County Council: No modification proposed.  It is accepted 
that the proposed modification to Policy 1B is not inconsistent with the strategy and aims 
of the Plan, however it would not add value to the Spatial Strategy.  
 
PP/0037/0001 Charlesfield First LLP: No modifications proposed or recommended, this 
would not add value to the Spatial Strategy. SESplan is committed to assisting Scottish 
Government realise the targets as set within National Policy and the National Renewable-
Infrastructure Plan (Doc 26). 
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Figure 1 shows the Spatial Strategy and both committed and proposed housing numbers. 
To insert an additional figure showing only the SDAs is not necessary and would not add 
value. The SDAs are clearly shown, on Figure 1 and 3-7. For more detailed information 
on Effective Land Supply please refer to the response to this representation within Issue 
16 - Housing Land – Components of Housing Land Calculation and the supporting paper 
on housing land.  
 
PP/0061/0003 Lothian Estates; PP/0083/0003 Sudlow Trust: No modifications proposed 
or recommended.  The modifications requested in representations PP/0061/0005 and 
PP/0083/0004 included within Issue 18 – Housing Land - Providing Flexibility are also not 
recommended, therefore the proposed modifications for the Spatial Strategy are not 
applicable.  For more detailed information see the supporting document the Housing 
Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and paragraphs 5.1–5.6) (Doc 20). 
 
PP/0062/0002 & PP/0062/0003 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: No modification 
proposed or recommended. SESplan (along with the Member Authorities) is committed to 
assisting Scottish Government facilitate the development of the National Developments 
as set within National Policy. Although the suggested modifications do not conflict with 
the strategy it would not add value to the Spatial Strategy or aims. 
 
PP/0067/0003 Sigma Capital Property; PP/0068/0003 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd: No 
modification proposed or recommended.  The Strategic Development Plan identifies 
Strategic Development Areas in which to guide development to.  Site specific allocations 
are more appropriately considered in the context of Local Development Plans.  It is for 
the local planning authority to consider whether and how it defines the boundaries of 
SDAs and the extent to which individual sites have the potential to contribute to the level 
of development expected for each SDA.  Further policy guidance on identification of 
additional sites is also set out in Policies 6 and 7 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). 
 
PP/0073/0005 & 0006 Hallam Land Management: No modifications proposed or 
recommended In terms of the modifications proposed to Policy 1B it is considered that 
they would not add value to the Spatial Strategy and that the wording of this policy is 
specific enough to guide planning authorities to take forward and incorporate in to their 
Local Development Plans.  The list of interventions, including infrastructure, required to 
support the delivery of the Plan are set out in the Action Programme (Doc 4).  The plan 
need not reiterate existing infrastructure provision or proposed infrastructure which is 
already set out in other plans or programmes.    
 
With regards to proposed modifications to  Policy 1A the scale of development proposed 
is considered appropriate and the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out a proposed level of 
housing over the plan periods for the SDA’s (consistent with SESplan’s approach to wider 
housing land issues). It will be for the LDP to determine the detail of phasing in relation to 
the time periods. That consideration will be informed by housing land audits and the 
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position of the development industry within the area. 
 
PP/0080/0001 Jehovah’s Witnesses – Lothian and Borders: No modifications proposed 
or recommended. The proposed modification would not add any value to the Spatial 
Strategy or aims. 
 
PP/0111/0001 David Campbell: No modifications proposed or recommended. In terms of 
the modifications proposed to Policy 1B it is considered that they would not add value to 
the Spatial Strategy and that Policy 12 of the Proposed Plan is adequate in 
acknowledging the Green Belt. 
 
PP/0167/0003-0005 The Cockburn Association: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Policy 1B of the SDP does not imply that ‘adverse impacts’ to the Green 
Belt would be acceptable. The first bullet point of Policy 1B refers to large national 
designations rather than local designations.  In terms of the other modifications proposed 
to Policy 1B it is considered that they would not add value to the Spatial Strategy and that 
the wording of this policy is specific enough to guide planning authorities to take forward 
and incorporate in to their Local Development Plans. Food production is not considered 
to be a strategic planning issue but individual local planning authorities may wish to 
explore this in their forthcoming LDPs.  
 
Other 
 
PP/0031/0006 Forth Ports Ltd: No modification proposed or recommended. SESplan 
acknowledges the importance of all national legislation and policy, including the National 
Renewables Infrastructure Plan (Doc 26), as highlighted on the ‘contents’ page of the 
Proposed Plan. Compliance with national legislation and policy is implicit, if not always 
stated, in the Proposed Plan. The proposed modification would not add any value to the 
Spatial Strategy or aims. 
 
PP/0038/0003 Forkneuk Consortium: No modification proposed or recommended.  The 
justification for the distribution and breakdown of the SESplan housing allowance is 
discussed in the SESplan supporting paper on housing land (Doc 20) The scale of 
development proposed is considered appropriate and the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out 
a proposed level of housing over the plan periods for the SDAs (consistent with 
SESplan’s approach to wider housing land issues).  It will be for the LDP to determine the 
detail of phasing in relation to the time periods.  That consideration will be informed by 
housing land audits and the position of the development industry within the area. 
 
This approach builds on the spatial findings of the Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical 
Note (Doc 14) and provides continuity for the expectations of communities and the 
development industry by continuing to promote the existing development strategies in the 
area (as encouraged by SPP paragraph 71). The approach sets out a level of 
development as informed by the SESplan HNDA (Doc 11) and the Housing Technical 
Note (Doc 12), considering its relative merits to accommodate further growth and the 
prevalent environmental and infrastructure constraints, as explained in paragraphs 60–68 
of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) SDPs are directed by SPP to provide a generous supply of 
land but there is no definition of generous. SESplan has identified what it sees as a 
generous supply given the existing levels of committed development and likely market 
demand for the foreseeable future. There is an adequate land supply to meet demand in 
the short-medium term across the SESplan area. 
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PP/0038/0008 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0054/0004 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: 
No modifications proposed or recommended.  It is not considered that the proposed 
modification would strengthen the Spatial Strategy or contribute to sustainable economic 
growth.  The SDAs have been identified through the process outlined in the Spatial 
Strategy Assessment Technical Note (Doc 14).  The selection of areas for this purpose 
took account of (amongst other criteria) transport corridors and nodes. Accessibility was 
a key criterion for selection of the SDAs and was given greater weight in the selection 
process.  The RTS is not specifically referred to as it is addressed under separate 
legislation and therefore does not need repeating.  The Action Programme (Doc 4) 
includes the RTS interventions.  Therefore no further reference is required within the 
Spatial Strategy section of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1.) as this would not add value to the 
overall strategy or aims of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).      
 
PP/0079/0001 NHS Lothian: No modifications proposed or recommended. It is not 
considered that the proposed modification would strengthen the Spatial Strategy. The 
SDAs have been identified through the process outlined in the Spatial Strategy 
Assessment Technical Note (Doc 14). NHS Lothian are one of the Key Agencies who 
have been involved in the development of the Spatial Strategy. Site specific submissions 
are more appropriately considered within Local Development Plans. 
 
PP/0108/0005 Scottish Natural Heritage: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
The Addendum to the Environmental Report (Doc 5) has been prepared in parallel with 
the development of the Spatial Strategy, with all elements having been assessed in terms 
of impact.  The SEA process has been integrated in to the SDP process to ensure all 
significant environmental issues were identified at an early stage and subsequently 
addressed through the preparation of the Proposed Plan. A detailed assessment was 
done for the Strategic Development Areas in order to highlight key issues which provided 
direction for the policies within the Plan, and has also highlighted areas to be covered 
within LDPs. 
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes; PP/0119/0002 Ladykirk; PP/120/0004 Glen Estate: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. The suggested amendments would not add 
value to the Spatial Strategy. 
 
PP/0022/0008 Ashdale Land & Property Co; PP/0023/0008 Ashfield Commercial 
Properties Ltd; PP/0110/0003 Uphall Estates; PP/0116/0001 New Town & Broughton 
Community Council: No modifications proposed or recommended. Support is noted.  
 
PP/0029/0002 & PP/0029/0003 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: No 
modifications proposed or recommended.  The Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical 
Note (Doc 14) provides adequate explanation. 
 
PP/0111/0003 David Campbell: No modifications proposed or recommended.  It is not 
considered that the proposed modification would strengthen the Spatial Strategy. The 
justification for the distribution and breakdown of the SESplan housing requirement is 
discussed in the SESplan supporting paper on housing land (Doc 20) The scale of 
development proposed is considered appropriate and the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out 
a proposed level of housing over the plan periods for the SDAs (consistent with 
SESplan’s approach to wider housing land issues). 
  
PP/0168/0025 Leith Central Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical Note (Doc 14) is not part of 
the Period for Representations. 
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Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
The strategy and delivery 
 
1.   The fundamental issue on which nearly all the representations are based relates to 
the housing land requirement.  They cover three main areas: the number of houses 
actually required during the plan period; the ability of existing sites within the current 
structure and local plans to deliver development; and the need for further land allocations 
to deliver the numbers believed to be required, but not provided for in the current 
proposed plan.  If these representations are accepted it follows that there will be a need 
to modify the plan in terms of the housing figures provided, with consequential 
implications for the strategic development areas, and for the policy and supporting text. 
 
2.   Housing matters are dealt with under Issues 15-20, and the spatial strategy issue 
should be read in conjunction with these.  The key one is Issue 15, which deals with the 
housing land requirement.  In considering this the reporter finds that the authority has 
departed from the outcome of the housing needs and demands assessment.  In particular 
the plan not only omits to identify any figures which reflect the assessed level of housing 
need and demand, but provides only for an ‘additional’ housing land requirement without 
specifying the overall levels of new housing which it seeks to be provided during the 
periods to 2019 and to 2024, either in each local development plan area or across the 
SESplan plan area as a whole. 
 
3.   The implications of this are set out in full under Issue 15, which should be read in 
conjunction with Issue 2.  In brief, at strategic level (Issue 15 paragraph 12), the 
approach adopted by the authority is not consistent with its vision for the plan area.  The 
reporter concludes that the failure to identify and allocate the land required to enable the 
assessed housing needs and demands of the area’s residents and households to be met 
is liable to hinder economic growth and dilute the area’s contribution to the Scottish 
economy. 
 
4.   The reporter proposes the use of supplementary guidance to confirm how much land 
should be allocated in each local development plan area for the periods 2009 to 2019 
and 2019 to 2024, based on an analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and 
environmental capacities and constraints. 
 
5.   The reporter’s recommended modifications on housing Issues 15 to 20 are set out 
collectively in the Annex following Issue 20.  As well as dealing with the specific housing 
issues the Annex sets out consequential modifications to other sections of the plan. 
 
6.   With regard to the spatial strategy the recommended modifications propose the 
deletion of paragraphs 22 to 26 and their replacement with the following text: 
 
“22.  The supplementary guidance which is to be prepared, as required by Policy 5, 
together with subsequent local development plans will determine the distribution of 
further housing development.  Where possible, it will focus new housing development on 
brownfield land and across the thirteen strategic development areas which have been 
identified within the five sub-regional areas.  While the recent economic downturn has 
affected delivery of and demand for housing, it is particularly important in supporting 
economic growth and recovery to ensure that sufficient land is allocated and available for 
housing development in the period up to 2024. 
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23.  The housing requirements have been identified through a housing need and demand 
assessment (HNDA) which has been undertaken for the SESplan area.  There is a 
significant amount of land currently allocated or with planning permission across the 
SESplan area.  The extent to which those sites remain capable of delivering house 
completions by 2024 will be re-assessed in local development plans.  Where necessary, 
alternative sites will be allocated, and a five years’ effective housing land supply will be 
maintained at all times to ensure that delivery is not unnecessarily constrained.   

 
24.  There will continue to be major challenges to the delivery of housing and other 
elements of the plan both in the short and medium terms, due to the limited resources 
available both for development and for the supporting infrastructure. 

 
25.  It is clear that the recession has had a marked effect on both prospective home 
owners and the development industry with the difficulties in accessing finance acting as a 
barrier to both the demand for and delivery of housing.  Allocating sufficient land and 
maintaining a five years’ effective housing land supply at all times will assist in increasing 
the delivery of new housing as soon as restrictions ease.   

 
26.  On the basis of the evidence provided by the housing need and demand assessment 
and in order to provide a generous supply of land, the strategic development plan: 

- identifies the total housing requirement for the SESplan area over the period to 
2032 
- identifies the total housing requirement across the SESplan area which should be 
delivered through housing land allocations in the six local development plans, both 
for the period 2009 to 2019 and for the period 2019 to 2024 
- provides for supplementary guidance to be prepared which will confirm the scale of 
the housing requirements that are to be met by each local development plan in both 
periods 
- gives priority to the development of brownfield land and to land within the thirteen 
strategic development areas.” 

 
Policy 1A would also be modified by deleting the asterisks and associated footnote. 
 
7.   I consider the principles of these proposed modifications are largely in line with the 
requests made in representations under Issue 2, and there is no need for further ones 
regarding strategy and delivery.  I have also considered the proposals for changes to the 
detailed wording of paragraph 18 and the following spatial strategy.  I consider the 
strategy as it stands to be in support of the vision, and taking into account the 
recommended modifications set out above, needs no further adjustment. 
 
Policies and figures 
 
8.   There are a number of references to housing with regard to figure 1 and policies 1A 
and B.  I have set out above recommended modifications to paragraphs 22 to 26 
following the reporter’s consideration of housing Issues 15 to 20.  These effectively 
answer the policy issues raised in this section.  The recommendations also propose 
modifying figure 1 (and the subsequent sub area figures 3 to 7) by removing the 
references and symbols referring to ‘proposed housing’.  These resolve the 
representations relating to figure 1. 
 
9.   Policies 1A and 1B set out development locations and principles within the overall 
context of support for development within the aims of the plan.  I do not consider it 
necessary to repeat this within these two policies.  Policy 1A refers to locations and these 
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are set out clearly under the five sub regional areas and 13 strategic development areas.  
The policy sets out clear requirements for the local development plans.  These are 
developed further in the plan in the sections on the sub regions.  I find no justification for 
further modification of policy 1A.   
 
10.   Policy 1B has an emphasis on the natural and built environment and the quality of 
life.  It is clear in its requirements for local development plans and I do not consider these 
require further general emphasis.  It does not deal implicitly with national developments, 
nor is there any need for this.  The first bullet point refers to designations.  Strictly 
speaking ‘Phase 1 habitats’ are a classification rather than a designation.  For accuracy 
‘classification’ should be added.  See also Issue 26 Green Network. 
 
11.   Figure 1 refers to growth and development at the waterfront, which includes Leith 
harbour.  The type of development is not specified.  Under the section on regional core 
paragraph 36 refers to the support from the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan for 
the development of the port of Leith as a potential location for the manufacture of 
offshore wind infrastructure.  There is no need to repeat this in figure 1. 
 
12.   Under the heading ‘Fife Forth’ figure 1 refers to the development of Rosyth for 
international container business and other port related activities.  This does not comply 
with the description of the proposals in National Planning Framework 2.  I agree therefore 
this text should be modified. 
 
13.   The green belt is dealt with under issue 27, where issues relating to it are properly 
addressed.  Many of the comments made under issue 2 propose modifications that could 
serve to undermine the status of the green belt on favour of development.  I am not 
persuaded these are appropriate under the spatial strategy. 
 
14.   Whilst issues relating to food production are important they are not a strategic 
planning matter.  I agree with the authority they may be relevant in local development 
plans. 
 
Other 
 
15.   As mentioned above, the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan is referred to 
under the regional core, with reference to Leith harbour.  It does not need repeating. 
 
16.   Paragraphs 22 to 26 have been recommended for modification as set out above. 
 
17.   The NHS is one of a number of bodies with significant land holdings and future 
requirements in the area.  Specific proposals on individual sites are a matter for local 
development plans to consider. 
 
18.   The Central Scotland Green Network is dealt with under Issue 26, and does not 
need further reference here.  Policy 1B emphasises the importance of nature 
conservation designations, including at European level.  It is for local development plans 
to take into account the detailed mitigation measures identified in the Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and the addendum to the environmental report.  No further 
detail is necessary at strategic plan level. 
 
19.   I accept the authority’s view that proposed changes to paragraph 3 of the spatial 
strategy would not add value to the plan.  The wording as it stands adds a precautionary 
note whilst retaining its commitment to the delivery of existing committed development. 
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20.   The spatial strategy assessment note is not part of the development plan, and does 
not therefore fall within the remit of the examination. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Modifications should be made to paragraphs 22 to 26 through their deletion and 
replacement as set out in the recommendations for modifications in the Annex following 
issue 20.   
 
2.   Modifications should be made to figure 1, again as set out in the recommendations 
for modifications in the Annex following Issue 20. 
 
3.   In policy 1B, in the first bullet, insert ‘and classifications’ after ‘designations’. 
 
4.   In figure 1, under growth and development referring to Fife Forth, delete ‘international 
container business’ and replace with: “additional container freight capacity”. 
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Issue 3  
 

 
Regional Core: West Edinburgh SDA  
 

Development plan 
reference: The Regional Core - Paragraphs 31 - 47 Reporter: 

David Buylla 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA 
 
PP/0088/0004, 0006 & 0010 Gyle Shopping  
  
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA, but seeking a greater level of 
housing development  
 
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation  
PP/0057/0001 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0060/0001 Royal Bank of Scotland 
PP/0063/0001 Cardross Asset Management  
PP/0064/0001 Wallace Land Investment & Management   
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
 
Representations seeking a reduction in the housing land in West Edinburgh SDA  
 
PP/0027/0004 & 0005 Stephen Glancy 
PP/0030/0002 Dr Simon Jackson 
PP/0092/0001 Lesley Hoyle for Cammo Residents against the Plan  
PP/0140/0001 Mairi Kennedy for Cammo Residents against the Plan  
PP/0144/0001 Marion Finc for Cammo Residents against the Plan  
PP/0146/0001 Orla Duncan for Cammo Residents against the Plan  
PP/0148/0001 Colin Thompson for Cammo Residents against the Plan  
PP/0155/0001 Malcolm & Barbara Wright for Cammo Residents against the Plan   
PP/0050/0001 Sue Warwick 
PP/0051/0001 Justine Bennett  
PP/0052/0001 Gary Bennett  
PP/0147/0001 Cramond & Barnton Community Council  
PP/0084/0001 – 0007 Ken Ireland  
PP/0118/0002 Patrick Mitchell  
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0006 & 0012 Leith Central Community Council  
 
Representations seeking an extension of the West Edinburgh SDA or an additional SDA  
 
PP/0060/0001 Royal Bank of Scotland 
PP/0069/0001 CALA Management Ltd  
PP/0081/0004 Mr & Mrs Philip  
PP/0083/0001 Sudlow Trust  
PP/0098/0002 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group 
PP/0125/0001 & 0007 Stewart Milne Homes  
PP/0126/0001 Taylor Wimpey   
PP/0130/0003 Murray Estates  
PP/0176/0001 Bowlby Trust & Mrs N Bowlby 
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Site Specific Submissions  
 
PP/0063/0001 Cardross Asset Management  
PP/0125/0007 Stewart Milne Homes  
PP/0126/0001 Taylor Wimpey   
PP/0130/0003 Murray Estates  
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Regional Core 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA 
 
PP/0088/0004 Gyle Shopping: West Edinburgh is a prime candidate location for 
additional growth, given that it is a substantial location, already set to experience growth 
in both residential and economic sectors. 
 
PP/0088/0006 Gyle Shopping: The West Edinburgh area is programmed to grow 
substantially over the SESplan period and this growth is supported. 
 
PP/0088/0010 Gyle Shopping: The policy is supported in that it continues to build upon 
committed development and continues to direct growth and investment to the West area 
of Edinburgh. 
 
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA, but seeking a greater level of 
housing development  
 
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation: SPF is very supportive of the development 
of housing next to the international business allocation in West Edinburgh. However, 
there is concern that insufficient land has been allocated and that the SDPA should have 
taken the opportunity to encourage real growth in this area. Allocating a critical mass of 
housing will create a wider genuinely mixed community, located in a sustainable area 
which will be greatly enhanced by access to the tram network once delivered. 
 
PP/0057/0001 Taylor Wimpey: The identification of the West Edinburgh SDA is 
supported given the level of accessibility provided by the existing transport and planned 
transport infrastructure in the area, most significantly the tram route connecting the area 
with the airport and Edinburgh City Centre which will serve a new rail/tram interchange at 
Gogar. Given the high level of connectivity planned within the area, it is essential that the 
development potential of land within the area is maximised.  
 
The representation on Housing Land Requirement submitted on behalf of Taylor Wimpey 
by Holder Planning establishes a shortfall of 10126 in Edinburgh in the period to 2019, as 
opposed to the current 1500 (1000 at West Edinburgh), with a further 3504 in the period 
to 2024, as opposed to 1500 (1000 West Edinburgh), and a further shortfall beyond to 
2032. An appropriate proportion of this latter shortfall figure should be directed to West 
Edinburgh.  
 
Given the scale of the shortfall in Edinburgh, the West Edinburgh SDA should be 
identified as suitable to accommodate significant additional development. This is 
particularly critical given the known position at Port of Leith where a large volume of new 
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housing was planned but it is understood is not now being taken forward. With such a 
significant loss of housing land, it is important that this growth is retained within the city in 
a sustainable way to ensure that it retains the economic benefit of growth and 
agglomeration around areas of high transport connectivity. It is therefore critical that the 
development potential of the land within the West Edinburgh SDA area is maximised and 
allowance therefore made for additional capacity beyond the current 2000 dwellings to 
2024. A strategic review of the green belt would most appropriately form part of this 
process of maximising the development potential within the area.  
 
PP/0060/0001 Royal Bank of Scotland: Believe that there is scope to re-assess the level 
of committed housing, versus proposed new housing, with a particular focus on the 
overall levels being allocated at West Edinburgh and the potential to increase the totals, 
particularly in the latter part of the plan. 
 
PP/0063/0001 Cardross Asset Management: Welcomes the allocation of additional units 
in West Edinburgh as part of the SESPlan proposals. Our client’s site is within West 
Edinburgh to the north of Gogar. Has some concerns with the reference to the 800 units 
committed at present in this strategic development area. The amount of committed units 
in West Edinburgh, 800, should be re-examined and an increased supply promoted to 
ensure a generous supply of housing land. Furthermore, given West Edinburgh’s key 
location in strategic development terms additional Greenfield housing land should be 
promoted in this area.  
 
PP/0064/0001 Wallace Land Investment and Management: The proposed development 
strategy in SESplan fails to recognise the potential to direct new allocations derived from 
SESplan’s housing requirement to sustainable locations where infrastructure is either 
available or can be provided and in locations where there are no environmental 
constraints. West Edinburgh SDA is recognised as being a sustainable location for further 
development.  
 
There is no known infrastructure or environmental constraints to further development 
within West Edinburgh.  Further development in West Edinburgh would make best use of 
existing spare infrastructure capacity and help reduce the cost of planning obligations 
necessary to augment future requirements.  
 
Modifications are therefore proposed to paragraph 42 of the Proposed Plan to clarify the 
future commitment to the release of land in the Green Belt to meet the housing shortfalls 
to 2019 and 2024 over and above what is identified in SESplan for future development in 
West and South East Edinburgh SDAs.  
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Homes for Scotland has no objection in principle to 
the four strategic areas identified. Given the economic gateway status of Edinburgh 
West, is the scale of housing proposed here too small?  

Representations seeking a reduction in the housing land in West Edinburgh SDA 
 
PP/0027/0004 & 0005 Stephen Glancy; PP/0030/0002 Dr Simon Jackson; PP/0092/0001 
Lesley Hoyle for Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0140/0001 Mairi Kennedy for 
Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0144/0001 Marion Finc for Cammo Residents 
against the Plan; PP/0146/0001 Orla Duncan for Cammo Residents against the Plan; 
PP/0148/0001 Colin Thompson for Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0155/0001 
Malcolm & Barbara Wright for Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0147/0001 
Cramond & Barnton Community Council; PP/0050/0001 Sue Warwick; PP/0051/0001 
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Justine Bennett; PP/0052/0001 Gary Bennett; PP/0084/0001–0007 Ken Ireland: Cammo 
Residents against the Plan object to the Spatial Development Strategy for West 
Edinburgh as part of the Regional Core. They wish to see the Strategic Development 
Strategy – Policy 1A and Development Principles – Policy 1B fully assessed against the 
proposals for 2000 houses up to 2024. 

They are not convinced that the scale of growth is justified in numerical or locational 
terms. Furthermore they do not consider that the supporting documentation warrants this 
development of green field land in the Green Belt. Development proposed is premature 
and not based on a proper assessment of environmental conditions or the capacity of the 
transport network.  

Others object to the allocation of 2000 new houses in West Edinburgh, in particular a site 
at Cammo on the grounds of traffic congestion, impact on education facilities and loss of 
greenfield land.        

Some state that the proposals for West Edinburgh contradict Policy 7: Housing 
Development outwith Strategic Development Areas. 
 
PP/0118/0002 Patrick Mitchell: Questioning the allocation of additional housing units 
within the plan, with particular emphasis on the disproportionate additional housing 
proposed in the Edinburgh West area requiring de-facto development of the green belt in 
this area. 
 
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association: Concerns expressed about proposed 
development in this location and the substantial housing element. Concerns in relation to 
the impact of any development on the airport and infrastructure. 
 
PP/0168/0006 Leith Central Community Council: The West Edinburgh SDA is a focus for 
development around an airport expansion.  This is called sustainable, promoted in 
environmental terms which is controversial.  Development on Greenfield land, urban 
sprawl, loss of Green Belt land and part of an expanding airport is not consistent with 
principles of sustainability. 
 
PP/0168/0012: Proposed plan allocates 1,000 houses to West Edinburgh green belt 
(Ratho in 2009-19 and a further 1,000 in 2019-2924. This would conflict with “committed” 
but not built housing in LCCC area.  
 
Representations seeking an extension of the West Edinburgh SDA or an additional SDA 
 
PP/0060/0001 Royal Bank of Scotland:  Believe there is scope to extent the SDA area of 
search further south to include the RBS headquarters. 
 
PP/0069/0001 CALA Management Ltd: The West Edinburgh SDA (Area 10) should be 
extended to include South West Edinburgh (Area 11) as identified in the Spatial Strategy 
Assessment (SSA).  Currie is a sustainable and accessible location for new strategic 
housing development and should be included in the SDP.  The West Edinburgh SDA 
should be extended for the following reasons: 
• SESplan does not provide for a generous supply of housing nor does it identify its 

possible location far enough into the future; 
• SESplan’s Spatial Strategy Assessment, which underpins the identification of SDA’s, 

is superficial and does not appear to be based on a comparative assessment as 
claimed; 

• When measured against the seven assessment criteria identified in the SSA there is 
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little to distinguish Area 10 form Area 11.  Indeed, like Area 10, Area 11 is one of the 
most accessible locations in the city region and we agree with the conclusion in the 
SSA that it has potential to accommodated development on a strategic scale; 

• The SSA concludes that Area 11 includes landscape designations and prime 
agricultural land and that development could have a potentially detrimental impact on 
the Green Belt, and these appear to be the reasons why it has not been identified as 
part of the West Edinburgh SDA.  However, SESplan’s own Green Belt review 
identified land north of Currie as suitable for development; 

• In our view, matters such as protecting landscape designations, prime agricultural 
land and Green Belt can be assessed at the LDP stage.  It is therefore wrong to 
exclude an area with accepted strategic development potential at this stage of the 
process. 

  
PP/0081/0004 Mr & Mrs Philip; PP/0083/0001 Sudlow Trust: The West Edinburgh SDA 
definition does not provide sufficient capacity to accommodate the 2,000 unit strategic 
allocation.  The proposed sites include major economic locations including the 
International Gateway site and Edinburgh Park and it is considered that, when assessing 
the potential scope for development within the currently defined SDA, a significant 
shortfall will occur unless high-rise development is advocated which would be contrary to 
good planning and urban design principles in this edge of city location (and also within 
the immediate vicinity of the Airport).   
  
It is considered that the SDA definition should be broadened to include reference to key 
transport corridors west of the city which are well served by public transport including the 
A70, which benefits from existing rail provision.   
  
The allocation could therefore be accommodated within a range of deliverable sites on 
the western edge of the city, linked to good public transport provision, including the 
proposed Gogar, Maybury and Edinburgh Park locations in addition to sites within the 
A70 corridor that benefit from suitable landscape capacity and design linkage.   
  
Additionally, the 2,000 unit allocation should not be restricted in terms of timescales, with 
the SDP guiding the LDP to accommodate the full allocation to ensure deliverability and 
flexibility, given that a significant proportion of the proposed supply is to emerge from 
mixed-use sites.  
 
PP/0098/0002 Taylor Wimpey: We Object to the Regional Core section.  Consideration 
should be given to the identification of a further SDA at South Queensferry the reasoning 
(green belt prime quality agricultural land and landscape sensitivity) for disregarding it 
appear equally applicable to West Edinburgh.  In the absence of this, and given the 
highly sustainable nature of the location, provision should be made for a further category 
of development “Major” (50-299 units) that can be identified through LDPs to meet the 
additional shortfall identified and to provide a range and choice of housing location.   
  
The first sentence of this section should be amended to read “…Strategic development 
will be focussed on four SDA’s at…” and depending on the Reporters consideration of 
our representations elsewhere, include an additional sentence after the above as follows: 
“…and further local and major developments will be identified by LDPs in sustainable 
locations, where capacity is available or capable of being provided, and green belt 
objectives will not be compromised to supplement the supply and meet needs and 
demands in the areas they arise”.  
 
Distinguish between “allocated” and “effective” supply.  
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Remove the speculation over the waterfront.  The site is developable in the absence of 
an allocation.  
  
Figure 3 needs to be amended to reflect the ambition to reindustrialise Leith Docks.  
Consider including, if appropriate, a designation showing a SDA at South Queensferry.  
  
Figure 3 also needs to be amended to update Tram Line 1A both in terms of it running as 
far as Leith Docks and on Fig 7 shown extending beyond the M8/M9 Junction.  
 
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group:  Due to the scale of additional land required in the 
Regional Core to replace Leith, we consider that there is a need to undertake a detailed 
review of the existing Edinburgh Green Belt to identify the capacity and location for new 
housing land releases.  This further review should identify locations that do not fully meet 
Green Belt objectives and can, instead, be developed to meet the identified housing land 
shortfall.  This would include a suggested new SDA to the west of the A720 and centred 
on Woodhall Mains.  
 
PP/0125/0001 & 0007 Stewart Milne Homes:  Support for the identification of Ratho as a 
sustainable marketable deliverable location for residential development as part of the 
West Edinburgh SDA. 
 
PP/0126/0001 Taylor Wimpey: Support for the identification of South Queensferry as a 
sustainable marketable deliverable location for residential development as part of the 
West Edinburgh SDA. 
 
PP/0130/0003 Murray Estates: We propose that the West Edinburgh SDA should be 
extended to include EGD, within which the Local Development Plan (LDP) can allocate 
land for development. An assessment of EGD has been undertaken on behalf of Murray 
Estates using the seven criteria set out the SESplan Stage 2 Assessment of Strategic 
Development Areas; Accessibility, Infrastructure Capacity, Land Availability and 
Development Capacity, Green Belt, Landscape Designations, Regeneration Potential and 
Prime Agricultural Land. This concluded the following: 
 
• The EGD area is highly accessible and should not be excluded from the West 

Edinburgh SDA, particularly when there are areas identified within other SDAs which 
are much less accessible; 

• There is a clear argument in transportation terms for the extension of the West 
Edinburgh’s southern boundary to the Edinburgh to Glasgow Central railway line, or 
beyond that to include the Lanark Road Villages; 

• Studies of the local utility capacities in West Edinburgh and EGD illustrate that land to 
the south of the currently proposed West Edinburgh SDA is in some cases better 
placed than land within the SDA; 

• There is little or no distinction to be drawn between Areas 10 and 11 on the basis of 
Land Availability and Development Capacity; 

• The three criteria: Accessibility, Infrastructure and Land Availability & Development 
Capacity are supposedly attributed most weight by the Spatial Strategy Assessment. 
However, from the analysis undertaken there is no evidence that Area 11, or indeed 
the land area comprising the EGD, is any less suitable for development than Area 10; 

• On the basis of landscape character, Green Belt sensitivity and landscape 
designations, the LCA’s and Green Belt areas are not as sensitive and have more 
potential for accommodating development than the SESplan reports indicate. In 
landscape terms, either all or part of Area 11 should form part of the West Edinburgh 
SDA; 
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• EGD can assist in the regeneration of neighbouring areas which suffer from 
deprivation, in particular Sighthill and Wester Hailes; 

• In terms of prime agricultural land Areas 10 and 11 are fairly similar. 
 
Our assessment shows that the land which comprises the EGD justifies inclusion within 
the West Edinburgh SDA and therefore we consider that the boundary should be 
amended accordingly. 
 
PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs N Bowlby: A formal representation is lodged in 
respect of the non-identification of South Queensferry as a development location. Land 
specifically to the south and west of South Queensferry has several identifiable 
advantages for future development. 
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0063/0001 Cardross Asset Management; PP/0125/0007 Stewart Milne Homes; 
PP/0126/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0130/0003 Murray Estates: The above 
representations include reference to specific sites being promoted for predominantly 
housing development. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA 
 
PP/0088/0004, 0006 & 0010 Gyle Shopping: None sought.   
  
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA, but seeking a greater level of 
housing development  
  
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation: None specified, although, representation 
expresses concern that insufficient housing land has been allocated and that the SDPA 
should have taken the opportunity to encourage real growth in this area.  
  
PP/0057/0001 Taylor Wimpey: The tables beneath Figure 3 – Regional Core should be 
amended to propose a total of 10126 dwellings in the period to 2019, and 3504 in the 
period 2019-2024 across the West Edinburgh and South East Edinburgh SDAs.  The 
committed housing attributed to Edinburgh Waterfront should be reduced to reflect the 
revised development aspirations of the Port of Leith.  
  
PP/0060/0001 Royal Bank of Scotland: Believe that there is scope to re-assess the level 
of committed housing, versus proposed new housing, with a particular focus on the 
overall levels being allocated at West Edinburgh and the potential to increase the totals, 
particularly in the latter part of the plan. 
 
PP/0063/0001 Cardross Asset Management: Increase the amount of proposed housing 
units in the period 2009–2019 and 2019–2024 for West Edinburgh.  Reduce the 
committed 800 units in West Edinburgh following a review of the ineffective sites 
presently being accounted for.  
 
PP/0064/0001 Wallace Land Investment and Management: Modify paragraph 42 by 
adding a new sentence at the end of the paragraph Land releases in the Green Belt will 
continue to be supported in sustainable locations within the SDAs to meet the City’s 
housing requirement to 2024.  
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PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Regional Core – the text should refer much more 
strongly to the Plan’s Vision, and the key role of the Regional Core as the source of 
demand for economic activity, housing, retail, cultural activity and so on.  It should 
address the implications of not meeting demands in and close to Edinburgh and weigh 
whether these are acceptable or can be mitigated.  The Plan should contain substantial 
additional land allocations in and close to Edinburgh, which would require a strategic 
review of the Green Belt.  
 
Representations seeking a reduction in the housing land in West Edinburgh SDA  
  
PP/0027/0004 & 0005 Stephen Glancy; PP/0030/0002 Dr Simon Jackson: Reconsider 
the plans to build in West Edinburgh in greenfield sites and plan new housing around the 
existing brownfield sites, many of which remain empty and undeveloped. 
 
PP/0092/0001 Lesley Hoyle for Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0140/0001 Mairi 
Kennedy for Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0144/0001 Marion Finc for Cammo 
Residents against the Plan; PP/0146/0001 Orla Duncan for Cammo Residents against 
the Plan; PP/0148/0001 Colin Thompson for Cammo Residents against the Plan; 
PP/0155/0001 Malcolm & Barbara Wright for Cammo Residents against the Plan: Please 
review the development proposals in the light of Policy 1A and 1B so that the analysis 
and decisions taken are transparent and spelt out with the general platitudes and jargon 
removed. It is disappointing that the planning authority has not already done this.  

PP/00147/0001 Cramond & Barnton Community Council: Extend beyond ‘West 
Edinburgh SDA’ the area available to accommodate the additional 2000 houses and 
enable modest enlargement of existing communities to better make use of the existing 
infrastructure.  
 
PP/0050/0001 Sue Warwick: Work should cease on planning for development north of 
the Glasgow Road and confine the new housing to the south of the Glasgow Road and 
along the tramway system. 
 
PP/0051/0001 Justine Bennett; PP/0052/0001 Gary Bennett: Leith Docks is a preferred 
option as that is what the land reclamation was designed for- people moving into that 
area know what they are moving into – a small town.  Keep all development if any 
confined to these areas.  Alternatively aim to fill the already 200 houses that are empty 
around the city of Edinburgh.  
 
No Development on green field sites.  Especially leave the Cammo fields alone.  
 
PP/0084/0001–0007 Ken Ireland: No support for development on land at Cammo.  
 
PP/0118/0002 Patrick Mitchell: It is proposed that the proportional allocation of future 
build housing units be re-examined with their allocation across the whole of Edinburgh to 
ensure that proposed additional housing numbers can be accommodated outwith the 
green belt area. 
 
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association: Non Stated. 
 
PP/0168/0006 Leith Central Community Council: We propose LCCC area to be included 
in SDAs, based on the amount of unrealised planning permissions and undeveloped or 
underused brownfield site in the area. 
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PP/0168/0012 Leith Central Community Council: We therefore propose policies that 
ensure that these commitments are taken up first, before new land is allocated away from 
the city centre. 
 
Representations seeking an extension of the West Edinburgh SDA or an additional SDA   
  
PP/0069/0001 CALA Management Ltd: Amend the plan in Figure 1 (The Spatial Strategy 
Assessment) and Figure 3 (The Regional Core) to extend the delineation of West 
Edinburgh Southward to include an area approximating to Areas 10 and 11 as identified 
in the SSA.  
 
PP/0081/0004 Mr & Mrs Philip; PP/0083/0001 Sudlow Trust: 
Figure 3 (1) – Regional Core (West Edinburgh): Amend: Replace timescales (2009-19 
and 2019-24) for implementation of housing allocations with single 2009-24 allocation.   
Paragraph 38 - Amend line 1: ….The West Edinburgh SDA includes an internationally 
recognised area of economic importance including Edinburgh Airport.   
 
Paragraph 39 - Add after last line: The core growth area within the SDA is to be 
augmented by additional, suitably scaled allocations within the existing established public 
transport A70 corridor. Additional sites within this location should be well-defined and be 
sited within areas of landscape capacity with strong links to existing urban areas, 
services and transport.   
 
Paragraph 41 - Amend: Replace reference to 2009-19 and 2019-24 with a single 2,000 
unit allocation in the period 2009-24.  
 
PP/0098/0002 Taylor Wimpey: Include an additional SDA at South Queensferry, and 
include provision for “Major” (50-299 units) development outwith SDAs to be identified in 
LDPs.  
  
Amend the first sentence should be amended to read “…Strategic development will be 
focussed on four SDA’s at…” to emphasise that not all development is to be in SDA’s as 
set out elsewhere in our representations.  Depending on the Reporters consideration of 
our representations elsewhere, there may be justification in including an additional 
sentence after the above amended sentence as follows “and further local and major 
developments will be identified by LDPs in sustainable locations, where capacity is 
available or capable of being provided, and green belt objectives will not be compromised 
to supplement the supply and meet needs and demands in the areas they arise”.  
Amend Paras 33 and 34 to use consistent terminology.  
  
The introductory para and para 34 need to be revised to remove the speculation over the 
waterfront.  
  
Figure 3 needs to be amended to reflect the ambition to reindustrialize Leith Docks which 
may significantly reduce the number of “Committed” units.  
  
Figure 3 also needs to be amended to reflect the up to date position on the Tram, in 
particular Line 1A, which is shown as running as far as Leith Docks (and on Fig 7 shown 
extending beyond the M8/M9 Junction).  
 
PP/0102/001 G1 Property Group: Due to the scale of additional land required in the 
Regional Core to replace Leith, we consider that there is a need to undertake a detailed 
review of the existing Edinburgh Green Belt to identify the capacity and location for new 
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housing land releases.  This further review should identify locations that do not fully meet 
Green Belt objectives and can, instead, be developed to meet the identified housing land 
shortfall.  This would include a suggested new SDA to the west of the A720 and centred 
on Woodhall Mains.  
 
PP/0125/0001 & 0007 Stewart Milne Homes: Identification of Ratho as a sustainable 
marketable deliverable location for residential development as part of the West Edinburgh 
SDA.  
  
PP/0126/0001 Taylor Wimpey: Identification of South Queensferry as a sustainable 
marketable deliverable location for residential development as part of the West Edinburgh 
SDA.  
 
PP/0130/0003 Murray Estates: The SESplan’s settlement strategy should be amended to 
include EGD within a Strategic Development Area.  There are two options for this: 
 
- Area 11 identified in the SSA should be included within the West Edinburgh SDA. 
- Area 10 is extended to include the northern part of Area 11, as far south as the 
Edinburgh – Glasgow Central Rail Line.  This would exclude the settlements of Ratho, 
Juniper Green, Currie and Balerno and land further south.  
 
PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs N Bowlby: Identification of South Queensferry as 
a development location. 
 
Site Specific Submissions  
 
PP/0063/0001 Cardross Asset Management; PP/0125/0007 Stewart Milne Homes; 
PP/0126/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0130/0003 Holder Planning for Murray Estates: n/a 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA 
 
PP/0088/0004, 0006 & 0010 Gyle Shopping: No modifications proposed or 
recommended.  The support as stated, is noted.   
 
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA, but seeking a greater level of 
housing development  
  
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation; PP/0057/0001 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0060/0001 Royal Bank of Scotland; PP/0063/0001 Cardross Asset Management; 
PP/0064/0001 Wallace Land Investment & Management; PP/0066/0002 Homes for 
Scotland: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
 
It is considered that the quantum of development as set out for the West Edinburgh SDA 
is appropriate.  As set out in the Housing Land Requirement S4, and as demonstrated in 
the supporting SESplan Housing Supply Model (Doc 20) sufficient land exists over the 
plan period.  The level of committed development provides for flexibility in the short and 
medium term, and as can be demonstrated through the SESplan Housing Supply Model 
(Doc 20), there is no capacity in the development market to deliver additional housing 
beyond that identified in the plan in the short to medium term.   
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Representations seeking a reduction in the housing land in West Edinburgh SDA  
  
PP/0027/0004 & 0005 Stephen Glancy; PP/0030/0002 Dr Simon Jackson; PP/0092/0001 
Lesley Hoyle for Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0140/0001 Mairi Kennedy for 
Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0144/0001 Marion Finc for Cammo Residents 
against the Plan; PP/00146/0001 Orla Duncan for Cammo Residents against the Plan; 
PP/00148/0001 Colin Thompson for Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/00155/001 
Malcolm & Barbara Wright for Cammo Residents against the Plan; PP/0047/0001 
Cramond & Barnton Community Council; PP/0050/0001 Sue Warwick; PP/0051/0001 
Justine Bennett; PP/0052/0001 Gary Bennett; PP/0084/0001 – 0007 Ken Ireland; 
PP/0118/0002 Patrick Mitchell; PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association; PP/0168/0006 
& 0012 Leith Central Community Council:  No modifications proposed or recommended. 
The proposed modifications would adversely impact upon the spatial strategy.   
  
Those seeking a reduced level of development in the West Edinburgh SDA have 
identified two main issues:  
Impact upon the greenbelt; and Concerns over infrastructure capacity.  
 
Firstly, respondees seeking a reduction in the housing land in the West Edinburgh SDA 
have expressed concerns in relation to the likely impact of any development on the 
greenbelt.  
 
SPP (Doc 23) para 159 indicates that “green belt designation should be used to direct 
development to suitable locations, not to prevent development from happening”. The 
SDP (Doc 1) recognises that development on green belt land may be required to 
accommodate strategic housing requirements (Policy 12 and paras 128–129). 
 
West Edinburgh was identified as a preferred location for development through the 
spatial strategy assessment – see SSA Technical Note (Doc 14). Impact on the green 
belt was one of the assessment criteria. This assessment noted that there is potential for 
strategic development to be directed to Green Belt of lesser significance within the West 
Edinburgh SDA. Para 129 of the SDP (Doc 1) indicates that, when identifying housing 
sites in LDPs, efforts should be made to minimise the impact on green belt objectives. 
This should result in the protection of high quality landscape areas.    
  
Secondly, those respondees seeking less development in the West Edinburgh SDA have 
cited concerns over the infrastructure capacity of the area to accommodate future 
development.  As part of the Spatial Strategy Assessment (Doc 14) it was noted that 
there was significant committed infrastructure improvements in the SDA (Doc 1), which 
are expected to be delivered through the Edinburgh International Partnership, for 
example Gogar Intermodal Station, tram, and road improvements.  Whilst it is noted that 
capacity at the Newbridge Junction is a significant constraint on the strategic network, an 
upgrade to this junction is planned within the first two plan periods (as set out at action 52 
in the Action Programme (Doc 4)).  
 
As part of the Spatial Strategy Assessment (Doc 14), education provision was 
considered.  For example in the West Edinburgh Area, it was noted that Craigmount High 
School has limited spare capacity, with limited scope to expand on the site.  It concludes 
that a catchment review could deliver further capacity.  
  
The City of Edinburgh Council, through its Local Development Plan, will undertake an 
assessment of potential sites to identify proposals to meet the strategic housing 
requirement for West Edinburgh.   
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Finally, since as stated West Edinburgh is identified as an SDA (Doc 1), it is outwith the 
scope of Policy 7, Housing Land Development Outwith Strategic Development Areas, 
which is not applicable in this instance. 
 
Representations seeking an extension of the West Edinburgh SDA or an additional SDA 
  
PP/0060/0001 Royal Bank of Scotland; PP/0069/0001 CALA Management Ltd; 
PP/0081/0004 Mr & Mrs Philip; PP/0083/0001 Sudlow Trust; PP/0098/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey; PP/0102/001 G1 Property Group; PP/0125/0007 Stewart Milne Homes; 
PP/0126/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0130/0003 Murray Estates; PP/0176/0001 Bowlby 
Trust & Mrs N Bowlby: No modifications proposed or recommended.   
 
The West Edinburgh SDA has been assessed through the Spatial Strategy Assessment 
Process.  The Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical Note (Doc 14) explains the 
methodology used to identify the preferred locations for development which underpin the 
identification of the SDAs in the SESplan Strategic Development Plan (Doc 1).  SDAs 
were identified through a two stage process as follows:  
 
• Stage 1 Assessment  

Excluding areas benefiting from internationally and nationally designated natural 
heritage sites and designations in the SESplan area. 

 
• Stage 2 Assessment  

The remainder of the SESplan area was subdivided into 30 “Strategic Assessment 
Areas” for the Stage 2 Assessment (Doc 14).  The selection of areas for this purpose 
took account of geographical features, transport corridors and nodes and existing 
proposals in structure and local plans.  Subdivision of the SESplan area allowed a 
comparative assessment of potential locations for future development.  Each of these 
areas was assessed against the following criteria relating to suitability for 
development: 
i)    Accessibility;  
ii)   Infrastructure Capacity;  
iii)  Land Availability and Development Capacity;  
iv)  Green Belt;  
v)   Landscape Designations;  
vi)  Regeneration Potential; and  
vii) Prime Agricultural Land.    

 
West Edinburgh is recommended as a preferred location for development within the 
Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical Note (Doc 14).  The Technical Note states that, 
West Edinburgh is ranked the most accessible in the SESplan area in terms of the 
employment indicator and second for accessibility to retail.  It also has good accessibility 
to hospital facilities.  There is capacity for strategic development on land close to 
proposed business development and tram and rail services.  Work has already been 
undertaken on transport and other infrastructure requirements through the Edinburgh 
International Partnership.  Development may impact on prime agricultural land, Green 
Belt and landscape designations.  
  
The West Edinburgh SDA contains a level of committed and proposed housing 
development over the plan periods.  This approach builds on the spatial findings of the 
SSA (Doc 14) and sets out a level of development as informed by the SESplan HNDA 
(Doc 11) and the Housing Technical Note (Doc 12).    
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A number of representations seek an extension of the West Edinburgh SDA to include 
South West Edinburgh (area 11 of the Spatial Strategy Assessment (Doc 14)) which 
covers the Currie and Ratho areas and North West Edinburgh (area 9 of the Spatial 
Strategy Assessment (Doc 14)) which includes South Queensferry.  
 
The outcomes of the Spatial Strategy Assessment (SSA (Doc 14)) and the justification for 
identifying West and South East Edinburgh as Strategic Development Areas are set out 
in the SSA Technical Note (Doc 14).  Neither South West nor North West Edinburgh were 
considered to be as suitable for development as the identified SDAs in Edinburgh.  The 
SDP (Doc 1, policy 7) supports small scale development (sites up to 50 houses) in South 
West and North West Edinburgh to address local needs and/or support community 
regeneration objectives.  Larger scale development in these areas would be contrary to 
the SDP’s spatial strategy (Doc 1).    
 
The assessment (Doc 14) noted that the South West area has potential to accommodate 
development on a strategic scale.  It has good regional accessibility to employment (5th 
overall) but this is the lowest score of the areas around Edinburgh.  Accessibility to retail 
and hospital facilities is relatively poor in comparison to other areas around Edinburgh.  
The area includes significant coverage of landscape designations and prime agricultural 
land.  Development could also potentially have a detrimental impact on the Green Belt.   
 
The assessment notes that the North West area has excellent accessibility to 
employment and but scored less well in terms of accessibility to retail and hospital 
facilities compared to other parts of Edinburgh. It may have potential to accommodate 
further strategic development.  However, much of the area is Green Belt, of high 
landscape value and is prime agricultural land. It noted that there re existing allocations 
for around 1500 houses in North West Edinburgh. 
 
It is not considered appropriate to amend the boundaries of the areas used in the 
strategic spatial assessment (Doc 14) to coincide with specific development sites such as 
the Edinburgh Garden District.  
 
Site Specific Submissions  
  
PP/0063/0001 Cardross Asset Management; PP/0125/0007 Stewart Milne Homes; 
PP/0126/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0130/0003 Murray Estates: No modifications proposed 
or recommended.   
 
The SDP Proposed Plan is a concise visionary document which sets the strategic context 
for the development of the city region.  The Strategic Development Areas direct growth to 
the most appropriate locations.  
 
It is for the six Councils through their LDPs to interpret Strategic Development Area 
boundaries locally and to identify suitable sites within these areas to meet strategic 
housing requirements.  
 
In defining the boundaries of the Strategic Development Areas in LDPs, Councils shall be 
guided by the SDP’s Fig 1 and the Spatial Strategy Assessment.  
 
The West Edinburgh Strategic Development Area shown in Fig 1 is the same as Strategic 
Assessment Area 10 identified in Strategic Spatial Assessment Technical Note Appendix 
1 (Doc 14).  
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Policy 7 of the SDP (Doc 1) states that greenfield proposals outwith the identified SDAs 
will not be supported except those identified through LDPs where they are small scale 
and in keeping with the character of the settlement and the local area, where the 
development will not undermine greenbelt objectives, and where any additional 
infrastructure required as a result of the development is either committed or to be funded 
by the developer.  
 
It is not the role of the SDP (Doc 1) to indicate support for specific housing sites. The City 
of Edinburgh Council, through its Local Development Plan, will undertake an assessment 
of potential sites to identify proposals to meet strategic housing requirements in West 
Edinburgh. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Representations stating support for West Edinburgh SDA but seeking a greater level of 
housing development 
 
1.   A number of parties express support for the West Edinburgh Strategic Development 
Area (SDA) being a focus for housing but argue that, given its sustainable and accessible 
location, its economic gateway status and the doubts that exist over the deliverability of 
committed development elsewhere, the proposed strategic development plan (SDP) has 
identified insufficient housing growth within this area. 
 
2.   Some of the representations call explicitly for the boundaries of the West Edinburgh 
SDA to be enlarged.  I have considered these below under the heading “Representations 
seeking an extension to the West Edinburgh SDA or an additional SDA”.  Some however 
do not specifically argue for an enlargement of the SDA, merely that the SDA should be a 
more significant focal point for housing development.  I have therefore addressed this 
argument separately. 
 
3.   In the reporter’s consideration of Issues 15 to 19, he considered representations that 
address the proposed plan’s approach to housing more generally.  He concluded that the 
work that has informed the proposed plan to date is insufficient and that there is currently 
no reliable evidence base for the allocation of housing land.  Consequently, he has 
recommended that the proposed plan be modified to confirm that supplementary 
guidance will be prepared to identify how much land requires to be allocated in each local 
development plan area for the plan periods 2009 to 2019 and 2019 to 2024, based on an 
analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and environmental capacities and 
constraints. 
 
4.  Bearing the above in mind, it is not possible or appropriate for me to consider the 
quantum of housing that is proposed to be directed to the West Edinburgh SDA. 
 
5.  Representations requesting Green Belt boundary changes or the ability for housing 
development within SDAs to take place on green belt land are considered under Issue 
27. 
 
Representations seeking a reduction in the housing land in West Edinburgh SDA 
 
6.   Several representors who contend that the proposed SDP directs too much housing 
to the West Edinburgh SDA, raise specific objection to the development of green field 
land at Cammo.  Another representation contends that development should be directed 
only to land south of Glasgow Road.  However, the allocation of specific sites is not a 
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function of the proposed SDP and will be a matter for subsequent LDPs.  Site specific 
issues are not therefore before me.  And, as I have set out below, the merits of the 
proposed West Edinburgh SDA were assessed on the basis of the entire area that is 
proposed to be designated and there is no evidence to justify a recommendation that the 
extent of this area be reduced.  It will be the case that some parts of the proposed SDA 
are more suited to development than others and this will be addressed when local 
development plans look at site allocations. 
 
7.   The other areas of concern relate to impact on the Green Belt and the adequacy of 
infrastructure capacity.  These objections were presented on the basis of West 
Edinburgh’s unsuitability to be a focus for housing development, particularly in 
comparison with other parts of the city, rather than on an assessment of its capacity to 
accommodate the specific housing numbers that the SDP proposed to allocate to this 
SDA.  As there is no evidence basis for the proposed plan identifying a specific quantum 
of new housing development in the West Edinburgh SDA, I have similarly considered this 
question in these more general terms. 
 
8.   In this regard, it is necessary to bear in mind the Reporter’s conclusion at Issue 18 
that seeking to restrict housing development outwith SDAs to a ‘small scale’, as defined 
in the glossary, may introduce an inappropriate degree of inflexibility, and his consequent 
recommendation that this stipulation be deleted.  This has the potential to reduce the 
significance of SDAs by not restricting larger scale housing development to those 
locations.  Nevertheless, it remains the case that designation of a particular area as a 
SDA provides confirmation that it is a suitable area of search for strategic-scale housing 
development and I have considered these representations on that basis. 
 
9.  The authority undertook a Spatial Strategy Assessment to consider the merits of SDA 
designation across 30 strategic assessment areas (SAAs).  This led to the identification 
of 13 SDAs.  The study employed seven assessment criteria in order to identify those 
that would be most suitable for SDA designation.  These included impact on Green Belt 
and infrastructure capacity.  The Spatial Strategy Assessment concluded that the West 
Edinburgh area, which is now proposed for SDA designation, included developable land 
that was either outwith the Green Belt or was Green Belt land of lesser importance.  With 
regard to infrastructure capacity, it identified no water supply or drainage constraints to 
development and although it identified only limited capacity at Craigmount High School 
and little potential to expand on site, it resolved that this could be addressed by a 
catchment review.  In light of this, and West Edinburgh’s performance against the other 
assessment criteria, which has not been challenged in representations, the authority 
concluded that it would be appropriate for SDA designation.  I agree that, having regard 
to Green Belt impact and infrastructure capacity, there are no grounds to regard West 
Edinburgh as an unsuitable focal point for strategic-scale development. 
 
10.   The expansion of Edinburgh Airport is a national development in the National 
Planning Framework (NPF 2), which is identified in Figure 2 of the proposed plan as a 
necessary strategic infrastructure improvement.  There is no evidence that the 
achievement of this national development would be hindered by the provision of 
additional residential development within the West Edinburgh SDA.  On the contrary, the 
additional employment opportunities offered by the proposed airport expansion 
strengthen the case for directing strategic-scale housing to this location. 
 
Representations seeking an extension to the West Edinburgh SDA or an additional SDA 
 
11.   The West Edinburgh SDA is described in the proposed SDP as an internationally 
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recognised area of economic importance.  In addition to the airport, the new tram line 
runs through the area and there is a proposed multi-modal station at Gogar.  Planned 
public transport improvements associated with the Forth Replacement Crossing and 
Edinburgh Orbital Bus Route are likely to further enhance its accessibility.  West 
Edinburgh was identified as SAA 10 in the Spatial Strategy Assessment referred to 
above.  It emerged from that exercise as a proposed SDA because it scored highly 
against the seven assessment criteria.  Particular weight was given in the assessment to 
accessibility, infrastructure capacity and land availability and development capacity, as 
these are key to the delivery of the proposed SDP’s vision, and the aims that flow from it. 
 
12.   Representors call for the boundaries of the proposed West Edinburgh SDA to be 
extended to include land to the north and to the south.  These areas were identified as 
SAAs 9 and 11 in the Spatial Strategy Assessment.  
 
13.   SAA 9 is entitled North West Edinburgh.  It was ranked second highest in terms of 
accessibility to employment and was the seventh most accessible SAA to hospital and 
retail facilities.  A significant infrastructure capacity constraint was identified at Barnton 
junction with additional concern expressed over increased delays on the M9 spur and 
through Kirkliston.  However no significant water, drainage or education constraints were 
identified.  With regard to land availability and development capacity it was recognised 
that there might be potential for development at South Queensferry.  The Green Belt 
impact assessment identified 10 landscape character areas, of which only four would be 
categorised as of lesser significance.  It was concluded that there was only limited 
landscape capacity for development south of South Queensferry and very limited 
landscape capacity at Craigiehall.  Overall, it was concluded that strategic development 
within SAA 9 would be likely to have a significant impact on the Green Belt.  The area 
was assessed as having predominantly prime quality agricultural land, although this was 
the case with may of the SAAs.  However, unlike some others, this area was considered 
to offer only limited regeneration benefits. 
 
14.  Overall, I consider that SAA 9 has some positive attributes as a location for housing 
development, particularly in terms of its accessibility.  However, it is a less accessible 
location than the proposed West Edinburgh SDA and there is nothing in the 
representations in favour of including this area within the SDA that persuades me that the 
Green Belt impact concerns that the authority identified in its Spatial Strategy 
Assessment are incorrect.  Therefore, bearing in mind the fact that changes the Reporter 
has recommended at Issue 18 would permit large scale housing on appropriate sites 
outwith the SDAs, I conclude that there are no grounds for an enlargement of the SDA to 
include SAA 9. 
 
15.   SAA 11 is entitled South West Edinburgh.  It was ranked fifth in terms of the 
accessibility to employment indicator which is the lowest of the Edinburgh SAAs. 
Accessibility to hospital (14th) and retail (13th) is only average across the SESplan area 
and is poor compared to other Edinburgh SAAs.   Although the area contains Curriehill 
station on the Edinburgh to Glasgow railway, this has limited service and little potential to 
increase the number of stopping trains without delaying inter-city services. The Spatial 
Strategy Assessment identified a number of road infrastructure capacity constraints 
including delays along the A70 and A71 and around Hermiston Gait.  However, school 
and water/drainage infrastructure should pose no significant constraint to development.  
A number of potential development sites have been identified within this SAA and 
potential has been identified for strategic-scale development to take place without using 
Green Belt land of higher significance.  Prime quality agricultural land should pose no 
greater impediment to development here than elsewhere, although the Spatial Strategy 
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Assessment identified little opportunity for development here to provide regeneration 
benefits. 
 
16.   The principal factor which counts against SAA 11’s inclusion within a SDA is its 
relatively poor accessibility.  None of the representations promoting development within 
this area leads me to doubt the authority’s conclusions on this matter and, bearing in 
mind the changes the Reporter has recommended at Issue 18, which would permit large 
scale housing on appropriate sites outwith the SDAs, I conclude that there are no 
grounds for an enlargement of the SDA to include all or part of SAA 11. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
 
No modifications are recommended. 
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Issue  4 
  

Regional Core: Other Issues; South East Edinburgh SDA; 
Edinburgh City Centre SDA; Edinburgh Waterfront SDA; Site 
Specific Submissions Unrelated to Housing Allocation   

Development plan  
reference:  

Regional Core pages 15 - 19 
Paragraphs 31 – 47 
Figure 4 

Reporter:  
Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number):  
 
Representations Stating Support for South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation  
 
Representations seeking less development in South East Edinburgh Strategic  
Development Area  
 
PP/0007/0005 Liberton & District Community Council 
PP/0076/0001 & 0002 Portobello Community Council  
PP/0180/0001, 0003 & 0004 Portobello Amenity Society 
PP/0016/0004 The Cockburn Association 
 
Representations seeking a greater level of housing development in  South East 
Edinburgh Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0040/0007 Hallam Land 
PP/0059/0006 Bellway Homes 
PP/0064/0001 Wallace Land Investment 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0127/0001 & 0002 EDI Group  
PP/0136/0002 Mactaggart & Mickel  
 
South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area Site Specific submissions  
 
PP/0136/0002 Mactaggart & Mickel  
PP/0044/0001 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0072/0004 CALA Management 
PP/0114/0003 Donald Laird 
  
Edinburgh City Centre Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0028/0002, 0006 & 0007 John Lewis  
PP/0088/0009 Gyle Shopping  
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association 
 
Edinburgh Waterfront Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0007/0003 Liberton & District Community Council  
PP/0019/0002 Cramond & Harthill Estates  
PP/0021/0037 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds  
PP/0025/0002 Banks Group 
PP/0031/0007 & 0012 Forth Ports Ltd 
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation  
PP/0058/0006 Taylor Wimpey  
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PP/0040/0007 Hallam Land 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management 
PP/0059/0006 Bellway Homes 
PP/0065/0010 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management 
PP/0064/0001 Wallace Land Investment & Management 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0074/0005 Wemyss & March Estate 
PP/0088/0004 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership 
PP/0097/0002 Rosebery Estates Partnership & Catchelraw Trust 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK ltd 
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group 
PP/0112/0001 & 0002 Deveron Homes Ltd 
PP/0127/0001 & 0002 EDI Group  
PP/0143/0007 Scottish Government   
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0006 & 0013 Leith Central Community Council 
 
Site Specific Submissions Unrelated to Housing Allocation  
 
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farm Ltd  
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates:  

Regional Core pages 15 - 19 
Paragraphs 31 – 47 
Figure 4 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
  
Representations Stating Support for South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area  
  
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation: Similarly, SPF supports the strategy for 
South East Edinburgh and the continued expansion of the area and release of greenbelt 
where necessary. However, whilst the plan refers to the range of infrastructure required 
to support development, there is no detail of how this will be funded.   
  
Representations seeking less development in South East Edinburgh Strategic 
Development Area  
 
PP/0007/0005 Liberton & District Community Council: The scale of development 
proposed in SESPlan for the period 2009–2024, is not considered to be excessive. 
However, SESPlan should be providing guidance which fully recognises the importance 
of the undeveloped land the South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area and the 
contribution it currently makes to the setting of the City of Edinburgh.  The Community 
Council wishes revisions to the text of SESPlan to ensure that the site selection process 
undertaken via the Local Development Plan for the period 2009–2024 takes full account 
of the contribution made by the undeveloped land in the South East Edinburgh Strategic 
Development Area and takes account of more than purely landscape capacity alone.  
 
PP/0076/0001 Portobello Community Council: Portobello Community Council questions 
the need to provide 3,300 new homes over the period to 2019 and 6,850 new homes 
between 2019 and 2024, as we believe that the figures from the previous plan of 2006 
remain unrevised.  We also believe that these figures neither take account of the 2011 
census nor the current economic recession.  
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We therefore feel that the figures relating to the number of houses required which are 
presented in this report are unreliable, and therefore do not justify further erosion of the 
Green Belt.  We are strongly of the view that brown-field sites should always be used 
before Green Belt ones for new housing.  
 
Table 5a, S. E. Edinburgh, which is given in the Environmental Report, states that the 
SDP is to continue housing expansion in S.E. Edinburgh. It admits however, that this 
area contains a number of designed landscapes and listed buildings whose setting could 
be affected. Portobello Community Council believes that the continued expansion of 
housing in S. E. Edinburgh, particularly in the area identified as Brunstane Farmland, 
would have a detrimental effect on the setting of the A listed Brunstane House.  
 
PP/0076/0002 Portobello Community Council: Paragraph 23 states that SESplan 
estimates of housing need and demand are based on 2006 figures. Portobello 
Community Council concedes that there is a demand but questions whether there is a 
need as the paragraph goes on to state that we already have a 21 years supply as it is.  
  
We disagree with the argument expressed in paragraph 42 which states that growth in 
South East Edinburgh should be based on public transport accessibility and lower 
landscape quality. We would argue that, as the landscape to the east of Edinburgh has 
been adversely affected by the building of the city bypass, it is all the more important to 
protect the quality of the landscape that does remain.  
 
PP/0016/0004 The Cockburn Association: A key design concept should be to preserve 
the rural heritage of the area. 
 
PP/0180/0001 Portobello Amenity Society: Portobello Amenity Society feels that the 
Green Belt to the east of Edinburgh needs far greater protection than the SESplan 
intends to give.  Paragraph a) of Policy 12, stresses the importance of preventing 
coalescence.  The society believes that the Green Belt to the west of Edinburgh should 
not be protected at the expense of the Green Belt to the East, which is already very 
narrow, where there is a very real danger of Edinburgh and Musselburgh coalescing 
unless fewer houses are built in South East Edinburgh than is presently intended.  
  
PP/0180/0003 Portobello Amenity Society: Paragraph 42 states that growth in S. E. 
Edinburgh should be based on public transport accessibility and lower landscape quality. 
The society argues that, as the landscape to the east of Edinburgh has been adversely 
affected by the building of the city bypass, it is all the more important to protect the quality 
of the landscape which remains.  
 
PP/0180/0004 Portobello Amenity Society: The number of houses which SESplan say is 
required is unfounded and does not justify further erosion of the Green Belt.  The amenity 
society believes, most strongly, that brown-field sites should be used before Green Belt 
ones for new housing developments.  
 
Table 5a, of the Environmental Report, states that the housing expansion in S.E. 
Edinburgh is to continue.  The report states however, that this area contains a number of 
designed landscapes and listed buildings whose setting could be affected.  Portobello 
Amenity Society believes that the continued expansion of housing in this part of 
Edinburgh, especially in the area identified as Brunstane Farmland, would have a 
detrimental effect on the setting of the ‘A’ listed Brunstane House and would further 
increase the probability of Edinburgh merging with Musselburgh.  
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Representations seeking a greater level of housing development in South East Edinburgh 
Strategic Development Area  
  
PP/0127/0001 & 0002 EDI Group: Taken with the related context of the west Edinburgh, 
City Centre and Waterfront SDAs, it is respectfully suggested that the South East 
Edinburgh SDA should be subject to further scrutiny, initially through a review of the 
‘committed development’ column of Table 3 on page 42 of SESplan.  It is noted that the 
committed development figures included for the Regional Core are quite ambitious in 
view of the profound changes in the property market and significant challenges to 
infrastructure provision, which might raise doubt on some of the committed schemes.  
  
PP/0040/0007 Hallam Land; PP/0059/0006 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/001 Wallace Land 
Investment & Management: The proposed development strategy in SESplan however 
fails to recognise the potential to direct new allocations derived from SESplan’s housing 
requirement to sustainable locations where infrastructure is either available or can be 
provided and in locations where there are no environmental constraints.  South East 
Edinburgh SDA is recognised as being a sustainable location for further development.  
There is no known infrastructure or environmental constraints to further development 
within South East Edinburgh.  Further development in South East Edinburgh would make 
best use of existing spare infrastructure capacity and help reduce the cost of planning 
obligations necessary to augment future requirements.  
 
Modifications are therefore proposed to paragraph 42 of the Proposed Plan to clarify the 
future commitment to the release of land in the Green Belt to meet the housing shortfalls 
to 2019 and 2024 over and above what is identified in SESplan for future development in 
West and South East Edinburgh SDAs.  
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: There is no acknowledgment of the impact of major 
employment developments to the east and south-east of Edinburgh – e.g. Little France; 
Queen Margaret College; Newcraighall – on the linkages to the western end of East 
Lothian.  This raises the appropriateness of the very limited housing allocations in west E 
Lothian  
 
PP/00136/0002 Mactaggart & Mickel: The strategic housing requirement in the 2 periods 
to 2019 and 2024 in the Regional Core is understated and these unit numbers should be 
increased accordingly.  
 
South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area Site Specific submissions  
 
PP/00136/0002 Mactaggart & Mickel: South Gilmerton, Edinburgh can accommodate 
approx 600-800 units to 2019 and a further 500 units to 2024.  
  
PP/0044/0001 Hallam Land Management: Support for development at land east of 
Burdiehouse Road at Burdiehouse as an appropriate locate on for significant growth.   
 
PP/0072/0004 CALA Management: Support the inclusion of the Newton Farm area within 
the Midlothian part of the South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area. 
 
PP/0114/0003 Donald Laird: Allocation of development at Cauldcoats Farm has the 
opportunity to enhance the Spatial Development Strategy in the Midlothian Borders Sub 
region specifically within the Borders Rail Corridor.  It also contributes to the success of 
the Edinburgh South East SDA. 
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Edinburgh City Centre Strategic Development Area  
  
PP/0028/0002 John Lewis: John Lewis welcomes the emphasis given to maintaining and 
developing the established role of the regional core as the main hub of economic activity 
and the capital city. The focus of development on the city centre will improve vitality and 
viability providing this is managed appropriately. 
 
PP/0028/0006 John Lewis: Paragraph 47 states that the continued growth of the regional 
core through the development of retail, creative, financial, commercial, 
research/development and higher education sectors will continue to be supported. In this 
regard, in order to protect the city centre within the regional core in terms of retail, we 
would suggest that the wording ‘appropriately sited’ be place before ‘retail’ in this list.  
  
PP/0028/0007 John Lewis: Page 15 – Introductory Paragraph. We welcome the fact that 
the city centre is to continue to be prioritised as the regional centre. It is also recognised 
that this is made more formal through the identification in the network of centres in table 1 
on page 39.  
  
PP/0088/0009 Gyle Shopping: The City Centre is set to continue as regional centre for 
the SESplan area. This approach is supported, however the Authority must be cautious it 
must not stifle or ignore the necessity of growth in other centres within the Regional Core. 
  
Para 33 of the Proposed Plan makes reference to the ‘comprehensive development 
framework in place for the whole of Princes Street and the St James Quarter to boost 
their competitive position and strengthen their appeal.’ This does not accurately reflect 
the current state of play in either of these areas. Princes Street has been negatively 
affected by the continuous delay in implementing tramline 1A, whilst the redevelopment 
of the St James Quarter has also experienced continuous delays.   
 
PP/0016/0004 The Cockburn Association: Regeneration is important and should be 
balanced against preserving the World Heritage Site.  Welcome residential 
accommodation above shops. 
  
Edinburgh Waterfront Strategic Development Area  
  
PP/0007/0003 Liberton & District Community Council: It fails to address the issues of the 
allocation of the housing land requirements for the period 2009–2024 arising from the 
possible changes to the scale of housing development in the Edinburgh Waterfront 
Strategic Development Area.  
 
PP/0019/0002 Cramond & Harthill Estates: The Strategy assumes that for the Regional 
Core 28,000 units will be built at Edinburgh Waterfront.  The landowner, Forth Ports has 
stated recently however that their preferred land use is for commercial development.  
This is clear evidence that land values in this location are not viable for residential 
development, due in part to the costs associated with the regeneration of brownfield land 
which would necessitate flatted development for which there appears little current 
demand.  The majority of this housing need will therefore require to be allocated 
elsewhere. 
  
PP/0021/0037 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: Proposals for the Edinburgh 
Waterfront should address the Firth of Forth SPA and Imperial Dock Lock SPA and any 
implications for the wildlife and designated species thereof.  
 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

65 

 
PP/0025/0002 Banks Group: The largest element of the entire strategy that is predicated 
on 28,500 units at Edinburgh Waterfront.  Given the recent announcement by the 
landowners who own of the majority of the site (18,000 units) that they are shelving much 
of their plans for residential development, it is hard to understand how this figure can 
remotely be described as committed development as clearly it is very very far from being 
committed.  This must have SESplan wide implications as it is hard to see how the City 
Of Edinburgh could possibly compensate for this scale of development elsewhere within 
its own boundaries other than largely in the Green Belt.  
 
PP/0031/0007 Forth Ports Ltd: The extant Development Plan, Edinburgh and Lothians 
Structure Plan, approved 2004 and City of Edinburgh Local Plan, adopted 2010, identify 
the Port of Leith as a location for housing led mixed use development. Forth Ports Ltd, 
owner of the Port of Leith has stated that the majority of the Port will remain in 
operational use and it is no longer the intention to support housing led mixed use 
development. As a significant level of housing is proposed at the Port of Leith it is 
appropriate to recognise Forth Port Ltd’s position and Scottish Planning Policy 2 (Scottish 
Government, 2010) supports this.   
  
The Regional Core, including Figure 3 requires to acknowledge Forth Ports Ltd’s change 
of strategy at the Port of Leith. As it stands, the Regional Core section does not clearly 
recognise the Port of Leith as a location for port operations and off-shore wind integrated 
manufacturing, identified by the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (N-RIP) or Forth 
Ports Ltd’s stated position to retain the Port in operational use.   
  
Paragraph 47 identifies the sectors where continued economic growth will be supported. 
The energy sector should be included on this list and its inclusion is in-keeping with 
National Planning Policy Framework 2 (NPF2), which promotes Scotland as a leading 
location for the development of renewable energy (paragraph 145) and N-RIP, which 
identifies locations within the SESplan area that are capable of supporting the off-shore 
renewable energy industry.  
  
PP/0031/0012 Forth Ports Ltd: The extant Development Plan, Edinburgh and Lothians 
Structure Plan, approved 2004 and City of Edinburgh Local Plan, adopted 2010, identifies 
the Port of Leith as a location for housing led mixed use development.  Forth Ports Ltd, 
owner of the Port of Leith has stated that the majority of the Port will remain in 
operational use and it is no longer the intention to support housing led mixed use 
development.  As a significant level of housing is proposed at the Port of Leith it is 
appropriate to recognise Forth Port Ltd’s position Scottish Planning Policy 2 (SPP2) 
(Scottish Government, 2010) supports this.  
 
SPP2 states that development plans, “must be kept up to date, and provide a practical 
framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made with a degree of 
certainty and efficiency” (paragraph 8).  
 
At paragraph 15 it goes on to say that they should be, “aspirational but realistic.  They 
should address the spatial implications of economic, social and environmental change, in 
particular opportunities for development.  They should be clear about the scale of 
anticipated change and demonstrate the underlying reasons for the preferred location 
and the likely sequence of development.  
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In addition paragraph 17 states, “The Scottish Government expects development plans 
to:  
 
o have a sharp focus on land and infrastructure,  
o concentrate on what will happen, where and why…”. 
 
The Housing Land Requirement section requires to acknowledge Forth Ports Ltd’s 
change of strategy at the Port of Leith.  As it stands, the section does not clearly 
recognise the Port of Leith as a location for port operations and off-shore wind integrated 
manufacturing, identified by the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (N-RIP) or Forth 
Ports Ltd’s stated position to retain the Port in operational use.  
 
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation: The SDPA states that The Edinburgh 
Waterfront SDA has the potential to deliver 28,000 new homes. However, following the 
publication of Scottish Enterprises National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (NRIP) and 
the council’s confirmation that the area will be considered for reallocation to business and 
industry uses to support the offshore renewables industry, it is unlikely that this amount of 
housing will still be delivered. The majority of our members support the promotion of the 
offshore renewable industry and believe this is a positive opportunity for Edinburgh, 
which will create long term employment opportunities for the city. However, if this option 
is pursued, then further housing land must be allocated in other parts of the city to make 
up for the shortfall.   
  
PP/0058/0006 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0065/0010 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: 
The Proposed Plan states (Paragraph 36) that the continued redevelopment of the 
Edinburgh Waterfront SDA provides a unique opportunity for a significant contribution to 
strategic housing and business needs using redundant brownfield rather than greenfield 
land.   
  
We have serious concerns about the assessment of 'effective' housing land supply in 
respect of the above.   
  
The 2010 Housing Land Audit contains sites and programming which are questionable in 
the current economic climate. Whilst SESplan does not allocate 'additional new housing 
requirements' to Edinburgh Waterfront in the Proposed Plan, only 1,312 units out of an 
assumed 18,000 units will now proceed at Leith Docks. The PP fails to acknowledge this 
change, even though the recently published Edinburgh City Local Plan Main Issues 
Report raises this as an issue for consideration.   
  
We consider that significant downgrading of output from Edinburgh Waterfront/urban 
brownfield sites is necessary in order to present a more realistic situation.   
  
With alternative development scenarios for the future development of the Leith Docks 
area included for consideration in the Local Plan MIR, it is perhaps not unreasonable to 
ask why the PP continues to identify such a significant amount of 'allocated' housing land 
within the Regional Core at Leith Docks.  
 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: We consider that the HTN 
assessment of effective land supply is flawed in several respects:  
- While the 2010 Audit should rightly be the basis of analysis, it still contains some sites 
and programming which are unsound;  
- Specifically, the change at Leith Docks has to be incorporated into the analysis as only 
1,312 out of the assumed 18,000 units will now proceed;  
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- Significant downgrading of output from Edinburgh waterfront/urban brownfield sites is 
considered necessary.  
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: The majority of the housing proposals for Leith Docks 
are now withdrawn as the new Port owners re-focus on industrial, commercial and port 
uses; some 16700 units have been lost from the assumed long-term supply.  The 
assumed development rates for other parts of the waterfront are also optimistic.  
  
PP/0040/0007 Hallam Land; PP/0059/0006 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/001 Wallace Land 
Investment & Management: It is proposed to delete paragraph 34 as it is no longer 
supported by Forth Ports.  
 
PP/0074/0005 Wemyss & March Estate: Leith Docks must be questioned for their ability 
to deliver housing within the plan period continues to form part of the constrained land 
supply in the Housing Land Audit and therefore part of the Housing Land Supply in 
SESplan.  Recent announcements have made clear that this site will deliver 1312 units, 
and not the 18,000 currently accounted for.  
 
PP/0088/0004 Gyle Shopping Centre Limited Partnership: Paragraph 20 if the Proposed 
Plan states that the spatial strategy has ‘evolved from a focus on delivering integrated 
land use and transport patterns’ it is suggested that this approach is flawed in respect of 
the Waterfront area of the city, and that directing growth to the Waterfront Area up to and 
beyond 2032 requires serious reconsideration by the SDP authority.  
 
PP/0097/0002 Rosebery Estates Partnership & Catchelraw Trust: The introductory para 
and para 34 need to be revised to remove the speculation over the waterfront. The 
current understanding is that consideration is being given to its reuse for non-housing 
use.  If this is the case, and it would appear to be, then the element of the 28,000 houses 
referred to in para 34, need to be taken out.  This is a significant component of the supply 
being relied upon to meet the housing requirement in the city.  The site is brownfield 
within the settlement, its redevelopment will be possible even without a specific land 
allocation. 
 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units 
will contribute to the housing land requirement.  Not only do we consider this to be a 
significant over-estimate, to count them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010.  In our view, 
windfall should be treated as flexibility to make up for probable losses to the effective 
housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh Waterfront. 
 
PP/0102/001 G1 Property Group: Due to the scale of additional land required in the 
Regional Core to replace Leith, we consider that there is a need to undertake a detailed 
review of the existing Edinburgh Green Belt to identify the capacity and location for new 
housing land releases.  This further review should identify locations that do not fully meet 
Green Belt objectives and can, instead, be developed to meet the identified housing land 
shortfall.  This would include a suggested new SDA to the west of the A720 and centred 
on Woodhall Mains.  
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes Ltd: Paragraph 23 of the Plan also suggests that 
completions of housing developments have been reduced by the economic downturn. 
Whilst this is to some extent true it is also probable that in a number of instances sites 
currently proposed for development are in the wrong place or are identified to deliver the 
wrong type of stock. A prime example is the Edinburgh Waterfront where the re-
development of brownfield land necessitates the construction of high rise flatted units 
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which do not meet the requirements for family housing within the City. The stalling of 
essential infrastructure – specifically delivery of a tram route to this location for an 
indeterminate period will also reduce its attractiveness as a place to live. In fact 
Edinburgh City Council has recently announced that this phase of the project is unlikely 
to at least 2025, beyond the projected SESplan time period. 
 
PP/0112/0002 Deveron Homes Ltd: The Strategy also assumes that for the Regional 
Core 28,000 units will be built at Edinburgh Waterfront.  This is shown as committed 
development.  It is however apparent and as stated recently by one of the major 
landowners, Forth Ports that their preferred land use is for commercial development.  The 
majority of this housing need will therefore require to be allocated elsewhere. 
 
PP/0127/0001 & 0002 EDI Group: Table 3 indicates that 28,500 housing units located at 
the Edinburgh Waterfront comprise almost a third of the entire city region’s committed 
development.  This might no longer be realistically deliverable, as stated above, 
particularly in view of CEC’s reference at paragraph 3.22 of the Edinburgh LDP MIR 
(page 17) to an ‘alternative strategy’ for Leith Waterfront. 
 
PP/00143/007 Scottish Government: Recommends that the implications of the retention 
of industrial use at the Port of Leith are fully recognised in the Plan, in paras 34-36 and 
paras 108-116 in the housing section. 
 
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association: Concern at the proposal to reduce the housing 
element in Leith in favour of renewable energy generation. 
 
PP/0168/0006 Leith Central Community Council: The proposed plan promotes the Docks 
as a location for housing – up to 28,000 new homes. This is contrary to the new owners 
aspirations for the site, which mainly focuses on manufacturing. 
 
PP/0168/0013 Leith Central Community Council: The proposed plan is based on 
“Edinburgh Waterfront” having 28,500 units “committed”, with no new allocations for 
SESPLAN period for this area.  
 
Site Specific Submissions Unrelated to Housing Allocation  
  
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farm Ltd: The submission relates to Swanston Farm Ltd’s 
landholding at Swanston, south Edinburgh at the A702/A720 City by-pass junction, which 
is situated mostly within the City of Edinburgh Council’s area but also Midlothian Council.  
The information relates to Swanston’s long term aspirations to deliver a national 
destination outdoor adventure centre in close proximity to the Midlothian Snow Sports 
Centre, thus delivering an appropriate gateway landmark destination to both Edinburgh 
and Midlothian. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations:  
  
 
Representations Stating Support for South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area  
  
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation: None specifically identified, but the 
representation notes that whilst the plan refers to the range of infrastructure required to 
support development, there is no detail of how this will be funded.  
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Representations seeking less development in South East Edinburgh Strategic 
Development Area  
 
PP/0007/0005 Liberton & District Community Council: The Community Council wishes 
revisions to the text of SESPlan to ensure that the site selection process undertaken via 
the Local Development Plan for the period 2009–2024 takes full account of the 
contribution made by the undeveloped land in the South East Edinburgh Strategic 
Development Area and takes account of more than purely landscape capacity alone.  
 
PP/0076/0001 Portobello Community Council: Portobello Community Council wishes to 
see fewer houses built in South East Edinburgh than is currently proposed.  We wish to 
see land in this part of Edinburgh, which was formerly in the Green Belt, remain as green 
field sites and not be used for housing.  We wish to see greater protection for the Green 
Belt in this part of Edinburgh and not less.  
 
PP/0076/0002 Portobello Community Council: Portobello Community Council seeks 
greater protection for the landscape in the South East of the City than is presently 
proposed. We would argue that, as the quality of the landscape and the Green Belt on 
this side of the city has been adversely affected by the building of the city bypass, the 
landscape here needs more protection, not less. We would also wish to see fewer 
houses built in South East Edinburgh than is intended.  
 
PP/0016/0004 The Cockburn Association: Preserve the rural heritage of the area. 
 
PP/0180/0001 Portobello Amenity Society: Portobello Amenity Society feels that the 
Green Belt to the east of Edinburgh needs far greater protection than the SESplan 
intends to give.  Paragraph a) of Policy 12, stresses the importance of preventing 
coalescence.  The society believes that the Green Belt to the west of Edinburgh should 
not be protected at the expense of the Green Belt to the East, which is already very 
narrow, where there is a very real danger of Edinburgh and Musselburgh coalescing 
unless fewer houses are built in South East Edinburgh than is presently intended.  
 
PP/0180/0003 Portobello Amenity Society: Paragraph 42 states that growth in S. E. 
Edinburgh should be based on public transport accessibility and lower landscape quality.  
The society argues that, as the landscape to the east of Edinburgh has been adversely 
affected by the building of the city bypass, it is all the more important to protect the quality 
of the landscape which remains. 
 
PP/0180/0004 Portobello Amenity Society: The number of houses which SESplan say is 
required is unfounded and does not justify further erosion of the Green Belt.  The amenity 
society believes, most strongly, that brown-field sites should be used before Green Belt 
ones for new housing developments.  
 
Table 5a, of the Environmental Report, states that the housing expansion in S. E. 
Edinburgh is to continue.  The report states however, that this area contains a number of 
designed landscapes and listed buildings whose setting could be affected.  Portobello 
Amenity Society believes that the continued expansion of housing in this part of 
Edinburgh, especially in the area identified as Brunstane Farmland, would have a 
detrimental effect on the setting of the ‘A’ listed Brunstane House and would further 
increase the probability of Edinburgh merging with Musselburgh.  
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Representations seeking a greater level of housing development in South East Edinburgh 
Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0127/0001 & 0002 EDI Group: Overall, we believe there is a case to propose a 
refreshed look at the balance of proposed long term housing provision in South East 
Edinburgh over and above the two tranches of units detailed in Table 3; the first 600 units 
from 2009-2019 and the second 850 units from 2019-2024.  
 
We believe there is scope to re-assess the level of committed housing, versus proposed 
new housing in SESplan, with a particular focus on the overall levels being allocated at 
South East Edinburgh and the potential to increase these totals, particularly in the latter 
part of the Plan.  
 
PP/0040/0007 Hallam Land; PP/0059/0006 Bellway Homes. 
 
PP/0064/0001 Wallace Land Investment & Management: Modify paragraph 42 by adding 
a new sentence at the end of the paragraph Land releases in the Green Belt will continue 
to be supported in sustainable locations within the SDAs to meet the City’s housing 
requirement to 2024.  
  
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Regional Core – the text should refer much more 
strongly to the Plan’s Vision, and the key role of the Regional Core as the source of 
demand for economic activity, housing, retail, cultural activity and so on.  It should 
address the implications of not meeting demands in and close to Edinburgh and weigh 
whether these are acceptable or can be mitigated.  The Plan should contain substantial 
additional land allocations in and close to Edinburgh, which would require a strategic 
review of the Green Belt.  
 
PP/00136/0002 Mactaggart & Mickel: An increase in the strategic housing requirement in 
the Regional Core in the two periods to 2019 and 2024.  
  
South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area Site Specific submissions  
 
PP/00136/0002 Mactaggart & Mickel: n/a 
 
PP/0044/0001 Hallam Land Management: Development at land east of Burdiehouse 
Road at Burdiehouse as an appropriate location for significant location for growth, 
however, it is considered that the site has additional housing capacity; in combination 
with the provision of infrastructure upgrades and community facilities, the site could have 
transformational impact on the area.  
 
PP/0072/0004 CALA Management: None. 
  
PP/0114/0003 Donald Laird: It is recommended that the Proposed SDP reviews its 
allocations for the Midlothian Borders Sub Region and the Midlothian Rail Corridor as 
part of a more ambitious Spatial Development Strategy to assist in economic recovery 
and sustainable development.  
 
Edinburgh City Centre Strategic Development Area  
  
PP/0028/0002 John Lewis: n/a  
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PP/0028/0006 John Lewis: Input wording ‘appropriately sited’ prior to ‘retail in paragraph 
47 to read the following: 
 
The continued economic growth of the Regional Core through the development of 
appropriately sited retail, creative, financial commercial, research/development and 
higher education sectors will continue to be supported.  
 
PP/0028/0007 John Lewis: n/a  
  
PP/0088/0009 Gyle Shopping: It would be more practical for the Plan to acknowledge 
delays being experienced and the likely effects this will have on this ‘comprehensive 
development framework’ in respect of timescales.  
 
PP/0016/0004 The Cockburn Association: None stated. 
 
Edinburgh Waterfront Strategic Development Area  
  
PP/0007/0003 Liberton & District Community Council: This Community Council wishes 
the Planning authorities to reconsider the SES Plan in the light of the concerns raised 
above and to re-issue a revised SES Plan which addresses these issues thereby 
providing the opportunity for meaningful consultation.  
  
PP/0019/0002 Cramond & Harthill Estates: Page 41:  
Table 3 - Housing Land Requirement by Strategic Development Area.  
Regional Core- these figures as regards committed development within the timescales of 
the Plan i.e. 2009-2019 and 2019-2024 need revision and increased to take account of 
the difficulties in delivery of committed sites. 
 
PP/0021/0037 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: None Stated.  
  
PP/0025/0002 Banks Group: Table 3 - The figure of 28,500 attributed to Edinburgh 
Waterfront should be reduced to 10,500 units.  
 
PP/0031/0007 Forth Ports Ltd: The Regional Core, including figure 3 requires to 
recognise that the housing led mixed use redevelopment proposed by the extant 
Development Plan at the Port of Leith will not proceed. The Port will remain in operational 
use and is identified as a location for port operations and off-shore wind integrated 
manufacturing as identified by the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (N-RIP).   
Paragraph 47 requires to be modified to include energy as a sector where continued 
economic growth will be supported. The proposed modified wording reads:   
“The continued economic growth of the Regional Core through the development of retail, 
creative, financial, commercial, energy, research/development and higher education 
sectors will continue to be supported.”  
 
PP/0031/0012 Forth Ports Ltd: The Housing Land Requirement section requires to 
recognise that the housing led mixed use redevelopment proposed by the extant 
Development Plan at the Port of Leith will not proceed.  The Port will remain in 
operational use and is identified as a location for port operations and off-shore wind 
integrated manufacturing as identified by the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (N-
RIP).  
 
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation: None stated.  
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PP/0058/0006 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0065/0010 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: 
The Proposed Plan states (Paragraph 36) that the continued redevelopment of the 
Edinburgh Waterfront SDA provides a unique opportunity for a significant contribution to 
strategic housing and business needs using redundant brownfield rather than greenfield 
land.   
   
We have serious concerns about the assessment of 'effective' housing land supply in 
respect of the above.   
 
The 2010 Housing Land Audit contains sites and programming which are questionable in 
the current economic climate. Whilst SESplan does not allocate 'additional new housing 
requirements' to Edinburgh Waterfront in the Proposed Plan, only 1,312 units out of an 
assumed 18,000 units will now proceed at Leith Docks. The PP fails to acknowledge this 
change, even though the recently published Edinburgh City Local Plan Main Issues 
Report raises this as an issue for consideration.   
 
We consider that significant downgrading of output from Edinburgh Waterfront/urban 
brownfield sites is necessary in order to present a more realistic situation.   
 
With alternative development scenarios for the future development of the Leith Docks 
area included for consideration in the Local Plan MIR, it is perhaps not unreasonable to 
ask why the PP continues to identify such a significant amount of 'allocated' housing land 
within the Regional Core at Leith Docks.  
 
PP/0040/0007 Hallam Land; PP/0059/0006 Bellway Homes. 
 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 
should be amended to reflect the revised shortfall indentified in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
PP/0064/001 Geddes Consulting for Wallace Land Investment & Management: Delete 
paragraph 34.  
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Regional Core – the text should refer much more 
strongly to the Plan’s Vision, and the key role of the Regional Core as the source of 
demand for economic activity, housing, retail, cultural activity and so on.  It should 
address the implications of not meeting demands in and close to Edinburgh and weigh 
whether these are acceptable or can be mitigated.  The Plan should contain substantial 
additional land allocations in and close to Edinburgh, which would require a strategic 
review of the Green Belt.  
 
PP/0074/0005 Wemyss & March Estate: The SESplan section on housing will require a 
complete review.  
 
PP/0088/0004 Gyle Shopping Centre Limited Partnership: The spatial strategy claims to 
acknowledge the economic downturn and the knock on effects of financial barriers to 
development, however it continues to focus a large proportion of development in areas 
which are less than likely to deliver over the plan period.  The Strategy in this respect 
does not contain sufficient flexibility to allow for this growth to be redirected to areas 
within which it can be successfully accommodated and which have infrastructure in place.
 
PP/0097/0002 Rosebery Estates Partnership & Catchelraw Trust: The introductory para, 
and para 34 need to be revised to remove the speculation over the waterfront. 
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PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: None stated specifically relating to Edinburgh 
Waterfront SDA. 
 
PP/0102/001 G1 Property Group: Due to the scale of additional land required in the 
Regional Core to replace Leith, we consider that there is a need to undertake a detailed 
review of the existing Edinburgh Green Belt to identify the capacity and location for new 
housing land releases.  This further review should identify locations that do not fully meet 
Green Belt objectives and can, instead, be developed to meet the identified housing land 
shortfall.  This would include a suggested new SDA to the west of the A720 and centred 
on Woodhall Mains.  
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes Ltd: Page 15 - Regional Core: Paragraph 34 - Delete 
“28,000“ (new homes) in 2nd line. 
 
PP/0112/0002 Deveron Homes Ltd: Page 39: Paragraph 109 – 6th line, 2nd last 
sentence to read “The SDP will continue to support these existing commitments ‘where 
they can realistically be delivered within the timescales envisaged’ as identified in 
Housing Land Audit 2010 (HLA 2010).” 
 
PP/0127/0001 & 0002 EDI Group: The resultant impact on the committed development 
total from this change in strategy should be addressed and compensated for.  Overall, we 
believe there is a case to propose a refreshed look at the balance of proposed long term 
housing provision in South East Edinburgh over and above the two tranches of units 
detailed in Table 3; the first 600 units from 2009-2019 and the second 850 units from 
2019-2024. 
 
PP/00143/007 Scottish Government: In relation to NRIP, we recommend that either in 
para 36 or in paras 123-124 that there is a clearer statement on the strategic importance 
that Scottish Minister attach to the delivery of NRIP.  We also recommend that the 
implications of the retention of the industrial uses at the Port of Leith are fully recognised 
in paras 34-36 of the plan and in particular in the housing section in paras 108-116.   
 
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association: Non stated. 
 
PP/0168/0006 Leith Central Community Council: We propose LCCC area to be included 
in SDAs, based on the amount of unrealised planning permissions and undeveloped or 
underused brownfield site in the area. 
 
PP/0168/0013 Leith Central Community Council: What happens if these committed units 
are not built? The recent MoU between CEC, Forth Ports and Scottish Enterprise needs 
to be addressed robustly in the final plan. 
 
Site Specific Submissions Unrelated to Housing Allocation  
  
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farm Ltd: The majority of the site is designated as green belt 
and therefore Policy 12 is relevant.  In this respect it is considered that green belt policy 
and/or supporting text should explicitly acknowledge that at certain key strategic gateway 
locations, proposals that significantly enhance the opportunities for access to open space 
and the countryside be recognised (i.e. in line with criteria (c) of Policy 12). 
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Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:  
  
Representations Stating Support for South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The support as stated is noted.   
 
Representations seeking less development in South East Edinburgh Strategic 
Development Area  
 
PP/0007/0005 Liberton & District Community Council; PP/0076/0001 & 0002 Portobello 
Community Council; PP/0016/0004 The Cockburn Association; PP/0180/0001, 0003 & 
0004 Portobello Amenity Society: No modifications proposed or recommended.  The 
suggested modifications would adversely impact upon the Spatial Strategy (Doc 1). 
  
The representation questions the proposed housing allocation for South East Edinburgh, 
suggesting that it is excessive. As set out in the Housing Land Requirement S4 (Issue 
15), it is considered that the quantum of development as set out for the South East 
Edinburgh SDA is appropriate. 
 
The respondee expresses concern in relation to the release of green belt land for housing 
development in South East Edinburgh stating it is more appropriate to protect the quality 
of the landscape. SPP (Doc 23) para 159 indicates that “green belt designation should be 
used to direct development to suitable locations, not to prevent development from 
happening”. The SDP (Doc 1) recognises that development on green belt land may be 
required to accommodate strategic housing requirements (Policy 12 and paras 128–129). 
 
South East Edinburgh was identified as a preferred location for development through the 
spatial strategy assessment – see SSA Technical Note (Doc 14). Impact on the green 
belt was one of the assessment criteria. This assessment (Doc 14) noted that there is 
potential for strategic development to be directed to Green Belt of lesser significance 
within the South East Edinburgh SDA. Para 129 of the SDP (Doc 1) indicates that, when 
identifying housing sites in LDPs, efforts should be made to minimise the impact on green 
belt objectives. This should result in the protection of high quality landscape areas.    
  
Representations seeking a greater level of housing development in  South East 
Edinburgh Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0040/0007 Hallam Land; PP/0059/0006 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0001 Wallace Land 
Investment & Management; PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland; PP/0127/0001 & 0002 
EDI Group; PP/00136/0002 Mactaggart & Mickel: No modifications proposed or 
recommended.  
 
It is considered that the quantum of development as set out for the South East Edinburgh 
SDA is appropriate. As set out in the Housing Land Requirement S4 (issue 15), and as 
demonstrated in the supporting SESplan Housing Supply Model (Doc 20), sufficient land 
exists over the plan period. The level of committed development provides for flexibility in 
the short and medium term, and as can be demonstrated through the SESplan Housing 
Supply Model (Doc 20), there is no capacity in the development market to deliver 
additional housing beyond that identified in the plan in the short to medium term.   
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South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area Site Specific submissions  
  
PP/0114/0003 Donald Laird; PP/00136/0002 Mactaggart & Mickel; PP/0072/0004 CALA 
Management; PP/0044/0001 Hallam Land Management: No modifications proposed or 
recommended.   
 
The SDP Proposed Plan (Doc 1) is a concise visionary document which sets the strategic 
context for the development of the city region. The Strategic Development Areas direct 
growth to the most appropriate locations.  
 
It is for the six Councils through their LDPs to interpret Strategic Development Area 
boundaries locally and to identify suitable sites within these areas to meet strategic 
housing requirements.  
 
In defining the boundaries of the Strategic Development Areas in LDPs, Councils shall be 
guided by the SDP’s Fig 1 and the Spatial Strategy Assessment (Doc 1).  
 
The South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area shown in Fig 1 is the same as 
Strategic Assessment Area 13 identified in Strategic Spatial Assessment Technical Note 
Appendix 1 (Doc 14).  
 
Edinburgh City Centre Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0028/0002, 0006 & 0007 John Lewis; PP/0088/0009 Gyle Shopping; PP/0016/0004 
The Cockburn Association: No modifications proposed or recommended.   
  
The representations acknowledge the range of functions of the City Centre. The support 
for the network of centres approach and the position of Edinburgh City Centre at the top 
of this network is noted. Site specific allocations relating to retail, creative, financial, 
commercial, research/development and higher education sectors will be addressed within 
the forthcoming LDPs. The appropriateness of individual development proposals will be 
assessed at application stage with due regard given to the LDP and the SDP (Doc 1).   
  
Whilst the Network of Centres sets out the role of Edinburgh City Centre as the Regional 
Centre, paragraph 101 of the SDP (Doc 1) notes that other town centres and commercial 
centres, which are to be identified in LDPs, also perform important roles.   
 
The references in SDP (Doc 1) para 33 to Princes Street and the St James Quarter are 
appropriate – the delay in redevelopment proposals and the impact of the tram do not 
change the long term objectives for the city centre.   
  
Edinburgh Waterfront Strategic Development Area  
 
PP/0007/0003 Liberton & District Community Council; PP/0019/0002 Cramond & Harthill 
Estates; PP/0021/0037 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds; PP/0025/0002 Banks 
Group; PP/0031/0007 & 0012 Forth Ports Ltd; PP/0040/0007 Hallam Land; 
PP/0042/0003 Scottish Property Federation; PP/0058/0006, 0011 & PP/0065/0010 Taylor 
Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0059/0006 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0001 
Wallace Land Investment & Management; PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland; 
PP/0074/0005 Wemyss & March Estate; PP/0088/0004 Gyle Shopping Centre Limited 
Partnership; PP/0097/0002 Rosebery Estates Partnership & Catchelraw Trust; 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0102/001 G1 Property Group; PP/0112/0001 & 
0002 Deveron Homes Ltd; PP/0127/0001 & 0002 EDI Group; PP/143/0007 Scottish 
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Government; PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association; PP/0168/0006 Leith Central 
Community Council: No modifications proposed or recommended. The proposed 
modifications would adversely impact upon the spatial strategy.   
  
The Edinburgh Waterfront SDA sets out a level of committed housing development over 
the plan periods as informed by the SESplan HNDA (Doc 11) and the Housing Technical 
Note (Doc 12).  The SDP (Doc 1) also recognises the potential of Leith Docks as a 
suitable location for developments associated with offshore renewable energy (policy 10).  
 
The SDP (Doc 1), in effect, supports two potential future land use scenarios for Leith 
Docks.  The reason for this approach comes down to timing.  When the Proposed SDP 
(Doc 1) was being finalised in Spring 2011, NRIP (Doc 26) had been published but 
insufficient information was available regarding its implications for Leith.  Arcus had 
recently taken over Forth Ports but hadn’t yet formally set out its intended change of 
direction for the future use of the Leith Docks.  The SDP (Doc 1) therefore supports the 
potential for renewable energy related uses in Leith Docks but also recognises that the 
existing planning permission for mixed use development, consistent with the current 
development plan position, may be implemented.   
 
Forth Ports and the Scottish Government’s representations to the SDP indicate that Leith 
Docks is to be used for port operations and off-shore wind integrated manufacturing in 
accordance with the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (Doc 26).   
 
The implications of this approach for the housing land supply will depend on the details of 
how Forth Ports intends to use its land. It is understood that a number of potential 
scenarios are being considered through ongoing master planning. This master planning 
work is being undertaking within the context of the Memorandum of Understanding 
regarding the future use of Leith Docks signed in November 2011 by the City of 
Edinburgh Council, Scottish Enterprise and Forth Ports (Doc 39).   
 
The City of Edinburgh Council’s Housing Land Audit 2010 (Doc 37), has identified 
capacity for 18,000 units at Leith Docks, and an outline application from Forth Ports Ltd, 
covers almost 16,000 of those units (the land not included is owned by others). As a 
result of the Forth Ports Ltd change in strategy it not expected that this permission will be 
implemented.   
 
However, 70% of the 18,000 units were always programmed beyond the SDPs 2032 end 
point, so on this basis, only 5,600 units were expected to contribute to the SDP (Doc 1) 
(with 500 in the period to 2019, 1,300 up to 2024 and 3,800 to 2032).  
 
Some of the units programmed to come forward over the lifetime of the SDP (Doc 1) are 
still likely to be developed. These units could come forward on parcels of Forth Ports land 
which the company is still intends to develop for housing (subject to the outcomes of 
ongoing master planning work), and on other land not owned by Forth Ports.   
  
Any changes to the housing land supply post 2010, including the outcomes of the 
ongoing master planning work for Leith Docks, will be addressed in SDP2.  
  
With reference to comments made on the HRA (Doc 9).  As a background document, the 
HRA (Doc 9) is outside the scope of the examination on the SDP (Doc 1). 
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Site Specific Submissions Unrelated to Housing Allocation  
 
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farm Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. The 
Swanston Farm Site is within both City of Edinburgh Council and Midlothian Council. The 
site will be considered by each respective SESplan area Member Authority at LDP level 
or through the planning application process.   
 
Reporter’s conclusions:  
 
General comments on housing 
 
1.   A large number of the representations on this issue concern housing numbers and 
locations.  In the Reporter’s consideration of Issues 15 to 19, he examined 
representations that address the proposed plan’s approach to housing more generally.  
He concluded that the work that has informed the proposed plan to date is insufficient 
and that there is currently no reliable evidence base for the allocation of housing land.  
Consequently, he has recommended that the proposed plan be modified to confirm that 
supplementary guidance will be prepared to identify how much land requires to be 
allocated in each local development plan area for the plan periods 2009 to 2019 and 
2019 to 2024, based on an analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and 
environmental capacities and constraints.  His recommendations on this are set out in the 
annex following Issue 20. 
 
2.   Following from this there are a number of consequential modifications that affect 
issue 4, notably relating to the spatial strategy.  This is considered under Issue 2 and the 
relevant proposed modifications are noted.  These are relevant to the context of the 
regional core, where the introductory paragraph on page 15 is proposed for modification 
by removing the references to housing numbers.  Figure 3 would similarly be modified to 
remove the references to housing.  Paragraph 41 would be modified to state that housing 
requirements would be determined under the proposed supplementary guidance. 
 
3.   Under these circumstances it is neither possible nor appropriate for me to consider 
the quantum of housing that is proposed to be directed to the South East Edinburgh, City 
Centre or Waterfront Strategic Development Areas.  I have not therefore addressed 
further the housing issues that are referred to in the representations. 
 
South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area 
 
4.   The remaining issues concern the process of allocating land.  Policy 1B sets out the 
principles for local development plans to follow, including ensuring there are no 
significant impacts on the natural and built environments.  This will give protection to 
designated landscapes and the setting of listed buildings, among other things.  The 
greenbelt specifically is dealt with under Issue 27.  Given this comprehensive policy I find 
there is no need for further guidance in the strategic plan.  Detailed policies will be 
prepared within this framework for each of the local development plans. 
 
5.   Site specific issues are also matters that will be dealt with in local development plans. 
 
Edinburgh City Centre Strategic Development Area 
 
6.   Paragraph 33 sets out a factual statement about the city centre.  It acknowledges its 
role as the capital city, as well as the regional centre in terms of the proposed plan. 
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7.   Paragraph 47 as written is simply a statement of support and does not give any 
locational guidance.  I agree that it would be appropriate to insert ‘appropriately sited’ in 
the text.  This does not alter the general support but provides a reference for local 
development plans and individual planning applications. 
 
8.   I agree with the authority that, with reference to paragraph 33, the timing of individual 
projects does not change the long term objectives for the city centre.  No change is 
required. 
 
Edinburgh Waterfront Strategic Development Area 
 
9.   With the housing issues addressed above, there remain concerns about the status of 
Leith docks given its focus in the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan.  I note the 
support that Scottish Ministers attach to the delivery of this, although it would not be 
normal practice in development plans to state Ministerial support for specific projects, 
other than implicitly through national policies approved by Ministers.  Despite this it would 
be appropriate to give greater emphasis to energy developments through the 
modifications requested.  I do not accept the authority’s views that such changes would 
impact adversely on the spatial strategy.  Modifications are proposed to paragraphs 34 
and 47.  Paragraph 36 already gives recognition to the National Renewables 
Infrastructure Plan support for offshore wind infrastructure at the Port of Leith.  
Paragraphs 108 to 116 are already addressed under Issue 15.  Policy 10 refers to 
support for offshore renewable energy developments in Leith.  See Issue 22 for other 
changes regarding energy generation. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations:  
 
1.   Modify paragraph 34 by deleting the first sentence and replacing it with: 
 
“The Edinburgh Waterfront SDA is one of the largest regeneration projects in Europe, 
with potential for new homes as well as commercial development, particularly support for 
offshore renewable energy infrastructure at the Port of Leith.” 
 
2.   Modify paragraph 47 by inserting ‘appropriately sited’ between ‘development of’ and 
‘retail’, and ‘energy’ between ‘commercial’ and ‘research’ in the first sentence.   
 
The sentence now reads: 
“The continued economic growth of the Regional Core through the development of 
appropriately sited retail, creative, financial, commercial, energy, research/development 
and higher education sectors will continue to be supported.” 
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Issue 5 
 
East Coast 
 

Development plan 
reference: Pages 20-22  Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes    
PP/0023/0009 Ashfield Commercial Properties 
PP/0029/0008 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel            
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd 
PP/0046/0001 W J Simpson & Son  
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments  
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton & Sons 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Wilkinson  
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale 
 
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0023/0009 Ashfield Commercial Properties 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group               
PP/0136/0005 Mactaggart & Mickel  
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd  
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0049/0001 & 0006 Strawsons Property 
PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0059/0005 Bellway Homes 
PP/0064/0003 Wallace Land Investment & Management    
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0073/0001 & 0006 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd  
PP/0087/0001 Lord Wemyss Trust                
PP/0096/0001 R & A Kennedy 
PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes                                             
PP/0136/0005 Mactaggart and Mickel 
 
Blindwells  
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group               
PP/0034/0002 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd  
PP/0043/0001 Scottish Resources Group  
PP/0046/0002 W J Simpson & Son  
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0074/0010-0012 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital  
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes Ltd  
PP/0126/0002 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0158/0001 D S Orr & Sons                                                    
PP/0174/0001 Haddington & District Amenity Society 
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Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0024/0002 & PP/0024/0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group               
PP/0029/0008 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel 
PP/0136/0005 Mactaggart & Mickel  
PP/0049/0004 Strawsons Property  
PP/0057/0004 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments 
PP/0072/0005 & 0008 CALA Management Ltd  
PP/0073/0001 & 0006 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd 
PP/0074/0007, 0010 & 0014 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital  
PP/0087/0001 Lord Wemyss Trust                
PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes                                         
 
Other 
 
PP/0018/0004 & 0005 Bourne Leisure Ltd  
PP/0035/0003 Northumberland County Council  
PP/0049/0006 Strawsons Property 
PP/0062/0004 Scottish Power Generation Ltd 
PP/0074/0008, 0013 & 0015 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital  
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

East Coast  

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Housing Land Requirement 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes: Plan should contain higher requirement for housing land 
in East Lothian. 
 
PP/0023/0009 Ashfield Commercial Properties: The requirement for ‘0’ units in the period 
to 2019 will not assist with alleviating the short to medium term housing issues in the East 
Lothian SDA. 
 
PP/0029/0008 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel: Concerned that Tables 2, 3 and 4 do 
not propose any additional housing land release in the 2009-19 SDP plan period for the 
East Coast. 
  
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: Plan does not provide for generous supply 
of housing as required by SPP and does not provide an indication of possible scale and 
location of housing land up to year 20. Existing allocations are not effective. Para 25 is 
incorrect and restricting supply will not force them to become effective. 
 
PP/0046/0001 W J Simpson & Son: East Lothian should receive more generous 
allocation of proposed revised housing numbers to sustain and support existing 
settlements. 
  
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Paragraph 26 rightly interprets the requirements of 
SPP in terms of the different time periods of the Strategic Plan, other than omitting the 
key point that it should give guidance to each Local Development Plan on the amount of 
land to be identified for the 10-year life of the LDP. 
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PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: Objects to Policy 5. 
 
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton & Sons: By only allocating 750 units between 2009–2019 
and no further units between 2019–2024, there is a concern that East Lothian Council will 
not be able to accommodate for the demand in housing units over the development plan 
period and will not have an effective housing land supply.  
 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Wilkinson; PP/0104/0001 John Handley for Bett Homes/Gladedale: 
Failure to allocate new housing land in East Lothian SDA is seriously flawed approach.  
 
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy  
 
PP/0023/0009 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd: Support for East Lothian SDA but 
East Lothian SDA must be planned for in flexible but realistic manner. 
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group: Broadly support proposal to direct 
strategic development into 13 SDAs which are recognised and accepted as locations 
which optimise connectivity and access to services and jobs within Plan area. 
 
PP/0136/0005 Mactaggart & Mickel: Support for spatial strategy and identification of East 
Coast SDA. 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: Spatial Strategy Assessment does not 
explain in detail how area was divided into 30 Strategic Assessment Areas and lacks 
reference to marketability. Plan bases its proposals for limited new housing land in E 
Lothian on questionable bases of infrastructure, transport and landscape constraints and 
a lack of major employment locally.  
 
PP/0049/0001 & 0006 Strawsons Property: Risk that existing large-scale (1000+ units) 
sites are not going to deliver new houses in early years of Plan i.e. up to 2019.  The 750 
units requirement for East Lothian should not be added on to one or more existing large 
scale committed sites. Settlements in the western part of East Lothian are best placed 
geographically to meet strategic needs. Strategic sites of up to 350 units should be 
allocated in “Western East Lothian”. 
 
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0005 
Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0003 Wallace Land Investment & Management: Spatial 
Strategy inhibits the housing requirement to be met in each LDP. 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Supports 5 sub-regional areas as basis for assessing 
strategic spatial strategy but concerns about lack of reference to marketability of Strategic 
Assessment Areas or their capability to deliver development. 
 
PP/0073/0001 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Amalgamation of East Coast Sub Region and 
generic East Lothian SDA does not assist in providing a coherent or co-ordinated 
approach to meeting housing needs in an effective way.  
 
PP/0073/0006 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Proposed infrastructure improvements and 
the availability of land at Dunbar provide the opportunity to redress this balance without 
undermining the strategic thrust of the SDP Spatial Strategy for the East Coast. It also 
allows the pressure to be relieved from historic large scale allocations that are becoming 
unviable in the current climate. 
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The amalgamation of the East Coast Sub Region and generic East Lothian SDA does not 
assist in providing a coherent or co-ordinated approach to meeting housing needs or 
choice in an effective way. It is therefore considered that the spatial strategy is flawed 
and will not allow opportunities such as Dunbar West to contribute to recovery and 
growth unless it is altered. 
 
PP/0087/0001 Lord Wemyss Trust: Spatial Strategy places too much reliance on timely 
delivery of major allocations in existing development plans. 
 
PP/0096/0001 R & A Kennedy: There are other settlements within East Coast Strategic 
Development Area, such as Tranent and Macmerry, where potential for further 
development running into hundreds of units could be provided within an appropriate 
landscape, infrastructure and community context. 
 
PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes: SSA is superficial and is not based on comparative 
assessment. Considers that Area 23 meets ‘accessibility’ criteria in terms of availability of 
public transport (rail). 
 
Blindwells 
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group: Highlights infrastructure, 
masterplanning, phasing, timing and funding issues associated with delivery of new 
settlement at Blindwells and the over reliance on the site to provide an effective supply.  
 
PP/0034/0002 Taylor Wimpey: Support commitment to Blindwells and land further east at 
Hoprig Mains. 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: Few housebuilders consider this to be an 
effective or viable site. 
 
PP/0043/0001 Scottish Resources Group: Welcomes continuing commitment to 
Blindwells and its longer term potential but concerns about reference in para 54 to ‘review 
of development  principles’ which suggests an opportunity to review suitability of site and 
allow other non-allocated sites to come forward. 
 
PP/0046/0002 W J Simpson & Son: Approach to allocating land in the East Coast does 
not support existing settlements and focuses primarily on future development of 
Blindwells which is a significant risk.  
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Blindwells is not considered to be an effective or 
viable site, so to base a strategy almost entirely on it is flawed. 
 
PP/0074/0010, 0011 & 0012 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: 
SESplan’s support in para 53 for Blindwells is questionable/irresponsible as it is car 
based/unsustainable proposal contrary to objectives and policies of Plan, the site has no 
proven ability to deliver initial 1600 or further 3000 which would be delivered outwith 
SESplan period. Concerns however that statements in para 54 to review development 
principles at Blindwells could dilute quality of new development. Welcomes statement in 
para 55 on need for expansion of existing communities alongside creation of new 
settlement at Blindwells.   
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes Ltd: Blindwells will not be delivered in short to medium 
term. 
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PP/0126/0002 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property Ltd; PP/0158/0001 Colliers for D S Orr & 
Sons: Support Blindwells allocation. 
 
PP/0174/0001 Haddington & District Amenity Society: Reliance on Blindwells seems 
optimistic. 
 
Site Specific Submissions 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group: Those parts of East Coast/East 
Lothian SDA which enjoy direct access to Edinburgh via road and rail network should be 
required to accommodate additional share of housing shortfall. East Lothian Local Plan 
2008 (para 10.41) acknowledges there is land between Wallyford and A1/A199 which 
may be capable of accommodating additional housing and associated development. 
 
PP/0029/0008 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel: Propose land at West Letham Farm 
(adjacent to H3 proposal in East Lothian Local Plan 2008. 
 
PP/0136/0005 Mactaggart & Mickel: Landholdings to complement existing allocated site 
at Haddington can accommodate 350 units from 750 requirement for East Lothian SDA 
from 2019. 
 
PP/0049/0004 Strawsons Property: Site on south side of Bankton junction of A1 on north 
and north eastern edge of Tranent is suitable for strategic growth including new homes, 
hotel/care home/leisure and park and ride facility (see ‘Development Proposal’ document 
attached to representation and schedule. 
 
PP/0057/0004 Taylor Wimpey: Coverage of East Lothian SDA should be extended to 
include land at Ormiston to provide new and support existing community facilities. 
 
PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments: Proposes site at Bankton, Prestonpans. 
 
PP/0072/0005 CALA Management Ltd: Support inclusion of Haddington within East 
Lothian SDA but capacity identified in Local Plan at Letham Mains should be increased 
from 750 units to 900 units. 
 
PP/0072/0008 CALA Management Ltd: Proposes site at Gilsland, North Berwick is an 
appropriate location for growth. 
 
PP/0073/0001 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Spatial strategy is flawed and will not allow 
opportunities such as Prestonpans West to contribute to recovery and growth.  
 
PP/0073/0006 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Proposed infrastructure improvements and 
availability of land at Edinburgh Road/Beveridge Row Dunbar provides opportunity to 
contribute to recovery and growth in East Lothian SDA. 
 
PP/0074/0007, 0010 & 0014 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: 
Provision of local employment and housing growth at transport nodes within East Coast 
sub region will lead to more sustainable transport patterns. Site at Longniddry would 
meet those requirements. 
 
There is proven capacity within selected East Lothian settlements, SESplan should allow 
for additional alternative sites to come forward beyond the 750 units of additional 
proposed housing in Fig. 4. There is also alternative capacity elsewhere in East Lothian 
to accommodate all of the 3000 houses proposed for Blindwells. 
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PP/0087/0001 Lord Wemyss Trust: Proposes site in Haddington as an alternative high 
quality, mixed use development site (land north of Haddington Golf Club). 
 
PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes: East Lothian Coast Spatial Strategy Assessment (Area 23) 
should be included in East Lothian SDA. It is highly accessible and appropriate as an 
area where strategic development can be accommodated – site at Ferrygate, North 
Berwick referenced.  
 
Other 
 
PP/0018/0004 & 0005 Bourne Leisure Ltd: Plan should give support for future tourism 
development in East Coast and should place a greater emphasis upon tourism as key 
economic driver within East Lothian in accordance with SPP (para 98). No reference to 
continued maintenance and enhancement of coastal tourism, or to promoting visitor 
economy in East Lothian.  
 
PP/0035/0003 Northumberland County Council: Supports inclusion of references to 
dualling of A1. 
  
PP/0049/0006 Strawsons Property: Description of East Lothian SDA is too broad. SDA 
should be described as Western East Lothian. 
 
PP/0062/0004 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: Need to include text referencing relating to 
ongoing role of Cockenzie Power Station. 
 
PP/00074/0008 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: It is important for 
SESplan to support resolution of education and drainage constraints. 
 
PP/0074/0013 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Re para 52 of Plan - 
there is no lack of capacity on the ECML and North Berwick branch. 
  
PP/00074/0015 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Incorrect 
statements in para 49 of Plan that ‘entire East Coast Sub Regional area suffers from poor 
accessibility.  
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes: Identification of additional housing requirement for East 
Lothian.                                                           
 
PP/0023/0009 Ashfield Commercial Properties: The SDP must acknowledge the short to 
medium term issues relating to delivery of housing and support the provision of a 
generous supply of housing land which is deliverable. 
 
PP/0029/0008 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel: Table 2, 3 and 4, bring forward the 
additional housing land requirement into the 2009-9 column. The table shows 750 units. 
Suggested change to show 300 units in 2009-19 and 450 units in 2019-2024.  
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: None stated. 
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PP/0046/0001 W J Simpson & Son: East Lothian should receive more generous 
allocation of proposed revised housing numbers. 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland:  
 
Paragraphs 22 – 25 – rewrite to base requirements on HoNDA outcomes plus generous 
land supply/flexibility. 
Paragraph 26 should refer to land requirements by LDP areas as well as sub-regional 
areas. It should also make clear that the Plan will show an indicative distribution of land 
for the period 2024 – 32.  
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: Suggests an increase in land supply and flexible 
approach to allocations and re-phasing in East Lothian.  
                                                                                                                        
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton & Sons:  
Table 3 – Housing Land Requirement by Strategic Development Area: 
Increase number of units to be allocated within East Lothian between 2009 – 2024 
Table 4 – Housing Land Requirement by Local Authority: 
Increase number of units to be allocated within East Lothian between 2009 – 2024 
 
PP/0087/0001 Lord Wemyss Trust; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0103/0001 
J & W Wilkinson: Request an increase in scale of growth in East Coast SDA. 
 
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0023/0009 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd: Short to medium term housing 
delivery issues should be acknowledged and SDP must support provision of a generous 
supply of housing land which is deliverable. 
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group: None stated.      
 
PP/0036/0005 Mactaggart & Mickel: None stated. 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: None stated. 
 
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059 0005 
Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0003 Wallace Land Investment & Management: Modify text in 
Spatial Strategy – East Coast introductory text should read “Within the East Coast 
development will be focused on two SDAs at East Lothian and the Eastern Borders. Land 
needs to be identified to meet the annual housing land requirement of 650 new homes 
over the period to 2024 to East Lothian LDP. Scottish Borders LDP will allocate housing 
land in the Eastern Borders SDA from its identified shortfall to 2024” Amend para 56 to 
read “The SDP sets a strategic housing land requirement of 650 homes per annum for 
East Lothian LDP. The LDP will assess the scale of allocations required to meet this 
requirement to 2024. Development will be directed to settlements which do not have 
infrastructure or environmental capacity constraints”.  Amend figs 3-7 to reflect above. 
 
PP/0049/0001 & 0006 Strawsons Property: Text relating to East Coast should state that 
the additional housing requirement for East Lothian shall be allocated to settlements in 
the western part of East Lothian. New allocations to meet the housing land requirement 
will not be added to existing large-scale committed sites and new allocations should 
improve existing infrastructure and demonstrate benefits to existing communities. 
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PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Paragraph 27 should refer to market demand as 
factor in determining spatial strategy. 
 
Policy 1A – a review of suitable areas taking account of marketability may change the list 
of Strategic Development Areas. 
 
Text should address in more detail why demand should not be met where it arises in E 
Lothian, in particular, the implications of not meeting demand here, and weigh whether 
this is acceptable or can be mitigated.  Plan should contain substantial additional land 
allocations and direct the LDP to find these in range of locations. 
 
PP/0073/0001 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Propose series of modifications to Proposed 
SDP in order that more informed and considered approach can be taken to proposals 
such as Prestonpans West. Spatial Strategy itself (Paragraph 18) requires to be reviewed 
in order to ensure that it is in line with market demand and that strategic infrastructure 
improvements reflect conditions within the Housing Market Area.  
 
PP/0073/0006 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Seeks more ambitious strategy and increase 
growth and choice across all tenures.  
 
Modifications proposed to Policy 1A to better align the housing market with East Coast 
Strategic Development Area. Modifications also sought to Policy 1B Spatial Strategy 
Development Principles in order to achieve new opportunities and improve delivery of 
development over the plan period in a much more positive way.  
 
PP/0096/0001 R & A Kennedy: Additional land allocations in period 2019 to 2024 should 
be rephrased to the period 2009-2019 to allow greater flexibility (and therefore higher 
output levels) in delivery of beneficial residential development within the East Coast sub 
area. 
 
PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes: Amend Figure 1 (Spatial Strategy Assessment) by 
extending the East Lothian SDA northwards to include Area 23 or as a minimum to 
include North Berwick. Amend Figure 4 (East Coast) in Proposed Plan by extending East 
Lothian SDA to include Area 23 or as a minimum to include North Berwick. 
 
Blindwells 
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group: None stated. 
 
PP/0034/0002 Taylor Wimpey: None stated. 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: None stated.  
 
PP/0043/0001 Scottish Resources Group: Delete 2nd sentence of para 54. 
 
PP/0046/0002 W J Simpson & Sons: Approach to allocating land throughout East Coast 
should be changed to state: “It is acknowledged that the continued commitment to 
Blindwells as a location for a new settlement will have major infrastructure provisions to 
facilitate development in the short term. To support existing settlements throughout the 
East Coast, Local Development Plan will provide a flexible approach to developing a 
limited amount of housing to meet established demand and to support existing services 
within these settlements whether there is already existing adequate infrastructure 
provision.” 
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PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: None stated specific to Blindwells. 
 
PP/0074/0010, 0011 & 0012 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: 
Paragraph 53 should be deleted and replaced with following wording: 
“Within the East Lothian SDA there is a continued commitment to Blindwells as a new 
settlement of 1600 homes throughout this plan period and beyond.  This is an existing 
commitment.  
 
However, should future Housing Land Audits conclude that the site is failing to make 
progress in accordance with the proposed phasing, the units are to be reallocated to 
alternative sites within the plan period.  This measure is justified due to the need to avoid 
any housing land shortfalls emerging in East Lothian. The allocation of any additional 
homes to this SDA beyond the 2032 period would be inappropriate to this plan as it would 
deliver land only beyond the plan period and not meet identified housing needs.  Any 
additional allocations beyond 1600 homes at Blindwells arising from the LDP process 
must be tested against the Scottish Planning Policy and this Strategic Development 
Plan’s aims relating to the delivery of effective land and sustainable development. 
 
Amend para 54 to read “The emerging LDP will require comprehensive solutions to be 
identified that will deliver a new settlement (at Blindwells) and define the allocation within 
which it will be developed. Further allocations should be brought forward within the East 
Lothian West area to ensure a generous and reliable land supply at sustainable locations 
to provide choice and to meet East Lothian’s housing land requirement particularly if 
Blindwells is not delivering housing in order to meet the requirements of the SDP.” 
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes Ltd: Modify Plan to include additional land. 
 
PP/0126/0002 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property Ltd: None stated. 
 
PP/0158/0001 D S Orr & Sons: None stated. 
 
PP/0174/0001 Haddington & District Amenity Society: None stated. 
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group: Para 56 - remove reference to 
‘existing settlements within East Lothian have very limited potential to absorb any future 
growth’ and make provision for release of additional land between Wallyford and 
A1/A199.  
 
PP/0029/0008 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel: Table 2, 3 and 4, bring forward the 
additional housing land requirement into the 2009-19 column. The Table shows 750 
units. Suggested change to show 300 units in 2009-19 and 450 units in 2019-2024 to 
allow further land releases at e.g. West Letham Farm. 
 
PP/0136/0005 Mactaggart & Mickel: None stated. 
 
PP/0049/0004 Strawsons Property: Para 56 should refer to preference for growth to be 
near Bankton Junction of the A1 associated with provision of park and ride facilities. 
 
PP/0057/0004 Taylor Wimpey: Fig. 4 should be extended to include Ormiston and table 
below fig. 4 amended to propose 1015 dwellings 2009-2019 and 778 dwellings 2019–
2024. 
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PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments: Modify proposed plan and Policy 12 to allow land 
at Prestonpans to be taken out Green Belt.  
 
PP/0072/0005 CALA Management Ltd: None stated.   
 
PP/0072/0008 CALA Management Ltd: None stated. 
 
PP/0073/0001 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Amendments and modifications are proposed 
to Policy 1A to better align the housing market with East Coast Strategic Development 
Area and East Lothian to incorporate Prestonpans.  
 
Modifications and changes to Policies 1A and 1B to recognise the wider Musselburgh 
area including Prestonpans is a SDA and capable of sustainable residential and 
economic growth and 1B (set out in full representation) to will give clearer direction to the 
potential for new opportunities in Prestonpans and elsewhere in the SDA. 
 
PP/0073/0006 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Proposes site at Dunbar West to contribute to 
recovery and growth. References to poor accessibility and increasing distance from the 
regional core should be omitted (paragraph 49). 
  
Paragraphs 53 and 54 need to give greater confidence that Blindwells can and will be 
delivered as an effective site during the period up to 2019.                                                    
 
PP/0074/0007 & 0010 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Proposes 
site at Longniddry as an alternative and para 50 should read: 
“….in the absence of more diverse employment base many residents commute out of the 
area(…) This has resulted in less sustainable commuting and travel patterns and 
restricted access to affordable housing. Therefore, the focus within this sub-region is the 
improvement of sustainable transport networks and the provision of local employment 
opportunities and housing growth at locations that benefit from existing rail infrastructure.”
 
PP/0074/0014 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Amend para 56 to 
read “Some existing settlements in East Lothian have demonstrated further potential to 
absorb growth in the Spatial Strategy Assessment. The SDP will promote further 
expansion of existing East Lothian settlements where sustainability tests are met and 
where there is infrastructure and environmental capacity.” 
 
PP/0087/0001 Lord Wemyss Trust: Proposes site in Haddington as an alternative (land 
north of Haddington Golf Club). 
 
PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes: Amend Figure 4 (East Coast) in Proposed Plan by 
extending East Lothian SDA to include Area 23 or as a minimum to include North Berwick 
(site at Ferrygate, North Berwick referenced).  
 
Other 
 
PP/0018/0005 & 0004 Bourne Leisure Ltd: Paragraph 49 should be modified as follows: 
“As a consequence of its poor accessibility the area is not an identified location for large 
scale economic development rather its economy is based on tourism, the service sector, 
agriculture and other rural industries. This is particularly the case with increasing distance 
from the Regional Core in comparison to better connected locations to the west. Tourism 
is recognised as having the potential to be the key economic driver on the East Coast 
and as such, future sustainable development in this sector will be encouraged.” 
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Paragraph 56 should be modified as follows: “The focus within the East Lothian SDA will 
therefore be the delivery of the significant existing committed development for both 
housing and economic development whilst promoting sustainable tourism development 
and the visitor economy, to encourage economic growth.” 
 
PP/0035/0003 Northumberland County Council: None stated. 
 
PP/0049/0006 Strawsons Property: Change ‘East Lothian’ to ‘Western East Lothian as 
the description of the SDA. 
  
PP/0062/0004 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: Amend text after para 52 to read “Existing 
locations within East Lothian contribute a significant proportion of Scotland’s electricity 
supply. The East Lothian LDP will promote continued electricity generation from 
Cockenzie Power Station in accordance with its national development designation, 
including any associated infrastructure”. 
 
PP/0074/0008 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Amend para 52 to 
read “Investment in education and drainage will be required to support development. 
Local authorities should seek innovative and flexible solutions to these constraints to 
assist in the delivery of development”. 
 
PP/0074/0013 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Amendment of 
paragraph 52 of SESplan to accommodate a more accurate and up to date statement on 
the current levels of capacity on the ECML. 
  
PP/0074/0015 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Amend wording of 
para 49 to read “Certain areas of the sub-region suffer from poor accessibility and as a 
result are not identified locations for large scale economic development rather its 
economy is based on tourism, the service sector, agriculture and other rural industries. 
However other areas within the sub region have significantly better accessibility and offer 
good prospects for development at sustainable locations”. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
It is important to note that many of the housing issues are inter-related and other aspects 
of the responses will be dealt with more fully in the Schedule 4’s and supporting paper 
(Doc 20) on ‘Housing Land Requirement’. 

 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes; PP/0023/0009 Ashfield Commercial Properties; 
PP/0029/0008 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel; PP/0139/0001 Walker Group 
(Scotland) Ltd; PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland; PP/0046/0001 W J Simpson & Son; 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments; PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton & Sons; 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0103/0001 J & W Wilkinson: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The justification for the phasing and distribution of the overall 
SESplan housing land requirement across the SESplan area is discussed in the SESplan 
supporting paper on housing land (Doc 1). As such, SESplan submits that the scale, 
phasing and distribution of housing land currently proposed for the East Coast area is 
appropriate. The Proposed Plan (page 21-Doc ref. 1) sets out the proposed level of 
housing over the plan periods for East Lothian and Eastern Borders SDAs (SDAs 5 and 6 
respectively); consistent with SESplan’s approach to wider housing land issues – note 
that Figure 4 of the Proposed Plan (page 21) expresses committed development up to 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

90 

2032. This approach builds on the findings of the SSA (Doc 14), which rates other areas 
higher in terms of their suitability for strategic development. As such, for this area a level 
of development has been set out as informed by the SESplan HNDA (Doc 11) and the 
Housing Technical Note (Doc 12) considering its relative merits to accommodate further 
growth and the prevalent environmental and infrastructure constraints, as explained in 
paragraphs 48-56 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). Paragraphs 53 and 54 of the Proposed 
Plan (Doc 1) also explain that there is a long term vision for Blindwells, and in doing so it 
provides a broad indication of the scale and direction of growth within the area for the 
period 2024–2032. The full extent of development potential that can be released at 
Blindwells in the period 2024–2032 will be established once comprehensive solutions 
have been found that will deliver the entire new settlement, including site planning and 
thus phasing and programming. These solutions are expected to be confirmed prior to 
the review of the SDP, at which point the extent to which Blindwells can contribute to the 
settlement strategy will become clear. In terms of flexibility in the housing land supply, the 
Proposed Plan Policy 6 allows the housing land supply to be re-phased, thereby allowing 
land to be drawn down from the period 2019–2024 earlier into the period 2009–2019. The 
inclusion of Policy 6 enables LDPs to confirm the approach to the phasing of the supply.     
                                                        
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0023/0009 Ashfield Commercial Properties; PP/0036/0005 Mactaggart & Mickel; 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management; 
PP/0049/0001 & 0006 Strawsons Property; PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0005 
Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0003 Wallace Land Investment & Management; PP/0066/0002 
Homes for Scotland; PP/0073/0001 & 0006 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0087/0001 
Lord Wemyss Trust; P/0096/0001 R & A Kennedy; PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. The East Lothian Strategic Development Area 
(SDA) was assessed through the Spatial Strategy Assessment process. The Spatial 
Strategy Assessment Technical Note (SSTN) (Doc 14) explains the methodology used to 
identify the preferred locations for development which underpin the identification of the 
SDAs in the SESplan Strategic Development Plan (SDP). SDAs were identified through a 
two stage process as follows: 
 
• Stage 1 Assessment 

Excluding areas benefitting from internationally and nationally designated natural 
heritage sites and designations in the SESplan area. 

 
• Stage 2 Assessment 

The remainder of the SESplan area was subdivided into 30 “Strategic Assessment 
Areas” for the Stage 2 Assessment. The selection of areas for this purpose took 
account of geographical features, transport corridors and nodes and existing 
proposals in structure and local plans. Subdivision of the SESplan area allowed a 
comparative assessment of potential locations for future development.  Each of these 
areas was assessed against the following criteria relating to suitability for 
development: 
i)    Accessibility;        
ii)   Infrastructure Capacity; 
iii)  Land Availability and Development Capacity;   
iv)  Green Belt; 
v)   Landscape Designations;     
vi)  Regeneration Potential; and   
vii) Prime Agricultural Land.   
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As set out in the SSTN (Doc 14), SDA 5 (SSA 21, 22 and 24) overall scored well in 
relation to both regional and local accessibility indicators (appendices 1, 2 and 3 of SSTN 
refers) and is therefore considered appropriate in its positioning, scale and location and 
as a preferred location for development. However, SSA area 23, including North Berwick, 
is omitted as an area for further strategic growth since there is a lack of clarity on the 
ability to improve foul drainage arrangements within the Plan period at the towns long sea 
outfall. Education capacity is also an issue in the area. SSA area 20, including Ormiston, 
is omitted from the SDA since the area has below average accessibility, has a local road 
network unsuitable for strategic growth and education capacity is identified as a 
constraint. 
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group; PP/0036/0005 Mactaggart & 
Mickel:  Support noted. No modifications proposed or recommended. 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Support for 5 sub-regional areas noted. No 
modifications proposed or recommended. 
 
Blindwells 
 
PP/0034/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0043/0001 Scottish Resources Group; PP/0126/0002 
Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property Ltd; PP/0158/0001 D S Orr & Sons: Support noted. No 
modifications proposed or recommended. 
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group; PP/0139/0001 Walker Group 
(Scotland) Ltd; PP/0043/0001 Scottish Resources Group; PP/0046/0002 W J Simpson & 
Son; PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0010, 0011 & 0012 Wemyss & March 
Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes Ltd; PP/0174/0001 
Haddington & District Amenity Society:  No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Given its allocation in the East Lothian Local Plan 2008 and the area's potential for 
further expansion, Blindwells continues to have a role in the SDP settlement strategy. 
Comprehensive and deliverable solutions for the entire new settlement must be found 
before the first review of the SDP. The site is low grade agricultural land and located in a 
highly accessible location, well served by public transport and with good trunk road and 
rail access. Its capability to expand to a settlement of 4,600 houses will be tested and 
comprehensive solutions identified. This will include satisfactory resolution of matters 
such as ground conditions, drainage, flooding, access, traffic impacts, education strategy, 
development phasing and programming. These solutions are expected to be confirmed 
prior to the review of the first SDP, at which point the extent to which Blindwells can 
contribute to the settlement strategy will become clear. The outcome of the current 
planning application relating to the site will have a bearing on whether or not it is 
appropriate to review the development principles of the current 1600 house Local Plan 
allocation. The programming of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) indicates a modest 
contribution of housing from Blindwells up to 2024, with no contribution to the settlement 
strategy from this location expected before 2019 i.e. no completions are assumed from 
Blindwells prior to the review of the first SDP. Earlier completions would be welcome if 
the solutions and agreements discussed above can be resolved in the short to medium 
term. 
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0024/0002 & 0005 The Dunalastair Estates Group; PP/0029/0008 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0136/0005 Mactaggart & Mickel; PP/0049/0004 Strawsons Property; PP/0057/0004 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments; PP/0072/0005 & 0008 CALA 
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Management Ltd; PP/0073/0001 & 0006 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0074/0007, 
0010 & 0014 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; PP/0087/0001 Lord 
Wemyss Trust; PP/0133/0001 Miller Homes: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Site specific submissions are more appropriately considered within Local 
Development Plans. It is for the local planning authority to consider whether and how it 
defines the boundaries of SDAs and the extent to which individual sites contribute to the 
level of development expected for each SDA. In addition local planning authorities can 
also consider the capacity of settlements to accommodate additional growth beyond the 
identified Strategic Development Areas where appropriate. Further policy guidance on 
identification of additional sites is also set out in Policies 6 and 7 of the Proposed Plan. 
 
Other 
 
PP/0018/0004 & 0005 Bourne Leisure Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
The Proposed Plan underpins and supports such activities and paragraph 49 (Doc 1) 
acknowledges the tourism economy, high quality built and natural environment and 
abundance of leisure and tourism opportunities in the East Coast region. 
 
PP/0035/0003 Northumberland County Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Support noted. 
 
PP/0049/0006 Strawsons Property: No modifications proposed or recommended. The 
name of the SDA is intended to reflect the geographical location of the SDA which is 
spread across East Lothian (east and west). There is also potential for confusion with the 
West Lothian Sub Regional Area. 
 
PP/0062/0004 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Specific reference to Cockenzie Power Station is made in Policy 10 of the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1). SDPs are intended to be concise, visionary documents providing 
guidance at a strategic level and there is therefore no requirement to include additional 
detailed text on specific projects. 
  
PP/0074/0008 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. Paragraph 51 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) acknowledges 
that substantial investment is required to deliver committed development and timely 
procurement is important. Emphasis is also placed on the fact that much of this is not in 
control of SESplan or relevant planning authorities.  
 
PP/0074/0013 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. SESplan considers that the relative lack of capacity and low 
frequency of local passenger services on the ECML and North Berwick branch is 
significant and that it compounds the issue of trunk road capacity. It is also worth noting 
that further improvements to the ECML and associated infrastructure are planned and 
that this is set out in the SESplan Action Programme (Doc 4) Action 64.  Deliver 
improvements to rail and bus service). 
 
PP/00074/0015 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The statement in paragraph 49 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) 
reflects the fact that a large part of the region is rural in nature, distant from the Regional 
Core and suffers from poor transport links.  
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Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Housing land requirement 
 
1.   A large number of the representations on this issue concern housing numbers and 
locations.  In the Reporter’s consideration of Issues 15 to 19, he examined 
representations that address the proposed plan’s approach to housing more generally.  
He concluded that the work that has informed the proposed plan to date is insufficient 
and that there is currently no reliable evidence base for the allocation of housing land.  
Consequently, he has recommended that the proposed plan be modified to confirm that 
supplementary guidance will be prepared to identify how much land requires to be 
allocated in each local development plan area for the plan periods 2009 to 2019 and 
2019 to 2024, based on an analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and 
environmental capacities and constraints.  His recommendations on this are set out in the 
annex following Issue 20. 
 
2.   Following from this there are a number of consequential modifications that affect 
Issue 5, notably relating to the spatial strategy.  This is considered under Issue 2 and the 
relevant proposed modifications are noted.  These are relevant to the context of East 
Coast, where the reference to housing in the introductory paragraph on page 20 is 
proposed for removal.  This removes the housing numbers.  Figure 4 would similarly be 
modified to remove the references to housing.  Significant modifications to paragraphs 
54, 55, 56, and 59 on page 22 would remove references to housing numbers and state 
that housing requirements would be determined under the proposed supplementary 
guidance.  See the annex following Issue 20 for further details. 
 
3.   Under these circumstances it is neither possible nor appropriate for me to consider 
the quantum of housing that is proposed to be directed to the East Lothian and Eastern 
Borders Strategic Development Areas.  I have not therefore addressed further the 
housing issues that are referred to in the representations. 
 
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy 
 
4.   These representations are broadly supportive of the strategic development areas, 
subject to some detailed criticisms.  I note the authority’s explanation of the way in which 
the strategic development areas were selected.  The spatial strategy assessment note 
(Document 14) sets out in detail the data used in making the assessments and the 
rationale behind the assessment process.  Some of the detail is set out in the authority’s 
response above, and need not be repeated here. 
 
5.   I have taken into account the representations made, but I find nothing to suggest that 
the authority has reached the wrong conclusions through following its methodology.  This 
is logical and sound and I find no evidence to justify recommending modifications.   
 
6.   It is for local development plans to interpret the information both in the strategic plan 
and the assessment note.  This will allow for further detailed examination of the 
boundaries, taking into account, for example, the merits of Dunbar West in contributing to 
recovery and growth.  No modification is needed. 
 
Blindwells 
 
7.   These representations express both support and concerns for the proposed 
Blindwells development, located to the north-east of Tranent.  I note that there is a 
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commitment of 1,600 houses in the current local plan, but that there are doubts about its 
deliverability.  Paragraph 54 states that the development is not expected to contribute to 
the spatial strategy until after 2019.  This is beyond the time that a review of the strategic 
plan will take place.  Paragraph 53 expects no development beyond the 1,600 houses 
until after 2032, beyond the plan’s furthest perception. 
 
8.   The authority’s response above effectively accepts there may be doubts about the 
long term deliverability of the site.  It will be for the local development plan to consider 
this in detail, taking into account revised housing figures to be produced under the 
supplementary guidance.  Given the existing proposals for Blindwells, albeit long term, I 
see nothing wrong with the proposed plan’s continuing commitment to the site.  The 
authority clearly sees the possibility of a change in the review of the strategic plan.  Given 
the likely timescales, and the opportunity for the local development plan to review the 
proposals, I believe there is sufficient scope for the proposals to be changed in the future 
if Blindwells should turn out to be non-viable.  No modification is needed. 
 
Site specific submissions 
 
9.   I accept the authority’s view that site specific matters are not generally for strategic 
development plans, but should be dealt with during the preparation of local development 
plans.  These can consider in detail the boundaries of strategic development areas and 
the ability of settlements outside these to accommodate growth where appropriate.  The 
local development plan will cover the matters raised in the representations.  No 
modification is required. 
 
Other 
 
10.   Tourism is dealt with under Issue 11.  It is acknowledged as a key sector, in 
paragraph 13, which is central to the regional economy.  It is clear that tourism is 
supported as a key development sector.  I am not persuaded the proposed modifications 
to paragraphs 49 and 56 are necessary to add to this.  Paragraph 56 is in any case 
proposed for modification as referred to above. 
 
11.   The East Lothian Strategic Development Area extends from the eastern edge of 
Edinburgh almost as far as the eastern boundary of the district.  To call it ‘Western East 
Lothian’ would be misleading and there is no justification for this.  No modification is 
required. 
 
12.   Specific support for the future of Cockenzie power station is confirmed under 
Issue 22, with reference to policy 10.  There is no need for further modification. 
 
13.   Paragraph 52 is slightly ambiguous as it could be taken to relate to track capacity.  
Reading the representations it is clear it refers to the capacity of the trains and number of 
services.  I am not persuaded that any major revision is necessary, and I accept the 
authority’s statement of its concern.  A minor modification would however clarify matters. 
 
14.   Paragraph 49 as written is somewhat misleading in giving the impression that the 
whole of the area has poor accessibility.  I accept the first part of the representor’s 
proposed modification would resolve this.  I am not persuaded that there is need for the 
reference to better prospects within the more accessible areas as this is effectively dealt 
with in the plan policies as a whole. 
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Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   In paragraph 52 insert “passenger” between ‘lack of’ and ‘capacity’, and “existing” 
between ‘frequency of’ and ‘local’ in the first sentence. 
 
2.   In paragraph 49 delete: ‘As a consequence of its poorer accessibility the area is not 
an identified location’.  Replace with: “Certain areas of the sub-region suffer from poor 
accessibility and as a result are not identified locations”. 
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Issue 6 
 

 
Fife Forth  
 

Development plan 
reference: Pages 23 -26  Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0025/0001 & 0002 Banks Group 
PP/0044/0009 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0047/0004 Raith Developments  
PP/0048/0005 Miller Homes 
PP/0049/0002 Strawsons Property  
PP/0055/0004 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0082/0002 Barratt Homes  
PP/0094/0001 & 0004 Muir Homes Ltd 
PP/0095/0001 Campion Homes 
PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Co Ltd  
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes Ltd 
PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir Group  
 
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0141/0001 I Spowart  
PP/0048/0002 Miller Homes  
PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0059/0005 Bellway Homes  
PP/0064/0003 Wallace Land Investment & Management  
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0086/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
PP/0094/0001 & 0004 Muir Homes Ltd  
PP/0095/0001 & 0004 Campion Homes 
PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Co Ltd  
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises Ltd 
PP/0156/0001 Robin Drysdale  
PP/0161/0004 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd 
PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir Group  
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0025/0001 Banks Group  
PP/0141/0001 I Spowart  
PP/0044/0009 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0047/0003 & 0004 Raith Developments 
PP/0048/0002-0004 Miller Homes 
PP/0055/0004 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0067/0004 Sigma Property Capital Ltd 
PP/0072/0006 CALA Management Ltd  
PP/0086/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
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PP/0094/0001 Muir Homes Ltd  
PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Co Ltd  
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes Ltd 
PP/0123/0001 Ian Harley 
PP/0154/0001 The Co-operative Estates 
PP/0156/0001 Robin Drysdale  
PP/0164/0001 Fife Regeneration 
PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir Group  
 
Other 
 
PP/0021/0030, 0031 & 0033 Royal Society for Protection of Birds 
PP/0025/0001 Banks Group  
PP/0031/0004 Forth Ports Ltd  
PP/0049/0007 Strawsons Property  
PP/0062/0005 Scottish Power Generation Ltd  
PP/0099/0001 Shell (UK) Ltd 
PP/0128/0001 & 0002 Scottish Resources Group 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Fife Forth  

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0025/0001 & 0002 Banks Group: Need for additional housing land release before 
2019 and concerns that all 600 units allocated in that period are to be outwith the 
Ore/Upper Valley SDA. 
 
PP/0044/0009 Hallam Land Management: There is a substantial shortfall in housing land 
supply and 5 year effective housing land supply in Fife Forth SDA and need to review 
capacity of existing SDAs to accommodate additional growth. 
 
PP/0047/0004 Raith Developments: Housing Land Requirement and shortfall have been 
miscalculated for Fife and should be revised. An allocation needs to be made by SESplan 
in period 2010-2019 to meet shortfall. 
 
PP/0048/0005 Miller Homes: Welcomes inclusion of 600 units identified in period 2009-
2019. 
 
PP/0049/0002 Strawsons Property: Housing units figure for North Dunfermline SDA 
should be increased to 800 units from 500 units. 
 
PP/0055/0004 Taylor Wimpey: Strategy proposed in Plan (para 67 and 68) to direct 
additional allocation of 500 units post 2019 to Dunfermline North SDA is supported but 
continuation of current development strategy in Fife Forth will result in a much higher 
housing shortfall than assessed in SESplan. Greater scale of land releases is therefore 
required up to 2019 and 2024. 
 
PP/0082/0002 Barratt Homes: Support Ore/Upper Leven Valley SDA allocation of 500 
units but should not be restricted to post 2019. 500 unit allocation to N. Dunfermline 
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should be combined and overall 1000 unit allocation split between 2 adjoining SDAs to 
assist community regeneration. 
 
PP/0094/0001 & PP/0094/0004 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0001 Campion Homes: 
Limited allocations up to 2019 will constrain development and additional land releases 
are required. 
 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes Ltd: 1000 unit allocation for Fife should be replaced with 
larger allocation to take account of existing large scale allocations which will not deliver. 
 
PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir Group; PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Co Ltd: Objects to 
location, phasing and scale of development. Failure to allocate any new housing land in 
period pre 2019 is flawed. 
 
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0059/0005 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0003 
Wallace Land Investment & Management: Plan spatial strategy inhibits delivery of 
housing requirement for each LDP in area. 
 
PP/0141/0001 I Spowart: Proposed Plan should identify West Villages as SDA. 
 
PP/0048/0002 Miller Homes: Concerns that new developments will not be able to 
commence until post 2019 and Plan is inflexible. SDAs in North Dunfermline & Ore/ 
Upper Leven Valley are too prescriptive and a broader area should be identified. 
 
PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey: Spatial Strategy inhibits the housing requirement to be 
met in each LDP. 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Supports 5 sub-regional areas as basis for assessing 
strategic spatial strategy but concerns about lack of reference to marketability of Strategic 
Assessment Areas or their capability to deliver development. Acknowledge that Fife 
Council wishes to promote regeneration but Fife Forth allocations are considered 
marginal or unmarketable by the industry. 
 
PP/0086/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Object to wording of Policy 1A and 
concerns about non-inclusion of Glenrothes East/Markinch in SDA. 
 
PP/0094/0001 & 0004 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0001 & 0004 Campion Homes: 
Rationale behind extent of N Dunfermline and Ore/Upper Leven Valley is unclear. 
 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises Ltd: Plans fails to recognise importance of, and existing 
allocations in Burntisland. 
 
PP/0156/0001 Robin Drysdale: Supports focus on existing committed development and 
identification of SDAs and recognises that “allocating further development land in the 
short term would undermine existing development plan strategies and provide for an over 
allocation of housing land” (para 25). Suggests possibility of reallocating 800 units outwith 
SDAs to SDAs if local or economic circumstances change. 
 
PP/0161/0004 PPCA for Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd: Objects to non-identification of 
Inverkeithing as strategic development location. 
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PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Company Limited; PP/0172/0001 John Handley for 
Scarborough Muir Group: Objects to lack of SDA along A921/East Coast rail line as a 
third Fife Forth SDA.  
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0025/0001 Banks Group: There should be scope for further land releases in 
Cardenden. 
 
PP/0141/0001 I Spowart: Plan should show commitment to West Villages as SDA and 
allow for further development in Oakley. 
 
PP/0044/0009 Hallam Land Management: Site at Glenrothes has capacity to 
accommodate additional growth. 
 
PP/0047/0003 & 0004 Raith Developments; PP/0072/0006 Holder Planning for CALA 
Management Ltd: Object to omission of Kirkcaldy as SDA. 
 
PP/0048/0002-0004 Miller Homes: Need to consider merits of Crossgates as accessible 
and sustainable location for new housing. 
 
PP/0049/0007 Strawsons Property: Welcomes support for development in Lochgelly. 
 
PP/0055/0004 Taylor Wimpey: Development opportunity in North Dunfermline SDA at 
Halbeath can accommodate 1400 new homes. 
 
PP/0067/0004 Sigma Property Capital Ltd: Non-identification of Kinglassie as Strategic 
Development location. 
 
PP/0086/0001, 0002 & 0004 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Concerns about exclusion of 
Glenrothes East/Markinch (Barnslee). 
 
PP/0094/0001 Muir Homes Ltd: Additional releases in West Villages are required e.g. 
Cairneyhill. 
 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes Ltd: Site at roaring Hill Leslie has scope to absorb 
development. 
 
PP/0123/0001 Ian Harley: Plan should provide more guidance to direct employment land 
to the A985 corridor west of Rosyth. 
 
PP/0154/0001 The Co-operative Estates: Plan should aid in guiding LPAs to allocate 
small scale sites in the most appropriate locations such as Crossford. 
 
PP/0156/0001 Montgomery Forgan Associates for Robin Drysdale: Proposes site at 
Strathruddie Farm, Kinglassie and suggests additional greenfield release would be 
appropriate through LDPs. 
 
PP/0164/0001 Fife Regeneration: Proposes site at Redhouse roundabout. 
 
PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Company Limited; PP/0172/0001 John Handley for 
Scarborough Muir Group: Objects to omission of SDA on Fife coast to include Dalgety 
Bay. 
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Other 
 
PP/0021/0030 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: Para 70 should highlight fact that 
any development should not undermine the integrity of a European designated site. 
 
PP/0021/0031 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: Para 67 should include reference to 
the importance of biodiversity benefits accruing from the Fife Green Network. 
 
PP/0021/0033 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: The importance of biodiversity 
benefits accruing form the Fife green network should be included here. 
 

PP/0025/0001 Banks Group: Concerns about references to hovercraft/ferry terminal. 
 
PP/0031/0004 Forth Ports Ltd: Re para 70 and need to monitor outcomes of ongoing 
public inquiry on international container terminal at Rosyth. 
 
PP/0049/0007 Strawsons Property: Support reference in para 61 to continued strategic 
growth at Lochgelly. 
 
PP/0062/0005 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: Include text referencing ongoing role of 
Longannet Power Station. 
 
PP/0099/0001 Shell (UK) Ltd: Oil and gas pipelines should be recognised and protected 
at strategic level- pipelines in Fife Forth area referenced. 
 
PP/0128/0001 & PP/0128/0002 Scottish Resources Group: Para 69 of Plan should 
recognise opportunities for range of ‘green business’ and waste treatment uses alongside 
renewable energy and environmental improvements at Westfield. 
 
Para 67 of Plan should recognise potential of St Ninian’s and Loch Fitty as a major 
regeneration project for West/Central Fife. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0025/0001 & 0002 Banks Group: Fig. 5 should be changed to allow release of 200 
units in period 2009-2019 in areas outwith existing SDAs in Fife Forth: 
Paragraph 68 should be reworded as follows “Within the Fife Forth area, the LDP will 
allocate sites to meet the housing land requirement over the period 2014 to 2024 to 
accommodate an additional 1400 new homes (700 within the North Dunfermline SDA and 
700 within the Ore/Upper Leven Valley SDA) of which 200 can be permitted outwith the 
existing SDAs between 2014 and 2019. Land for 400 new homes will also be identified 
outwith the two new SDAs for smaller scale proposals”. 
 
Table 2: Existing housing land supply should be reduced by at least 19000 units. 
Table 3: Ore/Leven Valley should be adjusted to 4800 as committed development, 400 
units from 2014 to 2019 and 700 units from 2019 to 2024 and last figure of 24,050 should 
be increased by 500. 
Table 4: Figures for Fife should be changed from 24500 to 23600, 28000 to 27100, 700 
from 2009 to 2019 changed to 800 and 1200 from 2019 to 2024 changed to 1400 units 
with the final figure of 24050 increased by at least 500 units. 
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PP/0047/0004 Raith Developments: Amend reference to requirement for additional SDP  
in Paragraph 61 final sentence as follows: 
 
“Given the transition from the Fife Structure Plan to the SDP, it may be appropriate to 
produce supplementary planning guidance to provide for an annual review of the five 
year housing land supply.” 

 
Amend Paragraph 68 so that the total allocation should be (rounded to nearest 100) 
units, with  1,000 units for SDAs, and 1,500 for local scale development and for 
“intermediate” development in 2010–2019, and 800 units for local and  “intermediate”  
scale development in 2019–2024. 
 
PP/0044/0009 Hallam Land Management: Amend Fife Forth introduction to reflect 
shortfall in housing land supply. 
 
PP/0048/0005 Miller Homes: None stated. 
 
PP/0049/0002 Strawsons Property: Housing units figure for North Dunfermline SDA is 
increased to 800 units from 500 units. 
 
PP/0055/0004 Taylor Wimpey: Add new sentence at end of para. 67 to read “The new 
allocations derived from SESplan’s requirement to both of these SDAs should be in 
sustainable locations where infrastructure is either available or can be provided and in 
locations where there are no environmental constraints. Given the greater housing 
demand known to exist in Dunfermline, the North Dunfermline SDA will be allocated a 
minimum of 2,000 homes from the housing shortfall to 2024 identified in the LDP.” 
 
PP/0082/0002 Barratt Homes: Amend Fig.5 - replace timescales (2009-19 and 2019–24) 
for implementation of housing allocations with single 2009-24 allocation. Combine 
allocations for Ore/Upper Leven Valley with North Dunfermline, for 1000 unit open 
allocation. Amend 1st sentence of para 68 to read “over the period to 2024…..1,000 new 
homes combined between the Ore/Upper Leven Valley and North Dunfermline SDAs” 
 
PP/0094/0001 & 0004 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0001 Campion Homes: Proposed 
allocation for period to 2024 should be brought forward to 2019. N Dunfermline and 
Ore/Leven Valley SDA allocations should be reduced from 1000 to not more than 600 
additional units, majority of which should be related to Dunfermline allocation 400 units) 
Remainder of allocation should be added to the 800 units to be provided outwith the SDA 
to provide total of 1200 units to be identified in other area settlements. Allocate at least 
400 units to West Fife Villages area in recognition of present allocation failures in this 
area. A policy based approach is required to address failing 5 year land supply. 
 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes Ltd:  
 
Page 23/3rd line – delete 1000 new homes and replace with an increased figure to take 
account of existing large scale commitments which will not deliver within timescales 
proposed. 
Para 61 – Delete 1st sentence and replace with ‘committed housing sites within the Fife 
Forth area will be examined to establish realistic start/delivery dates. Additional land on 
small sites will be allocated within Local Development Plans to make up shortfalls. 
Para 68/2nd line – delete ‘1000’ new homes and increase figure dependent on further 
assessments of committed allocations. 
4th line – increase ‘800’ to take account of this assessment. 
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PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Company Limited; PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir Group: 
Tables 2, 3 and 4 should be reviewed and reassessed, including release of land pre 
2019. 
 
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0040/0006 Bellway Homes; PP/0059/0005 Hallam Land Management; PP/0064/0003 
Wallace Land Investment & Management: Modify Spatial Strategy text in paras 31 to 94 
and each Sub Regional summary to take account of revised housing land requirements 
set out in representation. Figures 3 to 7 in Plan need to be deleted and/or revised. 
 
PP/0141/0001 I Spowart: Delete para 25 and plan should identify an increase in quantity 
of supply of land and enhanced flexibility and choice in location of new development. Fig. 
1 should be amended to include West Villages as a SDA.  
 
PP/0047/0003 & 0004 Raith Developments; PP/0072/0006 CALA Management Ltd: 
Amend Figure 1 to include Kirkcaldy as an SDA. Amend Figure 5 to include Kirkcaldy as 
an SDA in Fife Forth. Amend Table 3 to include Kirkcaldy as an SDA. 
 
PP/0048/0002 Miller Homes: Include Crossgates within the SDAs for Fife Forth Sub 
Region Area; and increase flexibility in to the Plan by bringing forward the SDA phasing 
to the period up to 2019. 
 
PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey: Modify text in Spatial Strategy – 1st and 2nd sentences of 
Fife Forth introductory text should read “Within the Fife Forth area committed allocations 
will be augmented with new strategic scale development focussed on two SDAs at North 
Dunfermline and the Ore/Upper Leven Valley. Land needs to be identified to meet the 
annual housing requirement of 1,160 new homes over the period to 2024”. 
 
Last sentence of para 61 should read “ Given the transition from the Fife Structure Plan 
to the SDP it may be appropriate to produce supplementary planning guidance to provide 
short term strategic policy coverage for strategic land allocations in mid and south Fife 
and to establish the trigger to maintain a 5 year land supply at all times”. 
 
Para 68 should read “Within the Fife Forth area the LDP will allocate sites to meet the 
housing land requirement over the period to 2024 to meet the strategic housing 
requirement of 1,160 homes per annum. The LDP will identify the housing shortfall 
derived from the up to date Housing Land Audit ensuring that shortfall is equally divided 
between the North Dunfermline SDA and the Ore/Upper Leven Valley SDA with at least 
2,000 homes released in the North Dunfermline SDA. Land for 800 new homes will be 
deducted from the overall LDP shortfall to be allocated outwith the two SDAs for smaller 
scale proposals. 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Paragraph 27 should refer also to market demand as 
a factor in determining spatial strategy and a review of suitable areas taking account of 
marketability may change list of Strategic Development Areas. 
 
PP/0086/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Policy 1A – amend Ore/Upper Leven 
Valley reference to Glenrothes and Ore/Leven Valley 
Fig. 1 - amend to reflect above 
Fig. 5 - amend to reflect above 
Page 23 - amend footnote to read ‘Glenrothes and Ore/Leven Valley encompasses 
Markinch, Glenrothes, Kelty, Cowdenbeath, Lochgelly, Cardenden, Ballingry and 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

103 

Thornton’. Delete references to restricting the SDA to land west and north of the A92 and 
Glenrothes. 
Para 61  - delete “ in mid and south Fife”  at end of last sentence  
Additional policy required to define that supplementary guidance to ensure that an 
effective 5 year continuous housing land supply can be maintained 
References in Table 3 and elsewhere to the Ore/Upper Leven Valley should be changed 
to Glenrothes and Ore/Leven Valley  
 
PP/0094/0001 & 0004 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0001 & 0004 Campion Homes: A policy 
framework guiding allocation of additional land through the LDP process should be set 
out in SESplan. 
 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises Ltd: Plans should recognise importance of, and existing 
allocations in Burntisland. 
 
PP/0156/0001 Robin Drysdale: There should be flexibility within the LDP to allow 
consideration of land that is not within the settlements if this proved to be the right course 
of action. 
 
PP/0161/0004 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd: Identification of Inverkeithing as strategic 
development location. 
 
PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Company Limited; PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir Group: 
Allocate SDA focussed on coastal towns along A921/ East Coast rail line and include 
Dalgety Bay. 
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0025/0001 Banks Group: There should be scope for further land releases in 
Cardenden. 
 
PP/0141/0001 I Spowart: Plan should allow for further development in Oakley. 
 
PP/0044/0009 Hallam Land Management: Site at Glenrothes has capacity to 
accommodate additional growth. 
 
PP/0047/0003 & PP/0047/0004 Raith Developments; PP/0072/0006 CALA Management 
Ltd: Supports development in Kirkcaldy. 
 
PP/0048/0002, 0003 & 0004 Miller Homes: Need to consider merits of Crossgates as 
accessible and sustainable location for new housing. 
 
PP/0049/0007 Strawsons Property: SDP should refer to outcome of Lochgelly charrette 
and long term commitment to growth in the town. 
 
PP/0055/0004 Taylor Wimpey: Development opportunity in North Dunfermline SDA at 
Halbeath can accommodate 1400 new homes. 
 
PP/0067/0004 Sigma Property Capital Ltd: Identify Kinglassie for strategic development. 
 
PP/0086/0001, 0002 & 0004 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Concerns about exclusion of 
Glenrothes East/Markinch (Barnslee). 
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PP/0094/0001 Muir Homes Ltd: Additional releases in West Villages are required e.g. 
Cairneyhill. 
 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes Ltd: Plan should be modified to include additional land for 
housebuilding. 
 
PP/0123/0001 Ian Harley: Plan should provide more guidance to direct employment land 
to the A985 corridor west of Rosyth. 
 
PP/0154/0001 The Co-operative Estates: Plan should aid in guiding LPAs to allocate 
small scale sites in the most appropriate locations such as Crossford. 
 
PP/0156/0001 Robin Drysdale: Proposes site at Strathruddie Farm, Kinglassie and 
suggests additional greenfield release would be appropriate through LDPs. 
 
PP/0164/0001 Fife Regeneration: Plan should be modified to include land for wind 
turbines adjacent to Redhouse roundabout. 
 
PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Co Ltd; PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir Group: Objects to 
omission of SDA on Fife coast to include Dalgety Bay. 
 
Other 
 
PP/0021/0030 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: Para 67 should include reference to 
the importance of biodiversity benefits accruing from the Fife Green Network. 
 
PP/0021/0031 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: Para 70 should highlight fact that 
any development should not undermine the integrity of a European designated site. 
 
PP/0021/0033 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: The importance of biodiversity 
benefits accruing form the Fife green network should be included here. 
 
PP/0025/0001 Banks Group: Delete para. 66 given recent refusal by Edinburgh City 
Council of planning consent for hovercraft/ferry terminal at Portobello. 
 
PP/0031/0004 Forth Ports Ltd: Final plans should reflect outcomes of public inquiry on 
Rosyth container terminal. 
 
PP/0062/0005 Scottish Power Generation Ltd; Insert text after para 68 as follows: “ 
Longannet Power Station is Scotland’s largest electricity generating plant and is one of 
the largest power stations in the UK. Its ongoing role is recognised through its 
identification by Scottish Government as a priority national development and the Fife LDP 
will promote continued electricity generation from Longannet PowerStation (including any 
associated infrastructure) accordingly.” 
 
PP/0099/0001 Shell (UK) Ltd: Request inclusion of an appropriate strategic policy which 
recognises importance of existing oil and gas pipelines running through SESplan area. 
 
PP/0128/0001 & 0002 SRG Estates for Scottish Resources Group: Modify para 69 to 
read “In addition Westfield has been identified in NPF2 as a location for a green energy 
park, which could see an expansion of renewable energy facilities, and a comprehensive 
strategic waste management facility seeking to reuse, recycle and reduce the levels of 
waste being taken to landfill sites. In addition, the site could contribute to Fife’s Green 
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Network offering land renewal and recreational links to the surrounding countryside.  
These areas will be,,,,,” 
 
Modify para 67 to read “ The Fife Green Network will encompass the whole of Fife and be 
promoted with the key strategic aims of linking the Lomond Hills Regional Park, Loch 
Leven, Lochore Meadows, St Ninian’s Earth site including Loch Fitty, the Fife Coastal 
Path, the SDAs, major development sites and urban areas of Fife. As part of this process, 
Fife Council will explore the potential of appropriate and related development through a 
masterplan approach, similar to the exercise currently underway for St Ninian’s/Loch 
Fitty. The North Dunfermline…..”. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
It is important to note that many of the housing issues are inter-related and other aspects 
of the responses are dealt with more fully in the Schedule 4s on housing land issues and 
the Housing Land Schedule 4 Supporting Paper (Doc.20).  
 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0025/0001 & 0002 Banks Group; PP/0047/0004 Raith Developments; PP/0044/0009 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0048/0005 Miller Homes; PP/0049/0002 Strawsons 
Property; PP/0055/0004 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0082/0002 Barratt Homes; PP/0094/0001 & 
0004 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0095/0001 Campion Homes; PP/0100/0001 Shell Property 
Company Limited; PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes Ltd; PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir 
Group: No modifications proposed or recommended. The justification for the phasing and 
distribution of the overall SESplan housing land requirement across the SESplan area is 
discussed in the SESplan supporting paper on housing land (Doc 20). As such, SESplan 
submits that the scale, phasing and distribution of housing land currently proposed for the 
Fife Forth area is appropriate.  The Proposed Plan (page 24) sets out the proposed level 
of housing over the plan periods for North Dunfermline and Ore/Upper Leven Valley 
SDAs (SDAs 7 and 8 respectively); consistent with SESplan’s approach to wider housing 
land issues. This approach builds on the spatial findings of the SSA (Doc 14) and sets 
out a level of development as informed by the SESplan HNDA and the Housing Technical 
Note (Doc 12) considering its relative merits to accommodate further growth and the 
prevalent environmental and infrastructure constraints, as explained in paragraphs 60–68 
of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1)  In terms of flexibility in the housing land supply, the 
Proposed Plan Policy 6 allows the housing land supply to be re-phased, thereby allowing 
land to be drawn down from the period 2019–2024 earlier into the period 2009–2019. The 
inclusion of Policy 6 enables LDPs to confirm the approach to the phasing of the supply.     
 
Strategic Development Areas/Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0040/0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0141/0001 I Spowart; PP/0048/0002 Miller 
Homes; PP/0055/0005 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0005 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0003 
Wallace Land Investment & Management; PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland; 
PP/0086/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0094/0001 & 0004 Muir Homes Ltd; 
PP/0095/0001 & 0004 Campion Homes; PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Co Ltd; 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises Ltd; PP/0156/0001 Robin Drysdale; PP/0161/0004 Alfred 
Stewart Properties Ltd; PP/0172/0001 Scarborough Muir Group: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The proposed modifications would adversely impact on the 
spatial strategy.  
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The North Dunfermline and Ore/Upper Leven Valley Strategic Development Areas 
(SDAs) were assessed through the Spatial Strategy Assessment process. The Spatial 
Strategy Assessment Technical Note (SSTN) (Doc 14) explains the methodology used to 
identify the preferred locations for development which underpin the identification of the 
SDAs in the SESplan Strategic Development Plan (Doc 1). SDAs were identified through 
a two stage process as follows: 
 
• Stage 1 Assessment 

Excluding areas benefitting from internationally and nationally designated natural 
heritage sites and designations in the SESplan area. 

• Stage 2 Assessment 
The remainder of the SESplan area was subdivided into 30 “Strategic Assessment 
Areas” for the Stage 2 Assessment. The selection of areas for this purpose took 
account of geographical features, transport corridors and nodes and existing 
proposals in structure and local plans. Subdivision of the SESplan area allowed a 
comparative assessment of potential locations for future development.  Each of these 
areas was assessed against the following criteria relating to suitability for 
development: 
i)   Accessibility;  
ii)  Infrastructure Capacity;  
iii)  Land Availability and Development Capacity; 
iv)  Green Belt;  
v)   Landscape Designations;  
vi)  Regeneration Potential; and  
vii)  Prime Agricultural Land.   

The SSTN (paras 7.2 and 7.3) highlights that some of the best opportunities for future 
growth in the Fife Forth Area are located to the north of Dunfermline. This coincides with 
the long term aspirations of the approved Fife Structure Plan (Doc 29) reflects the 
ongoing subsequent Fife Council Fife Council strategic development frameworks and 
links in with future transport infrastructure provision including the Halbeath Park and Ride 
facility and the Dunfermline northern distributor road. The boundary of the Dunfermline 
SDA was refined to cover only the Dunfermline North Area and the SDA renamed, for the 
purposes of the SDP, as North Dunfermline to better reflect the geographical focus of the 
SDA. 
 
The boundaries of the Kirkcaldy/Glenrothes SDA were refined to remove the Kirkcaldy 
area due to its high level of existing committed development. This allows for a continued 
focus of regeneration through growth on the mid Fife communities which fall within the 
Ore/Upper Leven Valleys. The focus on mid Fife reflects the long term policy stance 
promoted in National Planning Framework 2 (Doc 24) and the approved Fife Structure 
Plan (Doc 29) The revised SDA has been renamed as the Ore/Upper Leven Valleys 
reflect its geographical coverage. 
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0025/0001 Banks Group; PP/0141/0001 I Spowart; PP/0044/0009 Hallam Land 
Management; PP/0047/0003 & 0004 Raith Developments; PP/0048/0002, 0003 & 0004 
Miller Homes; PP/0055/0004 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0067/0004 Sigma Property Capital Ltd; 
PP/0072/0006 CALA Management Ltd; PP/0086/0001, 0002 & 0004 Taylor Wimpey UK 
Ltd; PP/0094/0001 Muir Homes Ltd; PP/0100/0001 Shell Property Co Ltd; PP/0112/0003 
Deveron Homes Ltd; PP/0123/0001 Ian Harley; PP/0154/0001 The Co-operative Estates; 
PP/0156/0001 Robin Drysdale; PP/0164/0001 Fife Regeneration; PP/0172/0001 
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Scarborough Muir Group; No modifications proposed or recommended. Site specific 
submissions are more appropriately considered within Local Development Plans. It is for 
the local planning authority to consider whether and how it defines the boundaries of 
SDAs within the context of the Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical Note.  It is also for 
local planning authorities to consider the extent to which individual sites contribute to the 
level of development expected in each SDA. In addition local planning authorities can 
also consider the capacity of settlements to accommodate additional growth beyond the 
identified Strategic Development Areas where appropriate. Further policy guidance on 
identification of additional sites is also set out in Policies 6 and 7 of the Proposed Plan. 
 
PP/0049/0007 Strawsons Property: Support noted. No modifications proposed or 
recommended. 
 
Other 
 
PP/0021/0030 & 0033 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: No modifications proposed 
or recommended. The fifth aim of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) set out on page 5 states the 
promotion of green networks will include enhancing biodiversity. Paragraph 126 of the 
Proposed Plan refers to the multiple benefits that the Green Network will deliver. The 
Green Network Technical Note also refers to biodiversity and the creation and 
enhancements to the habitat network. There may be merit in including a direct reference 
to the importance of biodiversity benefits within the Green Network chapter of the 
Proposed Plan. The suggested addition would not substantially alter the spatial strategy 
of the SDP. 
 
PP/0021/0031 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Policy 1B of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) makes specific reference to 
development principles and consideration of impacts as they apply to international, 
national and local designations.  
 
PP/0025/0001 Banks Group: No modifications proposed or recommended. Para. 66 of 
the Proposed Plan reflects that opportunities for cross Forth travel will, and are being 
pursued. The proposals have the support of the Scottish Government, have private 
sector interest and are supported in Fife Council’s Local Transport Strategy and Area 
Transport Plan (Docs 30 and 31). 
 
PP/0031/0004 Forth Ports Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. References 
to the proposed container terminal in the introductory text and paragraph 70 of the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) are considered appropriate and reflect support for the proposal in 
NPF2 (Doc 24) If changes arise, following the outcomes of the ongoing public inquiry, 
these will be reflected in the review of the SDP. 
 
PP/0062/0005 Scottish Power Generation Ltd: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Specific reference to Longannet Power Station is made in Policy 10 of the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) SDPs are intended to be concise documents providing guidance 
at a strategic level and there is therefore no requirement to include additional text. 
 
PP/0099/0001 Shell (UK) Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. It is 
acknowledged that there are important safety considerations in this respect; however 
SDPs are intended to be concise, visionary documents providing guidance at a strategic 
level. This detailed level of information is available to local planning authorities and the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) does not include policies or detailed site constraint information of 
the type which would be used directly in development management decisions.  
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PP/0128/0001 & 0002 Scottish Resources Group: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Paragraphs 67 and 69 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) contain a broad 
description, and highlight the importance of both the St Ninian’s Earth and Westfield 
sites. SDPs are intended to be concise, visionary documents and provide strategic 
guidance only and it is not therefore considered necessary to include such detailed 
descriptions of the sites.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Housing land requirement 
 
1.   A large number of the representations on this issue concern housing numbers and 
locations.  In the Reporter’s consideration of Issues 15 to 19, he examined 
representations that address the proposed plan’s approach to housing more generally.  
He concluded that the work that has informed the proposed plan to date is insufficient 
and that there is currently no reliable evidence base for the allocation of housing land.  
Consequently, he has recommended that the proposed plan be modified to confirm that 
supplementary guidance will be prepared to identify how much land requires to be 
allocated in each local development plan area for the plan periods 2009 to 2019 and 
2019 to 2024, based on an analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and 
environmental capacities and constraints.  His recommendations on this are set out in the 
annex following Issue 20. 
 
2.   Following from this there are a number of consequential modifications that affect 
Issue 6, notably relating to the spatial strategy.  This is considered under Issue 2 and the 
relevant proposed modifications are noted.  These are relevant to the context of Fife 
Forth, where the proposed reference to ‘post 2019’ and the second sentence of the 
introductory paragraph on page 23 are proposed for removal.  These remove the 
references to housing numbers.  Figure 5 would similarly be modified to remove the 
references to housing.  Paragraph 61 would be modified to state that housing 
requirements would be determined under the proposed supplementary guidance.  
Paragraph 68 would be deleted, removing references to housing numbers. 
 
3.   Under these circumstances it is neither possible nor appropriate for me to consider 
the quantum of housing that is proposed to be directed to the North Dunfermline and 
Ore/Upper Leven Valleys Strategic Development Areas.  I have not therefore addressed 
further the housing issues that are referred to in the representations. 
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
4.   The majority of the representations about the spatial strategy are concerned that the 
strategic area boundaries are incorrect or that areas have been omitted. 
 
5.   I note the authority’s explanation of the way in which the strategic development areas 
were selected.  The spatial strategy assessment note (Document 14) sets out in detail 
the data used in making the assessments and the rationale behind the assessment 
process.  Some of the detail is set out in the authority’s response above, and need not be 
repeated here. 
 
6.   I have taken into account the representations made, but I find nothing to suggest that 
the authority has reached the wrong conclusions through following its methodology.  This 
is logical and sound.  I have considered the assessment technical note carefully and I 
find no evidence to justify recommending modifications.  It is for local development plans 
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to interpret the information both in the strategic plan and the assessment note, and there 
may be some flexibility in their doing this.  That is a matter for the local planning 
authorities in preparing the local development plans. 
 
7.   The strategic plan does not preclude development outside the strategic development 
areas.  It is for local development plans to identify where these should be in terms of 
greenfield proposals.  Paragraph 61 refers to the 24,500 homes already allocated in the 
Fife Forth area, many outwith the strategic development area.  Existing housing land 
allocations at Burntisland are referred to in the list.  There is no need for any modification.
 
Site specific submissions 
 
8.   These are a matter for local development plans, and no modification is required here. 
 
Other 
 
9.   The fifth aim of the proposed plan includes a reference to enhancing biodiversity, so I 
find no need to duplicate this under Fife Forth – it is relevant throughout the plan.  See 
also Issue 26 Green Network.  The authority notes above the policy 1B reference to 
development principles, with the first bullet point setting out that development plans will 
ensure there are no significant impacts on the integrity of international and other 
designations, and on European protected species.  This need not be repeated and no 
modification is required. 
 
10.   The fact that a site specific planning application for a hovercraft terminal was turned 
down by the local planning authority does not invalidate the aim of establishing a cross 
Forth hovercraft service.  Paragraph 66 is a statement of intent, and effectively an 
instruction for relevant local development plans, in accordance with Fife Council’s local 
transport strategy and area transport plan.  The paragraph should be retained. 
 
11.   The outcome of the Rosyth container terminal public inquiry is not part of my remit.  
In any event its outcome is unknown at the date of submitting this report.  Any 
subsequent action is a matter for the relevant authorities.  No modification is required. 
 
12.   Policy 10 makes clear its support for the future development of the Longannet power 
station as a baseload capacity generator, and no further reference is required.  No 
modification is necessary.  See also Issue 22. 
 
13.   Although having safety implications, the routing of oil and gas pipelines is not an 
issue that would normally be considered at strategic plan level, or require a specific 
strategic policy.  It may well be relevant at local development plan level.  No modification 
is required. 
 
14.   I accept the authority’s view that the proposed modifications would provide detail 
that is unnecessary in a strategic plan.  It would be appropriate at local development plan 
level.  No modification is required. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
 
No modifications are recommended. 
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Issue 7  
 

 
Midlothian/Borders 
 

Development plan 
reference: Paragraphs 71 - 86 Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance 
PP/0041/0001 Oakridge Property 
PP 0054 0011 Pumpherston Estates Wallace Land 
PP/0058/0007 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd 
PP/0059/0007 Bellway Homes 
PP/0061/0001 & 0002 Lothian Estates 
PP/0065/0011 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0082/0004 Barratt Homes 
PP/0087/0005 Elizabeth Benson’s Estate 
PP 0090 0002 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate 
PP 0105 0001 Pentland Plants  
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates 
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
PP 0033 0001 Rural Renaissance 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0107/0001 A Miller 
PP/0122/0001 Douglas & Angus Estates 
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farm Ltd  
PP/0049/0008 Strawsons Property 
PP/0058/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd 
PP/0065/0008 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0072/0007 & 0010 CALA Management Ltd 
PP/0090/0001 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate 
PP 0153 0001 Straiton Park Ltd 
 
Other  
 
PP 0165 0001 Kelso Community Council 
 
Support 
 
PP/0035/0005 Northumberland County Council 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates Wallace Land 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates 
PP/0136/0006 Mactaggart & Mickel 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd 
PP/0166/0001 Pentland Estate 
PP/0178/0001 CALA Homes (East) 
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Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Paragraphs 71 - 86 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Housing Land Requirement 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: Housing levels in the borders are too low and will 
stifle the economy.  
 
PP/0041/0001 Oakridge Property: Further and sustained development at a higher level 
can be stimulated in Midlothian. This is supported by Oakridge Property. Oakridge 
Property has land interests in Midlothian some of which may require enabling 
development to be deliverable. The proposed development strategy for the SDAs needs 
to ensure that LDP policy designations do not inhibit the potential to direct allocations 
derived from SESplan’s housing requirement to sustainable locations where enabling 
development is necessary. Modifications are therefore proposed to paragraph 86 to 
clarify the future commitment to the sustainability of locations for future development in 
the SDAs in Midlothian to accommodate the scale of growth to be allocated to meet 
Midlothian’s housing requirement to 2024. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates & Wallace Land: Raises concerns about the 
apparent re-distribution of around 10,660 homes to 2024 to Midlothian, mainly from the 
City of Edinburgh’s housing land requirement.  
 
PP/0058/0007 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: There is a case for 
bringing forward some of the requirements from 2024-32 period into the first period of the 
Plan. Site at Seafield Road, Bilston within A701 corridor could accommodate additional 
housing from 2nd and 3rd phases of the Plan. Could deliver 550 new homes following 
completion of development at Seafield Road West. The A701 corridor can accommodate 
further development through extension of existing settlements. 
 
PP/0059/0007 Bellway Homes: Further and sustained development at a higher level can 
be stimulated in Midlothian. This is supported by Bellway Homes. Bellway Homes has 
land interests in an infill site within Newbattle, Midlothian. Modifications are proposed to 
paragraph 86 to clarify the future commitment to the sustainability of locations for future 
development in the SDAs in Midlothian to accommodate the scale of growth to be 
allocated to meet Midlothian’s housing requirement to 2024. 
 
PP/0061/0001 & 0002 Lothian Estates: The Central Borders SDA allocation is supported 
but should not be restricted to specific timescales. Given the flexibility requirements 
detailed in accompanying representations on behalf of Lothian Estates and the specific 
issues with a number of large-scale sites within the area, the SDP should provide clear 
guidance to LDPs to release the maximum allocation and allow for annual reviews of the 
Housing Land Audit and market demand to dictate the pace of growth.  
 
Therefore, whilst the proposed allocation within the Central Borders SDA is supported, it 
is considered that this should be identified as a general requirement and not restricted to 
post-2019.  
 
There is an opportunity to now release additional sites for development, including land 
currently safeguarded for future development at Kelso (Angraflat Road), which is to be 
brought forward when a shortfall in Effective Housing Land supply is identified. 
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The definition of the A7/A68/Borders Rail Corridor SDA is supported but the allocation of 
1,250 units should not be restricted to specific timescales. The SDP should provide 
guidance to LDPs to release the maximum allocation and allow for annual reviews of the 
Housing Land Audit and market demand to dictate the pace of growth. Land on the 
eastern edge of Mayfield may provide an alternative to constrained sites in the area and 
there is scope for the linear expansion of the village of Whitehill. 
 
PP/0065/0011 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: Highlight that the delivery of a significant 
element of the Central Borders SDA is not without problems, particularly as there is 
uncertainty over the Borders Railway. Do not consider this SDA to be effective and 
deliverable. Housing land from the later period should be brought forward in to the first 
phase, there is capacity in the Western Hub (centred on Peebles) to accommodate this. 
Promotes 14 ha site at Peebles for development. 
 
PP/0082/0004 Barratt Homes: The Central Borders SDA allocation is supported but 
should not be restricted to post-2019, given the flexibility requirements detailed in 
accompanying representations and the specific attributes of the Borders market.  
 
The 200 unit allocation is supported, however it should not be restricted to post-2019. 
Promotes a development site at Kelso which is currently safeguarded for longer-term 
development.  
 
PP/0087/0005 Elizabeth Benson’s Estate: The proposed concentration of new residential 
development within the thirteen SDAs is broadly supported. The Proposed Plan indicates 
that there are already 1,000no committed new homes in the Western Borders SDA. The 
focus therefore will be the delivery of these existing committed developments, with large 
scale land releases limited. It is therefore considered that the proposed strategy fails to 
address the adverse impact of the current economic climate on the ‘non-deliverability’, 
particularly in the short-medium term. In this respect, if these sites failed to deliver 
housing during the property boom, what evidence is there to suggest that they will 
proceed in a depressed market? 
 
PP/0090/0002 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate: Concern about the levels of 
housing allocated to Midlothian.  
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates/Lothian Estates: Respondent does not agree with the 
identified scale of growth in the Central Borders, and are concerned with the failure to 
identify any new strategic housing land allocations in the period up to 2019, and only 200 
units in the period to 2024. 
 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: Do not agree with the identified scale of growth in this 
key development area, and are seriously concerned with the very limited amount (250 
units) of new strategic housing land allocations in the period up to 2019, and only 500 
units in the period to 2024.  
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Supports 5 sub-regional areas as basis for assessing 
strategic spatial strategy but concerns about lack of reference to marketability of Strategic 
Assessment Areas or their capability to deliver development. 
 
The strategy of both the Proposed Plan and previous Structure Plan is clear – that 
Midlothian (and West Lothian) should accommodate demand displaced from other parts 
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of the area. Homes for Scotland has no objection to any sub-area having a generous land 
supply, but question is whether the scale of land allocations in Midlothian can actually be 
delivered in market terms, or whether a wider distribution of land in other areas is also 
required to provide greater choice in the market. The build rate implied by the available 
plus proposed land in Midlothian is well in excess of anything achieved historically.  
It is notable that many of the reasons stated for supporting development in Midlothian are 
the same ones used to oppose development in East Coast. 
 
Development in Scottish Borders has been based on assumptions of growth related to 
the Waverley rail line and attracting some growth out of the Lothians. However, there has 
been a tendency to look beyond the most marketable areas around Peebles and the 
Melrose/Galashiels/Kelso area towards less marketable locations to the south. The risk 
for the LDP is allocating too much land away from the marketable areas and away from 
the Waverley line corridor. 
 
PP/0107/0001 A Miller: Stow has been included in the wrong Spatial Strategy 
Assessment Area. It is included in Area 26, it should have been included in Area 27 
Central Borders. Land on the western edge of the settlement could contribute to the 
housing land requirement. The SDA boundary should consequently be amended to 
include Stow. 
 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: The area around Jedburgh and Hawick is too remote 
and should be excluded from the SDA. Promotion of the Galashiels/Melrose/Earlston 
triangle. Also concern about policy on Countryside around towns.   
 
PP/0122/0001 Douglas and Angus Estates: Disagree with the extent of the Borders SDA. 
 
Site Specific Submissions  
 
PP/0038/0001 Swanston Farm Ltd: The submission relates to Swanston Farm Ltd’s 
landholding at Swanston, south Edinburgh at the A702/A720 City by-pass junction, which 
is situated mostly within the City of Edinburgh Council’s area but also Midlothian Council. 
The information relates to Swanston’s long term aspirations to deliver a national 
destination outdoor adventure centre in close proximity to the Midlothian Snowsports 
Centre, thus delivering an appropriate gateway landmark destination to both Edinburgh 
and Midlothian. 
 
PP/0090/0001 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate: While the paragraph (77) in 
support of Redheugh is welcomed, it would be better if it was more clearly stated that the 
expansion of Redheugh is to be allocated in the Midlothian Local Development Plan.  A 
more definitive statement would provide the certainty that will assist in taking forward this 
entire development. 
 
PP/0166/0001 Pentland Estate: Promotes site south of Edinburgh at Straiton for inclusion 
in a significant new gateway development for North Midlothian. 
 
PP/0049/0008 Strawsons Property: Strawsons Property supports the proposal to allocate 
additional land for 750 houses within the A701 corridor SDA up to 2024 as set out in 
paragraph 78 of the draft Plan. 
 
Strawsons Property owns Burghlee Farm at Loanhead which lies within the A701 corridor 
and is suitable for residential development as an extension to the built-up area of 
Loanhead. 
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PP/0058/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: Promotes site on west, 
north west edge of Bilston. 
 
PP/0072/0007 & PP/0072/0010 CALA Management Ltd: Supports the inclusion of 
Peebles within the Western Borders Strategic Development Area, of the Newton Farm 
area within the Midlothian part of the South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area 
and the inclusion of Bonnyrigg within the A7/A68/Borders Rail Corridor Strategic 
Development Area. Sites at Hunters Park, Peebles and Broomieknowe, Bonnyrigg, are 
promoted. 
 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: Promotion of land around Loanhead and Bilston.  
 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd: Promotion of a site at Straiton Park for housing.  
 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: A submission has been made by Homes for Scotland, 
we support their arguments. 
 
Development in the Galashiels corridor should maximise links to the main transport 
corridors and the proposed Borders Railway. It makes the case for: 
 

• safeguarding and expanding the allocations at Earlston 
• promotion of Gattonside Mains 
• concerns over the inclusion of Hawick and Jedburgh in the Strategic Development 

Area, rather than a focus on the Galashiels corridor, which represents the main 
concentration of population and transport facilities 
 

Rural Renaissance supports the Waverley Railway proposal. It is important that 
development allocations are concentrated along the route of the railway to create 
sustainable patterns of growth and maximise accessibility.  
 
PP/0065/0008 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: Promotes site at Peebles. 
 
Other  
 
PP/0165/0001 Kelso Community Council: Whole plan approach is flawed. Borders should 
be treated as a separate entity in same way as Dumfries and Galloway and Highlands.  
 
Support 
 
PP/0136/0006 Mactaggart & Mickel: Supports identification of A701 corridor as an SDA 
and committed development at Mauricewood, Penicuik. 
 
PP/0035/0005 Northumberland County Council: Northumberland County Council 
supports the inclusion of improvements to the A68, particularly where this will improve 
links between Scotland and Northumberland. 
 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd; PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates Wallace Land: 
Raises concerns about the apparent re-distribution of around 10,660 homes to 2024 to 
Midlothian, mainly from the City of Edinburgh’s housing land requirement.  
 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: Support for Midlothian 
Corridor being identified as one of the SDAs.  
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PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates/Lothian Estates: Support the identification of the 
Central Borders SDA as a key growth area with capacity to accommodate a significant 
element of the housing land SESplan Proposed Plan requirement. The inclusion of the 
existing key settlement of Kelso as part of this wider SDA is also fully supported. 
 
PP/0178/0001 CALA Homes (East): Fully supports Strategic Development Area 9 
(A7/A68/Borders Rail Corridor (Midlothian)) as set out on page 8 of the Plan and there 
after in the commentary on the Strategic Development Area itself.  
 
Commends the identification of land at the Broomieknowe Golf Club as a contributing site 
to meet the additional housing land supply requirements in this strategic transport 
Corridor. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Housing Land Requirement 
 
PP/0041/0001 Oakridge Property: Modify paragraph 86 by adding a new sentence at the 
end of the paragraph to specify the locations for sustainable development in the 
countryside: 
 
Within Midlothian, there is also potential for further infill or enabling development currently 
in sustainable locations within the countryside to contribute to meeting the LDP’s housing 
requirement as well. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates Wallace Land: Reassessment of the distribution of 
housing between Edinburgh and Midlothian.  
 
PP/0059/0007 Bellway Homes: Modify paragraph 86 by adding a new sentence at the 
end of the paragraph to specify the locations for sustainable development in the 
countryside: 
Within Midlothian, there is also potential for further infill or enabling development currently 
in sustainable locations within the countryside to contribute to meeting the LDP’s housing 
requirement as well. 
 
PP/0061/0001 & 0002 Lothian Estates:   
Figure 6 – Midlothian Borders - Amend: Replace timescales (2009-19 and 2019-24) for 
implementation of housing allocations with single 2009-24 allocation. 
 
Paragraph 84 - Amend: amend 200 unit allocation from post-2019 to the period 2009-24  
Paragraph 76 - Amend: merge 2009-19 and 2019-24 allocations into 1,250 units in the 
period 2009-24. 
 
PP/0065/0011 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: Bring forward housing land from the later 
period of the Plan in to the first period reflecting capacity within the Western Hub to 
accommodate this.  
 
PP/0082/0004 Barratt Homes: 
Figure 6 – Midlothian - Borders - Amend: Replace timescales (2009-19 and 2019-24) for 
implementation of housing allocations with single 2009-24 allocation.  
Paragraph 84 - Add: (end sentence 2): unless justified in terms of deliverability and being 
within the SDA (end sentence 3): replace 2019-24 with 2009-24. 
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PP/0087/0005 Elizabeth Benson’s Estate: Give greater consideration to meeting housing 
land requirements through the phased extension of existing settlements in a given growth 
area. 
 
Peebles should be the main focus for development. Land to the south of Peebles 
provides the opportunity to deliver a high quality, sustainable, residential development.  
 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: Recommends an over allocation of housing land, 
similar to approach used in Highland Council.   
 
PP/0090/0002 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate: Midlothian should receive a more 
generous allocation of these housing numbers to address their particular housing needs 
and shortfalls in terms of the Structure Plan requirements. 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates: An increase in the scale of growth 
in the Central Borders SDA. 
 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: An increase in the scale of growth in the A701 
(Midlothian) SDA. 
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Paragraph 27 should refer also to market demand as 
a factor in determining spatial strategy and a review of suitable areas taking account of 
marketability may change list of Strategic Development Areas. 
 
PP/0107/0001 A Miller: The Spatial Strategy SDA for Central Borders should include 
Stow. The SDA for Central Borders should be amended accordingly. 
 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: Removal of areas around Jedburgh and Hawick from 
the SDA and greater promotion of the Galashiels/Melrose/Earlston triangle. 
Reconsideration of policy on Countryside Around Towns.   
 
PP/0122/0001 Douglas & Angus Estates: Extend SDA 12 to include Coldstream. Policy 
1A and Figure 1 also to be adjusted accordingly. 
 
Site Specific Submissions 
 
PP/0038/0001 Swanston Farm Ltd: Green belt policy and/or supporting text should 
explicitly acknowledge that at certain key strategic gateway locations, proposals that 
significantly enhance the opportunities for access to open space and the countryside be 
recognised (i.e. in line with criteria (c) of Policy 12). 
 
PP/0058/0007 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: Bring forward some of the 
requirement from 2024-2032 into the first period, to be accommodated in A701 corridor. 
 
PP/0090/0001 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate: Change paragraph 77 to: 
“The expansion of the planned new community at Redheugh to the west should be 
allocated in the Midlothian Local Development Plan to facilitate the overall 
masterplanning and delivery of this site. The further expansion of the planned new 
community at Redheugh will assist with achieving a critical mass to help fund new 
infrastructure. The new community is located on the Borders Railway, with potential in the 
longer term for a new station.” 
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PP/0166/0001 Pentland Estate; PP/0049/0008 Strawsons Property; PP/0058/0004 Taylor 
Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd; PP/0072/0007 & 0010 CALA Management Ltd; 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0065/0008 Taylor 
Wimpey/AWG Property: None stated. 
 
Other  
 
PP/0165/0001 Kelso Community Council: None specifically stated. 
 
Support 
 
PP/0136/0006 Mactaggart & Mickel; PP/0035/0005 Northumberland County Council; 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates/Lothian Estates; 
PP/0178/0001 CALA Homes (East): None stated. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
It is important to note that many of the housing issues are inter-related and other aspects 
of the responses are dealt with more fully in the Schedule 4s on housing land issues and 
the Housing Land Schedule 4 Supporting Paper (Doc 20).  
 
Housing Land Requirement 
PP/0061/0001 & 0002 Lothian Estates; PP/0065/0011 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property; 
PP/0082/0004 Barratt Homes; PP/0087/0005 WYG Elizabeth Benson’s Estate; 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance; PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates Wallace Land; 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates/Lothian Estates; 
PP/0090/0002 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The justification for the distribution and breakdown of the SESplan 
housing allowance is discussed in the SESplan Supporting Paper on Housing Land (Doc 
20) The scale of development proposed is considered appropriate and the Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1) sets out a proposed level of housing over the plan periods for the 
Midlothian/Borders SDAs (consistent with SESplan’s approach to wider housing land 
issues). It will be for the LDP to determine the detail of phasing in relation to the time 
periods. That consideration will be informed by housing land audits and the position of 
the development industry within the area. 
 
This approach builds on the spatial findings of the Spatial Strategy Assessment (Doc 14) 
and provides continuity for the expectations of communities and the development 
industry by continuing to promote the existing development strategies in the area (as 
encouraged by SPP paragraph 71) (Doc 23). The approach sets out a level of 
development as informed by the SESplan HNDA (Doc11) and the Housing Technical 
Note (Doc 12), considering its relative merits to accommodate further growth and the 
prevalent environmental and infrastructure constraints, as explained in paragraphs 60–68 
of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) SDPs are directed by SPP (Doc 23) to provide a generous 
supply of housing land but there is no definition of what constitutes a ‘generous’ supply. 
SESplan has identified what it regards as a generous supply given the existing levels of 
committed development and likely market demand for the foreseeable future. The SDP 
focuses on delivery of completed housing units rather than the allocation of additional 
housing land with little prospect of achieving greater levels of new housing. There is an 
adequate land supply to meet housing need and demand in the short-medium term 
across the SESplan area and the Midlothian Borders Sub-Regional Area is 
accommodating a generous proportion of the housing land requirements for the 
Edinburgh City Region.  
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In terms of flexibility in the housing land supply, the Proposed Plan Policy 6 allows the 
housing land supply to be re-phased, thereby allowing land to be drawn down from the 
period 2019–2024 earlier into the period 2009–2019. The inclusion of Policy 6 enables 
LDPs to confirm the approach to the phasing of the supply. 
 
PP/0065/0011 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property only: The Central Borders SDA is the core 
SDA within the Scottish Borders and is considered to be the primary area for growth. It 
consists of the most populous area, with the largest towns and will be further boosted by 
the delivery of the Borders Railway. It will be important in order to maximise the benefit of 
the railway to ensure that an adequate supply of land is available. 
 
PP/0041/0001 Oakridge Property; PP/0059/0007 Bellway Homes: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The issues raised in these representations are more 
appropriately considered within the context of the relevant Local Development Plan. 
Sustainable development is a key driver of the SDP. 
   
Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland; PP/0122/0001 Douglas & Angus Estates; 
PP/0107/0001 A Miller; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The proposed modifications would adversely impact on the spatial 
strategy.  The Strategic Development Area’s (SDAs) were assessed through the Spatial 
Strategy Assessment process; this was carried out in line with the guidance in 
paragraphs 77–85 of SPP (Doc 23) which advise on the location and design of new 
development . The Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical Note (SSTN) (Doc 14) 
explains the methodology used to identify the preferred locations for development which 
underpin the identification of the SDAs in the SESplan Strategic Development Plan 
(SDP). Paragraph 70 of SPP (Doc 23) states that wider strategic economic, social and 
environmental policy objectives should be taken into account when determining the scale 
and distribution of the housing requirement and that development can be directed to 
particular locations to achieve desired policy outcomes.  
 
SDAs were identified through a two stage process as follows: 
 

• Stage 1 Assessment 
Excluding areas benefitting from internationally and nationally designated natural 
heritage sites and designations in the SESplan area. 

• Stage 2 Assessment 
The remainder of the SESplan area was subdivided into 30 “Strategic Assessment 
Areas” for the Stage 2 Assessment. The selection of areas for this purpose took 
account of geographical features, transport corridors and nodes and existing 
proposals in structure and local plans. Subdivision of the SESplan area allowed a 
comparative assessment of potential locations for future development.  Each of 
these areas was assessed against the following criteria relating to suitability for 
development: 
i)    Accessibility;                                                                                                          
ii)   Infrastructure Capacity;                                                                                           
iii)  Land Availability and Development Capacity;                                                        
iv)  Green Belt;                                                                                                              
v)   Landscape Designations;                                                                                      
vi)  Regeneration Potential; and                                                                                   
vii) Prime Agricultural Land.   
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As set out in the SSTN (Doc 14), SDAs 11 and 12 scored well in relation to both regional 
and local accessibility indicators (appendices 1, 2 and 3 of SSTN refers) and are 
therefore considered appropriate in terms of the scale and location of development 
proposed and as a preferred location for development. Areas 11 and 12 indicate broad 
Strategic Development Areas; they have been chosen due to the concentration of local 
services and facilities and are the most accessible in relation to these facilities. Stow was 
assessed as part of area 26 in the SSTN (Doc 14). This area was not considered to be 
appropriate as a Strategic Development Area because there are potential infrastructure 
and development capacity constraints. In addition the topography of the area and 
accessibility considerations suggest that it is not suitable as a location for strategic 
growth. As per Policy 1A of the Proposed Plan it is for the local planning authority to 
consider how it defines the SDAs and guide development within them whilst taking in to 
account infrastructure requirements.  
 
The policy approach on Countryside around towns has been developed by Scottish 
Borders Council and it is for them to consider any comments on this policy.  
 
Site Specific Submissions  
 
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farm Ltd; PP/0058/0007 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0090/0001 Old 
Road Securities & Arniston Estate; PP/0166/0001 Pentland Estate; PP/0153/0001 
Straiton Park Ltd; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Site specific submissions are more appropriately considered in the 
context of Local Development Plans. It is for the local planning authority to consider 
whether and how it defines the boundaries of SDAs within the context of the Spatial 
Strategy Assessment Technical Note (Doc 14).  It is also for local planning authorities to 
consider the extent to which individual sites contribute to the level of development 
expected in each SDA.   
 
Further policy guidance on identification of additional sites is also set out in Policies 6 and 
7 and the text of the Midlothian /Borders section of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). 
 
PP/0049/0008 Strawsons Property; PP/0058/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land 
Management Ltd; PP/0072/0007 & 0010 CALA Management Ltd; PP/0065/0008 Taylor 
Wimpey/AWG Property: Noted. No modifications proposed or recommended. 
 
Other  
 
PP/0165/0001 Kelso Community Council: Noted. No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The Strategic Development Plan area is a consequence of Government 
legislation, and the Borders area is given appropriate treatment within that context. 
 
Support 
 
PP/0136/0006 Mactaggart & Mickel; PP/0035/0005 Northumberland County Council; 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; 
PP/0178/0001 CALA Homes (East): Support noted. No modifications proposed or 
recommended. 
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Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Housing land requirement 
 
1.   A large number of the representations on this issue concern housing numbers and 
locations.  In the Reporter’s consideration of Issues 15 to 19, he examined 
representations that address the proposed plan’s approach to housing more generally.  
He concluded that the work that has informed the proposed plan to date is insufficient 
and that there is currently no reliable evidence base for the allocation of housing land.  
Consequently, he has recommended that the proposed plan be modified to confirm that 
supplementary guidance will be prepared to identify how much land requires to be 
allocated in each local development plan area for the plan periods 2009 to 2019 and 
2019 to 2024, based on an analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and 
environmental capacities and constraints.  His recommendations on this are set out in the 
annex following Issue 20. 
 
2.   Following from this there are a number of consequential modifications that affect 
Issue 7, notably relating to the spatial strategy.  This is considered under Issue 2 and the 
relevant proposed modifications are noted.  These are relevant to the context of 
Midlothian/Borders, where sentence five of the introductory paragraph on page 27 is 
proposed for removal.  This takes out the reference to housing numbers.  Figure 6 would 
similarly be modified to remove the references to housing.  Paragraphs 76, 84, 85 and 86 
would be modified to remove references to housing numbers and state that housing 
requirements would be determined under the proposed supplementary guidance.  
Paragraph 78 would be deleted, removing references to housing numbers. 
 
3.   Under these circumstances it is neither possible nor appropriate for me to consider 
the quantum of housing that is proposed to be directed to the A7/A68/Borders Rail 
Corridor (Midlothian), A701 Corridor (Midlothian) and Central and Western Borders 
Strategic Development Areas.  I have not therefore addressed further the housing issues 
that are referred to in the representations. 
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
4.   I note the authority’s explanation of the way in which the strategic development areas 
were selected.  The spatial strategy assessment note (Document 14) sets out in detail 
the data used in making the assessments and the rationale behind the assessment 
process.  Some of the detail is set out in the authority’s response above, and need not be 
repeated here. 
 
5.   I have taken into account the representations made, but I find nothing to suggest that 
the authority has reached the wrong conclusions through following its methodology.  This 
is logical and sound and I find no evidence to justify recommending modifications.  It is 
for local development plans to interpret the information both in the strategic plan and the 
assessment note.   
 
6.   Detailed policies for the countryside around towns will be produced for the local 
development plans within the overall strategic plan framework.  There is no need for any 
modification. 
 
Site specific submissions 
 
7.   These are a matter for local development plans, and no modification is required here. 
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Other 
 
8.   The authority has stated clearly that the strategic development plan area is set out in 
legislation.  Taking the Scottish Borders out of the plan is not an option that is available.  
No modification is necessary. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
 
No modifications are recommended. 
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Issue 8  
 

 
West Lothian 
 

Development plan 
reference: Paragraphs 87-94 Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0008/0001 Ian Osborne 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0085/0001 Cllr L Fitzpatrick, Cllr Danny Logue & Murieston Community Council 
PP/0091/0001 Iain Paton 
PP/0149/0001 Bellsquarry Community Council 
 
Paragraph’s 90, 91, 92, 93  
 
PP/0036/0002 Davidson and Robertson 
PP/0038/0001, 0002, 0009 & 0012 Forkneuk Consortium 
PP/0054/0007-0010 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land 
PP/0064/0002 Wallace Land Investment & Management 
PP/0089/0001 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken 
 
Sites 
 
PP/0044/0002 & 0007 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0056/0001 & 0002 Mrs M Cadzow 
PP/0068/0005 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd 
PP/0110/0001, 0002, 0004 & 0005 J Uphall Estates 
PP/0152/0002 Scottish War Blinded 
PP/0162/0001 Ecosse Regeneration 
 
Housing Land Requirement and Sustainability 
 
PP/0004/0001 Gladman Developments Ltd 
PP/0022/0002 Ashdale Land & Property Company 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land 
PP/0173/0001 T & B Wilson 
 
Support – Sites 
 
PP/0072/0002 & 0009  CALA Management 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

 
 
Paragraphs 87-94 
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Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0008/0001 Ian Osborne: Re-instate Linlithgow as an area of restraint as per the 
Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan.  West Lothian must have support from SESplan 
to resist unacceptable development in Linlithgow. 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Supports 5 sub-regional areas as basis for assessing 
strategic spatial strategy but concerns about lack of reference to marketability of Strategic 
Assessment Areas or their capability to deliver development.  
 
PP/0085/0001 Cllr Lawrence Fitzpatrick, Cllr Danny Logue & Murieston Community 
Council: Oppose proposed re-zoning from designated Countryside to housing on land 
south and west of Murieston Road, Livingston (Murieston Castle Farm) and any proposed 
re-zoning of an existing nationally safeguarded site at Linhouse, Livingston.  
 
PP/0091/0001 Iain Paton: The identification of West Lothian in its near-entirety as a 
Strategic Development Area does not provide a locational strategy, and does not 
represent the combination of the opportunities of employment areas and the constraints 
of landscape, despite the spatial analysis evident elsewhere in the Proposed Plan. A 
more precise definition of Strategic Development Area (or areas) in West Lothian should 
be prepared in Figures 1 and 7 and in Policy 1A based upon the existing evidence base 
of employment locations and Green Network locations plus the legacy of Core 
Development Areas from the previous Development Plan.  
 
PP/0149/0001 Bellsquarry Community Council: Community support for the retention of 
Murieston Castle Farm as designated countryside be recorded in the submission to 
Scottish Ministers and acted upon accordingly. 
 
Paragraph’s 90, 91, 92, 93  
 
PP/0036/0002 Davidson & Robertson: RFA has submitted sites to the West Lothian Local 
Development Plan at Livingston, East Calder, Linlithgow, Uphall and Kirknewton.  
Welcome the general thrust of the West Lothian Spatial Strategy (Paragraph 91), but 
concerned with elements of the Proposed Plan. Greater emphasis should be placed on 
settlements that can accommodate sustainable development. The Proposed SDP seems 
to have broadened the criteria for allocations subject to environmental constraints. Object 
to policies 1A and 1B until these matters are resolved. 
 
Paragraph 93 appears to have watered down the strategy from the MIR suggesting that 
new developments ‘could be directed to existing committed developments’.  Unclear of 
the meaning and would prefer the SDP to be more decisive in suggesting that they will be 
directed unless there are environmental and infrastructure constraints.  This is particularly 
relevant for land at East Calder.  Clarity is required for other locations which are of a 
strategic nature within the West Lothian SDA.  The increase in supply identified within 
Paragraph 92 is welcomed.  
 
Wishes to know which ‘smaller settlements’ which may provide additional growth and 
where development may be constrained.  Finally, references to transport infrastructure 
and educational provision are acknowledged but the SDP should provide additional detail 
on the mechanism for resolution of these matters with landowners and developers. 
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PP/0038/0001 Forkneuk Consortium: Sustainable locations should be promoted in West 
Lothian. Forkneuk is well positioned to accommodate a proportion of these larger, earlier 
phases in a manner that accords with the aims of SESplan. Paragraph 92 should be 
amended or deleted as a result. 
 
PP/0038/0002 Forkneuk Consortium: Paragraph 90 currently acknowledges the 
ineffectiveness of committed development sites. The proposed amendment [inclusion of 
land at Forkneuk] offers an alternative path for implementing the SDP strategy and 
ensures that these new allocations are placed in the most sustainable locations whilst 
avoiding placing undue burden on existing infrastructure.  Paragraph 90 should be 
amended as a result. 
 
Advise that this is particularly relevant to avoiding difficulties in education capacity and 
transport infrastructure, which beset the timely delivery of housing in West Lothian. Sites 
that are well-served by sustainable modes of transport can contribute to a more flexible, 
generous and effective housing land supply as well as helping to achieve the wider aims 
of the SDP.  
  
PP/0038/0009 Forkneuk Consortium: This amendment [inclusion of land at Forkneuk] 
addresses the constraints facing the development industry by proposing new allocations 
that are more effective. Committed development sites should continue to form part of the 
housing land supply. Welcomes collaboration with West Lothian Council to create new 
mechanisms to bring these forward.  
 
Solution should be more sites in better locations with sizes which would begin addressing 
the emerging housing land crisis by minimising up-front costs. Increased flexibility in 
supply will give developers a greater chance of delivering houses in the short term.  
 
The amended paragraph gives the flexibility the market needs to recover and which is 
required for the West Lothian LDP to create solutions to the current challenges facing 
housing delivery.  Paragraph 91 should be amended as a result. 
 
PP/0038/0012 Forkneuk Consortium: The challenges facing the development industry in 
the short term can be met with a greater variety of housing allocations built into the SDP. 
These allocations should be directed towards locations that are easily accessible by 
public transport and that are able to contribute to an effective housing land supply in the 
short, medium and long term.  
 
The West Lothian Local Plan Inquiry Reporter narrowly found against Forkneuk and 
accepted the merits of the site. It must therefore be seen as a viable additional option for 
housing in West Lothian.  
 
SESplan must include mechanisms to revisit previously allocated sites in local plans that 
have yet to result in development and assess them against sustainability criteria.  
 
The proposed paragraphs 90-93 present a strategy for West Lothian that offers no 
solutions to the currently stalled development pipeline. It fails to apply the principles of 
sustainable development. It is unclear in this section of the plan how existing committed 
development will help meet these challenges. The paragraphs should be amended as a 
result. 
 
PP/0054/0007 & 0008 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: Paragraph 90 currently 
acknowledges the ineffectiveness of committed development sites. The proposed 
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amendment [inclusion of land at Pumpherston] offers an alternative path for implementing 
the SDP strategy.  By allocating additional sites the housing land supply within SESplan 
becomes more flexible and responsive to market movements. The proposed amendment 
ensures that these new allocations are placed in the most sustainable locations. This is 
particularly relevant to avoiding difficulties in education capacity and transport 
infrastructure, which beset the timely delivery of housing in West Lothian. Site at 
Pumpherston is an example of a development with the potential to be synchronised with 
the development of infrastructure capacity of the area. Paragraph 90 should be amended 
as a result. 
 
PP/0054/0009 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: There are concerns over the 
calculations behind the housing land requirements for the whole of the SESplan area. 
Agree with the conclusions of Geddes Consulting Technical Review of SESplan 
Proposed Plan Housing Requirement and Effective Land Supply.  
 
The phasing of housing sites coming forward needs to be reconsidered. Paragraph 92 
should be amended as a result. 
 
PP/0054/0010 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: The reliance purely on existing 
committed development is a flawed strategy as many of these sites are ineffective. The 
challenges facing the development industry in the short term can be met with a greater 
variety of housing allocations built into the SDP. These allocations should be directed 
towards locations that are easily accessible by public transport and that are able to 
contribute to an effective housing land supply in the short, medium and long term.  The 
emphasis on sustainable growth is also a key consideration. The site at Pumpherston 
has the ability to be developed incrementally over a long period of time. Initial releases of 
land can bring forward small, effective sites that will deliver new homes without significant 
upfront infrastructure investment. SESplan must include mechanisms to revisit previously 
allocated sites in local plans that have yet to result in development and assess them 
against sustainability criteria. The proposed paragraphs 90-93 present a strategy for 
West Lothian that offers no solutions to the currently stalled development pipeline. It 
relies on previously allocated development sites. It is unclear in this section of the plan 
how existing committed development will help meet challenges of decreasing carbon 
emissions and encouraging sustainable economic growth. Our amendments help ensure 
that the market is given every opportunity to respond to the tough economic conditions. 
Paragraph 93 should be amended as a result. 
 
PP/0064/0002 Wallace Land Investment and Management: Wallace Land supports the 
inclusion of Linlithgow in the West Lothian SDA. It is also proposed that the villages in the 
west of West Lothian are excluded from the SDA and that future land releases in these 
villages would be a matter for Policy 7. Modifications are therefore proposed to 
paragraphs 92 and 93 of the Proposed Plan to clarify the future commitment to the 
locations for future development in West Lothian. 
 
PP/0089/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Mr William Aitken: The boundary of the West Lothian SDA 
to include Linlithgow is noted and supported. 
 
It is also noted that West Lothian is a key location for business service and retail 
companies. Livingston is recognised as a Strategic Town Centre, with only Edinburgh 
City Centre being positioned above Livingston at the top of the network centres. The 
continued diversification of the West Lothian economy is considered to be of key 
importance to the SDP. On that basis, it is submitted that the delivery of an effective 
housing land supply within the SDA is important to serve the business and retail interests 
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within the area. Given that the SDP recognises the current ‘obstacle’ to implement 
existing committed development sites, no further sites should be directed towards these 
developments and the LDP should allocate sites that can be part of the effective land 
supply. 
 
Sites 
 
PP/0044/0002 Hallam Land Management: Support the West Lothian Sub Regional Area. 
Investment in infrastructure will be required to implement existing committed 
development and further investment to support the SDP strategy. Land to the west of 
Bathgate is an area capable of accommodating additional housing growth. The site at 
Bathgate is also effective and capable of contributing to the effective 5 year housing land 
supply. Site 1 is located directly adjacent to Bathgate and an existing mix of 
development. This site will provide a natural extension to Bathgate. Site 2 is also well 
contained. It will provide an effective natural extension to Armadale. The sites at 
Bathgate are available for development in the short term (2009–2019) and can provide 
an effective site for housing development.  The site west of Bathgate should be promoted 
and supported through the development plan process. 
 
PP/0044/0007 Hallam Land Management: There is a substantial shortfall in the housing 
land supply and 5 year effective housing land supply in the West Lothian SDA. Therefore, 
there is a need to review the capacity of the existing SDA’s to accommodate the 
additional growth required.  The West Lothian SDA has capacity to accommodate 
additional growth to meet the significant shortfall in housing land supply. The site at 
Bathgate has the capacity to accommodate additional growth.  
 
PP/0056/0001 Mrs M Cadzow: The Union Canal is an important regional asset and the 
Muirend Marina proposal would promote access to this asset and enable delivery of a 
number of objectives including employment, diversification, tourism, access and leisure. 
The Muirend Marina proposal also represents a material contribution to the continued 
diversification of the West Lothian economy. 
 
PP/0056/0002 Mrs M Cadzow: The Cadzow Estate is a large site south-east of Broxburn 
and is able to contribute towards the delivery of housing, employment, leisure and open 
space objectives. The land at Cadzow Estate has no environmental constraints and its 
location close to existing infrastructure would also minimise the need to travel. The ability 
of the site to incorporate required infrastructure is a function of its size and it is therefore 
in a position to support the West Edinburgh Strategic Development Area and more 
importantly to make a material contribution to the continued diversification of the West 
Lothian economy. 
 
PP/0068/0005 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd: Non-identification of Winchburgh as a 
Strategic Development location. 
 
PP/0110/0001 Uphall Estates: Uphall Estates are within the West Lothian SDA. As per 
paragraph 92 Uphall is a sustainable location for development with available 
infrastructure and no environmental constraints.  The site is effective. 
 
PP/0110/0002, 0004 & 0005 Uphall Estates: Promotes site at Uphall. 
 
PP/0152/0002 Scottish War Blinded: The Proposed Plan focuses development on the 
SDAs which exist in the current Structure Plan. Whilst there is an argument for this 
approach, there is a concern that this relies too heavily on the large infrastructure-hungry 
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sites for the delivery of housing in West Lothian. There should be greater flexibility for 
West Lothian Council to allocate land in the wider West Lothian area including 
settlements such as Wilkieston, given its strong public transport links and accessibility.  
 
PP/0162/0001 Ecosse Regeneration: It is submitted that the Heartlands development 
area (Whitburn) should be identified as a Strategic Housing Allocation area with an 
increased housing capacity of 3,000 residential units to add to the already consented 
2,000 residential units to make a site total of 5,000 residential units. 
 
Housing Land Requirement and Sustainability 
 
PP/0022/0002 Ashdale Land & Property Company: Supports commitment to existing 
strategic sites. The SDP should adopt a more flexible approach to housing land. The 
requirement for 500 houses to 2019 is illogical. 
 
PP/0004/0001 Gladman Developments Ltd; PP/0106/0001 John Handley for Hallam 
Land: The level of housing land proposed for West Lothian Council should be increased. 
 
PP/0173/0001 T & B Wilson: Support the identification of the West Lothian SDA as a key 
growth area with capacity to accommodate a significant element of the housing land 
requirement. The recognition at Paragraph 93 of the Proposed Plan that the smaller 
settlements in west West Lothian may also provide for additional growth” is also fully 
supported.   
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken: Taylor Wimpey are concerned that the 
SDP relies too heavily on the committed development sites being deliverable within the 
West Lothian area. By only allocating 500 units between 2009–2019 and 1,250 units 
between 2019–2024, there is a concern that West Lothian Council will not be able to 
accommodate for the demand in housing units over the development plan period and will 
not have an effective housing land supply. Representation refers to Holder Planning 
objection on behalf of Taylor Wimpey on Housing Land Requirement and the Spatial 
Strategy. 
 
Support - Sites 
 
PP/0072/0002 & 0009 CALA Management: Support the inclusion of Whitburn and 
Bathgate within the West Lothian Strategic Development Area.  A separate submission 
by CALA indicates that the Proposed SESplan does not identify a generous supply of 
housing land, and so additional land requires to be allocated in LDPs on effective sites in 
West Lothian. Promotes sites in the Bathgate area for development. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0008/0001 Ian Osborne: Policy 1A - Delete ‘any’ before ‘areas of restraint’. At the 
end, add sentence ‘However, Linlithgow continues to be recognised as an Area of 
Restraint, being constrained by infrastructure, landscape and environmental objectives.’ 
 
PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland: Paragraph 27 should refer also to market demand as 
a factor in determining spatial strategy and a review of suitable areas taking account of 
marketability may change list of Strategic Development Areas. 
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While the market has proven receptive to growth in W Lothian the issue is deliverability in 
the short-term. That is reflected in Homes for Scotland’s demand/supply analysis which 
shows a short-term deficiency. Homes for Scotland’s view is that the shortfall against 
demand requires identification in the Local Development Plan of further short-term 
opportunities to maintain a 5-year supply and maintain delivery of housing. 
 
PP/0085/0001 Cllr Lawrence Fitzpatrick, Cllr Danny Logue & Murieston Community 
Council: In the case of Linhouse they appear to wish it to be retained as a nationally 
safeguarded site. With regards to the land at Murieston Castle Farm it is presumed the 
respondees wish the site to remain zoned as designated Countryside. 
  
PP/0091/0001 Iain Paton: A more precise definition of Strategic Development Area (or 
areas) in West Lothian should be prepared in Figures 1 and 7 and in Policy 1A based 
upon the existing evidence base of employment locations (Figure 7) and Green Network 
locations (Figure 8) and the Core Development Area legacy from the preceding 
Development Plan. 
 
PP/0149/0001 Bellsquarry Community Council: That areas such as Murieston Castle 
Farm be retained as designated countryside. 
 
Paragraph’s 90, 91, 92, 93 
 
PP/0036/0002 Davidson & Robertson: Amendment to Paragraph 93 in order to direct 
development to existing committed developments where possible. Revision of Policy 1A 
and Policy 1B to reflect the distribution of sustainable development that effectively links 
housing and employment markets.  
 
Provide clarity on how much of the additional development (Paragraph 92) can be 
distributed between the Main Towns, Core Development Areas and smaller settlements 
in West Lothian.  The strategy could bring forward at least 5000 further units in the period 
to 2019. 
 
PP/0038/0001 Forkneuk Consortium: Delete or review paragraph 92. 
 
PP/0038/0002 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0054/0007 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: 
Amend paragraph 90 as follows:  
“Over 22,300 new homes are already committed in West Lothian capitalising on the 
area’s high accessibility. Significant investment in infrastructure, particularly education, is 
required to implement existing committed development and further investment will be 
needed to support the SDP strategy. Additional sites capable of being delivered should 
be allocated in sustainable locations that are well-served by existing infrastructure 
capacity”. 
 
PP/0038/0009 Forkneuk Consortium: Amend paragraph 91 as follows: 
“By allocating additional sites, more flexibility is given to developers to bring forward 
effective sites in sustainable locations in order to support the SDP strategy. West Lothian 
Council will continue to work in partnership with developers and other interested parties 
to develop and implement mechanisms to bring forward committed development sites 
that have so far failed to deliver new homes.”  
 
PP/0038/0012 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0054/0010 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: 
Amend paragraph 93 as follows: 
“These new allocations could be directed towards existing committed development only if 
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it can be demonstrated that they can contribute towards the housing requirement within 
the specific time periods. It is likely that additional sites will need to be allocated to 
provide greater flexibility of sites and a range of options to encourage sustainable growth. 
The smaller settlements in west West Lothian may also provide for additional growth”.    
 
PP/0054/0007 & 0008 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: Amend paragraph 90 as 
follows: 
Over 22,300 new homes are already committed in West Lothian capitalising on the area’s 
high accessibility.  Significant investment in infrastructure, particularly education, is 
required to implement existing committed development and further investment will be 
needed to support the SDP strategy. Additional sites capable of being delivered should 
be allocated in sustainable locations that are well-served by existing infrastructure 
capacity”. 
 
PP/0054/0009 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: Review Paragraph 92. 
 
PP/0054/0010 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land: Amend paragraph 93 as follows: 
These new allocations could be directed towards existing committed development only if 
it can be demonstrated that they can contribute towards the housing requirement within 
the specific time periods.  It is likely that additional sites will need to be allocated to 
provide greater flexibility of sites and a range of options to encourage sustainable growth. 
The smaller settlements in west West Lothian may also provide for additional growth”. 
 
PP/0064/0002 Wallace Land Investment and Management: Modify paragraph 92 by 
adding a new sentence at the end of the paragraph to specify the locations for 
sustainable development: 
‘These sustainable locations will also take into account of known locations for the 
demand for housing and other development such as Linlithgow and Livingston’ 
Modify paragraph 93 by amending the last sentence as follows: 
“The smaller settlements in west West Lothian are not part of the West Lothian SDA but 
will accommodate future growth through Policy 7.” 
 
PP/0089/0001 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken: Paragraph 93 – Remove ‘These new 
allocations could be directed towards existing committed developments if it can be 
demonstrated that they can contribute towards the housing land requirement within the 
specified time periods.’ 
Paragraph 93 – Add ‘These new allocations should be directed towards sites that are 
capable of meeting the housing requirement within the specified time periods.’ 
 
Sites 
 
PP/0044/0002 Hallam Land Management: It is presumed that sites at Bathgate and 
Armadale should be promoted and supported through the development plan process. 
 
PP/0044/0007 Hallam Land Management: Amend West Lothian Introduction with 
amended housing requirement to meet the shortfall in housing land supply. 
 
PP/0056/0001 Mrs M Cadzow:  West Lothian Council as planning authority should allow 
flexibility to enable development of the type proposed which would achieve policy 
objectives. 
 
PP/0056/0002 Mrs M Cadzow: The deliverability of a proportion of the sites already 
allocated will be affected by site specific circumstances and the effect of the downturn on 
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their viability. Cadzow Estate is in a position to deliver both employment and housing land 
at a readily accessible location near existing infrastructure and so the key issues are 
therefore the flexibility of approach to both the provision and delivery of employment and 
housing land in the SESplan and the ability of West Lothian Council, to amend or depart 
from the plans in order to achieve the policy revised objectives as they develop. 
 
PP/0068/0005 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd: Recognise South East and West Winchburgh 
as sustainable and infrastructure led locations for additional strategic housing 
development capable of accommodating an additional 2000 houses over and above 
current commitments.  
 
PP/0110/0001, 0002 & 0005 Uphall Estates: Acknowledge the site for residential 
development. 
 
PP/0110/0004 Uphall Estates: None stated. 
 
PP/0152/0002 Scottish War Blinded: The Proposed Plan should encourage West Lothian 
Council to allocate a range of smaller sites in addition to the CDA sites in order to ensure 
that suitable levels of development come forward in the LDP period to meet housing need 
and demand. 
 
PP/0162/0001 Ecosse Regeneration: Identification of the Heartlands development site, 
Whitburn as a Strategic Housing Allocation Area within the SES Plan, with an increased 
capacity of 3,000 residential units bringing the site total to 5,000 residential units. 
 
Housing Land Requirement and Sustainability 
 
PP/0004/0001 Learmonth Estates Ltd for Gladman Developments Ltd: The spatial 
strategy should recognise the availability of a significant level of potential housing land 
available in West Lothian and the contribution this can make to housing growth.  The 
Plan should increase the level of new housing land proposed in the SDP for West Lothian 
well above the 1, 750 currently proposed over the next 20 years. 
 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land: The spatial strategy should recognise the availability of a 
significant level of potential housing land available in West Lothian and the contribution 
this can make to housing growth.  
 
The Plan should increase the level of new housing land proposed in the SDP for West 
Lothian above the 1,250 currently proposed over the next 12 years. 
 
PP/0173/0001 T & B Wilson: We would suggest that this should be extended to include 
the smaller settlements to the north west of West Lothian, including Bridgend. However, 
we do not agree with the identified scale of growth in this key development area, and we 
are seriously concerned with the very limited amount (500 units) of new strategic housing 
land allocations in the period up to 2019, and only 1250 units in the period to 2024. 
 
PP/0022/0002 Ashdale Land & Property Company: For the West Lothian SDA the SDP 
should promote sustainable economic growth and not hinder development. It must guide 
development to the most sustainable locations and ensure development is supported by 
a generous provision of housing land. 
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken: Taylor Wimpey seek amendments to the 
Housing Land Policies in the Proposed Plan. 
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Support - Sites 
 
PP/0072/0002 & 0009 CALA Management: None sought. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
It is important to note that many of the housing issues are inter-related and other aspects 
of the responses are dealt with more fully in the Schedule 4s on housing land issues and 
the Housing Land Schedule 4 Supporting Paper (Doc 20).  
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
PP/0008/0001 Ian Osborne; PP/0066/0002 Homes for Scotland; PP/0091/0001 Iain 
Paton: No modifications proposed or recommended. The Strategic Development Area’s 
(SDA’s) were assessed through the Spatial Strategy Assessment process which were 
done in line with the guidance in paragraphs 77–85 of SPP (Doc 23) and advise on the 
location and design of new development . The Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical 
Note (SSTN) (Doc 14) explains the methodology used to identify the preferred locations 
for development which underpin the identification of the SDAs in the SESplan Strategic 
Development Plan (SDP). Paragraph 70 of SPP (Doc 23) states that wider strategic 
economic, social and environmental policy objectives should be taken into account when 
determining the scale and distribution of the housing requirement and that development 
can be directed to particular locations to achieve desired policy outcomes. SDAs were 
identified through a two stage process as follows: 
 

• Stage 1 Assessment 
Excluding areas benefitting from internationally and nationally designated natural 
heritage sites and designations in the SESplan area. 
 

• Stage 2 Assessment 
The remainder of the SESplan area was subdivided into 30 “Strategic Assessment 
Areas” for the Stage 2 Assessment. The selection of areas for this purpose took 
account of geographical features, transport corridors and nodes and existing 
proposals in structure and local plans. Subdivision of the SESplan area allowed a 
comparative assessment of potential locations for future development.  Each of 
these areas was assessed against the following criteria relating to suitability for 
development:  
i)    Accessibility;                                                                                                           
ii)   Infrastructure Capacity;                                                                                          
iii)  Land Availability and Development Capacity;                                                         
iv)  Green Belt;                                                                                                             
v)   Landscape Designations;                                                                                       
vi)  Regeneration Potential; and                                                                                  
vii) Prime Agricultural Land.   
 

The West Lothian Strategic Development Area (SDA) was assessed through the Spatial 
Strategy Assessment process, the area scored well in terms of accessibility and its ability 
to accommodate strategic development. As per Policy 1A of the Proposed Plan it is for 
the local planning authority to consider how it defines the SDAs and guide development 
within them whilst taking in to account infrastructure requirements. Paragraph’s 90, 92 
and 93 of the proposed plan indicate that whilst much of West Lothian has been identified 
as a single SDA any development proposals/site submissions would have to have regard 
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to infrastructure availability and environmental constraints and it is for the LDP to identify 
development sites within the SDA.   
 
PP/0085/0001 Cllr Lawrence Fitzpatrick, Cllr Danny Logue & Murieston Community 
Council; PP/0149/0001 Bellsquarry Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The national safeguarding of the Linhouse site is no longer required by 
national planning policy. Site specific submissions to SESplan are more appropriately 
considered within Local Development Plans and it will therefore be for the local planning 
authority to determine the future use of the Linhouse and Murieston Castle Farm sites. 
Paragraph’s 90, 92 and 93 of the proposed plan indicate that whilst much of West Lothian 
has been identified as a single SDA any development proposals/site submissions would 
have to have regard to infrastructure availability and environmental constraints. As per 
Policy 1A of the Proposed Plan it is for the local planning authority to consider how it 
defines the SDAs and guide development within them. 
 
Paragraph’s 90, 91, 92, 93  
 
PP/0036/0002 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0038/0001, 0002, 0009 & 0012 Forkneuk 
Consortium; PP/0054/0007-0010 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land; PP/0064/0002 
Wallace Land Investment and Management; PP/0089/0001 Taylor Wimpey/William 
Aitken: No modifications proposed or recommended. The Proposed Plan identifies broad 
areas of growth. It is for West Lothian Council to consider where to direct development 
within the SDA. The extent to which individual sites contribute to the level of development 
expected for the SDA will also be considered by West Lothian Council in its LDP and in 
ongoing dialogue which has been successful in bringing existing West Lothian Local Plan 
(Doc 34) allocations forward. Further policy guidance on the identification of additional 
sites is also set out in Policies 6 and 7 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).  The Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1) already recognises the need to link development to sustainable locations where 
infrastructure is or can be made available whilst also having regard to environmental 
constraints. 
 
Sites 
 
PP/0044/0002 & 0007 Hallam Land Management; PP/0056/0001 & 0002 Mrs M Cadzow; 
PP/0110/0001, 0002, 0004 & 0005 Uphall Estates; PP/0152/0002 Scottish War Blinded; 
PP/0162/0001 Ecosse Regeneration; PP/0068/0005 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. The sites are within the West Lothian SDA. 
Site specific submissions are more appropriately considered within Local Development 
Plans. It is for the local planning authority to consider the extent to which individual sites 
contribute to the level of development expected. LDPs will give detailed consideration 
to the site specific allocations within the proposed SDAs having regard to the terms of the 
SDP.  
 
The justification for the distribution and breakdown of the SESplan housing allowance is 
discussed in the SESplan supporting paper on housing land (Doc 20) The development 
levels proposed are appropriate and the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out a proposed level 
of housing over the plan periods for the West Lothian SDA. This approach builds on the 
spatial findings of the SSA and provides continuity to communities and the development 
industry by continuing to promote the existing strategies in the area (this is the same for 
all areas see SPP Para 71) (Doc 23). SDPs are directed by SPP (Doc 23) to provide a 
generous supply of land but there is no definition of generous. SESplan has identified 
what it sees as a generous supply. The SDP focuses on delivery rather than allocation. 
There is an adequate land supply to meet demand in the short term across the SESplan 
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area. The levels of existing committed development provide flexibility in the short-medium 
term. There is no capacity in the development market to deliver any additional housing 
beyond that identified in the short-medium term.  
 
Support – Sites 
 
PP/0072/0002 & 0009 CALA Management: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Support is noted. 
 
Housing Land Requirement  and Sustainability 
 
PP/0004/0001 Gladman Developments Ltd; PP/0022/0002 Ashdale Land & Property Co; 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken; PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land; PP/0173/0001 
T & B Wilson: No modifications proposed or recommended. Sustainable Economic 
Growth is a key driver of the Proposed Plan (see contents page) (Doc 1). The 
development levels proposed are appropriate and the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out a 
proposed level of housing over the plan periods for the West Lothian SDA. This approach 
builds on the spatial findings of the SSA and provides continuity to communities and the 
development industry by continuing to promote the existing strategies in the area (this is 
the same for all areas see SPP (Doc 23) para 71). SDPs are directed by SPP (Doc 23) to 
provide a generous supply of land but there is no definition of generous. SESplan has 
identified what it sees as a generous supply. The SDP focuses on delivery rather than 
allocation. There is an adequate land supply to meet demand in the short term across the 
SESplan area. The levels of existing committed development provide flexibility in the 
short-medium term. There is no capacity in the development market to deliver any 
additional housing beyond that identified in the short-medium term. For further 
information, please refer to Schedule 4 on Housing Land Requirement – Issue 15.    
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Housing land requirement general comments 
 
1.   A large number of the representations on this issue concern housing numbers and 
locations.  In the Reporter’s consideration of Issues 15 to 19, he examined 
representations that address the proposed plan’s approach to housing more generally.  
He concluded that the work that has informed the proposed plan to date is insufficient 
and that there is currently no reliable evidence base for the allocation of housing land.  
Consequently, he has recommended that the proposed plan be modified to confirm that 
supplementary guidance will be prepared to identify how much land requires to be 
allocated in each local development plan area for the plan periods 2009 to 2019 and 
2019 to 2024, based on an analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and 
environmental capacities and constraints.  His recommendations on this are set out in the 
annex following Issue 20. 
 
2.   Following from this there are a number of consequential modifications that affect 
Issue 8, notably relating to the spatial strategy.  This is considered under Issue 2 and the 
relevant proposed modifications are noted, particularly in relation to the deletion of a 
number of paragraphs relating to housing provision.  These are relevant to the context of 
West Lothian, where the reference to housing numbers in the introductory paragraph on 
page 31 is also proposed for removal.  Figure 7 would similarly be modified to remove the 
references to housing.  Paragraph 92 would be modified to remove references to housing 
numbers and state that housing requirements would be determined under the proposed 
supplementary guidance.   
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3.   Under these circumstances it is neither possible nor appropriate for me to consider 
the quantum of housing that is proposed to be directed to the West Lothian Strategic 
Development Area.  I have not therefore addressed further the housing issues that are 
referred to in the representations. 
 
Spatial Strategy 
 
4.   I note the authority’s explanation of the way in which the strategic development areas 
were selected.  The spatial strategy assessment note (Document 14) sets out in detail 
the data used in making the assessments and the rationale behind the assessment 
process.  Some of the detail is set out in the authority’s response above, and need not be 
repeated here. 
 
5.   I have taken into account the representations made, but I find nothing to suggest that 
the authority has reached the wrong conclusions through following its methodology.  This 
is logical and sound and I find no evidence to justify recommending modifications.  It is 
for local development plans to interpret the information both in the strategic plan and the 
assessment note.   
 
6.   With regard to Linhouse and Murieston Castle Farm these are site specific issues.  
Detailed policies for the countryside around towns will be produced for the local 
development plans within the overall strategic plan framework.  I note that under 
policy 11 the creation of a strategic green network is supported.  Figure 9 shows the area 
around Livingstone, within the strategic development area, designated for green network 
opportunities.  These would be considered during the preparation of the local 
development plan.  See also Issue 26 Green Networks.  There is no need for any 
modification. 
 
Paragraphs 90, 91, 92, and 93 
 
7.   These representations effectively relate to housing development, which I have dealt 
with above.  This relates to the conclusions on housing considered, in particular, under 
Issue 15.  Matters relating to specific sites will be dealt with during the preparation of 
local development plans.  Potential additional growth in smaller settlements will also be 
dealt with in this way.  No modifications are required. 
 
Sites 
 
8.   Specific site consideration is a matter for local development plan preparation.  This 
will be carried out with guidance on housing numbers given in supplementary guidance 
considered under Issue 15.  I have referred to this above and it would be inappropriate 
for me to comment further here.  Strategic guidance is provided in the spatial strategy, 
which is considered under Issue 2.  No modification is required. 
 
Housing land requirement and sustainability 
 
9.   These representations again relate to housing numbers and sites.  It is acknowledged 
under Issue 15 that the housing land provision figures contained in the proposed plan are 
flawed, and that these should be addressed through supplementary guidance.  The 
reporter recognises that the committed sites from previous plans may not be entirely 
effective and that alternate provision will have to be made.  This is a matter for local 
development plans working within the figures to be produced in the supplementary 
guidance. 
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Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
 
No modifications are recommended. 
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Issue 9  
 

Strategic Employment Sites (Figure 8) 

Development plan 
reference: Page 24 Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 

PP/0007/0006 Liberton & District Community Council  
PP/0088/0012 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership  
PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government  

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Strategic Employment Sites 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0007/0006 Liberton & District Community Council: Figure 8 is so vague it provides no 
information which provides the basis for meaningful comment.  

 
PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government: As supported by SPP, the contributor welcomes the 
inclusion of Figure 8 which identifies a range of strategic employment sites. It also 
identifies an international container terminal in West Lothian, which we believe should 
illustrate Rosyth. Scottish Government recommends the updating of Figure 8 to show the 
international container terminal in its correct location. 
 
PP/0088/0012 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership: Strategic Employment Sites 
identifies the West of Edinburgh as an economic cluster/corridor. This allocation is 
supported in that it supports the vision set out in the West Edinburgh Planning 
Framework (WEPF) which seeks to promote the area as a destination for sustainable 
economic development. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0007/0006 Liberton & District Community Council: Revisions to Figure 8, to permit 
meaningful comment. 
 
PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government: Recommend that Figure 8 is updated to show 
international container terminal at Rosyth, not in West Lothian. 
 
PP/0088/0012 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership: No modifications sought. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government: No modification proposed. However, it is noted that 
the drafting error (wrong location of the international container terminal at Rosyth) should 
be rectified.  The proposed modification is not inconsistent with the strategy and aims of 
the Plan.  
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PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government; PP/0088/0012 Halliday Fraser Munro for Gyle 
Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership: No modification proposed or recommended. Support 
noted.  
 
PP/0007/0006 Liberton & District Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. The Strategic Development Planning Authority for Edinburgh and South 
East Scotland does not accept the proposed modification. The Strategic Development 
Plan (SDP) sets out the spatial strategy for economic development and a range of 
strategic employment sites in figure 8 which is in line with paragraphs 49 and 51 in the 
Scottish Planning Policy (page 10) (Doc 23). Local Development Plans (LDP) shall 
maintain a supply of employment land allocations to meet changing demand. Figure 8 in 
the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out the Strategic Employment sites in the region and the 
LDPs will provide site specific information for new allocations.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  The authority acknowledges the inadvertent location of the proposed international 
container terminal in West Lothian, rather than Rosyth, as intended.  This is a simple 
drafting correction and the figure should be modified accordingly. 
 
2.   It is not the intention that maps and diagrams in a strategic development plan should 
identify specific sites.  Rather they are diagrammatic, showing a schematic view of the 
whole area.  It is the task of local development plans to provide the information in 
sufficient detail to allow exact site locations.  No modification is required. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify figure 8 by placing the proposed international container terminal in its correct 
location at Rosyth. 
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Issue 10  
 

Employment Land Supply 

Development plan 
Reference: Page 33 Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
PP/0007/0006 Liberton & District Community Council 
PP/0042/0004 Scottish Property Federation  
PP/0045/0001 Geddes Consulting for Lothian Park  
PP/0079/0003 NHS Lothian 
PP/0130/0002 Murray Estates 
PP/0167/0006 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0004, 0008, 0009 & 0017 Leith Central Community Council 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Employment Land Supply 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0130/0002 Murray Estates: SESplan places insufficient emphasis on economic 
development opportunities and the potential for the Edinburgh and the wider City Region 
to attract national and international visitor attractions such as the Calyx. The SESplan 
Proposed Plan and the accompanying Economy Technical Note do provide some context 
to the economic situation in Edinburgh and the key sectors chosen do appear to have 
some validity. There has also been some work undertaken to link space requirements to 
these key sectors. The approach of the plan is more supply led, rather than a demand 
led, i.e. allocating land in the hope that it will be developed for a particular employment 
use.  
 
There is a requirement for a market demand assessment to identify the likely sources of 
demand by economic sector over the short, medium and long term and to help to ensure 
that the appropriate land is allocated in suitable areas. Although economic evidence is 
presented, it is not clear how this evidence informs the allocation of areas of land in 
different parts of the SESplan region. It is not clear how the provision of employment land 
is linked to housing numbers and demand. In fact, there is very little discussion of the 
linkages between housing and employment in the Plan and the Economy Technical Note. 
 
Access to a labour supply is also a key requirement of employers, particularly the larger 
inward investors that are being sought be initiatives such as IBG. As Edinburgh’s 
employment rate recovers, it will need to expand its population numbers in order to meet 
this demand. For this, it needs an adequate supply of well located housing of the right 
type and quality. The lack and cost of family housing in the city would be perceived as a 
significant disadvantage of the city by companies looking to locate. The Proposed Plan 
does not effectively address this core issue. 
 
PP/0042/0004 Scottish Property Federation (SPF): SPF agrees that range of marketable 
sites must be identified to meet the requirements of business and industry within the 
SESplan period. However, members do not believe that sufficient land has been 
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identified within Edinburgh city centre. Similarly, they do not support the direction of large 
scale development land to areas where there is no evident market demand.  
 
Whilst information is provided on the general direction of development, there is no detail 
on land allocations or phasing.  As mentioned in paragraph 10, there is concern over the 
deliverability of some of these strategic allocations in the near future, and we believe that 
their effectiveness as a priority must be re-examined before the sites are included in the 
proposed plan and some greater flexibility adopted by SESplan’s authorities in relation to 
opening up viable sites in the shorter term that are not allocated.  
 
Some degree of flexibility should be taken to permit commercial development in 
unallocated locations, where there is evident demand and which are capable of coming 
forward in the short/medium term.  Without this flexibility there is a clear concern that 
there will continue to be economic stagnation.  
 
SPF supports the identification of these strategic sites, however their effectiveness and 
deliverability must be monitored and the sites reviewed if they are not coming forward. 
Sites that are not effective must be removed from the supply and other allocations 
identified.  Employment land should be identified across the region and a balanced 
approach taken to ensure they are integrated into genuinely mixed use communities.  
 
PP/0045/0001 Lothian Park: Policy 2 (as amended) needs further consideration to reflect 
the intentions in para 97 of the Proposed Plan. As it stands, Policy 2 does not enable the 
six Councils across the region to modify the Established Economic Land Supply, 
introduce a mix of uses on existing allocated economic sites and avoid a net loss of the 
economic land supply. The Economy Technical Note (Figure 13) sets out the sites which 
form the Established Land Supply but this needs to relate to the six Council areas to be 
effective for monitoring purposes. 
 
PP/0079/0003 NHS Lothian: The SDP should make reference to the importance of Little 
France and the Edinburgh BioQuarter to encourage further inward investment and 
development. 
 
PP/0007/0006 Liberton & District Community Council: Policy 2 relates only to existing 
sites and provides no indication of any proposals for the provision of new sites which will 
be required to provide employment opportunities in the South East Edinburgh Strategic 
Development Area. 
 
PP/0167/0006 The Cockburn Association: Throughout the plan there is frequent 
reference to the need for LDP’s ‘to justify’ various issues, such as mixed-use of 
employment land (paragraph 97).  
 
Paragraph 96 advocates that LDP’s give continued support for safeguarded sites.  
 
PP/0168/0004 Leith Central Community Council; PP/0168/0008 Leith Central Community 
Council; PP/0168/0009 Leith Central Community Council: Comments on provision for 
start up businesses in low cost premises 
 
PP/0168/0017 Leith Central Community Council: Concerns about loss of employment 
land to housing. 
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0130/0002 Murray Estates: The economic growth section of SESplan should identify 
the benefits of locating economic development and housing in close proximity to each 
other. The economic growth section should also identify tourism as a major component of 
the potential for economic growth in the city region. 
 
PP/0130/0003 Murray Estates: States that the West Edinburgh SDA should be extended 
to allow for further consideration of the EGD proposals. 
 
PP/0042/0004 Scottish Property Federation: No modifications sought. 
 
PP/0045/0001 Lothian Park: Modify Policy 2 to present the sub regional information on a 
LDP basis in addition to the sub regional basis as well as adding the regional totals to 
both columns. See full representation for suggested changes to the table included in 
policy 2. 
 
The proposed modification seeks to facilitate the allocation of additional economic land 
either as extensions to existing allocated sites or as new allocations if new land uses are 
introduced into the existing economic land supply to avoid any net loss. The proposed 
amended policy needs to allow the allocation of addition land on greenfield sites and take 
account of the possibility that these can be allocated on land in the Green Belt. 
 
PP/0079/0003 NHS Lothian: The SDP should make reference to the importance of Little 
France and the Edinburgh BioQuarter to encourage further inward investment and 
development. 
 
PP/0007/0006 Liberton & District Community Council: Policy 2 to include reference to 
proposals for the provision of new sites which will be required to provide employment 
opportunities in the South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area. 
 
PP/0167/0006 The Cockburn Association: It could be helpful for LDPs, if some criteria 
could be offered for such justifications e.g. mixed-use employment land (para 97). All 
safeguarded land (employment, transport, minerals) requires measures to avoid blight 
and the creation of eyesores; these should be included in the Plan (para 96). 
 
PP/0168/0004 & 0008 Leith Central Community Council; PP/0168/0009 Leith Central 
Community Council: Propose inclusion of policy to provide opportunities for start up 
businesses. 
 
PP/0168/0017 Leith Central Community Council: Request insertion of appropriate policy. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0130/0002 Murray Estates: No modification proposed or recommended. The Strategic 
Development Planning Authority for Edinburgh and South East Scotland does not accept 
the proposed modifications put forward. The Strategic Development Plan (SDP) is a high 
level document and is not necessarily site specific. The Local Development Plans (LDP) 
will take forward sites for allocation to meet the strategic requirements for housing and 
employment and also promote a sustainable development pattern and sustainable 
economic growth. Housing and economic activities can be located in close proximity to 
each other and on mixed use sites. 
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Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Doc 23) requires the Development Plan to respond to the 
diverse needs and locational requirements of different sectors and sizes of businesses, 
whilst being flexible to changing circumstances in order to accommodate new economic 
opportunities. A range and choice of marketable (effective) sites and locations for 
businesses must be allocated, including opportunities for mixed use development to meet 
anticipated demand requirements. (Scottish Planning Policy, para 46, page 9) (Doc 23). 
 
The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) puts strong emphasis on sustainable economic development. 
Work undertaken to allocate the strategic employment sites in the Proposed Plan 
includes information on future demand of different sectors (Section 4 Economy Technical 
Note, figure 3, page 9-16) (Doc 15) and is supported by the SESplan Monitoring 
Statement (page 22-24) (Doc 6). 
 
The uptake of employment sites will be monitored as part of the LDP process and there 
will be flexibility to review existing employment sites with major constraints and reallocate 
new sites which are more consistent with the development strategy. (Economy Technical 
Note, paragraph 5.5, page 32) (Doc 15) It is also recognised that reuse of brownfield 
sites and intensification on existing sites will not always be achievable and there is likely 
to be requirement for some greenfield land release for employment sites. Allocations of 
employment land will be taken forward through the LDP process. 
 
Tourism is highlighted as one of the sectors that have strategic importance to the 
economy of the SESplan area in paragraph 98 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).  
 
The request to extend West Edinburgh SDA is addressed under Issue 3. 
 
PP/0042/0004 Scottish Property Federation: No modification proposed or recommended. 
The contributor is not proposing any modifications to the plan.  
 
It is recognised that the majority of allocated employment sites are located in the wider 
SESplan areas, within or in close proximity to large conurbations and centres of 
population and in areas accessible by a choice of transport options. There is limited 
capacity for new employment allocations in Edinburgh city centre. Allocations in the wider 
SESplan area support the prominent role of the area as a driver of the Scottish economy. 
This would also increase the possibilities to create opportunities for development in other 
areas, and is supporting sustainable economic growth and the spatial strategy. 
 
The SESplan Economy Technical Note (paragraph 5.5, page 32) (Doc 15) sets out that in 
order to improve the amount of available and effective employment land it is recognised 
that there will need to be flexibility applied to current employment land allocations, 
particularly sites with major constraints. It is recognised within the SESplan Economy 
Technical Note (page 32) (Doc 15) that reuse of brownfield sites and intensification on 
existing sites will not always be achievable and there is likely to be requirement for some 
greenfield land release for employment sites. The SDP is a high level document and is 
not necessarily site specific. Allocations of employment land will be taken forward through 
the LDP process and development on unallocated land will not be supported.  
 
PP/0045/0001 Lothian Park: No modification proposed or recommended. The Strategic 
Development Plan (policy 2) complies with the requirement set out in Scottish Planning 
Policy (SPP) (Doc 23) to ensure there is a range of marketable sites to meet the 
requirement of business and industry. The allocation of employment sites, and regular 
review of the supply of marketable sites, will be done through the LDP process. Policy 2 
in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out the established strategic land supply for the sub 
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regional areas and table 13 in the SESplan Economy Technical Note (Doc 15) sets out 
the allocated strategic employment locations in the SESplan Area. 
 
There is no justification to change the table in policy 2 as set out in the proposed 
modification as the more detailed table 13 in the SESplan Economy Technical Note (Doc 
15) sets out the names of strategic sites and sites can therefore be identified for 
monitoring purposed by each local authority. The comment regarding potential release of 
greenfield land for employment sites is noted. It is recognised within the SESplan 
Economy Technical Note (page 32) (Doc 15) that reuse of brownfield sites and 
intensification on existing sites will not always be achievable and there is likely to be 
requirement for some greenfield land release for employment sites. 
 
PP/0007/0006 Liberton & District Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. The Strategic Development Planning Authority for Edinburgh and South 
East Scotland does not accept the proposed modification put forward. The Strategic 
Development Plan sets out the Spatial Strategy for economic development in the region 
and policy 2 in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) protects the existing strategic employment land 
in the region. The LDP shall maintain a supply of employment land allocations to meet 
changing demand. 
 
PP/0168/0004, 0008 & 0009 Leith Central Community Council; PP/0167/0006 Cockburn 
Association; PP/0079/0003 NHS Lothian: No modification proposed or recommended. 
The Strategic Development Plan sets out the Spatial Strategy for economic development 
in the region and detailed provision of employment land uses will be provided through the 
LDP process. 
 
PP/0168/0017 Leith Central Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. Local Development Plans will normally identify circumstances and 
locations in which non-conforming uses may be appropriate on strategic employment 
sites. Housing and retail development on strategic employment sites will normally be 
resisted, however the development of mixed use communities, including housing on such 
sites may be appropriate provided this is justified through the Local Development Plan 
and does not result in a net loss to the overall strategic employment land supply. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   The key point running through these representations relates to the amount of detail to 
be contained in a strategic plan.  Circular 1/2009 makes clear at paragraph 14 Ministers’ 
views that strategic development plans should be visionary documents that set clear 
parameters for subsequent local development plans.  In this case the plan is backed by a 
significant amount of supporting research material.  Document 15, the economy technical 
note, is relevant in this case and underpins the employment land sections of the plan.  
Whilst this will not be at hand for the more casual reader it contains detailed material of 
value for the preparation of local development plans.  Provided the strategic plan is clear 
in its overall policy guidance there is no requirement for it to contain large amounts of 
detail through figures or analysis.  Nor is it necessary for the strategic plan to identify site 
specific locations when these will be dealt with in local development plans within the 
framework of the overall strategic policy. 
 
2.   I have made recommendations under Issue 12 for modifications providing greater 
emphasis on mixed use developments, which answer some of the representations raised 
here.  Tourism is dealt with under Issue 11. 
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3.   Apart from this I am not persuaded there is any need to modify the text further, as the 
issues raised should be considered in detail and specific sites identified in the local 
development plans. 
 
4.   That said, for clarity I accept there is logic in including in the table in policy 2 
reference to the figures for the strategic employment land supply for individual local 
development plans, given that these do not all coincide with the sub regional areas. 
 
5.   With regard to the use of green belt land, this is dealt with under Issue 27 and there is 
no need to make any reference here to potential release for employment use. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the table in policy 2 to include figures for individual local development plan areas, 
to read as follows: 
 
Sub regional area Hectares* Local development plan Hectares* 
Regional Core 247 Edinburgh 186 
East Coast 76 East Lothian 76 
Fife Forth** 411 Fife 411 
Midlothian/Borders 124 Midlothian 129 
West Lothian 123 West Lothian 123 
  Scottish Borders 56 
SESplan total 981  981 
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Issue 11  
 

Economic Growth – Tourism Development 

Development plan 
reference: Page 33 Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 

 
PP/0018/0006 N Bourne Leisure Ltd 
 

Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Economic growth 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0018/0006 Bourne Leisure Ltd: The contributor considers that a new policy 
specifically for promoting tourism developments should be added to the SESplan.   
 
The new policies and their supporting text should recognise and build on the importance 
of the visitor economy to the Plan area and the potential that exists to enhance existing 
visitor accommodation and tourism-related facilities, particularly in coastal areas. 
 
Existing caravan parks should also be referred to specifically as a key part of the new 
policy, to the effect that in-principle support will be given where improvement and 
expansion results in higher quality accommodation, and improvements to the layout and 
appearance of a site will assist in extending the visitor season.   
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0018/0006 Bourne Leisure Ltd: The contributor suggests the following policy wording 
to use as a basis for drafting the element of the policy that promotes caravan park-related 
development: 
 
The extension of existing camping, caravan and chalet sites and the change of use of 
existing sites for tents, touring caravans, ‘touring unit’, static caravans or chalets. 
 
The extension of existing camping, caravan and chalet sites and the change of use of 
land within existing sites will be permitted provided the proposal: 
(i)     would not, either on its own or cumulatively in combination with other established or 

proposed sites in the vicinity, harm the landscape character or rural amenity of the 
countryside and the resident population; 

(ii)    is conveniently and well-located in relation to an adequate road system which can 
accommodate the traffic generated; 

(iii)   where possible has convenient access to frequent public transport services; and 
(iv)   would not significantly reduce the range and choice of available accommodation as 

a result of a loss of tent and/or touring caravan pitches. 
 

In addition, sites with countryside or coastal designations will be expected to demonstrate 
that the proposal forms part of a long term management, layout and landscaping plan to 
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improve the quality and appearance of the site and reduce its visual impact on the 
landscape. 
 
The Change of use either wholly or in part of an existing site from tents or touring 
caravans to ‘touring units’ will be permitted provided that it complies with the above 
criteria.  

 
New site facilities, internal reorganisation and intensification of existing sites 
 
Proposals for the intensification (increase in pitch number within the existing permitted 
area), the reorganisation of uses/layout (within the existing sites) and new site facilities in 
connection with existing sites for tents, touring caravans, static caravans and chalets will 
be permitted provided the proposal: 
(i)     would not, either on its own or cumulatively with the remainder of the site or in 

combination with other established or proposed sites in the vicinity, harm the 
landscape character or rural amenity of the countryside and resident population; 

(ii)    Is conveniently and well- located in relation to an adequate road system which can 
accommodate the traffic generated; 

(iii)   where possible has convenient access to frequent public transport services, and 
(iv)   includes landscape improvements relevant to the development and a scheme for 

their maintenance. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0018/0006 Bourne Leisure Ltd: No modification proposed or recommended. The 
Strategic Development Planning Authority for Edinburgh and South East Scotland does 
not accept the proposed modification.  
 
Tourism is included in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) as one of the sectors considered to be 
of strategic importance to the economy in the SESplan area. Scottish Planning Policy 
(paragraph 47, page 10) (Doc 23) also recognises that the tourism industry is one of 
Scotland’s largest business sectors and planning authorities should support high quality 
tourism related development.  
 
The proposed modifications are too detailed to be included in the Strategic Development 
Plan which is expected to be a concise, visionary document. The proposed policies are 
more appropriate for consideration at Local Development Plan level. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   SESplan is a strategic document that sets out the broad principles of development 
throughout the plan area, but does not deal in detail with specific areas of economic 
activity.  Tourism is referred to as a key sector within the profile of the region, and as 
being of strategic importance to the SESplan area (paragraphs 13 and 98 respectively).  
The plan therefore recognises the importance of tourism within the overall plan 
framework.  I note that some of the other key economic activities listed in the same 
context do not have specific supporting policies. 
 
2.   Tourism is also mentioned specifically in relation to Edinburgh City Centre, the East 
Coast, and Midlothian/Borders (paragraphs 100, 49 and 73 respectively).  There is a 
clear recognition of its importance to the future development of the region. 
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3.   For all these reasons I am not persuaded there is any need for a policy devoted 
specifically to tourism development at this strategic plan level. 
 
4.   The other changes requested, in relation to camping, caravan and chalet sites, are 
effectively for development control policies.  Whilst they appear perfectly sound as 
policies for that purpose, I agree with the authority that they are appropriate for inclusion 
within local development plans.  In this case the recognition of the importance of tourism 
as a key sector of strategic importance to the plan area, and its support within Scottish 
Planning Policy, provides the background for the inclusion of such policies within the local 
development plans.  There the level of detail proposed would be appropriate.  There is 
thus no need for their inclusion within the proposed plan. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
 
No modifications are recommended. 
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Issue 12  
 

Employment Land – Mixed Use Development  

Development plan 
Reference: Page 33, 35 Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
 
PP/0088/0012 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership  
PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government  
PP/0170/0001 & 0002 The Prince’s Foundation for the Built Environment 
 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Policy 2 ‘Supply and Location of Employment Land’ and paragraph 
97-98 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government: While the Scottish Government generally supports 
the policy approach on employment land, SPP suggests that the policy should go further 
than simply encouraging LDPs to retain a quantity of such land. SPP requires authorities 
to ensure that there is a range and choice of marketable sites and locations for business, 
including opportunities for mixed use development, to meet anticipated requirements. It 
also requires that the supply of marketable sites should be regularly reviewed. At present, 
the policy is rather passive and does not suggest a desire to see opportunities brought 
forward, although in practice much may be going on to support that. We therefore seek a 
strengthening of the wording in Policy 2 to provide greater impetus to delivery of 
employment opportunities. We also consider that some of the supporting text around the 
development of mixed communities (with residential and compatible employment 
opportunities jointly provided) should be included in the Policy itself. This is an important 
element of the policy, specifically highlighted in paragraphs 45-46 of SPP, and bringing it 
into the policy would give it greater prominence. We recommend a strengthening of 
Policy 2 to encourage delivery of employment sites and allow for development of mixed 
communities in appropriate locations. 
 
PP/0170/0001 & 0002 The Prince’s Foundation for the Built Environment: The principle of 
mixed use needs to be more proactively encouraged through the SDP to enable new 
development to contribute towards the Vision of the Proposed Plan. The presumption, 
apparent and stated, is that economic development and employment land should 
generally be separate from housing, and that mixed-use communities are the exception 
only to be permitted where they do not detract from employment land allocations. We 
believe, for reasons of sustainability and quality of life, that the inclination of the Proposed 
Plan should rather be the reverse, in favour of diverse, mixed development to promote 
active travel, local accessibility and the strengthening of existing centres. In broad terms, 
mixed use communities have economic, environmental, social, health and wellbeing 
advantages over zoned land use. Although we propose only minor modifications to a 
small section of wording, we recommend that the rest of the Proposed Plan is reviewed in 
the light of delivering mixed use development and ultimately the Vision of the Plan.  
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PP/0088/0012 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership: The continued safeguarding and 
allocation of employment land in West Edinburgh is supported, in that it continues and a 
highly sustainable location which with the introduction of the tramline, is set to become 
even more popular with workers and residents alike. 
 
The SDP calls on LDP’s to “respond to the diverse needs and locational requirements of 
different sectors by ensuring that there is a generous range and choice of employment 
sites which are highly accessible to communities across the SESplan area.” This 
approach is supported. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government: The Scottish Government recommends that the 
second sentence of Policy 2 is amended as follows:  
 
‘Local Development Plans will support the delivery of the quantity of the established 
strategic employment land supply as identified below.’ We recommend that the following 
should be added after the second sentence in Policy 2: ‘Local development plans should 
also ensure that this provides a range and choice of marketable sites to meet anticipated 
requirements. The development of mixed communities (with residential and compatible 
employment opportunities jointly provided) on strategic employment sites may be 
appropriate provided this is justified through an LDP and does not result in a net loss to 
the overall strategic employment land supply.’ 
 
PP/0170/0001 & 0002 The Prince’s Foundation for the Built Environment: Seeking Policy 
2 to be re-worded as follows: 
SUPPLY AND LOCATION OF EMPLOYMENT LAND: Local Development Plans will 
support the retention of the quantity of the established strategic employment land supply 
as identified below, unless there are more sustainable and resilient mixed use 
alternatives:  
 
Seeking paragraph 97 to be re-worded as follows: 
 
Whilst few mixed use communities (with residential, retail and employment opportunities 
jointly provided) are proposed through the SDP strategic allocations, their development 
will nonetheless be encouraged through the preparation of LDPs which will be 
responsible for maintaining levels of overall strategic employment land supply.  
 
PP/0088/0012 Gyle Shopping Centre Limited Partnership: No modifications sought. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0143/0001 Scottish Government; PP/0170/0001 & 0002 The Prince’s Foundation for 
the Built Environment: No modification proposed or recommended. The Strategic 
Development Planning Authority for Edinburgh and South East Scotland does not accept 
the proposed modification.  
 
It is most appropriate that mixed use allocations are dealt with at Local Development Plan 
(LDP) level as set out in paragraph 97 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). The wording in 
paragraph 97 makes the exception to allow mixed use development on strategic 
employment sites provided it is justified through a LDP. This is in line with Scottish 
Planning Policy (paragraph 46, page 10) (Doc 23) which supports the provision of a 
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range and choice of sites for businesses and industry. The existing strategic employment 
land sites included in Policy 2 can potentially accommodate some mixed development 
under the conditions set out in the policy.  
 
Strategic employment land needs to be allocated in the LDPs and protected to retain 
strategic land supply. It is critical strategic employment sites receive appropriate 
protection given the significant decline in the level of public sector intervention in the 
supply of business land by Scottish Enterprise and councils. 
 
The Spatial Strategy promotes a sustainable growth pattern and the proposed 
development taken forward by the plan is focussed in sub regional areas which include 
the majority of the strategic employment sites. 
 
While it is important that employment land should not be lost unnecessarily to non-
employment uses, other parts of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) could underline the potential 
for further sustainable employment opportunities (mixed use) on other sites, including 
within housing allocations. Other areas suitable for mixed use development can be taken 
forward through the LDP process as allocated or reallocated mixed use sites. Housing 
and economic activities can be located in close proximity to each other and on mixed use 
sites. 
 
PP/0088/0012 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership: No modification proposed or 
recommended. Support noted. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   These representations are about emphasis rather than an objection to the policy 
principles.  I agree with representors that policy 2 as currently worded is rather passive.  
For the major policy on employment land, effectively supporting the major Government 
objective of sustainable economic growth, it is somewhat bland.  The modifications 
proposed to the policy would not change its focus but emphasise a more pro-active 
stance.  I agree the policy should be modified.  (See also Issue 10.) 
 
2.   With this modification made I do not consider there is any need to modify paragraph 
97, which already provides for the development of mixed use communities through local 
development plans. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.  In policy 2, in the second sentence delete ‘retention’ and replace with ‘delivery’.  
 
2.  In policy 2, after the second sentence add a third and fourth sentence as follows: 
 
“Local development plans should also ensure that this provides a range and choice of 
marketable sites to meet anticipated requirements.  The development of mixed 
communities (with residential and compatible employment opportunities jointly provided) 
on strategic employment sites may be appropriate provided this is justified through an 
LDP and does not result in a net loss to the overall strategic land supply.” 
 
3.  For the avoidance of doubt policy 2 now reads: 
 
“The Strategic Development Plan supports the development of a range of marketable 
sites of the size and quality to meet the requirements of business and industry within the 
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SESplan area.  Local development plans will support the delivery of the quantity of the 
established strategic employment land supply as identified below.  Local development 
plans should also ensure that this provides a range and choice of marketable sites to 
meet anticipated requirements.  The development of mixed communities (with residential 
and compatible employment opportunities jointly provided) on strategic employment sites 
may be appropriate provided this is justified through an LDP and does not result in a net 
loss to the overall strategic land supply.” 
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Issue  13  
 

Town Centres and Retailing 

Development plan 
reference: Paragraphs 99-101, Policy 3 Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
PP/0007/0008 Liberton & District Community Council 
PP/0013/0001 Land Securities Ltd 
PP/0028/0001, 0003-0005 & 0007 John Lewis plc 
PP/0042/0005 Scottish Property Federation 
PP/0076/0003 Portobello Community Council 
PP/0088/0001, 0005, 0007 & 0008 Gyle Shopping Centre 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson 
PP/0116/0002 New Town & Broughton Community Council  
PP/0142/0001 Henderson Global Investors 
PP/0143/0004 Scottish Government 
PP/0150/0001 Gibraltar General Partners 
PP 0157/0001 Folio 
PP/0167/0007 The Cockburn Association  
PP/0168/0007 & 0027 Leith Central Community Council  
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Town Centres and Retailing  

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0007/0008 Liberton & District Community Council: Table 1 is insufficient and should 
be extended to identify the Other Town Centres and Commercial Centres to secure some 
degree of consistency across the Plan area. 
 
PP/0013/0001 Land Securities Ltd: Considers that there is too much reliance on LDPs in 
Policy 3 to assess the required amount of future retail floorspace and that SDP should 
provide further guidance on the quantitative requirement for retail development within the 
LDP areas.   
 
PP/0028/0001 John Lewis plc: Supportive of Policy 3(a) and 3(b); generally supportive of 
Policy 3(c), but wishes final sentence removed, to delete reference to exceptions being 
justified through LDPs - takes view there should be no exceptions.   
 
PP/0028/0003 John Lewis plc: Welcomes reference to the sequential approach, but 
reference to out of centre locations in this context should restrict these to those which are 
or can be made easily accessible by a choice of transport, in accordance with SPP. 
 
PP/0028/0004 John Lewis plc: Welcomes the support provided by the SDP for the further 
promotion of the city centre as the regional centre for retail development, positioned at 
the top of the hierarchy of centres.   
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PP/0028/0005 John Lewis plc: Welcomes the recognition of the network of centres 
identified in Table 1 and the statement in paragraph 99, to support growth in the retail 
sector through directing growth to appropriate centres.  Considers that statement 
recognises the network of centres approach as advocated by Scottish Planning Policy. 
 
PP/0028/0007 John Lewis plc: Note: Much of the content of this representation is an 
aggregate of representations made elsewhere, and summarised and responded to 
separately.  This summary and response focuses on points made in this representation 
that are not made elsewhere.  John Lewis is generally supportive of the approach 
identified in the proposed plan: John Lewis considers that the town centres and retail 
section is brief, but addresses all the key aspects of the industry, ensuring that a network 
of centres is identified and the adoption of the sequential approach through all associated 
Local Development Plans.  
 
PP/0042/0005 Scottish Property Federation: Broadly supports approach, including 
sequential approach and priority for the town centre and supports identification of 
Edinburgh city centre and strategic centres; however there may be cases where a flexible 
attitude should be retained.  Development of new housing may mean an edge of centre 
development is more appropriate, excessive emphasis on centres may not meet 
community or wider policy interests.  New retail opportunities should be supported across 
the region. 
 
PP/0076/0003 Portobello Community Council: Welcomes the protection and promotion 
that LDPs will provide to town centres and is in support of the sequential approach.   
 
PP/0088/0001 Gyle Shopping Centre: Supports further promotion of role of Edinburgh 
City Centre, but considers that this should be in tandem with the promotion of roles of the 
other major shopping centres in the Edinburgh area as defined in schedule 6.2 of the 
Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan.   
 
PP/0088/0005 & 0008 Gyle Shopping Centre: Considers that plan has paid limited 
attention to role of commercial centres and that the plan must reflect the importance of 
other retail centres in the hierarchy.  Adduces the benefits of commercial centres in terms 
of employment and wealth, and makes particular reference to locational and transport 
benefits of the Gyle centre. 
 
PP/0088/0007 Gyle Shopping Centre: The aspect of Policy 3 that requires LDPs to 
identify town centres and commercial centres, clearly defining their roles is supported.  
The Proposed Plan should set out a network of shopping centres, as did the Edinburgh 
and Lothians Structure Plan (ELSP). 
 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson: Considers that further assessment should be carried out 
in relation to network and hierarchy of retail centres throughout the SESplan area.  
Considers that as currently prepared it is difficult to see where (or if) SESplan considers 
that there are gaps and deficiencies which need to be remedied by identifying appropriate 
locations for new development and regeneration. Considers that there should be a review 
of the role of existing town centres and opportunities for new commercial centres which 
should also be identified in the development plan.  As part of this assessment, 
representor considers that a review of Haddington should be undertaken, and suggests 
this would confirm high levels of retail leakage and need to address this with a new 
commercial centre and related improvements to the town centre.    
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PP/0116/0002 New Town & Broughton Community Council: SDP should halt decline of 
Edinburgh City Centre.  Considers that protection of world heritage site and improvement 
of city centre retail health are symbiotic.  Considers that redevelopment of St James 
Quarter is an opportunity that should not be lost.   
 
PP/0142/0001 Henderson Global Investors: Client has interests in Edinburgh City Centre.  
Ensuring a robust planning policy framework which promotes development within 
Edinburgh City Centre first before other competing locations is key to realising this 
development.  Strongly supports plan’s vision and Spatial Strategy.  Client also wishes to 
support Policy 3 of the Proposed Plan.   
 
PP/0143/0004 Scottish Government: Refers to SPP and important role of town centres 
contained therein.  While acknowledging that supporting text discusses the importance of 
Edinburgh City Centre, considers that Policy 3 gives little protection against development 
elsewhere in the SESplan area which might undermine the city centre’s role and states 
that this role has been left to LDPs.  SG consider that this does not provide sufficient 
protection for the city centre, particularly in the face of developments outwith the CEC 
area which might undermine the Regional Town Centre.  
 
PP/0150/0001 Gibraltar General Partners: Plan does not give enough prominence to role 
of retailing as an employment generator, considers that retailing should be embedded in 
the Economic Growth policy framework; Proposed Plan should recognise the contribution 
of commercial centres to employment and should recognise the challenge of e-shopping 
and encourage retailing from physical shops.  
 
PP/0157/0001 Folio: Considers site at Houston Mains has potential as a commercial 
centre and should be put forward in the Network of Centres (table 1) as a commercial 
centre; refers to the benefits of and need for retail at this location.  Considers that Policy 
3 should refer more positively to the potential for creating commercial, retail or leisure 
locations to serve growth envisaged in plan period.  
 
PP/0167/0007 The Cockburn Association: States that policy 3 is sensible, but considers 
that Edinburgh City Centre should not be solely a retail location but a location for other 
activities. 
 
PP/0168/0007 & 0027 Leith Central Community Council: Considers reference to Leith 
Walk should be included. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0007/0008 Liberton & District Community Council: Extend table 1 to identify the Other 
Town Centres and Commercial Centres to secure some degree of consistency across the 
Plan area. 
 
PP/0013/0001 Land Securities Ltd: Support Policy 3, but submit that further guidance 
within the SDP is required on the amount of future retail floorspace that is required within 
the LDP areas. 
 
PP/0028/0001 John Lewis plc: Remove final sentence of Policy 3(c). 
 
PP/0028/0003 John Lewis plc: Alter reference to out of centre locations to restrict these 
to those which are, or can be, made accessible by a range of modes of transport. 
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PP/0028/0004 John Lewis plc: Welcomes the approach, no modifications sought.   
 
PP/0028/0005 John Lewis plc: Welcomes the approach, no modifications sought.   
 
PP/0028/0007 John Lewis plc: Note: Much of the content of this representation is an 
aggregate of representations made elsewhere, and summarised and responded to 
separately.  This summary and response focuses on points made in this representation 
that are not made elsewhere.   
 
No modifications sought, generally supportive of approach and welcomes support for the 
city centre.   
 
PP/0042/0005 Scottish Property Federation: Retain flexible attitude, and support new 
retail opportunities across the region.  Note ‘modification sought’ box on P3 blank, above 
summary is Planning Authorities understanding of the modification sought from 
supporting text. 
 
PP/0076/0003 Portobello Community Council: Welcomes the approach, no modifications 
sought.   
 
PP/0088/0001 Gyle Shopping Centre: Seeks addition of paragraph in supporting text to 
address role of commercial centres, as set out in Scottish Planning Policy. 
 
PP/0088/0005 & 0008 Gyle Shopping Centre: The plan must accurately reflect the 
importance of other retail centres in the hierarchy, including particular attention to the 
importance of the Gyle Centre.  
 
PP/0088/0007 Gyle Shopping Centre: The Proposed Plan should set out a network of 
shopping centres, as did the Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan (ELSP).  
 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson: A review of the retail strategy is required and this should 
examine the role of existing town centres and opportunities for new commercial centres 
which should be identified in the Development Plan.   
 
PP/0116/0002 New Town & Broughton Community Council: Halt 'race to the bottom' of 
Princes Street as the regional shopping centre. 
 
PP/0143/0004 Scottish Government: Include mechanism to prevent developments that 
might undermine Edinburgh City Centre's role, and amend Policy 3 to include specific 
provision against development which does not support role of the city centre as the 
defined regional town centre.   
 
PP/0142/0001 Henderson Global Investors: None, supports Policy 3 of the Proposed 
Plan.   
 
PP/0150/0001 Gibraltar General Partners: Include new criterion (d) under Policy 3, viz: 
'Acknowledge the importance of the retail industry as a creator and sustainer of 
employment, and give due weight to that factor as part of the framework set out by 
criteria a-c above'.  At para 99 insert the words 'and commercial centres' after word ‘town 
centres’.   
 
PP/0157/0001 Folio: Provide guidance in relation to new centres,  Policy 3 should define 
criteria for justifying exceptions within LDPs, and be related to SPP and SESplan retail 
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research.  Where locations have extant planning consents these should be recognised.  
Paragraph 101 should identify where exceptions may be possible and what criteria 
should be used to judge out of centre locations in line with SPP. 
 
PP/0167/0007 The Cockburn Association: Consider strategies for the city centre other 
than retail development.  This representation not made on standard P3 form, foregoing 
represents planning authorities understanding of the representation.   
 
PP/0168/0007 & PP/0168/0027 Leith Central Community Council: Policies should identify 
areas such as Leith Walk as potential growth areas. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0007/0008 Liberton & District Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended.   
 
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Doc 23) recommends that development plans identify a 
network of centres (para 53), without specifying how this role is to be divided in areas 
with two-tiers of development plan.  The SPP (Doc 23) also indicates that the 
composition of the network will depend on circumstances.   
 
The Proposed Plan (Doc 1), identifies the types of centre, and, in the case of the 
Regional and Strategic Town Centres, identifies locations.  The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) 
also sets out the role of the Regional and Strategic Town Centres.  The Proposed Plan 
requires LDPs to identify town centres and commercial centres, clearly defining their 
roles (Policy 3a).  SESplan considers that it is more appropriate for the LDPs to identify 
the other town centres and commercial centres.  In coming to this judgement, SESplan 
takes the view that LDP authorities have greater understanding of the operation of local 
retail markets in their own areas.  This approach reflects the different focus of local and 
strategic development plans and assists in making the SDP a more concise, strategic 
document.   
 
PP/0013/0001 and Securities Ltd: No modification proposed or recommended.   
 
The quantitative apportionment of retail floorspace to LDP areas through SDPs is not a 
requirement of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Doc 23).  SPP requires development 
plans in general to identify the network of centres and address changes in their role and 
function (para 53).  Development plans (again not specifying SDPs or LDPs) should 
enable gaps and deficiencies to be identified by identifying appropriate locations for new 
development and regeneration (para 56).  SESplan consider that allocating retail 
floorspace to LDPs through the SDP represents an overly quantitative approach to retail 
planning, and is not advisable due to the many variables to be taken into account and the 
assumptions that would have to be made.  
 
The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) requires that any exceptions to the sequential approach are 
identified through LDPs, and are fully justified by rigorous analysis:  it should be noted 
that the sequential approach is relevant to the selection of locations for retail and 
commercial leisure uses through development plans, as well as the assessment of such 
planning applications.  Quantitative aspects of retail development proposals can be 
considered through this rigorous analysis.  The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) also requires the 
network of centres to be supported and promoted by LDPs including the setting of criteria 
to be addressed when assessing development proposals.  In SESplan’s view this 
approach is more reliable and responsive than the setting of overarching floorspace 
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allocations through the SDP.  SESplan considers that there is sufficient guidance in the 
Proposed Plan for LDPs, and that this approach finds the correct balance in attributing 
tasks between the SDP and the LDPs.   
 
PP/0028/0001 John Lewis plc: No modification proposed or recommended.   
 
The approach set out in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) is fully in accordance with Scottish 
Planning Policy (SPP) (Doc 23), viz ‘The sequential approach should be used....unless 
the development plan identifies an exception.’ (paragraph 62).  The Proposed Plan 
(Doc.1) includes measures to ensure any LDP exception has to be justified by rigorous 
analysis. 
 
PP/0028/0003 John Lewis plc: No modification proposed or recommended; however, if 
the reporters are minded to make a modification in response to this issue then this would 
not be considered to undermine the spatial strategy of the plan.   
 
The 4th bullet point of Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) (Doc 23) para 62 is noted.  SDPs 
are intended to be more concise than the Structure Plans they replace, and SESplan 
does not consider it necessary to duplicate all of the definitions used in SPP.  
 
PP/0028/0004 John Lewis plc: SESplan notes the support of John Lewis for the approach 
in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).   
 
PP/0028/0005 John Lewis plc: SESplan notes the support of John Lewis for the approach 
in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).   
 
PP/0028/0007 John Lewis plc: Note: Much of the content of this representation is an 
aggregate of representations made elsewhere, and has been summarised and 
responded to separately.  This summary and response focuses on points made in this 
representation that are not made elsewhere.  SESplan notes the support of John Lewis 
for the approach in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).   
 
PP/0042/0005 Scottish Property Federation: No modification proposed or recommended.  
 
The sequential approach is relevant to both the selection of locations in the development 
plan and the assessment of applications.  The approach set out in the Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1) is that contained in Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 62) (Doc 23).  There is 
room for some flexibility to depart from the sequential approach, subject to rigorous 
analysis, and the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) gives the role of identifying any exceptions to 
LDPs.  It is considered that local planning authorities are in the best position to identify 
any exceptions, including those which might result from the cases set out in the 
representor’s submissions.  One of the factors that local planning authorities will have to 
take into account, when considering the network of centres in their area, will be the 
distribution of additional housing land.   
 
PP/0076/0003 Portobello Community Council: SESplan note the support for the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1). 
 
PP/0088/0001 Gyle Shopping Centre: No modification proposed or recommended.   
The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) identifies both a network of centres (paras 99-101 and table 1 
refer) and sets out a sequential approach to the location of retail development (para 101 
and Policy 3), making clear the role of Commercial Centres in the sequential approach.  
The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) recognises that Commercial Centres have a role to play by 
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including them as a category in the Network of Centres (table 1).  This role is further 
recognised in the supporting text (para 101).  The role of Commercial Centres is not set 
out in as much detail as the Regional Town Centre or the Strategic Town Centres, and it 
is expected and required that LDPs will identify and define the role of Commercial 
Centres (Policy 3a).  Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) requires development plans in 
general to identify a network of centres (para 53), without specifying whether this is to be 
done through SDPs or LDPs.  SESplan considers that the approach in the Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1) is a sensible division of responsibilities, in keeping with the desire for SDPs to be 
brief and have a strategic focus.   
 
PP/0088/0005 & 0008 Gyle Shopping Centre [Note: 0005 and 0008 appear to be 
duplicates]: No modification proposed or recommended.   
 
The Proposed Plan sets out a sequential approach (para 101 and policy): the sequential 
approach correctly places commercial centres in accordance with Scottish Planning 
Policy (SPP) (Doc 23).  The SPP allows for development plans in general to identify 
exceptions to the sequential approach (para 62), without specifying whether this is to be 
done through SDPs or LDPs.  In SESplan’s view it is more appropriate for any such 
exceptions to be identified through LDPs - where justified through rigorous analysis.   
 
PP/0088/0007 Gyle Shopping Centre: No modification proposed or recommended.   
 
SESplan considers that the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) is not just a replacement for the ELSP 
(Doc 35), but for strategic planning documents in Fife (Doc.36) and the Scottish Borders 
(Doc 37) as well.  The Scottish Planning Policy context has changed, and strategic 
development plans are intended to be briefer and have a more strategic focus than 
structure plans, so a direct rolling forward of the approach in the ELSP and the locations 
set out in ELSP schedules 6.1 and 6.2 is not, in SESplan’s view, advisable.  The 
Proposed Plan sets out the framework for the network of centres, names the Regional 
and Strategic Town Centres, and sets tasks for the LDPs in respect of identifying Other 
Town Centres and Commercial Centres.  This approach reflects the different focus of 
local and strategic development plans and assists in making the SDP a more concise, 
strategic document.   
 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson: No modification proposed or recommended.   
 
The SPP (Doc 23) requires development plans to identify a network of centres without 
allocating this task specifically to Strategic or Local Development Plans.  The Proposed 
Plan (Doc 1) identifies four types of centre which make up the network, and the location 
and role of the Regional Town Centre and the Strategic Town Centres is also set out.  
The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) does not identify the Other Town Centres and Commercial 
Centres.  SESplan considers that there is sufficient guidance in the Proposed Plan for 
LDPs, and that this approach is an appropriate division of tasks between the local and 
strategic level of development plans. 
 
Turning to the specific suggestion for Haddington: SESplan consider that Haddington’s 
scale and function differs considerably from the Regional Town Centre and the Strategic 
Town Centres that are proposed to be identified. The preparation of the East Lothian LDP 
is the more appropriate process to decide whether or not Haddington town centre should 
be identified as an Other Town Centre.  The framework in which the ‘Other Town 
Centres’ and ‘Commercial Centres’ sit is laid out in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).  The 
question of identifying a new Commercial Centre in Haddington would be considered in 
line with the sequential approach (Proposed Plan para 101 and Policy 3) (Doc 1). One 
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factor in deciding the appropriateness of new commercial centres would be the number 
and distribution of houses in the Proposed Plan allocation for, in this case, the East Coast 
SDA.  It would be difficult to carry out the requisite rigorous analysis (Proposed Plan para 
101) (Doc 1) for this and other putative Commercial Centres at the SDP stage. 
 
PP/0116/0002 New Town & Broughton Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended.   
 
SESplan considers that the plan asserts the primacy of Edinburgh City Centre (ECC), in 
particular see para 100.  The improvement of ECC will, in part, go beyond the scope of 
the Strategic Development Plan, but it is noteworthy that several organisations with 
interests in the city centre have supported the broad strategy (viz. John Lewis, 
Henderson Global Investors).   
 
PP/0142/0001 Henderson Global Investors: SESplan note the support for the Proposed 
Plan (Doc 1). 
 
PP/0143/0004 Scottish Government: No modification proposed or recommended.   
 
The role of the Regional Town Centre (i.e. Edinburgh City Centre) and the Strategic 
Town Centres, is clearly set out in Policy 3 bullet point b., Table 1 to which it refers, and 
the supporting text. The text states that Edinburgh City Centre is positioned at the top of 
the network of centres (para 100), and Policy 3 requires that LDPs support and protect 
this network and promote a sequential approach to the location of development (bullet 
point c.). LDPs are required to be consistent with the SDP (Planning etc (Scotland) Act 
2006, Part 2, Section 16(6)) (Doc 22). Exceptions to the sequential approach would have 
to be identified through LDPs and be fully justified by reference to rigorous analysis.  The 
approach set out in Scottish Planning Policy (para 62) (Doc 23) is that ‘The sequential 
approach should be used when selecting locations for all retail and commercial leisure 
uses unless the development plan identifies an exception’.  The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) 
acknowledges the provision made in SPP for exceptions to be brought through the 
development plan, but puts in place a requirement for any such exceptions to be justified 
by rigorous analysis.  This is considered to be fully in accordance with SPP (Doc 23) and 
to address any concerns regarding the need to support the important role of the City 
Centre.  Further, the SPP (Doc 23) expects development plans to consider and define the 
role of all the centres in the network and recognise that these evolve over time (para 53).  
The application of the sequential approach requires flexibility and realism from, amongst 
others, planning authorities to ensure different types of retail and commercial uses are 
developed in the most appropriate locations (SPP, para 63) (Doc 23).   
 
The representor’s statement to the effect that retail developments in Town Centres and 
Commercial Centres outside the City of Edinburgh Council area pose more of a threat to 
the Regional Town Centre (and as such should be treated differently to such centres 
within the CEC area) has not been justified.    
 
In respect to the request for the inclusion of a ‘mechanism’ to prevent developments 
which might undermine Edinburgh City Centre, this is considered to be a governance 
issue rather than a matter for the Proposed Plan.  The Edinburgh and Lothians Structure 
Plan Joint Liaison Committee (JLC) operates such a mechanism i.e. a Code of Practice 
for referring planning applications of strategic significance and local plans of partner 
authorities to the JLC.  It would be for the SESplan Joint Committee to decide if it wished 
to agree such a protocol for future use, and this could be an appropriate mechanism to 
allow such strategic issues to be addressed. The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) is intended to be 
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a briefer and more strategically focussed document than the previous structure plans.  
Care has been taken not to include policies in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) of the type 
which would be used directly in development management decisions.    
 
PP/0150/0001 Gibraltar General Partners: No modification proposed or recommended.  
SESplan’s view is that the guidance in the Proposed Plan and in the SPP (para 53-56), 
(Doc 23) should be used by Local Development Plans in identifying town centres and 
commercial centres.   While employment creation is important, there is no justification in 
Scottish Planning Policy for elevating this factor above others, by inserting a specific 
criterion as suggested by the representor.  In terms of consideration of employment 
benefits resulting from new retail development applications, this might be an 'other 
material consideration' but embedding this factor as an element of policy would 
undermine the sequential approach and is not supported by SPP (Doc 23).  
 
In relation to the change suggested for the start of paragraph 99, SESplan does not 
intend to make this change as the commercial centres tend not to be the focus of civic 
activity in the same way (see characterization of centre types in para 54 of the SPP), 
although it is acknowledged that commercial centres are important employment centres 
too. 
 
PP/0157/0001 Folio: No modification proposed or recommended.   
 
In relation to identifying new centres, SESplan considers that the approach in the SDP 
strikes the right balance between allowing for local decision making to reflect particular 
situations in LDP areas and ensuring the adoption of a sequential approach.  SESplan 
considers that it is not practicable to define exceptions further in the SDP, as these will be 
actuated in large part by local circumstances, including the distribution of land allocations.  
The 'rigorous analysis' referred to in the Proposed Plan must be carried out in LDPs (to 
justify any exceptions).  SESplan considers that it would not be adequate to identify new 
centres in the SDP in advance of this rigorous analysis.  SESplan does not consider that 
it is appropriate to define centres other than the Regional Town Centre, and the Strategic 
Town Centres, irrespective of whether they have planning consent.  In coming to this 
judgement, SESplan takes the view that LDP authorities have greater understanding of 
the operation of retail markets in their own areas.  
 
PP/0167/0007 The Cockburn Association: No modification proposed or recommended.   
SESplan notes the support for Policy 3.  The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) acknowledges that 
town centres are foci for a wide range of activities (paragraph 99) and that Edinburgh City 
Centre performs a broad range of functions (paragraph 100).  The principal purpose of 
the Proposed Plan retail policy is to set a framework for LDPs to guide and direct retail 
and commercial leisure development in accordance with the approach set out in Scottish 
Planning Policy (Doc 23).  Policies concerning, for example, changes of use from retail to 
other uses in Edinburgh City Centre, are, in SESplan's view, a matter more for the local 
planning authority and the LDP.  SESplan considers that the retail chapter (text and 
policies taken together) is broadly supportive of the representor's intent, and SESplan 
does not consider it necessary to make further express provision along the lines indicated 
by the representor. 
 
PP/0168/0007 & 0027 Leith Central Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. SDPs are intended to be concise, visionary documents providing 
guidance at a strategic level and there is therefore no requirement to include additional 
detailed text on specific streets in settlements. Local Development Plans will provide 
more detailed locational guidance.  
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Reporter’s conclusions: 
1.   I note there is broad support in many of the representations for the approach taken by 
the authority in setting out a hierarchy of centres and allocating the primary responsibility 
of implementing retail strategy to local development plans.  The authority emphasises the 
less detailed and more strategic role of the strategic development plans compared with 
the former structure plans, which contained more detail.  This approach is emphasised in 
circular 1/2009 Development Planning.  This notes at paragraph 14 that Ministers expect 
Strategic Development Plans to be concise visionary documents setting clear parameters 
for subsequent local development plans.  I consider that this has been achieved by the 
authority. 
 
2.   I am also conscious that policy 3 is about town centres and retailing.  Other aspects 
of development, particularly with regard to Edinburgh, are dealt with under the sub-
sections of the spatial strategy.  The section on the regional core, for example, sets out 
the role of Edinburgh as a capital city, embracing issues much wider than its leading retail 
function.  Other sub-sections refer to other towns across the region, indicating where 
development may take place, and providing significant guidance to local development 
plans.  Edinburgh is given rightful protection as the capital city under the spatial strategy. 
 
3.   Against this context I find the network of centres set out in table 1 to be at an 
appropriate level for the strategic plan.  Edinburgh clearly has its rightful place at the top 
of the hierarchy, and the four strategic town centres identified are all significantly bigger, 
in retail terms, than other settlements within the plan area.  There is also significant 
diversity across the plan area that will be recognised in the different local development 
plans.  I therefore see no justification for departing from the authority’s view that the 
designation of other town centres and commercial centres should be left to identification 
within the local development plans.   
 
4.   I accept the authority’s view there is sufficient guidance in the proposed plan for local 
development plans.  I agree that it is more appropriate for centres such as the Gyle, or 
towns such as Haddington, to use the examples mentioned in representations, to be 
dealt with at a more local level than the strategic plan.  This will also allow the 
identification of the need for any new centres in response to developments such as new 
housing, which may not be served conveniently by existing provision. 
 
5.   The role of the sequential approach, fully in accordance with Scottish Planning Policy, 
is well established in assessing proposed retail developments.  It will be used in 
assessing individual proposals that are site specific, and can be tailored to the 
designation of individual towns and other centres according to their hierarchy in local 
development plans.  Similarly there is no need for local centres, such as Leith Walk also 
to be mentioned, as these are part of a local network of centres not referred to at 
strategic level. 
 
6.   Whilst I can understand the argument for further quantitative analysis at strategic 
level I note the authority’s comment this is not a requirement of Scottish Planning Policy.  
Given the large area covered and diversity within the region I am content that this can be 
dealt with appropriately at local development plan level. 
 
7.   With regard to the wording of policy 3 specifically, I have already noted the broad 
support.  I also accept the authority’s view that the last sentence of c. should be retained 
on the basis that it complies with Scottish Planning Policy.  This is set out at paragraph 
62 in relation to the sequential test, which refers to exceptions being identified in 
development plans.   
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8.   The authority has also accepted that a modification would be appropriate to 
emphasise accessibility by choice of transport.  This can best be done by adding a further 
sentence at the end of paragraph 101, which currently ends with a reference to out of 
centre locations.  This would accord with the final bullet point in paragraph 62 of Scottish 
Planning Policy. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
Modify the plan by adding a new sentence at the end of paragraph 101 as follows: 
 
“The latter should be, or be capable of being made, easily accessible by a choice of 
transport modes.” 
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Issue 14  
 

Minerals 

Development plan 
reference: Pages 37 & 38, Paragraphs 102-107 & Policy 4 Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
Seeking a Change 
 
PP/0003/0001 Lomond Quarry Action Group 
PP/0005/0002 Jim Henry 
PP/0014/0001 Confederation of UK Coal Producers (Coalpro) 
PP/0015/0001-0004 The Scottish Coal Company 
PP/0021/0027 Royal Society for Protection of Birds 
PP/0034/0001 Dart Energy (Europe) 
PP/0113/0003 Transition Linlithgow 
PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield Open Cast (CAAOC) 
 
No specific modification suggested 
 
Support as Written 
 
PP/0070/0001 The Coal Authority 
PP/0021/0032 Royal Society for Protection of Birds 
PP/0167/0016 The Cockburn Association  
 
No Comment 
 
PP/0009/0001 Quarries Action Group  
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Pages 37 and 38 (Paragraphs 102 – 107 and Policy 4: Minerals) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Support 
 
PP/0167/0016 The Cockburn Association: Welcomes the emphasis on the need to 
balance mineral safeguard and extraction with environmental and social considerations. 
 
Policy 4 Wording and Format 
 
PP/0005/0002 Jim Henry: Considers that the component parts of the policy should be re-
ordered with part c) coming first, followed by part a) and then parts b) and d).   
 
PP/0014/0001 Confederation of UK Coal Producers (Coalpro): Considers that paragraph 
(c) is inappropriate.  It is not possible to assess whether extraction can be carried out in 
an environmentally and socially acceptable way until an application has been received 
and discussed. Until that time, all shallow coal resources should be safeguarded.  Local 
plans should then make provision for prior extraction. 
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The principle of safeguarding should be separated from the assessment of whether or not 
an application to extract is acceptable. 
 
PP/0014/0002 The Scottish Coal Company: Considers that that the words “Review the 
need to” should be removed from the start of Policy 4a to ensure that it is clear that Local 
Development Plans are required to identify Areas of Search for coal (and aggregate 
minerals).  
 
PP/0014/0003 The Scottish Coal Company: Asserts that the words “and socially” should 
be deleted from the end of line 4 of part c) to avoid ambiguity. It is not clear why term 
“socially acceptable” has been introduced; how it would be defined, and how it would be 
tested or measured. If retained in the Plan this term would need to be applied to all 
development proposals, not just minerals development. 
 
PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield Opencast (CAAOC): Believes that the policy 
should provide criteria on protection for communities from impacts of mineral 
development such as surface coal mining, in order to help guide local authority decision 
making and to reassure local communities. 
 
Paragraphs 102-107 
 
PP/0005/0002 Jim Henry: Asserts that paragraph 102 is problematic in that there 
appears to be an issue in implementing the policy due to lack of information.  As such it is 
difficult to quantify a 10 year landbank.  Annual minerals production and consumption 
information for every site should be available in the public domain.  
 
PP/0015/0004 The Scottish Coal Company: Believes that in paragraphs 102–107 surface 
coal mining should be recognised as a policy topic in its own right by inserting a new 
paragraph emphasising the importance of indigenous coal in terms of Scotland’s energy 
provision, and the significant impact of the indigenous coal industry on the economy.  
 
PP/0021/0027 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: The text of paragraph 104 
implies that operational or community benefits could justify a development even if there 
were no environmental benefits.  It should be made clear that environmental benefits are 
mandatory to any such proposals.    
 
Areas of Search 
 
PP/0015/0001 The Scottish Coal Company: Welcomes the recognition of the need for 
Areas of Search but reiterates this should be done strategically.  Scottish Coal considers 
there are two options to identifying broad Areas of Search: 1) The Proposed Plan could 
adopt a general approach of identifying the coalfield areas within the SESplan region as 
strategic locations where surface mining could potentially occur, leaving the identification 
of more refined Areas of Search to the Local Development Plans (LDPs); or 2) Use data 
published by the Coal Authority to form the basis of strategic Areas of Search for surface 
coal mining, again leaving the identification of more refined Areas of Search to Local 
Development Plans. 
 
PP/0070/0001 The Coal Authority: Considers that the SDP should set out an appropriate 
strategic policy framework for minerals, requiring LDPs to address Areas of Search 
including that for coal as well as setting out policies to safeguard mineral resources and 
develop a policy framework for new mineral developments.  There is some inconsistency 
across Scotland as to how such matters are dealt with.  Content with wording of Policy 4 
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but would highlight that it is somewhat unclear as to how far an SDP should address 
areas of search for minerals. 
 
PP/0003/0001 Lomond Quarry Action Group: States that Fife and the Scottish Borders 
have a disproportionate amount of quarries which require blasting in order to provide 
Edinburgh and the Lothians with aggregates that they need without having the 
inconvenience.      
       
PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield Opencast (CAAOC): Is concerned that the 
departure, in SESPlan, from previous Strategic Development Plans whereby areas of 
search for mineral development were identified by the Strategic Plan (SDP) is a 
retrograde step. Devolving this task to local authorities and Local Plans removes the 
strategic overview which is essential to such major and often contentious applications.    
 
Onshore Oil and Gas 
 
PP/0034/0001 Dart Energy (Europe) Ltd: Asserts that the Development Plan should 
address the issue of onshore oil and gas extraction.  It is important that SESplan 
specifies that an energy policy framework is set within each Local Development Plan to 
recognise coalbed methane, shale gas and other forms of onshore oil and gas as a 
source of national energy production and the national, strategic and spatial implications 
of the proposed use of onshore gas as part of the energy suite of resources.   
 
PP/0113/0003 Transition Linlithgow: Asserts that the Plan should not support the 
extraction of onshore gas and specifically should not support extraction of coalbed 
methane.  There should be a presumption against extraction of these energy sources.  It 
is not in Scotland's national or regional interests to extract coalbed methane.  The 
wording is unacceptable.    
 
Minerals Technical Note 
 
PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield Opencast (CAAOC): Believes that the 
Technical Note on Minerals should be expanded to provide more information and 
guidance on surface coal mining. This will help local authority decision making and 
encourage awareness and participation by communities.  
    
Other 
 
PP/0021/0032 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: Considers that the end use of coal 
makes it inevitable that greenhouse gases will result, contributing to climate change.    
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Policy 4 
 
PP/0005/0002 Jim Henry: Proposes modifying Policy 4 by reordering it with part c) 
coming first, followed by part a) and then parts b) and d).   
 
PP/0014/0001 Confederation of UK Coal Producers (Coalpro): Policy 4 should make 
provision for the safeguarding of all mineral resources, including all shallow coal 
resources.  The assessment of whether proposals to extract are acceptable or otherwise 
is a separate issue and should be dealt with separately. 
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PP/0015/0002 & 0003 The Scottish Coal Company: Remove the words “Review the need 
to” from the start of Policy 4a and remove the words “and socially” from the end of line 4 
of Policy 4c. 
 
PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield Opencast (CAAOC): Policy 4 should include 
criteria on protection for communities from impacts of mineral development applications 
such as open cast coal mining, in order to help guide local authority decision making and 
to reassure local communities. 
 
Paragraphs 102–107 
 
PP/0005/0002 Jim Henry: Paragraph 102 should make reference to Policy 4 part d) to 
encourage the use of recycled materials as a priority in advance of newly won materials.  
 
PP/0015/0004 The Scottish Coal Company: A new paragraph should be inserted in the 
“Minerals” section making clear the importance of indigenous coal in terms of Scotland’s 
energy provision, and the significant impact of the indigenous coal industry on the 
economy. 
 
PP/0021/0027 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: No specific modification 
identified to paragraph 104 but it should be made clear that environmental benefits are 
mandatory to any such proposal for extraction of aggregate outwith areas of search.   
 
PP/0034/0001 Dart Energy (Europe) Ltd: Extend paragraphs 102 and 103 to have regard 
to onshore oil and gas and the contribution that energy minerals can make.    
 
PP/0113/0003 Transition Linlithgow: Remove the presumption in favour of CBM 
extraction and replace it with a presumption against extraction.  Such decisions and 
support should not be delegated automatically into LDPs.  Extraction and subsequent use 
of such gases is complex and high in risks for the environment.         
 
Areas of Search 
 
PP/0003/0001 Lomond Quarry Action Group: The Plan should set 500m buffer zones 
around quarries which are subject to blasting.  The quarries would then be evenly 
distributed throughout the SESplan area.    
 
PP/0015/0001 The Scottish Coal Company: Policy 4 should identify broad Areas of 
Search for surface coal mining within the SESplan area in line with the requirements of 
the consolidated SPP. 
 
PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield Opencast (CAAOC): The identification of 
areas for search for mineral development should be retained by the Strategic 
Development Planning Authority and not devolved to local councils as presently 
recommended in Policy 4. 
 
Minerals Technical Note 
 
PP/0034/0001 Dart Energy (Europe) Ltd: The Technical Note dealing with minerals 
should be amended to include the supporting text and draft policy submitted on onshore 
gas and oil. 
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PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield Opencast (CAAOC): The Technical Note on 
Minerals should be expanded in order to provide more information and guidance on open 
cast coal mining.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Policy 4 
 
PP/0005/0002 Jim Henry: No modifications proposed as it is considered that Policy 4 is 
consistent with Scottish Planning Policy paragraphs 225–247 (Doc 23).  However, it is 
accepted that there may be merit in making the proposed change as it is not inconsistent 
with the strategy and aims of the Plan.  It is noted that no change to the policy content of 
the text of Policy 4 is sought, simply the order of the component parts.  However it is 
considered that the Policy adequately addresses the role of LDPs with regard to minerals 
in that equal weight is attached to each of the 4 parts.   
  
PP/0014/0001 Confederation of UK Coal Producers (Coalpro): No modification proposed.  
Policy 4 promotes safeguarding of all mineral resources, including surface coal, and in 
doing so does not specify individual minerals.  The text refers to minerals of potential 
commercial interest.  In many cases it will be possible to assess in advance whether or 
not extraction would be acceptable.   
 
PP/0015/0001 - 0003 The Scottish Coal Company: No modification proposed or 
recommended. Policy 4 states that the issue of Areas of Search will be addressed having 
regard to national guidance and other environmental objectives of the SDP.  The 
procedures followed by Local Development Plans will accord with Scottish Planning 
Policy (sections on the Historic Environment and Landscape and Natural Heritage and 
paragraphs 226, 240) (Doc 23).     
 
With regard to the inclusion of the term "socially" in part c), no modification is proposed or 
recommended.   The inclusion of ‘socially’ in the policy is consistent with Scottish 
Planning Policy (Doc 23) and refers to the potential effects on local communities, 
residents and visitors.   
 
PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield Opencast (CAAOC): No modifications 
proposed or recommended.  Criteria on the issues to be taken into account when 
considering the protection of communities from the adverse effects of surface coal mining 
and mineral extraction in general are set out in Scottish Planning Policy (paragraphs 232 
and 242) (Doc 23).  There is no need to duplicate this in the SDP, which contains a broad 
strategic policy.  More detailed guidance in LDPs which will reflect national planning 
policy will address this issue in detail.    
 
Paragraphs 102-107:  
 
PP/0005/0002 Jim Henry: No modification proposed.  However, it is accepted that there 
may be merit in making the proposed modification as it is not inconsistent with the 
strategy and aims of the Plan.  It is considered that Policy 4 is consistent with Scottish 
Planning Policy paragraph 228 (Doc 23).  Specifically it is considered that the issue of 
secondary and recycled aggregates is adequately addressed by part d) of Policy 4, which 
clearly encourages and supports recycling and use of secondary aggregates.  
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PP/0015/0004 The Scottish Coal Company: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
The supporting text in paragraphs 102–107 does not cover specific types of mineral 
covered in detail and to insert a paragraph on coal would also necessitate the addition of 
considerably more text on other types of minerals.  It is considered that the opening 
sentence of paragraph 102 emphasises the importance of all minerals including coal.   
 
PP/0021/0027 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: No modifications proposed or 
recommended.  It is considered that paragraph 104 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) gives 
appropriate weight to environmental benefits associated with mineral extraction.   
 
PP/0034/0001 Dart Energy (Europe) Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
The supporting text in paragraphs 102–107 does not cover specific types of mineral 
covered in detail and to insert further text on onshore gas would also necessitate the 
addition of considerably more text on minerals.  The Proposed Plan (Doc 1), in paragraph 
106, acknowledges the importance of onshore oil and gas and minerals and supports 
these in a strategic context.  This is consistent with the provisions of Scottish Planning 
Policy (Doc 23) paragraphs 236 and 237.  These issues will be addressed in more detail 
in the various LDPs for each partner authority.  
 
PP/0113/0003 Transition Linlithgow: No modifications proposed or recommended. The 
appropriate extraction of onshore oil and gas is promoted by Scottish Planning Policy 
paragraphs 236-238 (Doc 23) and National Planning Framework 2 paragraph 156 (Doc 
24)  This recognises the contribution that such fuel sources can make in achieving a 
diverse and sustainable supply of energy.  The only mineral for which there is a general 
presumption against extraction in national planning policy is surface coal, and only then 
when outwith Areas of Search (Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 240) (Doc 23) LDPs 
will support appropriate extraction of these resources subject to local planning 
considerations.  This is quite consistent with national planning policy.   
 
Areas of Search 
 
PP/0003/0001 Lomond Quarry Action Group: No modification proposed or 
recommended.  National planning policy in the form of consolidated Scottish Planning 
Policy (Doc 23) states that Authorities should not set standard buffer zones between sites 
and settlements, with the possible exception of surface coal sites.  This is because local 
circumstances such as topography, geography and climate can vary considerably.  The 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) therefore cannot set such buffer zones and remain consistent with 
national policy.  Because this is a detailed issue, it is more appropriately addressed in 
LDPs.  Minerals, including hard rock, can only be worked where they are found and are 
not evenly distributed throughout the SESplan area.  It is a fact that Fife is rich in mineral 
resources, whilst some other areas are not. Mid and west Fife are part of a wider market 
area extending into the Lothians.  Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) states that in such 
circumstances local authorities should work together to ensure an adequate aggregates 
landbank (paragraph 227), and this co-operation is taking place.  That said, the Proposed 
Plan (Doc 23), in paragraph 105, states that aggregate minerals should be worked as 
close as practically possible to where they are needed, this is consistent with National 
Planning Framework 2 paragraph 69 (Doc 24). 
  
PP/0015/0001 & 0002 The Scottish Coal Company and PP/0145/0001 Communities 
Against Airfield Opencast (CAAOC): No modifications proposed or recommended.  The 
approach to identification of broad Areas of Search for minerals, including surface coal 
mining, within the SESplan area are in line with the requirements of Scottish Planning 
Policy (paragraphs 226, 240 and 243).  LDPs will address the issue of Areas of Search 
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for minerals.  Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) does not specify which particular part of 
the Development Plan should identify these areas.  This will be done in a manner 
consistent with the advice contained in Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) for both surface 
coal and minerals in general.  In doing so, liaison will take place with the industry, 
neighbouring authorities and organisations such as the British Geological Survey and the 
Coal Authority.  Likewise appropriate weight will be given in the process to 
environmental, economic and community issues.   
 
Minerals Technical Note 
 
PP/0034/0001 Dart Energy (Europe) Ltd; PP/0145/0001 Communities Against Airfield 
Opencast (CAAOC): The Technical Note is not a consultation document.   
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Policy 4 wording and format 
 
1.   The proposal to reorder the paragraphs does not change the policy but would place 
them in a more logical order.  The authority accepts there may be merit in this change, 
which is a sensible proposal. 
 
2.   Paragraph 102 recognises the importance of mineral extraction, and the need to 
safeguard areas of search and specific sites is set out clearly in Scottish Planning Policy 
paragraph 226 with regard to all minerals.  I therefore regard policy 4 c. (to be 
renumbered a.) to be an essential component of the plan.   
 
3.   Paragraphs 232 and 242-244 set out a number of criteria for minerals in general, and 
coal specifically, that include issues which could be regarded as social.  Whilst accepting 
this is the authority’s wording, I am not persuaded there is a sufficiently strong argument 
for deleting the term. 
 
4.   Paragraph 226 of Scottish Planning Policy refers specifically to the need for 
authorities to identify appropriate areas of search.  The use of the wording ‘Review the 
need to’ suggests that this is an option, which is not the case.  I agree this wording 
should be deleted. 
 
5.   I agree with the authority that criteria for the protection of communities are set out 
fully in Scottish Planning Policy at paragraphs 232 and 242.  There is additional 
protection, regarding coal, in paragraphs 243 and 244.  There is no need for these criteria 
to be repeated in the strategic plan.  No modification is required. 
 
Paragraphs 102-107 
 
6.   Paragraph 102 may be problematic in the sense that it refers to information yet to be 
received from future monitoring, but there is nothing exceptional in this.  Making annual 
mineral production and consumption information available in the public realm is not a 
matter for the strategic plan.   
 
7.   The authority accepts that making specific reference to policy 4 d. in paragraph 102 
would be in line with the policy.  I agree with this point, as it emphasises the importance 
of recycling in the context of the overall mineral and aggregate supply. 
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8.   I accept the authority’s view that to make specific mention of coal should also mean 
referring specifically to other minerals.  Whilst I accept the importance of surface mined 
coal within the context of the SESplan area, it is only one of a number of minerals and 
aggregates that are extracted within the area.  Paragraph 102 emphasises the 
importance of an adequate and steady supply of minerals to support sustainable 
economic growth, and this includes coal.  No modification is required. 
 
9.   With regard to paragraph 104 I am satisfied the paragraph gives sufficient protection 
to the environment as it stands, especially taking into account the criteria set out in 
Scottish Planning Policy, already referred to, which does not need repeating in the plan.  
There could well be development that is environmentally neutral, but which has either 
operational or community benefits, and which is therefore acceptable.  To make 
environmental benefits mandatory could potentially preclude this.  No modification is 
required. 
 
Areas of search 
 
10.   Policy 4 a. (to be renumbered 4 b.) gives a clear responsibility to local development 
plans to identify areas of search for aggregate minerals and coal.  There is no 
requirement under Scottish Planning Policy to feature areas of search at strategic plan 
level.  Given the geographical complexity of some of the areas where minerals of all 
types are to be found within the plan area, I consider the local development plans to be 
an appropriate level for this issue to be considered.  I accept that there is not consistency 
between planning authorities across Scotland on this issue, but this is likely to reflect 
circumstances within different authority areas.  No modification is needed. 
 
11.   The authority has set out fully in its response the issues relating to the location of 
market areas and the Scottish Planning Policy with regard to buffer zones.  I agree that 
no modification is necessary for either of these. 
 
Onshore oil and gas 
 
12.   Paragraph 236 of Scottish Planning Policy makes clear national support for the 
production of oil and gas and the plan’s paragraph 106 is in line with this.  Paragraph 237 
recognises the need for planning authorities and operators to work together, and this is 
clearly a developing industry where future policies are equally likely to develop.  Any 
prohibition in the plan of gas extraction would clearly be contrary to Scottish Planning 
Policy. 
 
13.   Plan paragraph 106 sets out a clear responsibility to support exploitation of onshore 
gas reserves, in line with central policy.  This is subject to local planning considerations, 
and I consider local development plans are the correct level to deal with these issues.  
Scottish Planning Policy gives guidance at paragraphs 232 and 242 to 244 regarding 
other minerals and coal, but which will also have relevance for onshore oil or gas.  No 
modification is needed for the strategic plan. 
 
Minerals Technical Note 
 
14.   The technical note does not form part of the Strategic Development Plan, and is not 
therefore before in this examination. 
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Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   In policy 4 reorder the paragraphs so that: 
 
 Paragraph a. becomes paragraph b. 
 Paragraph b. becomes paragraph c. 
 Paragraph c. becomes paragraph a. 
 
2.   In the present policy 4 a. (before renumbering) delete the words ‘Review the need to’. 
 
3.   Add the following to the end of paragraph 102: 
 
“Policy 4 d. encourages the use of secondary and recycled aggregates as part of the     
overall mineral supply.” 
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Issue 15  
 

Housing Land: Housing Land Requirement    

Development plan 
reference: Framework for Delivery – Housing Reporter: 

David Russell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd  
PP/0032/0001 National Grid 
PP/0033 0001 Rural Renaissance 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson  
PP/0038/0010 Forkneuk Consortium  
PP/0040/0001 & 0008 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0046/0001 W J Simpson  
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments  
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes Scotland East 
PP/0049/0005 Strawson Property 
PP/0054/0001 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd  
PP/0055/0001, 0002 & 0008 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0058/0001 & 0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management 
PP/0059/0001 & 0002 Bellway Homes 
PP/0064/0007 & 0009 Wallace Land Investment & Management 
PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0067/0005 & 0006 Sigma Capital Property Ltd 
PP/0068/0004 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments 
PP/0073/0002 & 0003 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0074/0003, 0005 & 0006 Wemyss & March Estate 
PP/0086/0005 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken 
PP 0095 0006 Campion Homes 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
PP/0100/0001 Shell Property 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates/Lothian Estates 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes Gladedale  
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0112/0002-0004 Deveron Homes Ltd 
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning  
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes 
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes 
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd 
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PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government  
PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded 
PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates 
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust 
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Issue 1(a) – (c) – Housing Paragraph 109-112, Policy 5 and Table 
2. 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Issue 1(a) – Generous Land Supply  
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates/Lothian Estates; PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Land & 
Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0002 Ashfield Commercial Properties; PP/0046/0001 W 
J Simpson; PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments; PP/0054/0001 Pumpherston 
Estates/Wallace Land Ltd; PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0073/0002 & 0003 
Hallam Land; PP/0074/0003, 0005 & 0006 Wemyss & March Estate; PP/0082/0005 
Barratt Homes; PP/0086/0005 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0090/0001 Old Road 
Securities & Arniston Estate; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates/Lothian Estates; 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes Gladedale; PP/0105/0001 
Pentland Plants; PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management; PP/0112/0002, 0003 & 0004 
Deveron Homes Ltd; PP/0067/0005 Sigma Capital Property Ltd; PP/0068/0004 Regenco 
(Winchburgh) Ltd; PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0003 Taylor 
Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0139/0001 Walker Group 
(Scotland) Ltd; PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded; PP/0154/0001 The Co-operative 
Estates; PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust; PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd; 
PP/0038/0007 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0065/0007 
Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property; PP/0067/0006 Sigma Capital Property Ltd: Generous 
land supply not identified in the SDP to meet the requirements of SPP.  
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: SESplan should over 
allocate housing in line with approach in Highland Council.  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP 0114 0001 RFA Development Planning for 
Donald Laird: In terms of providing flexibility (Paragraph 113), there is an overreliance on 
historic infrastructure commitments. This is not conducive to securing a generous 
effective supply of land in developable locations for market and affordable housing. 
 
PP/0038/0010 Forkneuk Consortium: Policy 6 will not deliver a generous supply of 
housing land.  Allowing allocations to come forward earlier assumes those allocations 
can and will deliver.  This is a false assumption and will not provide the flexibility required 
by the SDP. 
 
PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0001, 0002 & 0008 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0059/0001 & 0002 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0007 & 0009 Wallace Land Investment 
and Management: Lack of mechanism to allow for a generous supply of land to be 
allocated through LDPs.  
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PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust: The proposed development strategy by the SDPA 
ignores the need to maintain a 5 year land supply at all times and as a consequence, a 
generous land supply is not provided by the Proposed Plan. The assessment undertaken 
for the housing need and demand from the SESplan HNDA confirms that the region does 
not maintain a 5 year land supply at all times, as well as failing to meet the required 
housing requirement. 
 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes Scotland East: There is a significant shortfall in the level of 
housing identified in the plan, particularly in the short to medium term.  
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawson Property: Sufficient land supply is not identified in Policy 5 up to 
2032.  
 
PP/0058/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: SESplan should be more 
proactive in bringing forward suitable additional development land for mainstream 
housing, timeously, which can ensure the delivery of a generous and effective supply of 
housing land and contribute to affordable housing provision. 
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: Objects to Policy 5 in the Plan due to a restrictive 
housing land requirement.  
 
Objects to the assumptions and methodologies used to determine the housing land 
requirement and associated phasing for the SESplan region up to 2032. The Proposed 
Plan seeks to meet the housing land requirement of 155,600 only as defined in the 
SESplan HNDA and makes no provision for a ‘generosity’ allowance as recommended by 
the Scottish Government. 
 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0089/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey/William Aitken; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Raises issue with the 
housing land calculation and that a generous supply is not identified.  
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government: While the respondent notes the content of the Plan 
and its Housing Technical note, they are concerned that it will not deliver a generous 
supply of housing land.  
 
Issue 1(b) – Role of HnDA in determining Housing Levels  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: There are 
outstanding issues and no confidence in the Housing Needs and Demand Assessment 
(HNDA).  Significantly it underestimates the requirement for the plan area.  Paragraph 
109 demonstrates the reliance on ‘committed ‘land identified within previous development 
plans and the Housing land Audit 2010.  It is considered that the basis for the 
requirement is unsound (Paragraph 110).  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: Despite the HNDA being agreed as “robust and 
credible”, SESplan does not apply its conclusions and choose to re-interpret data to suit. 
A significant number of housing units appear to be re-allocated to post- 2024 in the Plan, 
without any credible explanation. 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss 
& March Estate: The Plan states in paragraph 109 that it uses the outcomes of a HoNDA 
to inform the Plan. The key problem is that the SESPlan Housing Technical Note 
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calculates housing need and demand from the HoNDA, then simply takes that figure and 
calls it the housing land requirement. This is incorrect. The outcomes of a HoNDA should 
be seen as a starting point policy-making.  
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments; PP/0073/0003 RFA Development Planning for 
Hallam Land Management: The outcomes of the HnDA are unclear and lead to a 
restrictive approach which suppresses demand.  
 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning: Firstly, in paragraph 5.7 of the Housing Technical Note, it 
is suggested that the HNDA over‐estimates need and demand. This may be the view of 
SESplan, but fundamentally contradicts the conclusion of the HNDA, which has been 
agreed as robust and credible. 
 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: The SESPlan Housing Land Requirement as identified 
in the HnDA should be included in full and in the form shown in the HnDA.  
 
Issue 1(c) – Use of SESplan wide Housing Market Area  
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: Table 3 (by SDA) and Table 4 
(by Local Authority) are shown to ‘break down’ the overall requirement shown in Table 2. 
However there is no attempt to break down the overall Table 2 need, into Local 
Development Plan or Housing Market Area areas. It is considered this approach has not 
allowed a fully transparent examination of the geographic pattern of need, as already 
discussed in Form P3 Representation 1. 
 
PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0059/0001 & 0002 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0007 & 0009 Wallace Land Investment 
and Management: The SDPA considers that the region functions as a single HMA. There 
are 7 HMAs in the region at present and these are adopted in the approved development 
plan. There is no credible justification for this change from 7 HMAs to just a single 
functioning HMA by the SDPA. 
 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy: The treating of the SESplan as a single Housing Market 
Area HMA is unjustified and not in accordance with Planning Advice Note 2/2010. It is not 
helpful to the assessment and forward planning required.  
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0101/0001 
Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 
Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land 
Management; PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: The assessment that the SDP area is one 
HMA is unjustified and unrealistic. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Issue 1(a) – Generous Land Supply  
 
PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0002 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties; PP/0032/0001 National Grid; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance;  
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0054/0001 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace 
Land Ltd; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0103/0001 J & W 
Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants;  
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird; PP/0154/0001 
The Co-operative Estates; PP/0038/0007 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0065/0007 Taylor 
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Wimpey/AWG Property: Revisit the housing land requirement figure in the SDP to 
provide a generous land supply.  
 
PP/0038/0010 Forkneuk Consortium: Replace Policy 6 with ‘Where delivery of housing 
from a Strategic Development Area has fallen significantly (25%) behind housing 
numbers against a particular period of SESplan (i.e. 2008–2019; 2019–2024; and 2024–
2032), Local Development Plans must act to redistribute this phase to an alternative site 
or sites, whilst re-phasing the delayed committed development site to a realistic delivery 
trajectory.  When undertaking redistribution, housing is to go to allocated sites within the 
same Strategic Development Area that are demonstrably effective and have additional 
capacity.  Where there is an insufficient number of such sites provision must be made by 
Local Development Plans to bring forward additional sites from the longer term housing 
land supply to meet any existing or predicted shortfall in effective housing land’. 
 
PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0059/0001 & 0002 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0007 & 0009 Wallace Land Investment 
& Management: A mechanism or trigger needs to be recommended by the SDPA for 
adoption in the LDPs as stated in SPP to ensure that a generous supply of land can be 
provided.  This needs to facilitate the approval of Greenfield sites on the periphery of 
existing settlements. 
 
PP/0046/0001 W J Simpson; PP/0090/0001 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate; 
PP/0112/0002-0004 Deveron Homes Ltd; PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded: Increase 
overall requirement to reflect the high growth scenario in the MIR.  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: Revision to Table 2 promoted which would increase 
the shortfall to 56,300 see attached representation.  
 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes Scotland East: Increase the shortfall to reflect perceived 
deficiencies in the housing land supply.  
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawson Property: Rework the calculations in the plan to show an 
additional requirement of land for 20,100 homes to 2024. See attached representation for 
detailed numbers.  
 
PP/0058/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: No specific modification 
mentioned. 
 
PP/0074/0006 Wemyss & March Estate: Amend Paragraph 25 to reflect modifications on 
housing land supply contained in other reps. 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0073/0002 & 0003 Hallam Land Management; 
PP/0074/0003 & 0005 Wemyss & March Estate: Requests amendment to the SDP to 
include a revised housing land requirement (Table 2 in the representation) which makes 
various assumptions and arrives at an amended housing land requirement.   
 
PP/0067/0005 Sigma Capital Property Ltd; PP/0068/0004 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd; 
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust; PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd; 
PP/0067/0006 Sigma Capital Property Ltd: Request that a high growth scenario to 
provide a generous supply of land, one which meets the outputs of the HnDA to 2032 in 
full. Revised SESplan Table 4 is included in representation.  
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PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments; PP/0044/0008 Halcrow for Hallam Land 
Management: An overall increase in land supply is sought.  
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust: Comprehensive reassessment of requirement and its 
associated methodologies. 
 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0089/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey/William Aitken; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Proposes alternative 
housing land requirement calculation (See attached representation). 
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken; PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning; 
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; 
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0057/0002 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0082/0005 Barratt Homes; PP/0086/0005 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: 
Representations propose a revised Table 2 which is shown in the attachment to the 
representations.  
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: An overall increase in land supply is sought 
although it is left for the SESplan Team to propose the relevant changes.  
 
Issue 1(b) – Role of HnDA in determining Housing Levels  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: Greater clarity is 
provided in relation to the HMA; SDAs and LPAs in order to fully assess the balance of 
committed against new sites and their phasing implications.  
 
The Council should make good the estimated shortfall of 5200 housing units up to 2019.  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments; PP/0095/0006 TMS Planning for Campion Homes: 
Use of outputs from HnDA as the Housing Land Requirement.  
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss 
& March Estate: HnDA figure should be used as a base for the housing land requirement 
and it should be recalculated to take into account flexibility and generosity. Figures 
supplied in response to support this proposal.   
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: Increase in overall housing land requirement.  
 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning; PP/0044/0008 Hallam Land Management:  
Modifications sought to phasing of the housing numbers in the Plan.  
 
Issue 1(c) – Use of SESplan wide Housing Market Area  
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: Although no modification is 
proposed it is assumed that the respondents wish to see a change to the presentation of 
the housing land requirement to include sub regional requirements.  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: It is proposed that SESplan revise their housing 
requirement estimates in order to increase supply and make good the current estimated 
shortfall.  
 
Modifications sought require clarity over numbers and committed development in 
particular in order to allow a generous allocation of land for market recovery.  A realistic 
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view needs to be taken on delivery to meet housing requirements and the need for 
sustainable development to promote market and economic recovery.  We are therefore 
seeking a full review of Policy 5.  Increased allocations identified through Policy 5 (Tables 
3 and 4) Policy 5 to specify that LPA should indicate the density, phasing and mix of uses 
to establish what can be delivered in terms of numbers.  
 
PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0001, 0002 & 0008 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0059/0001 & 0002 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0007 & PP/0064/0009 Wallace Land 
Investment & Management: None directly promoted although it assumed that the 
respondent wishes to have requirements calculated to the levels of the 7 existing housing 
market areas which have previously been used in Structure Plan.  
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy; PP/0098/0003 Taylor 
Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0103/0001 J & 
W Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes Gladedale; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management; PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: SESplan 
area should be disaggregated into functional housing market areas or local authority 
area.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Issue 1(a) – Generous Land Supply  
 
PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; P/0023/0002 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties; PP/0032/0001 National Grid; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance; 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0044/0008 Hallam Land Management; 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments; PP/0054/0001 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land 
Ltd; PP/0074/0006 Wemyss & March Estate; PP/0058/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land 
Management; PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments; PP/0100/001 Shell Property; 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0106/0001 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0112/0004 Deveron Homes Ltd; PP/0048/0004 Miller 
Homes Scotland East; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird; PP/0154/0001 The Co-operative 
Estates; PP/0038/0007 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG 
Property: No modifications proposed or recommended. The SESplan authorities have 
identified, through the SDP (Doc 1), a generous supply of land that will meet the housing 
demand over the period to 2024. For more detailed information see the supporting 
document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper ((Doc 20) Overview and 
paragraphs 1.1 to 1.15).  
 
PP/0038/0010 Forkneuk Consortium: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Policy 6 does not seek to provide a generous supply of land. This is identified in Tables 3 
and 4 in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). This policy allows further housing to be rephrased 
should demand increase to levels beyond that identified in the current phasing of existing, 
generous supply, in the period 2012–24. For more detailed information see the 
supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20, Overview 
and paragraphs 1.16 to 1.22 and 5.1–5.6).  
 
PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0001, 0002 & 0008 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0059/0001 & 0002 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0007 & 0009 Wallace Land Investment 
& Management: No modifications proposed or recommended. The SESplan authorities 
have identified, through the SDP (Doc 1), a generous supply of land that will meet the 
housing demand over the period to 2024. The need to specifically identify peripheral 
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Greenfield allocations is not clear as brownfield land would be the first consideration 
when identifying additional sites. For more detailed information see the supporting 
document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview and 
paragraphs 1.1 to 1.15).  
 
PP/0046/0001 W J Simpson; PP/0090/0001 Old Road Securities & Arniston Estate; 
PP/0112/0002 & 0003 Deveron Homes Ltd; PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded: No 
modifications proposed or recommended.  The high growth scenario in the MIR (Doc 8) 
was an option considered through the preparation of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).  
However, due to the levels of potential housing demand over the plan period, particularly 
in the short to medium term, and the need to provide continuity on the delivery of existing 
development strategies this option, along with the other options identified in the MIR (Doc 
8), were not pursued through to the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). The outputs from the HnDA 
(Doc 11), the MIR (Doc 8) options and related responses and further consideration of the 
housing market led to the development of the housing policy in the SDP (Doc 1). The 
continued endorsement of existing strategies is in line with the wording of SPP 
highlighted in this objection to the Proposed Plan. For more detailed information see the 
supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview 
and paragraphs 1.1 to 1.15). 
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawson Property: No modifications proposed or recommended.  It is not 
clear how the revised figures are derived. However, the provision of a high shortfall in the 
first two periods of the plan would not lead to increased housing land delivery and would 
compete and divert resources away from existing strategies which continue to be 
progressed through the planning system.  For more detailed information see the 
supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview 
and paragraphs 2.1 to 2.15). 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0073/0002 & 0003 Hallam Land Management; 
PP/0074/0003 & 0005 Wemyss & March Estate: No modifications proposed or 
recommended.  The SESplan authorities have identified a generous supply of land in the 
SDP (Doc 1). This generosity of supply is not dependent on the provision of additional 
flexibility in supply. For further information see Housing Schedule 4 - Flexibility (Issue 18) 
and the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20) Overview and paragraphs 
2.1 to 2.15). 
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust: No modifications proposed or recommended. The 
Housing Technical note (Doc 12) which accompanies the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) outlines 
clearly the methodology taken in arriving at the housing figures in the Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1). For more detailed information see the supporting document the Housing Land 
Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview and paragraphs 1.16 to 1.22). 
 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0089/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey/William Aitken; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0129/0004 Holder 
Planning; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 
Miller Homes; PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd; 
PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0086/0005 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The SESplan authorities believe that generous supply of 
land has been allocated in the SDP (Doc 1). The proposed revised tables in this 
representation rely on removing large amounts of existing supply or rephrasing to create 
a perceived shortfall. Such an approach would not lead to increased housing delivery and 
would undermine existing development strategies. See also the Housing Schedule 4s 
Issue numbers 16–19, and for more detailed information see the supporting document 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

179 

the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview and sections 1, 3 and 
4). 
 
PP/0067/0005 & 0006 Sigma Capital Property Ltd; PP/0068/0004 Regenco (Winchburgh) 
Ltd; PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust; PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. The SESplan authorities have identified, 
through the SDP (Doc 1), a generous supply of land that will meet the housing demand 
over the period to 2024. The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) already meets the HnDA (Doc 11) 
regional housing figure in full over the 20 years of the Plan. For more detailed information 
see the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20, 
Overview and paragraphs 1.1 to 1.15).  
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: No modifications proposed or 
recommended.  The increase of housing figures would have a large negative impact, 
particularly in the first two periods of the plan, and would not lead to increased housing 
land delivery and would compete and divert resources away from existing strategies 
which continue to be progressed through the planning system.  The introduction of new 
competing sites would not complement existing strategies but undermine the 
considerable commitment already invested in existing strategies. For more detailed 
information see the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper 
(Doc 20. Overview and paragraphs 1.1 to 1.15). 
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government: No modifications proposed or recommended.  The 
SESplan authorities have identified, through the SDP (Doc 1), a generous supply of land 
that will meet the housing demand over the period to 2024 and 2032.  All parties involved 
in housing land policy and delivery must work together to ensure its timeous delivery. For 
more detailed information see the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 
supporting paper (Doc 20, Overview and paragraphs 1.1 to 1.15). 
 
Issue 1(b) – Role of HnDA in determining Housing Levels  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson and Robertson; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: No modifications 
proposed or recommended.  The HnDA (Doc 11) has been used in an appropriate 
manner by SESplan to provide a guide to the levels of need and demand.  The limitations 
of using trend based methodologies have also been taken into account and SESplan 
have used the spatial strategy assessment to direct demand, identified through the HnDA 
(Doc 11) at the sub regional level, across the SESplan area.  There is therefore no need 
to change any aspects of this approach.  For more detailed information see the 
supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview 
and paragraphs 1.16 to 1.22).  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments; PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The HnDA (Doc 11) has been used in an appropriate 
manner by SESplan to provide a guide to the levels of need and demand as is promoted 
through SPP (Doc 23). There is therefore no need to change any aspects of this 
approach. The response also confuses the outputs of the HnDA (Doc 11) with the 
Housing Land Requirement which are not the same thing. For more detailed information 
see the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20) 
Overview and paragraphs 1.16 to 1.22). 
 
 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land Management; 
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PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
SESplan agrees with the respondent and SPP (Doc 23) that the HnDA (Doc 11) should 
be used a starting point for policy making. This approach has been undertaken in the 
Proposed Plan with the HnDA (Doc 11) only providing the headline 20 year Housing Land 
Requirement and a policy position being taken for the phasing and distribution of the 
housing figures. Therefore SESplan believe that the HnDA (Doc 11) has been used in an 
appropriate manner by SESplan to provide a guide to the levels of need and demand as 
is promoted through SPP. For more detailed information see the supporting document 
the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20) Overview and paragraphs 1.16 
to 1.22). 
 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning: No modifications proposed or recommended. There is no 
contradiction in the housing technical note with regard to this issue. The robust and 
credible status attained by the HnDA (Doc 11) does not relate to figures which come out 
of the HnDA. It relates to the methodology and assumptions made as part of the HnDA 
(Doc 11) process. For more detailed information see the supporting document the 
Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview and paragraphs 1.16 to 
1.22). 
 
Issue 1(c) – Use of SESplan wide Housing Market Area  
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land 
Management; PP/0055/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 & 0002 Bellway 
Homes; PP/0064/0007 & 0009 Wallace Land Investment & Management; PP/0066/0004 
Homes for Scotland; PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey UK 
Ltd; PP/0101/0001 J Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0103/0001 J & W 
Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes Gladedale;  PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management; PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. SESplan has used the HnDA (Doc 11) at a 
regional scale to guide overall housing numbers but due to the unreliability of sub 
regional HnDA (Doc 11) calculations and the desire to produce a regional spatial strategy 
that does not simply follow past trends SESplan have used the whole region as an HMA. 
For more detailed information see the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 
4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview and paragraphs 1.23–1.31).  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson and Robertson: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
The outputs of the HnDA (Doc 11) are not the housing land requirement and do not 
identify a shortfall.  They are only to be taken into account in developing a housing policy.  
For more detailed information see the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 
4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview and paragraphs 1.16 – 1.22).  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: No modifications proposed or recommended. The 
proposed increase in the requirement in Table 2 derives from the removal of the windfall 
allowance and the addition of a flexibility allowance. SESplan disagrees with both these 
proposed changes. Further reasoning is set out in Housing Schedules 16 - 19 and in the 
Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 Overview and paragraphs 2.21 – 
2.27 and 5.1 – 5.6).  
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments; PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land Management: 
Comment noted.  
 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
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Generous Land Supply 
 
1.   In Scottish Planning Policy at paragraph 66, the Scottish Government confirms that 
the planning system should allocate a generous supply of land to meet identified housing 
requirements across all tenures.  The key role in ensuring this lies with the constituent 
planning authorities, firstly in allocating land on a range of sites which are effective or 
capable of becoming effective to meet the housing land requirement up to year 10 from 
the predicted year of adoption, but secondly and critically in ensuring that a five years’ 
effective housing land supply is maintained at all times.  It is this which will ensure that a 
generous housing land supply is available, as confirmed at paragraph 75 of Scottish 
Planning Policy. 
 
2.   This is a separate matter from the appropriate scale of the housing requirement, 
which is addressed below.  However it is appropriate that the strategic development plan 
should be modified to reflect the obligation on the constituent planning authorities to 
maintain a five years’ effective housing land supply at all times.  This is one of the 
principal means of ensuring the provision of a generous housing land supply to meet the 
overall housing requirement, which is based, at least initially, on the assessed housing 
needs and demand of the area.   
 
3.   It is also likely that land with a higher capacity than the numerical housing 
requirement will have to be allocated in each local development plan, because not all 
sites prove to be effective or capable of delivering all of their potential house completions 
in the time-scale initially anticipated.  Doing so will also minimise the potential need 
subsequently to grant planning permission for further unallocated sites in order to ensure 
that the five years’ effective housing land supply is maintained. 
 
The role of housing need and demand assessment in determining housing levels  
 
4.   At paragraph 67, Scottish Planning Policy confirms that a housing need and demand 
assessment should be used to provide the evidence base for defining housing supply 
targets and allocating land for housing in development plans.  Where such an 
assessment has been carried out and been certified as robust and credible by the 
Scottish Government, the approach used will not normally be considered at a 
development plan examination.  Such an assessment has been carried out for the 
SESplan area, and has been so certified. 
 
5.   The main concern raised in representations here relates not to the methodology used 
for the assessment, but to the decisions by the authority both to depart from the 
outcomes of that assessment, and also to delay to beyond 2024 the release of land for 
some 11,000 of the houses assessed as being required before then.  Those decisions 
are not clear from the plan itself, but have been confirmed by the authority in its further 
submissions made in the course of this examination. 
 
6.  The authority does not accept the outcome of the housing need and demand 
assessment, which is set out in Table 1, either for the SESplan area as a whole, or for 
any of the six constituent local development plan areas.  It suggests that the approach it 
has taken in the plan is responsible and realistic, and can still meet the quantitative 
requirements over the whole of the plan period to 2032.   
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Table 1:  Outcome  
of the housing  
need and demand 
assessment 

Assessed 
Housing  
Requirement
2009-2019 

Assessed 
Housing  
Requirement
2019-2024 

Assessed 
Housing  
Requirement 
2024-2032 

Edinburgh 34,290 14,200 22,505 
East Lothian 5,210 2,740 3,820 
Fife 16,260 7,400 10,363 
Midlothian 1,700 500 171 
Scottish Borders 5,955 2,780 3,802 
West Lothian 11,420 5,090 7,338 
SESplan 74,835 32,710 47,999 

(Sources:  Housing need and demand assessment & SESplan Housing Technical Note) 
 

7.  Scottish Planning Policy states that the housing requirement for an area identified in 
the development plan should be based on the outcome of the housing need and demand 
assessment.  However the authority correctly points out that, at paragraph 70, Scottish 
Planning Policy does permit the plan to depart from that outcome, because it also states 
that wider strategic economic, social and environmental policy objectives should also be 
taken into account when determining the scale and distribution of the housing 
requirement and the housing supply target for an area. 
 
8.  However I find that the reasons given by the authority to justify departing from the 
outcome of the housing need and demand assessment are not related to any specific 
wider strategic economic, social or environmental policy objective. 
 
9.  The first reason is that the outcome of the housing need and demand assessment is 
derived from a trend based analysis.  I consider that this reason is essentially related to 
the methodology of the housing need and demand assessment, which has already been 
certified by the Scottish Government as credible and robust, and not to any policy 
objective. 
 
10.  The second reason is that the authority considers that the housing requirements for 
the periods to 2019 and 2024 which arise from the outcome of the housing need and 
demand assessment could not be achieved.  This is because it would be over-optimistic 
to believe that the house building industry could deliver the necessary scale of house 
completions for the two periods up to 2024, particularly in view of the significantly 
reduced levels of construction activity evident in this sector since the start of the 
recession in 2008. 
 
11.  The authority’s view could be pessimistic, or realistic.  But as explained, it does not 
derive from the pursuit of any wider strategic economic, social or environmental policy 
objective which might justify setting aside the outcome of the housing need and demand 
assessment.  It is not supported by nearly all of those who submitted representations to 
the proposed plan. 
 
12.  At the strategic level, I find that the approach adopted by the authority here is not 
consistent with its vision for the plan area.  That vision is based on the role which it has 
identified for South-East Scotland as both the main growth area and the key driver of the 
Scottish economy.  Failure to identify and allocate the land required to enable the 
assessed housing needs and demands of the area’s residents and households to be met 
is liable to hinder economic growth and dilute the area’s contribution to the Scottish 
economy. 
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13.   Very serious economic difficulties have been experienced since 2008 by most 
sectors of the economy, and notably by the house building and wider construction 
industry.  There is uncertainty about the scale and rate of recovery, and legitimate doubts 
as to whether new house construction can reach the levels by 2019 or 2024 necessary to 
meet the assessed levels of housing need and demand.    
 
14.   However, failure either to identify the scale of the housing land requirements for 
each planning authority area for the periods to 2019 and 2024, or to ensure that sufficient 
housing land allocations are made in local development plans, will not assist.  Not to do 
so would also be inconsistent with the requirements of Scottish Planning Policy.  At 
paragraph 72 it confirms that:  “The strategic development plan should identify the 
housing land requirement for the plan area and indicate where land should be allocated 
in local development plans to meet requirements up to year 12 beyond the predicted year 
of plan approval and an indication of the possible scale and location of housing land up to 
year 20. The strategic development plan should also identify how much of the housing 
land requirement should be met by site allocations in the local development plan that are 
capable of development by the end of year 7.” 
 
15.   I consider that, to be consistent with the requirements for any strategic development 
plan, as set out in Scottish Planning Policy at paragraph 72, it would be necessary to set 
out, for each local development plan area, what is the scale of the housing requirement 
for the periods 2009 to 2019 and 2019 to 2024.  This plan does not do so, either explicitly 
or implicitly.  In response to a request from me, the authority has been unable to provide 
the necessary information to enable me to recommend appropriate modifications to 
rectify this omission.   
 
16.  The necessary information would require to be based on an analysis of opportunities 
and of infrastructural and environmental constraints.  It could build upon the assessment 
carried out in identifying strategic development areas, but it cannot realistically be 
undertaken either through the auspices of this examination, or within the timescale for its 
completion, which the Scottish Ministers expect should normally be within 6 months and 
should not exceed 9 months.   
 
17.  In these circumstances, and to avoid having to recommend that the Scottish 
Ministers should reject the plan, I indicated my intention of seeking to identify a 
mechanism which would enable the plan to be approved, but which would still enable the 
necessary work to be undertaken jointly and agreed by the SESplan authority and the 
constituent planning authorities, prior to the finalisation of the relevant local development 
plans. 
 
18.  Such a mechanism would involve modifying the plan to incorporate the information 
set out in Table 1 above, but only for the SESplan area as a whole, and also to confirm 
that the housing requirements for each local development plan area for the periods to 
2019 and 2024 will require to be translated into housing land requirements based on an 
analysis of how the assessed housing needs and demands of the whole SESplan area 
can best be met.   
 
19.  In particular, this will require consideration of how much of the housing needs and 
demand assessed as being generated within the City of Edinburgh will require to be met 
by housing land allocations in each of the other local development plan areas.  This 
consideration should be informed not only by a robust assessment of the likely scale of 
potential house completions which could be expected, in anticipation of economic 
recovery, from sites within the current housing land supply over each of these periods, 
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but also of the most suitable locations for further housing land allocations based on an 
analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and environmental capacities and 
constraints.   
 
20.  I consider that this approach is necessary to enable the plan to be consistent with the 
key requirements of Scottish Planning Policy referred to above. 
 
21.  In response to my invitation to comment on this course of action, the authority stated 
that it would not support any such mechanism.  The Act provides that supplementary 
guidance may be prepared in relation to a strategic development plan.  The authority 
stated that the use of supplementary guidance for the suggested purpose would be 
outwith the statutory remit of supplementary guidance, which is to provide further 
information or detail concerning policies or proposals in the plan.  Its use would also lead 
to delays and consequential effects on other aspects of the plan.  Possible alternatives of 
recommending approval of only part of the plan, or of approval of this element outwith the 
normal statutory process, were not supported either. 
 
22.  I accept that the role originally envisaged for supplementary guidance in relation to 
strategic development plans may not have included identifying the housing and housing 
land requirements of the constituent local development plan areas.  However, if it is to be 
prepared in order to provide further information and detail in respect of a policy or 
proposal in the strategic development plan, then it would be fulfilling its specified statutory 
function.  Its use would also minimise the apparently inevitable delays which arise from 
the omissions from the proposed strategic development plan, and would ensure that the 
six local development plans can allocate the necessary housing sites to enable the 
assessed housing needs and demands to be met at the earliest opportunity.  Putting off 
the resolution of this issue until the next strategic development plan is prepared would 
mean that the necessary sites are unlikely to be allocated much before 2020. 
 
23.  I therefore conclude that this plan should be modified to include a policy to ensure 
that sufficient housing land is made available through local development plans to enable 
the assessed housing needs and demands across the SESplan area to be met in the 
period 2009 to 2019 and 2019 to 2024.  The policy should confirm that supplementary 
guidance will be prepared to identify how much land requires to be allocated in each local 
development plan area for each of these periods, and that this will be based on an 
analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and environmental capacities and 
constraints. 
 
24.  This will also have the effect of avoiding any delay, to beyond 2024, in the release of 
land for some 11,000 houses which is required prior to then if assessed housing needs 
and demand are to be met in periods up to 2024. 
 
25.  Nor do I consider the approach to be unrealistic, either in terms of the potential ability 
of the house building industry to recover from the recent recession, or in terms of the 
scale of the additional land release which may be required.  Each of the constituent 
planning authorities has undertaken a ‘re-programming’ of its 2010 housing land audit, 
using the assumption of an early recovery in the house building industry.  Table 2 shows 
the scale of output which they consider could be achieved from existing sites (‘committed 
development’) based on that scenario.  
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Table 2:  Indicative  
maximum potential  
completions 
from sites in housing  
land audit 2010 

 
 
2009-2019 

 
 
2019-2024 

 
 
2024-2032 

Edinburgh 20,042 6,900 10,798 
East Lothian 5,064 498 792 
Fife 14,749 7,000 2,800 
Midlothian 7,908 1,894 1,875 
Scottish Borders 8,903 1,102 0 
West Lothian 11,639 5,832 4,823 
SESplan 68,305 23,226 21,088 

(Source:  Table 24, SESplan Housing Technical Note, September 2011 which is derived 
from the  ‘re-programmed’ housing land audit 2010 used in Scenario 5) 
 
 
26.  It does provide only a snapshot, but demonstrates what may prove to be only a small 
shortfall in the potential capacity of sites within the existing established housing land 
supply across the SESplan area as a whole.  However, when compared with Table 1 
above, it also highlights the critical importance of addressing where the additional 
housing needs and demands which are likely to be generated by the City of Edinburgh 
are to be met. 
 
27.  Both Table 3 and Table 4 in the plan therefore require to be modified to avoid 
confusion.  The extent to which any necessary additional housing land allocations can be 
restricted to the identified strategic development areas will require to be addressed in 
preparing the supplementary guidance. 
 
28.   Significant doubts have been raised in submitted representations over some of the 
larger existing allocations, including at Leith Harbour and at Blindwells in East Lothian.  
However, it is not the role of the strategic development plan to determine the potential 
effectiveness of specific site allocations, but it does require to establish the framework for 
that to be confirmed by the constituent planning authorities in their local development 
plans, or for alternative courses of action to be adopted if it is not established.  One of 
these is the commitment to maintaining a five years’ effective housing land supply at all 
times (see paragraph 3 above). 
 
29.  This plan should therefore confirm that it is the role of the local development plans to 
make housing land allocations on sites which are effective, or capable of becoming 
effective, so as to deliver the levels of house completions which would be necessary to 
meet those requirements which are to be specified in detail in the supplementary 
guidance.  The extent of the contribution to those requirements from ‘committed 
development’ or from assumptions regarding ‘windfall’ sites are matters to be justified 
through each local development plan (see also Issue 16).   
 
30.  The recommended modifications should assist in achieving the positive goals and 
ambitions for the economy of South-East Scotland that are set out in the plan.  They 
would meet the key concerns raised in the unresolved representations, would align the 
plan with the key requirements for strategic development plans as set out in Scottish 
Planning Policy, and would also be consistent with the Scottish Government’s over-
arching aim of increasing sustainable economic growth.  On-going monitoring will serve 
to assess changes and emerging trends which can then be reflected in a subsequent 
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review of the plan, which itself will be based on a revised housing need and demand 
assessment carried out for that purpose. 
 
Use of SESplan wide Housing Market Area  
 
31.   On the basis that the SESplan area broadly reflects the extent of Edinburgh’s travel 
to work area, I accept that there is a logic to identifying it as a single housing market 
area.  Within the overall area there will clearly be a myriad of over-lapping more local 
housing market areas, often with different attributes reflecting differing degrees of local 
connections, affluence and mobility.   
 
32.   Given the discretion afforded to the authority in exercising choice over the 
distribution of housing land allocations, I consider that the approach adopted by the 
authority is pragmatic and practical, provided that (as discussed above) the housing land 
allocations which reflect those choices are identified for each local development plan and 
for the plan periods to 2019 and then to 2024.  While Scottish Planning Policy and the 
guidance for housing need and demand assessments perhaps suggest that more than 
one housing market area would be identified, no over-riding benefits from doing so have 
been highlighted in the various representations. 
 
33.   I conclude that no modifications should be made arising from the use of a single 
housing market area. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
 
The recommended modifications arising from the conclusions in relation to Issues 15 to 
20 are set out in the Annex which follows Issue 20. 
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Issue 16 Housing Land -  Components of the Housing Land 
Requirement Calculation  

Development plan 
reference: Framework for Delivery – Housing  Reporter: 

David Russell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Issue 2(a) – Assumptions in relation to Effective Land Supply  
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes 
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd  
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson 
PP/0025/0002 Banks Group 
PP/0031/0012 Forth Ports Ltd 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid 
PP/0136/0007 Mactaggart & Mickel 
PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd 
PP/0049/0003 Strawsons Property 
PP/0054/0005, 0006 & 0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd 
PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0058/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd 
PP/0065/0003 & 0005 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd 
PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land (Scotland) LTD 
PP/0074/0003 & 0009 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital 
PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK 
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate 
PP/0089/0003 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken 
PP/0094/0001 Muir Homes 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates  
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group  
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson  
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes  
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land  
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes  
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises  
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning   
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PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley  
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes  
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes  
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0136/0003 & 0007 Mactaggart & Mickel 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group  
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development  
PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates  
PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded  
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust  
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation  
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0167/0008 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0117/0005 Juniper Green Community Council 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates 
 
Issue 2(b) – Constrained Sites  
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd  
PP/0032/0001 National Grid 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium 
PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Land & Property 
PP/0023/0002 Ashfield Commercial Properties 
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd 
PP/0049/0003 Strawsons Property 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd 
PP/0065/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd 
PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital 
PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK 
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes  
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land  
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants 
PP/0112/0001 & 0003 Deveron Homes  
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird 
PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley 
PP/0124/0001 Larch Enterprises  
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PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning  
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes  
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes  
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development  
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group  
PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded  
PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates  
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust  
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates 
 
Issue 2(c) – Inclusion of windfall sites  
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd  
PP/0032/0001 National Grid 
PP/0033 0001 Rural Renaissance  
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium 
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates  
PP/0136/0003 Mactaggart & Mickel 
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land 
PP/0044/0004 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd 
PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management 
PP/0059/0002 Bellway Homes 
PP/0064/0007 Wallace Land 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson’s Estate 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & the Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning  
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes  
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes  
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development  
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group  
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government  
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust  
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation  
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates 
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Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Housing Paragraphs 108 – 112, Policy 5 and Table 2  

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Issue 2(a) – Assumptions in relation to Effective Land Supply  
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes: Supply is overestimated based on assumption that 
existing housing land supply will be developed within the plan period  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: Paragraph 109 also demonstrates the reliance on 
‘committed ‘land identified within previous development plans and the Housing land Audit 
2010.  Given the uncertainties associated with major allocations in West Lothian and the 
infrastructure difficulties in making these sites effective as part of the ongoing supply it is 
considered that the basis for the requirement is unsound (Paragraph 110). 
 
In terms of providing flexibility (Paragraph 113), there is an overreliance on historic 
infrastructure commitments which are unlikely to serve the needs of the housing market 
into the future. This is not conducive to securing a generous effective supply of land in 
developable locations for market and affordable housing in accordance with SPP and 
Circular 2010 as well as advice from the Governments Chief Planner. 
 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium: Merely allowing allocations to come forward earlier 
assumes those allocations can and will deliver.  This is a false assumption and will not 
provide the flexibility required by the SDP to meet its objectives. 
 
The letter by the Chief Planner of the Scottish Government, Jim Mackinnon to Heads of 
Planning on 29 October 2010 provides clear guidance on the matter. The letter highlights 
the high priority to be attached to ensuring there is a 5 year housing land supply of sites 
that meet the criteria of PAN 2/2010 paragraph 55 (Affordable Housing and Housing 
Land Supply).  
 
Policy 6 of SESplan currently fails to comply with Scottish Government recommendations 
on the use of additional effective sites to augment a failing, non-effective supply. Earlier 
phasing of sites which are no longer effective will do nothing to augment a failing housing 
land supply.  
 
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates: Table 2 of the Proposed Plan identifies and existing 
housing land supply which is based on an overinflated assumption that the entire extent 
of the established land supply (effective and constrained) will be developed by the end of 
the plan period in 2032. It is inappropriate in calculating the shortfall to assume that the 
entire extent of effective and constrained sires will be developed within the plan period. 
The representation questions the effectiveness of the Forth Ports site in Edinburgh and 
Blindwells in East Lothian, and asserts that in such circumstances it is inappropriate to 
maintain the assumption that all of the houses in these areas will contribute to the 
existing housing land supply. 
  
PP/0025/0002 Banks Group: The Banks Group are of the view that whilst the second 
column relating to committed development reflects the amount of land, there are two 
fundamental flaws in this table which relate to how many of these units can be 
realistically developed by 2032. 
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The first relates to the largest element of the entire strategy that is predicated on 28,500 
units at Edinburgh Waterfront. Given the recent announcement by the landowners who 
own  of the majority of the site (18,000 units) that they are shelving much of their plans 
for residential development, it is hard to understand how this figure can remotely be 
described as committed development as clearly it is very very far from being committed. 
This must have SESplan wide implications as it is hard to see how the City Of Edinburgh 
could possibly compensate for this scale of development elsewhere within its own 
boundaries other than largely in the Green Belt. 
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart and Mickel Ltd: Land supply identified in 
SDP includes sites and programming which are not likely to materialise in the current 
climate. An example of this is the change of masterplan for Leith Docks, where the 
Scottish Government has recently announced its regeneration for the renewable energy 
industry and a significant reduction in the planned supply of housing land as a result.  
 
PP/0031/0012 Forth Ports Ltd: The Housing Land Requirement section, requires to 
acknowledge Forth Ports Ltd’s change of strategy at the Port of Leith. As it stands, the 
section does not clearly recognise the Port of Leith as a location for port operations and 
off-shore wind integrated manufacturing, identified by the National Renewables 
Infrastructure Plan (N-RIP) or Forth Ports Ltd’s stated position to retain the Port in 
operational use. 
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid: The logic use to assume that 100% of constrained sites will 
come forward is flawed and too optimistic. It is likely that less than half will come forward. 
Windfall sites should not be included.  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: In terms of providing flexibility (Paragraph 113), 
there is an overreliance on historic infrastructure commitments. This is not conducive to 
securing a generous effective supply of land in developable locations for market and 
affordable housing. 
 
PP/0136/0007 Mactaggart & Mickel: The housing land requirement is set out in the SDP 
via Table 2 and culminating in Policy 5 – Housing Land. The existing supply comprises 
105,600 units. As detailed in the Housing Technical Note, this comprises 89,100 effective 
units (Table 7) and 16,490 units from the constrained housing land supply (Table 8) 
 
PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation: Basing the development strategy on 
committed development is a contentious issue amongst our members, as they argue that 
many of these strategic sites are simply not deliverable.  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: Figure 1 is not an accurate representation of the 
SESplan Spatial Strategy, as it does not provide a complete picture of the effective 
housing land supply in the Plan area. Figure 1 should be amended to include the 
effective housing land supply, both within and outwith SDAs. An additional Figure 1a 
should be inserted after Figure 1 which should illustrate the Strategic Development areas 
only. 
 
At paragraph 23, the Plan suggests that “The issue is one of delivery rather than supply”.  
The issue is not as simple as delivery and supply. It relates more to the allocation (or lack 
thereof) of a range of effective sites in sustainable locations, serving differing market 
sectors, of varying sizes that could be efficiently delivered by the housebuilding industry 
in Scotland, especially in the early phase of the Plan, and where there is a failure of the 
five year Housing Land Supply.  It is wrong to assume that the current economic climate 
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affects only house buyers, and not the ability of housebuilders to build houses on sites 
which are constrained. 

 
Whilst there may be a place for major strategic allocations, they will not alone deliver the 
housing units required in this Plan period. In Scotland, there have been a large number of 
major strategic allocations over the past 30 years in varying plans, the vast majority of 
which have never delivered a single housing unit, for varying reasons. Those that have 
contributed, such as Dunfermline East, have only done so because the Scottish 
Government funded the essential infrastructure which made the allocation deliverable, 
not the housebuilding industry. In this economic climate, there is unlikely to be 
government funding available for infrastructure, which will place the onus on the 
development industry. Funding sources are limited for such projects, and will inhibit the 
delivery of sites until the market recovers and returns can be guaranteed. Meanwhile, the 
housing need continues and the five-year housing land supply does not exist. 
 
PP/0049/0003 Strawsons Property: The Plan places undue reliance on what it describes 
as “commitments”.  Individual sites which represent a significant proportion of the overall 
supply in any of the SDA’s (say more than 15%) should be reviewed rigorously to 
establish whether they remain truly effective. 
 
The reference to the “complementary” character/status of new land allocations with 
existing commitments should be deleted. 
 
PP/0054/0005 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: A lack of supply of suitable 
effective sites is a factor in failing housing land supply 
 
PP/0054/0006 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Short term market difficulties 
should play no part in a long term, visionary document such as SESplan. If a strategy 
spanning three decades is to remain valid throughout its lifecycle then it needs to adopt a 
flexible approach so that it can respond effectively to market fluctuations. This document 
should set the tone for development planning through to LDPs and associated planning 
guidance. If this tone is overly pessimistic then we fear this will create a self-fulfilling 
prophesy and the difficult economic conditions planned for will be the end result.  
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: As a result of the inclusion of 
windfall sites and the assumption that committed development will deliver their full 
potential the effective land supply has been overestimated by 28,000 homes over the 
plan period to 2032.  
   
The Planning Advice Note 2/2010 makes it clear: “Overestimation of the potential of the 
effective supply will reduce the amount of additional land allocated and therefore reduce 
the flexibility available in the supply to address market fluctuations and other constraints 
to the delivery of housing”. The SDPA is leaving the SESplan area short of housing and 
short of options.  
 
PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey: In summary, the SDPA’s assessment of the effective land 
supply to Year 7 can be summarised as follows: 
 
1. Most of the work undertaken fails to comply with Scottish Government requirements 
and guidance in SPP and PAN2/2010; 
2. Calculation of the effective land supply has been inflated contrary to Scottish 
Government policy by the inclusion of windfall sites etc. As a consequence, the omission 
of these ineligible sources of land supply is that further land releases are required. Fife 
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Council has already conceded this point at the Dunfermline & West Fife Local Plan 
Examination; 
3. Advice about complying with SPP and PAN 2/2010 was made through the MIR 
consultation and effectively ignored by SESplan’s officers and advisors. 
 
PP/0058/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: We have concerns about 
the assessment of 'effective' land supply for housing. We consider that this runs counter 
to the Scottish Government's aims and objectives set out in NPF2 and SPP.  
 
The National Planning Framework for Scotland 2 states (Paragraph 36) that the Scottish 
Government's aspirations are for '…higher overall household growth than current 
projections indicate.  The Planning System should reflect this, to ensure a generous 
supply of land for housing.' (emphasis added).  
 
According to Scottish Planning Policy (SPP), (Paragraph 33), 'Increasing sustainable 
economic growth is the overarching purpose of the Scottish Government.'  The SPP also 
states: (Paragraph 66) 'The Scottish Government is committed to increasing the supply of 
new homes and the planning system should contribute to raising the rate of new house 
building by identifying a generous supply of land for the provision of a range of housing in 
the right places.' (emphasis added)  
 
PP/0065/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: The assumed adverse impact of new land 
allocations on planning objectives is unsubstantiated and takes no account of the extent 
to which land is currently undeliverable;  
There has been a misinterpretation of the Chief Planner's advice in respect of bringing 
forward additional effective land in the short term; 
 
We consider that the HTN assessment of effective land supply is flawed in several 
respects:  
While the 2010 Audit should rightly be the basis of analysis, it still contains some sites 
and programming which are unsound;  
Specifically, the change at Leith Docks has to be incorporated into the analysis as only 
1,312 out of the assumed 18,000 units will now proceed;  
Significant downgrading of output from Edinburgh waterfront/urban brownfield sites is 
considered necessary; 
 
PP/0065/0005 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: We maintain that SESplan should be more 
proactive in bringing forward suitable additional development land for mainstream 
housing, timeously, which can ensure the delivery of a generous and 'effective' supply of 
housing land and which can contribute to affordable housing provision as appropriate 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland: The existing supply is overstated, as it is based on 
assumptions about programming of effective sites beyond 2019 which are untested with 
Homes for Scotland, which disagrees with some of the assumptions on major brownfield 
sites in Edinburgh and Blindwells 
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: As demonstrated in Paragraph 109 of the 
proposed plan, there is currently a reliance on ‘committed’ land identified within previous 
development plans and the Housing Land Audit 2010. We feel that given the 
uncertainties associated with major allocations in East Lothian and the infrastructure 
difficulties in making these sites effective as part of the ongoing supply that the basis for 
the requirement is unsound (Paragraph 110). There is an overreliance on historic 
committed sites, particularly at the Blindwells New Settlement. 
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PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd: The established land supply is made up of 
effective sites and constrained sites. The effective housing land supply is defined in SPP 
as that part of the established housing land supply which is free or expected to be free of 
constraints in the period under consideration.  As explained in Table 7 of the SESplan 
Housing Technical Note, this amounts to 89,100 homes. 
 
The extent to which the effective housing land supply will be developed out is a matter of 
conjecture.  Research undertaken in 2008 by the Scottish Government into the 
“Effectiveness of Housing Land Audits in Monitoring Housing Land Supply” indicated that 
the predictive accuracy of HLAs was highly variable and that 90% of HLAs over-
estimated actual house completions.  This is partly because some sites which are agreed 
as effective, are not ultimately developed. 
 
A current example is likely to be the land controlled by Forth Ports at Leith in Edinburgh 
which has outline planning permission for approximately 18,000 homes, a significant 
number of which are identified as effective in the HLA. Since the HLA was prepared, the 
owners of Forth Ports have indicated a change of strategy which will mean that 
significantly fewer houses will be built over the Plan period. 
 
Notwithstanding the tendency of HLAs to over-estimate the supply of housing, they do 
provide a snapshot of a dynamic situation, that snapshot being necessary in order to 
establish the base point for the calculation of the housing land shortfall for SESplan. 
Although there will inevitably be losses to the effective supply, these losses could be 
supplemented by development on constrained sites. 
 
The problem with the methodology under-pinning SESplan, is that as well as assuming 
that 100% of the effective land supply will be developed, it is assumed that 100% of 
constrained sites will also be developed over the plan period. 
 
PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Paragraph 109 also demonstrates the 
reliance on ‘committed ‘land identified within previous development plans and the 
Housing land Audit 2010.  Given the uncertainties associated with major allocations in 
East Lothian and the infrastructure difficulties in making these sites effective as part of 
the ongoing supply it is considered that the basis for the requirement is unsound 
(Paragraph 110). 
 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: It is unrealistic to 
assume that all effective housing sites will deliver. As highlighted in PAN 2/2010 
paragraph 57, “Overestimation of the potential of the effective supply will reduce the 
amount of additional land allocated and therefore reduce the flexibility available in the 
supply to address market fluctuations and other constraints to the delivery of housing”. 
The Scottish Government advocates a cautious approach even to those sites that are 
deemed effective. 
 
PP/0074/0009 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Slowdown in 
completions is both an issue of the supply of appropriate sites and a slowdown in delivery 
due to the market downturn.  
 
Many large allocations simply remain uneconomic to develop due to ground conditions 
and site infrastructure costs. While they remain uneconomic, they will not contribute to 
the effective housing land supply or deliver housing.  
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PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK: Within the current economic climate there is concern that 
committed development will fail to deliver. In the West Lothian SDA it is clear that the 
delivery of committed development depends upon prior completion of large amounts of 
infrastructure.  
 
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton: Concern that that the SDP is too dependant upon on the 
committed development sites being deliverable within the East Lothian area. There is a 
concern that East Lothian Council will not be able to accommodate for the demand in 
housing units over the development plan period and will not have an effective housing 
land supply. There is the ability for some of the existing settlements within the East 
Lothian SDA to accommodate a limited amount of growth without putting pressure on the 
existing infrastructure and environmental capacity. 
 
Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 71) allows for  ‘allocating a generous supply of land 
for housing in the development plan’ which ‘will give the flexibility necessary for the 
continued delivery of new housing even if unpredictable changes to the effective land 
supply occur during the life of the plan’.  
 
SPP states that a supply of effective land for at least 5 years should be maintained at all 
times to ensure a continuing generous supply of land for housing. The letter to the Heads 
of Planning in Scotland by Chief Planner James Mackinnon (29 October 2010) supports 
this by stating that ‘in the changed economic climate, maintaining an effective 5 year land 
supply will require a flexible and realistic approach’ and that ‘constraints may have to be 
reassessed and the deliverability of sites reconsidered’.  
 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: The assessment of the effective land supply is 
flawed in a number of respects:  
The 201 HLA contains sites and programming that are unacceptable in the current 
climate. 
In particular the change at Leith Docks should be incorporated into the analysis as only 
some 1312 units will now proceed from the 18000 units that were previously anticipated 
The analysis should reflect a significant reduction in output from Edinburgh 
waterfront/urban Brownfield sites. 
Some of the data supplied to Homes for Scotland in respect of long term programming is 
inconsistent with the Technical Note. 
Constrained sites should not be included in the assessment. 
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate: with regard to the 
‘established’ land supply, the accompanying Housing Technical Note advises that the 
‘effective’ supply to 2032 amounts to 89,100no (Table 7) homes while the ‘constrained’ 
supply to 2032 totals 16,490no homes (Table 8).  
 
While it is acknowledged that the 2010 Housing Land Audits (HLAs) for the SESplan 
region are the appropriate basis for determining the ‘effective’ land supply, it should be 
noted that HLAs are simply a ‘snapshot’ of an evolving situation and the status of some 
sites will inevitably change. For example, the Forth Ports site in Leith has planning 
permission for 18,000no new homes, a significant number of which were agreed as 
effective and included in the HLA.  It has since been confirmed however, that less than 
1,500no dwellings will be provided at this location.  
 
While there will inevitably be losses to the ‘effective’ supply, these losses could be 
supplemented by development on ‘constrained’ sites.  However, somewhat optimistically, 
the Proposed Plan assumes that in addition to all of the ‘effective’ supply being 
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developed to 2032, all of the ‘constrained’ sites will also be brought forward within this 
timeframe.  This assumption is considered to be wholly unrealistic and contrary to the 
advice given by the Scottish Government in relation to the Glasgow & Clyde Valley SDP 
above. 
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken: Taylor Wimpey are concerned that the 
SDP relies too heavily on the committed development sites being deliverable within the 
West Lothian area. It is submitted that further land should be allocated in West Lothian 
between 2009–2019, in order to provide flexibility for the release of housing land within 
the SDA, should the committed development not be deliverable 
 
PP/0089/0003 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken: Taylor Wimpey are concerned that the 
SDP relies too heavily on the committed development sites being deliverable within the 
West Lothian area. Further land should be allocated in the short term in order to meet the 
effective housing land supply.  There is a dependency upon a large number of committed 
development within West Lothian and it is considered that further land should be 
allocated in the short term in order to meet the effective housing land supply 
 
PP/0094/0001 Muir Homes: Such land release require to be community based and on 
effective sites in areas where there is market demand for new homes 
 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: There is a ‘leap of faith’ in accepting the effectiveness of 
the existing land supply. There has been no assessment informing areas likely to be 
delivered at least in the initial period to 2019. Accordingly the existing (effective) land 
supply is inflated  
 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy: There is a significant “leap of faith” in blindingly accepting 
the effectiveness of the existing land supply in terms of its phased delivery as required in 
order to achieve the necessary outputs/development levels. There has been no robust 
assessment informing SESplan beyond the terms of allocations/types of allocations made 
under different circumstances and in many cases comprising areas of land unlikely to be 
delivered at least in the initial period of SESplan (to 2019).  Accordingly, the existing 
(effective) land supply is inflated. 
 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust: 
Table 2 should be amended to amend the “existing housing land supply” to read 
“effective” and amend the figure to approximately 97,200; remove windfall add flexibility 
(10%). Amend the shortfall to approximately 65,700 over the plan period. 
 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey: The following main conclusions can be reached in respect 
to SESplan’s approach to housing supply and demand: 
�There is an assumption that the whole of the Established Land Supply will be 
developed within the Plan period.  This is wholly unrealistic, and only the effective land 
supply should be discounted.  It will be for LDPs to assess whether or not constrained 
sites are capable of development. 
�There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units will contribute to the housing land 
requirement.  Not only do we consider this to be a significant over-estimate, to count 
them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010.  In our view, windfall should be treated as flexibility 
to make up for probable losses to the effective housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh 
Waterfront. 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates: Request a proper and realistic re-
appraisal of the likelihood of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well 
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as the need to identify additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
 
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group: The release of further effective housing land in 
marketable, accessible, sustainable and viable locations is required and these must be 
capable of delivery throughout the plan period, including the period pre-2019. 
 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the 
likelihood of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to 
identify additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
  
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the likelihood 
of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to identify 
additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
  
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the 
likelihood of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to 
identify additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the likelihood 
of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to identify 
additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area 
 
The release of further effective housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and 
viable locations is therefore required and these must be capable of delivery throughout 
the plan period, including the period pre-2019 
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes: The Proposed Plan’s proposals regarding housebuilding 
are heavily dependent on what is committed in existing plans. In effect a rolling forward of 
existing commitments with no real analysis of the likelihood of deliverability and 
timescales.  This does not support Government Policy to raise the rate of housebuilding.  
It also fails to respond to the “unpredictable changes to the effective land supply” as 
noted in paragraph 1.5 of the Plan 
 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes: The Plan continues to promote residential sites, which 
have been programmed for a number of years, Even at times of a more buoyant 
economy allocations such as this have proved difficult to deliver because of the size of 
the sites and the amount of essential infrastructure which has to be put in place prior to 
development commencing. It must realistically be assumed that the current financial 
situation will make the likelihood of development such as this happening even more 
problematic.  
 
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: Paragraph 109 also demonstrates the reliance on 
‘committed ‘land identified within previous development plans and the Housing land Audit 
2010. Given the uncertainties associated with major allocations in Midlothian and the 
infrastructure difficulties in making these sites effective as part of the ongoing supply it is 
considered that the basis for the requirement is unsound (Paragraph 110). Accordingly 
compensatory provision needs to be made in LDPs and through the mechanisms for 
flexibility in phasing. 
 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises: Doubt is held in regard to the effectiveness of the 
identified existing supply. 
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PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning: There is an assumption that the whole of the Established 
Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly unrealistic, and only 
the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to assess whether or 
not constrained sites are capable of development. 
 
PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley: Doubt is held in regard to the effectiveness of the identified 
existing supply. 
 
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo: There is an assumption that the whole of the Established Land 
Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly unrealistic, and only the 
effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to assess whether or not 
constrained sites are capable of development 
 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes: There is an assumption that the whole of the 
Established Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly 
unrealistic, and only the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to 
assess whether or not constrained sites are capable of development 
 
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes: There is an assumption that the whole of the Established 
Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly unrealistic, and only 
the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to assess whether or 
not constrained sites are capable of development 
 
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey: There is an assumption that the whole of the Established 
Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly unrealistic, and only 
the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to assess whether or 
not constrained sites are capable of development 
 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development: There is an assumption that the whole of the 
Established Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly 
unrealistic, and only the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to 
assess whether or not constrained sites are capable of development 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group: The result of economic changes has left many allocations 
across the SESplan area ineffective and, due to a combination of factors, will be unable 
to contribute to the aims of the SDP. More pertinently, these sites would fail to meet the 
criteria set out in paragraph 55 of PAN 2/2010 (Affordable Housing and Land Supply) on 
effectiveness and freedom from constraints.  Where allocated sites have not delivered 
housing to date, such sites should be reassessed under the relevant legislation that has 
emerged since these strategies were formulated 
 
By allowing more allocations to come forward, developers have more options, better 
options and alternatives to select in order to overcome the constraints that hamper 
existing strategies. 
 
The assumption that all committed development will deliver their full potential within the 
plan period is also in doubt.  Many of the constraints facing these sites are economic and, 
over time, conditions will improve to the point where they can come forward. However, 
other sites have fundamental constraints that will not be overcome, such as ownership 
and deficit funding constraints as outlined in PAN 2/2010 
 
PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded: HOU10 of the Edinburgh and the Lothians Structure 
Plan 2015, requires the Lothians Councils to maintain an effective five-year land supply 
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for Edinburgh and the Lothians as a whole. HOU10 states that;  
“Where a Council’s contribution to the effective five-year supply falls below 90% of its 
expected contribution (as identified in Table 3.2), and the shortfall in the Lothian-wide 
housing land supply is also more than 10%, that Council will bring forward additional 
land.  This land will be found within the core development areas and/or in the locations 
specified in HOU 9.  The land will be brought forward by a local plan alteration or, where 
this is not possible, by granting planning permission in advance of local plan adoption, 
provided that the proposals comply with other policies of the structure plan.  The 
infrastructure required to bring forward such sites must either be available or committed.” 
 
In 2010 Homes for Scotland produced a paper on the “Edinburgh and Lothians Structure 
Plan – Updated Housing Land Position 2009”.  Table A; “Housing completions 
programmed to 2015” in this document shows that overall the requirements of HOU10 
are breached and that Midlothian is the area which fails by the greatest margin to meet 
the target with the percentage of Structure plan requirement at 55%.  Therefore action is 
required in the SDP in terms of increased housing numbers and the shortfalls in 
Midlothian should be addressed through much more generous numbers. 
  
PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates: The plan overstates the effective land supply and 
therefore underestimates the shortfall in housing land which could be detrimental to the 
performance of the Region as Scotland’s key economic growth area. 
 
Fife suffers from a significant shortfall in effective land supply against demand which is 
not fully recognised in the plan 
 
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust: Inappropriate use of economic conditions to justify 
constraining housing requirements  
 
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation: Effective land supply should be 
deliverable. 
  
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land: The SDPA has not followed the guidance in Scottish 
Planning Policy in assessing the strategic housing land requirement and the effective 
housing land supply to Year 7 (2019) to be delivered by each of its LDPs. 
 
PAN 2/2010 clarifies what sources of housing land supply can be included in the 
assessment of effective supply excluding any land which is not effective or any sites 
which do not have planning permission.  PAN2/2010 specifically excludes assumptions 
on windfall sites and urban capacity assessments. Constrained sites should also be 
excluded unless it is agreed otherwise. 
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey: Taylor Wimpey are concerned that the SDP relies too 
heavily on the committed development sites being deliverable within the West Lothian 
area. A total of 22,300 housing units are relied upon being deliverable. This equates to 
24% of the committed development sites within the whole SESPlan area. By only 
allocating 500 units between 2009–2019 and 1,250 units between 2019–2024, there is a 
concern that West Lothian Council will not be able to accommodate for the demand in 
housing units over the development plan period and will not have an effective housing 
land supply.  
 
Scottish Planning Policy states that a supply of effective land for at least 5 years should 
be maintained at all times to ensure a continuing generous supply of land for housing.  
The letter to the Heads of Planning in Scotland by Chief Planner James Mackinnon (29 
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October 2010) supports this by stating that ‘in the changed economic climate, maintaining 
an effective 5 year land supply will require a flexible and realistic approach’ and that 
‘constraints may have to be reassessed and the deliverability of sites reconsidered’.  As 
stated above, there is a dependency upon a large number of committed development 
within West Lothian and it is considered that further land should be allocated in the short 
term in order to meet the effective housing land supply. 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates: Approach being adopted in the 
Proposed Plan is one which continues the approach on previous Structure Plans which 
places an unrealistic reliance on large sites. 
 
PP/0167/0008 The Cockburn Association: Given a 23 year supply of housing land based 
on completions over the last five years, do not understand how and why any further 
allocation of housing land is required at this time.   
 
PP/0117/0005 Juniper Green Community Council: Support Policy 5 in that additional land 
for housing development will be located in Strategic Development Areas.  Concerned that 
an insufficient proportion of low cost and affordable housing for rent or purchase will be 
provided. 
 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: The figure of 105,600 used by SESplan assumes that the 
whole of the established land supply in the most recent housing land audits is built out 
over the Plan period to 2032.  It is inevitable, in our view, that this will not be achieved.   
 
Issue 2(b) – Constrained Sites  
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: It is also TW/M&M’s view that the 
existing housing land supply (indicated at 105,600) in Table 2 includes supply from sites 
that are known to be constrained (i.e the site(s) do not fully satisfy the tests of 
effectiveness provided by PAN 2/2010 at para 55). There is no dispute that the Housing 
Land Audit (2010) used is the correct source of information. However it contains sites and 
programming which are not likely to materialise in the current climate. An example of this 
is the change of masterplan for Leith Docks, where the Scottish Government has recently 
announced its regeneration for the renewable energy industry and a significant reduction 
in the planned supply of housing land as a result.  
 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium: Merely allowing allocations to come forward earlier 
assumes those allocations can and will deliver.  This is a false assumption and will not 
provide the flexibility required by the SDP to meet its objectives. 
 
The letter by the Chief Planner of the Scottish Government, Jim Mackinnon to Heads of 
Planning on 29 October 2010 provides clear guidance on the matter. The letter highlights 
the high priority to be attached to ensuring there is a 5 year housing land supply of sites 
that meet the criteria of PAN 2/2010 paragraph 55 (Affordable Housing and Housing 
Land Supply).  
 
Policy 6 of SESplan currently fails to comply with Scottish Government recommendations 
on the use of additional effective sites to augment a failing, non-effective supply. Earlier 
phasing of sites which are no longer effective will do nothing to augment a failing housing 
land supply.  
 
PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Land & Property: It is important that the SDP continues to support 
existing commitments, especially those which are allocated for delivery of strategic 
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development. Support should be focused on the delivery of essential infrastructure i.e. 
education, to enable housing to come forward as soon as possible. Importantly though, 
the SDP must have regard to ongoing issues in relation to delivery and this requires an 
element of built-in flexibility, whilst removing principal reliance on existing committed 
sites.  
 
The SDP must acknowledge, by way of increased additional housing requirement, the 
impact that in-effective sites (committed) can have on the ability of a region to support its 
key workers.  This statement requires the SDP to look at the provision of a generous 
supply of housing land i.e. built-in flexibility, to ensure appropriate needs and demands 
can be met for those people wanting to live and work within this City Region.  It is simply 
not practical to plan for limited additional housing requirement over the period up to 2019, 
as this period itself will be one of the toughest economic climates to date.  The SDP must 
encourage growth, by way of proactive planning policy, to achieve its overall aim of 
sustainable economic growth.  Committed sites, especially those allocated on a strategic 
basis, are by their very nature taking longer to deliver in the present economic climate. 
However, whilst important to support these strategic sites, over-reliance/expectation on 
these sites coming forward in the short term period lacks foresight and this is where the 
SDP must seek to provide for a greater degree of built-in flexibility. 
 
PP/0023/0002 Ashfield Commercial Properties: It is important that the SDP continues to 
support existing commitments, especially those which are allocated for delivery of 
strategic development. Support should be focused on the delivery of essential 
infrastructure i.e. education, to enable housing to come forward as soon as possible.  
Importantly though, the SDP must have regard to ongoing issues in relation to delivery 
and this requires an element of built-in flexibility, whilst removing principal reliance on 
existing committed sites.  
 
The SDP must acknowledge, by way of increased additional housing requirement, the 
impact that in-effective sites (committed) can have on the ability of a region to support its 
key workers.  This statement requires the SDP to look at the provision of a generous 
supply of housing land i.e. built-in flexibility, to ensure appropriate needs and demands 
can be met for those people wanting to live and work within this City Region.  It is simply 
not practical to plan for limited additional housing requirement over the period up to 2019, 
as this period itself will be one of the toughest economic climates to date.  The SDP must 
encourage growth, by way of proactive planning policy, to achieve its overall aim of 
sustainable economic growth.  Committed sites, especially those allocated on a strategic 
basis, are by their very nature taking longer to deliver in the present economic climate. 
However, whilst important to support these strategic sites, over-reliance/expectation on 
these sites coming forward in the short term period lacks foresight and this is where the 
SDP must seek to provide for a greater degree of built-in flexibility. 
 
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates: It is highly unlikely that all of the constrained sites will 
be developed and contribute housing units in the plan period. It is alarming that the Plan 
assumes that 100% of the constrained supply will be developed yet its predecessor the 
Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan assumed that only 30% of the constrained supply 
would yield units over what was a 14 year period.  
 
PP/0025/0002 Banks Group: The definition of committed development given in the 
glossary is simply not correct; just because land is allocated is an entirely different matter 
from being committed development and in the current economic situation much of this 
land described as committed is nowhere committed development. For land to be 
described as committed development, there must be a committed developer; just 
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because the local planning authority is committed to land release does not mean delivery 
automatically follows. 
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: It is also TW/M&M’s view that 
the existing housing land supply (indicated at 105,600) in Table 2 includes supply from 
sites that are known to be constrained (i.e. the site(s) do not fully satisfy the tests of 
effectiveness provided by PAN 2/2010 at para 55). 
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties: The logic that 100%.of all constrained sites will 
come forward is flawed (this will be amplified in the current economic climate). It is likely 
that considerably less than half of all constrained sites will come forward. 
 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: Approach to constrained sites is overly optimistic and 
an allowance for these sites should be for no more than 75% of them coming forward. 
The logic that they will deliver at the rates identified in the SDP is flawed.  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson and Robertson: Paragraph 109 also demonstrates the reliance 
on ‘committed ‘land identified within previous development plans and the Housing land 
Audit 2010.  Given the uncertainties associated with major allocations in West Lothian 
and the infrastructure difficulties in making these sites effective as part of the ongoing 
supply it is considered that the basis for the requirement is unsound (Paragraph 110). 
 
In terms of providing flexibility (Paragraph 113), there is an overreliance on historic 
infrastructure commitments which are unlikely to serve the needs of the housing market 
into the future.  This is not conducive to securing a generous effective supply of land in 
developable locations for market and affordable housing in accordance with SPP and 
Circular 2010 as well as advice from the Governments Chief Planner. 
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: 2.3 At paragraph 23, the Plan suggests that “The 
issue is one of delivery rather than supply”.  The issue is not as simple as delivery and 
supply. It relates more to the allocation (or lack thereof) of a range of effective sites in 
sustainable locations, serving differing market sectors, of varying sizes that could be 
efficiently delivered by the housebuilding industry in Scotland, especially in the early 
phase of the Plan, and where there is a failure of the five year Housing Land Supply.  It is 
wrong to assume that the current economic climate affects only house buyers, and not 
the ability of housebuilders to build houses on sites which are constrained. 

 
2.4 Whilst there may be a place for major strategic allocations, they will not alone deliver 
the housing units required in this Plan period. In Scotland, there have been a large 
number of major strategic allocations over the past 30 years in varying plans, the vast 
majority of which have never delivered a single housing unit, for varying reasons. Those 
that have contributed, such as Dunfermline East, have only done so because the Scottish 
Government funded the essential infrastructure which made the allocation deliverable, 
not the housebuilding industry. In this economic climate, there is unlikely to be 
government funding available for infrastructure, which will place the onus on the 
development industry. Funding sources are limited for such projects, and will inhibit the 
delivery of sites until the market recovers and returns can be guaranteed. Meanwhile, the 
housing need continues and the five-year housing land supply does not exist. 
 
PP/0049/0003 Strawsons Property: We criticise the statement in paragraph 18 that the 
strategy put forward in this Plan “…builds on existing committed development…”  All 
major sites (say over 250 units) that are considered by the SDP as “commitments” should 
be tested to establish whether these sites remain effective.  There is no evidence in the 
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Plan that this process has been carried out with any rigour 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: The assumption that all 
committed development will deliver their full potential within the plan period is also in 
doubt. Many of the constraints facing these sites are economic and, over time, conditions 
will improve to the point where they can come forward. However, other sites have 
fundamental constraints that will not be overcome, such as ownership and deficit funding 
constraints as outlined in PAN 2/2010.  
 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: The HTN then attempts to 
add in output from constrained sites. This assessment appears to be a judgement call of 
Council staff.  Homes for Scotland have confirmed that they have never been asked to 
review these assumptions.  It is therefore naive at best to assume that these sites will 
contribute towards the effective housing land supply in part, let alone in full. 
 
PP/0065/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: The HTN then attempts to add in output 
from constrained sites. This assessment appears to be a judgement call of Council staff. 
Homes for Scotland have confirmed that they have never been asked to review these 
assumptions.  It is therefore naive at best to assume that these sites will contribute 
towards the effective housing land supply in part, let alone in full. 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland: It is based on the assumption that all currently-
constrained sites will become effective in the Plan period, which from experience does 
not happen (Turley’s research on Housing Land Audits 2008 confirms that typically up to 
305 of such land never comes forward – document available at: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2008/01/10103315/0). 
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: As demonstrated in Paragraph 109 of the 
proposed plan, there is currently a reliance on ‘committed’ land identified within previous 
development plans and the Housing Land Audit 2010. We feel that given the 
uncertainties associated with major allocations in East Lothian and the infrastructure 
difficulties in making these sites effective as part of the ongoing supply that the basis for 
the requirement is unsound (Paragraph 110). There is an overreliance on historic 
committed sites, particularly at the Blindwells New Settlement. 
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd: The problem with the methodology under-pinning 
SESplan, is that as well as assuming that 100% of the effective land supply will be 
developed, it is assumed that 100% of constrained sites will also be developed over the 
plan period. 
 
In respect to constrained sites, paragraph 3.5 of the SESplan Housing Technical Note 
indicates that: 
“As the SDP looks at land requirements in the longer term, it is considered appropriate to 
include this source as potentially contributing to the housing land requirement...” 
 
However, as indicated in Tables 8 & 9 of the SESplan Housing Technical Note, it is 
assumed that this potential will be converted into reality. In our view, this is not a reliable 
assumption. 
 
In our view, any contribution from constrained sites should be dealt with at the LDP 
stage, when there may be further information on whether such sites are capable of 
becoming effective, in which case they can be allocated to meet the housing land 
shortfall identified by SESplan. 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

204 

PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: Paragraph 109 also demonstrates the 
reliance on ‘committed ‘land identified within previous development plans and the 
Housing land Audit 2010.  Given the uncertainties associated with major allocations in 
East Lothian and the infrastructure difficulties in making these sites effective as part of 
the ongoing supply it is considered that the basis for the requirement is unsound 
(Paragraph 110). 
 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: The assumption that 
all constrained sites will also deliver is particularly improbable and introduces a significant 
element of unreliable supply into the SESplan calculations, totaling 16,490 units. The 
approved Edinburgh and Lothians Structure Plan allowed for just a proportion of this 
constrained supply (30%) over a shorter plan period. 
 
Homes for Scotland have confirmed that SESplan has not consulted their members prior 
to arriving at this view in relation to constrained sites.  
 
Two sites in particular must be questioned for their ability to deliver housing within the 
plan period.  As recognised by Homes for Scotland in their submission, Blindwells (1600 
units) is disputed almost unanimously by the industry which does not have any faith in its 
ability to deliver housing.  Secondly, Leith Docks continues to form part of the constrained 
land supply in the Housing Land Audit and therefore part of the Housing Land Supply in 
SESplan.  Recent announcements have made clear that this site will deliver 1312 units, 
and not the 18,000 currently accounted for. 
 
The deletion of these two sites alone from the supply and the removal of the windfall 
allocation results in the housing land shortfall increasing by 35,288 units to 69,488 units.  
This simply demonstrates how sensitive the SDP is to the failure of large sites to come 
forward as programmed. 
 
PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK: Within the current economic climate there is concern that 
committed development will fail to deliver. In the West Lothian SDA it is clear that the 
delivery of committed development depends upon prior completion of large amounts of 
infrastructure 
 
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton: Concern that that the SDP is too dependant upon on the 
committed development sites being deliverable within the East Lothian area. There is a 
concern that East Lothian Council will not be able to accommodate for the demand in 
housing units over the development plan period and will not have an effective housing 
land supply. There is the ability for some of the existing settlements within the East 
Lothian SDA to accommodate a limited amount of growth without putting pressure on the 
existing infrastructure and environmental capacity. 
 
Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 71) allows for ‘allocating a generous supply of land 
for housing in the development plan’ which ‘will give the flexibility necessary for the 
continued delivery of new housing even if unpredictable changes to the effective land 
supply occur during the life of the plan’.  
 
SPP states that a supply of effective land for at least 5 years should be maintained at all 
times to ensure a continuing generous supply of land for housing. The letter to the Heads 
of Planning in Scotland by Chief Planner James Mackinnon (29 October 2010) supports 
this by stating that ‘in the changed economic climate, maintaining an effective 5 year land 
supply will require a flexible and realistic approach’ and that ‘constraints may have to be 
reassessed and the deliverability of sites reconsidered’.  
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PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Constrained sites should not be included in the 
assessment as there is no guarantee that these could be made effective during the 
lifetime of the plan.  
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate: Optimistically, the 
Proposed Plan assumes that in addition to all of the ‘effective’ supply being developed to 
2032, all of the ‘constrained’ sites will also be brought forward within this timeframe. This 
assumption is considered to be wholly unrealistic and contrary to the advice given by the 
Scottish Government in relation to the Glasgow & Clyde Valley SDP above. 
 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust: 
Table 2 should be amended to amend the “existing housing land supply” to read 
“effective” and amend the figure to approximately 97,200; remove windfall add flexibility 
(10%). Amend the shortfall to approximately 65,700 over the plan period. 
 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey: The following main conclusions can be reached in respect 
to SESplan’s approach to housing supply and demand: 
 
�There is an assumption that the whole of the Established Land Supply will be 
developed within the Plan period.  This is wholly unrealistic, and only the effective land 
supply should be discounted.  It will be for LDPs to assess whether or not constrained 
sites are capable of development. 
�There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units will contribute to the housing land 
requirement.  Not only do we consider this to be a significant over-estimate, to count 
them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010.  In our view, windfall should be treated as flexibility 
to make up for probable losses to the effective housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh 
Waterfront. 
 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the likelihood 
of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to identify 
additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area 
 
The release of further effective housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and 
viable locations is therefore required and these must be capable of delivery throughout 
the plan period, including the period pr e-2019. 
 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land: Request a  proper and realistic re-appraisal of the likelihood 
of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to identify 
additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area 
 
The release of further effective housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and 
viable locations is therefore required and these must be capable of delivery throughout 
the plan period, including the period pr e-2019. 
 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the 
likelihood of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to 
identify additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area 
 
The release of further effective housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and 
viable locations is therefore required and these must be capable of delivery throughout 
the plan period, including the period pr e-2019. 
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PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes: If committed development shows no signs of being 
delivered within projected timescales the release of alternative sites will not undermine its 
eventual delivery. 
 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes: The Plan continues to promote residential sites, which 
have been programmed for a number of years, Even at times of a more buoyant 
economy allocations such as this have proved difficult to deliver because of the size of 
the sites and the amount of essential infrastructure which has to be put in place prior to 
development commencing. It must realistically be assumed that the current financial 
situation will make the likelihood of development such as this happening even more 
problematic.  
 
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: Paragraph 109 also demonstrates the reliance on 
‘committed ‘land identified within previous development plans and the Housing land Audit 
2010. Given the uncertainties associated with major allocations in Midlothian and the 
infrastructure difficulties in making these sites effective as part of the ongoing supply it is 
considered that the basis for the requirement is unsound (Paragraph 110). Accordingly 
compensatory provision needs to be made in LDPs and through the mechanisms for 
flexibility in phasing. 
 
PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley: A situation is arriving in Fife where serious doubts have 
been raised over the effectiveness of the majority of the housing land due to the 
complexity of achieving implementation under a multi partnership, multi owner scenario 
where prohibitive infrastructure costs have impacted on delivery.   
 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises: A situation is arriving in Fife where serious doubts have 
been raised over the effectiveness of the majority of the housing land due to the 
complexity of achieving implementation under a multi partnership, multi owner scenario 
where prohibitive infrastructure costs have impacted on delivery.   
 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning: There is an assumption that the whole of the Established 
Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly unrealistic, and only 
the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to assess whether or 
not constrained sites are capable of development. 
 
PP/131/0002 SEEDCo: There is an assumption that the whole of the Established Land 
Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly unrealistic, and only the 
effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to assess whether or not 
constrained sites are capable of development. 
 
PP/0132/0001 Holder Planning for Persimmon Homes: There is an assumption that the 
whole of the Established Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is 
wholly unrealistic, and only the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for 
LDPs to assess whether or not constrained sites are capable of development. 
 
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes: There is an assumption that the whole of the Established 
Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly unrealistic, and only 
the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to assess whether or 
not constrained sites are capable of development. 
 
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey: There is an assumption that the whole of the Established 
Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly unrealistic, and only 
the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to assess whether or 
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not constrained sites are capable of development. 
 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development: There is an assumption that the whole of the 
Established Land Supply will be developed within the Plan period. This is wholly 
unrealistic, and only the effective land supply should be discounted. It will be for LDPs to 
assess whether or not constrained sites are capable of development. 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group: The result of economic changes has left many allocations 
across the SESplan area ineffective and, due to a combination of factors, will be unable 
to contribute to the aims of the SDP. More pertinently, these sites would fail to meet the 
criteria set out in paragraph 55 of PAN 2/2010 (Affordable Housing and Land Supply) on 
effectiveness and freedom from constraints.  Where allocated sites have not delivered 
housing to date, such sites should be reassessed under the relevant legislation that has 
emerged since these strategies were formulated 
 
By allowing more allocations to come forward, developers have more options, better 
options and alternatives to select in order to overcome the constraints that hamper 
existing strategies. 
 
The assumption that all committed development will deliver their full potential within the 
plan period is also in doubt.  Many of the constraints facing these sites are economic and, 
over time, conditions will improve to the point where they can come forward.  However, 
other sites have fundamental constraints that will not be overcome, such as ownership 
and deficit funding constraints as outlined in PAN 2/2010. 
 
PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded: HOU10 of the Edinburgh and the Lothians Structure 
Plan 2015, requires the Lothians Councils to maintain an effective five-year land supply 
for Edinburgh and the Lothians as a whole. HOU10 states that;  
 
“Where a Council’s contribution to the effective five-year supply falls below 90% of its 
expected contribution (as identified in Table 3.2), and the shortfall in the Lothian-wide 
housing land supply is also more than 10%, that Council will bring forward additional 
land.  This land will be found within the core development areas and/or in the locations 
specified in HOU 9.  The land will be brought forward by a local plan alteration or, where 
this is not possible, by granting planning permission in advance of local plan adoption, 
provided that the proposals comply with other policies of the structure plan.  The 
infrastructure required to bring forward such sites must either be available or committed.” 
  
In 2010 Homes for Scotland produced a paper on the “Edinburgh and Lothians Structure 
Plan – Updated Housing Land Position 2009”.  Table A; “Housing completions 
programmed to 2015” in this document shows that overall the requirements of HOU10 
are breached and that Midlothian is the area which fails by the greatest margin to meet 
the target with the percentage of Structure plan requirement at 55%.  Therefore action is 
required in the SDP in terms of increased housing numbers and the shortfalls in 
Midlothian should be addressed through much more generous numbers.  
 
PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates: The plan overstates the effective land supply and 
therefore underestimates the shortfall in housing land which could be detrimental to the 
performance of the Region as Scotland’s key economic growth area. 
 
Fife suffers from a significant shortfall in effective land supply against demand which is 
not fully recognised in the plan. 
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PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust: Inappropriate use of economic conditions to justify 
constraining housing requirements. 
  
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land: The SDPA has not followed the guidance in Scottish 
Planning Policy in assessing the strategic housing land requirement and the effective 
housing land supply to Year 7 (2019) to be delivered by each of its LDPs. 
 
PAN 2/2010 clarifies what sources of housing land supply can be included in the 
assessment of effective supply excluding any land which is not effective or any sites 
which do not have planning permission.  Constrained sites should also be excluded 
unless it is agreed otherwise. 
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey: Taylor Wimpey are concerned that the SDP relies too 
heavily on the committed development sites being deliverable within the West Lothian 
area. A total of 22,300 housing units are relied upon being deliverable. This equates to 
24% of the committed development sites within the whole SESPlan area. By only 
allocating 500 units between 2009–2019 and 1,250 units between 2019–2024, there is a 
concern that West Lothian Council will not be able to accommodate for the demand in 
housing units over the development plan period and will not have an effective housing 
land supply. 
 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: Any contribution from constrained sites should be dealt 
with at the LDP stage, when there may be further information on whether such sites are 
capable of becoming effective, in which case they can be allocated to meet the housing 
land shortfall identified by SESplan.   
 
Issue 2(c) – Inclusion of windfall sites  
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes: The Proposed Plan includes windfall therefore does not 
comply with PAN 2/2010. 
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: Table 2 in the SDP also shows a 
windfall assumption in the supply (of 17,000 units). This is contrary to Planning Advice 
Note 2/2010 Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits – which clearly states that 
windfall sites are “by definition not part of the housing land supply” (para 62 of PAN 
2/2010). 
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties: Windfall sites should not be included as part of 
housing land calculation until they have planning permission.  
 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: Windfall sites should not be included as part of 
housing land calculation until they have planning permission.  
 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium: In calculating housing land supply shown in table 2, 
windfall sites have been included in the supply amounting to 17,000 units. This is in direct 
contradiction to PAN 2/2010 paragraph 62 which states that windfall sites are by 
definition not part of planning housing supply. 
  
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates: The conclusions and assumptions adopted on the 
part of windfall development plays in contributing towards the base supply are contrary to 
the terms of PAN 2/2010. As a consequence the Plan over estimates the existing housing 
land supply and the anticipated contribution from windfall sites and accordingly 
underestimates the shortfall. 
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PP/0136/0003 Mactaggart & Mickel: As detailed in SPP (para 81) the private sector 
should be involved in reviewing or commenting on Urban Capacity Studies, and that 
these documents should be publically available. It is highlighted in PAN 2/2010, para 62, 
that windfall provision should bnpt be counted against calculating future housing land 
requirements. In deriving the 17,000 windfall assumption, the input from the private 
sector to the Urban Capacity Study that informed this figure has been exceptionally 
limited and the supporting documents are not available to review. It is considered that 
without complete information the windfall assumption is high and should not be calculated 
as part of the housing land requirement.  
 
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land: The SDPA has not followed the guidance in Scottish 
Planning Policy in assessing the strategic housing land requirement and the effective 
housing land supply to Year 7 (2019) to be delivered by each of its LDPs. 
 
PAN 2/2010 clarifies what sources of housing land supply can be included in the 
assessment of effective supply excluding any land which is not effective or any sites 
which do not have planning permission.  PAN2/2010 specifically excludes assumptions 
on windfall sites and urban capacity assessments.  
 
PP/0044/0004 Hallam Land Management: Calculation of the effective land supply has 
been inflated contrary to Scottish Government policy by the inclusion of windfall sites etc. 
Consequently, the omission of these ineligible sources of land supply is that further land 
releases are required. Fife Council has already conceded this point at the Dunfermline & 
West Fife Local Plan Examination. 
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: Windfall sites are assumed to provide 17,000 
units over the Plan period, based on Urban Capacity Studies carried out in 2009. Again, 
SPP and the PAN are both clear and unambiguous that windfall sites do not form part of 
the established housing land supply and should not be included in the relevant 
calculations. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: In calculating housing land 
supply shown in table 2, windfall sites have been included in the supply amounting to 
17,000 units. This is in direct contradiction to PAN 2/2010 paragraph 62 which states that 
windfall sites are by definition not part of planning housing supply.  
 
PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey: Calculation of the effective land supply has been inflated 
contrary to Scottish Government policy by the inclusion of windfall sites etc. As a 
consequence, the omission of these ineligible sources of land supply is that further land 
releases are required. Fife Council has already conceded this point at the Dunfermline & 
West Fife Local Plan Examination; 
 
PP/0057/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG: Please refer to the representation submitted on 
behalf of Taylor Wimpey by Holder Planning 
 
PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: The HTN adds a 'windfall' 
assumption to the supply. This is contrary to para.62 of PAN2/10 - which clearly states 
that 'windfall' should not be assumed as part of the future land supply.  
 
According to PAN2/2010: 'Windfall Sites arise unexpectedly and are by definition not part 
of the planned housing supply.  These are opportunities for new housing involving the 
reuse or redevelopment of previously developed sites i.e. brownfield sites which were not 
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included within the development plan and are not counted towards meeting the housing 
land requirement'.  
 
The PAN goes on to state: 'They might be included as part of the established supply in 
the audit as a result of an urban capacity study where the site is considered to have 
potential for housing development.  These sites should count towards meeting the 
housing land requirements only once planning permission has been grated for residential 
development and it is considered to be effective or is being developed.'  
According to Homes for Scotland, the implication of these changes, be deleting 'windfall' 
and applying reasonable, defensible assumptions about the level of constrained sites that 
will deliver units, the housing land shortfall figure changes significantly from that shown in 
Table 2 of the Proposed Plan. 
 
PP/0059/0002 Bellway Homes: Calculation of the effective land supply has been inflated 
contrary to Scottish Government policy by the inclusion of windfall sites etc. As a 
consequence, the omission of these ineligible sources of land supply is that further land 
releases are required. Fife Council has already conceded this point at the Dunfermline & 
West Fife Local Plan Examination; 
 
PP/0064/0007 Wallace Land Investment + Management: Calculation of the effective land 
supply has been inflated contrary to Scottish Government policy by the inclusion of 
windfall sites etc. As a consequence, the omission of these ineligible sources of land 
supply is that further land releases are required. Fife Council has already conceded this 
point at the Dunfermline & West Fife Local Plan Examination; 
 
PP/0065/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: The HTN adds a 'windfall' assumption to 
the supply. This is contrary to para 62 of PAN2/10 - which clearly states that 'windfall' 
should not be assumed as part of the future land supply.  
 
According to PAN2/2010: 'Windfall Sites arise unexpectedly and are by definition not part 
of the planned housing supply.  These are opportunities for new housing involving the 
reuse or redevelopment of previously developed sites i.e. brownfield sites which were not 
included within the development plan and are not counted towards meeting the housing 
land requirement'.  
 
The PAN goes on to state:  
'They might be included as part of the established supply in the audit as a result of an 
urban capacity study where the site is considered to have potential for housing 
development.  These sites should count towards meeting the housing land requirements 
only once planning permission has been grated for residential development and it is 
considered to be effective or is being developed.'  
 
According to Homes for Scotland, the implication of these changes, be deleting 'windfall' 
and applying reasonable, defensible assumptions about the level of constrained sites that 
will deliver units, the housing land shortfall figure changes significantly from that shown in 
Table 2 of the Proposed Plan. 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland: windfall should not be counted against housing land 
requirements. This principle is clearly established in Pan 2/2010 paragraph 62, and has 
been accepted by Fife Council at the Dunfermline and West Fife Local Plan Inquiry. 
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd: As indicated in Table 2 of SESplan it is assumed 
that 17,000 house completions will arise from windfall development. Not only do we 
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consider this to be a significant over-estimate of the possible output, counting windfall 
sites towards meeting the Housing Requirement is in direct contradiction of PAN 2/2010 
paragraph 62. 
 
However, as described in paragraphs 3.7 to 3.10 of the SESplan Housing Technical 
Note, a forecast of windfall development has been made based on the Urban Capacity 
Study undertaken in 2009.  These sites do not have planning permission and are not 
considered to be effective.  Consequently they should not be included in the calculation 
of the new housing land requirement and, in our view, should be treated as flexibility to 
meet shortfalls in the predicted output from the established housing land supply. 
 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Table 2 sets out the 
total supply and identified housing land shortfall. This has been derived from Table 28 of 
the Housing Technical Note. This table erroneously includes as part of the supply a 
windfall assumption of 17,000. 
 
This is directly contrary to Scottish Government guidance in PAN 2/2010 paragraph 62, 
which states that windfall sites are by definition not part of the planned housing land 
supply. 
 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: The inclusion of windfall assumption runs contrary 
to para 62. Of Pan 2/10. As per Pan 2/10 windfall sites should only be included once 
planning permission has been granted and the site is considered effective or in 
development.  
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate: Thirdly, the Housing 
Technical Note assumes that just over 17,000no additional ‘windfall’ homes will be 
provided throughout the SESplan area up to 2032. This assumption directly contradicts 
the advice outlined in PAN 2/2010 which states that ‘windfall’ sites should count towards 
meeting the housing land requirement “only once planning permission has been granted 
for residential development and is considered to be effective or is being developed”. 
(Paragraph 62) On the basis that the 17,000no figure has been derived from an Urban 
Capacity Study undertaken in 2009, it cannot reasonably be included in the calculations. 
 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: The windfall allowance assumptions are contrary to 
PAN 2/2010 
 
PP/0096/0002 R and A Kennedy: Table 2 includes an allowance for windfall assumption, 
some 17,000 units. It is clear from PAN 2/2010 (paragraph 62) that such sites (and 
related allowance), which are unplanned by definition, should only count towards the land 
requirement once granted planning permission or being developed.  Therefore, they 
should not, as is being set out in Table 2, form part of the planned land supply, thereby 
effectively adding a further 17,000 units to the shortfall figure. 
 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust: 
Table 2 should be amended to amend the “existing housing land supply” to read 
“effective” and amend the figure to approximately 97,200; remove windfall add flexibility 
(10%). Amend the shortfall to approximately 65,700 over the plan period. 
 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey:  
The following main conclusions can be reached in respect to SESplan’s approach to 
housing supply and demand: 
�There is an assumption that the whole of the Established Land Supply will be 
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developed within the Plan period.  This is wholly unrealistic, and only the effective land 
supply should be discounted.  It will be for LDPs to assess whether or not constrained 
sites are capable of development. 
�There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units will contribute to the housing land 
requirement. Not only do we consider this to be a significant over-estimate, to count them 
at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010.  In our view, windfall should be treated as flexibility to 
make up for probable losses to the effective housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh 
Waterfront. 
 
PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley: The inclusion of windfall has artificially reduced the shortfall. 
The inclusion of windfall is contrary to PAN 2/2010. Practically, from a historical 
perspective windfall sites have come from the redevelopment of brownfield land and 
further opportunities will be limited. There is no information as to how the windfall 
allowance will be apportioned over the sub regional areas.   
 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises: The inclusion of windfall has artificially reduced the 
shortfall. The inclusion of windfall is contrary to PAN 2/2010. Practically, from a historical 
perspective windfall sites have come from the redevelopment of brownfield land and 
further opportunities will be limited. There is no information as to how the windfall 
allowance will be apportioned over the sub regional areas.   
 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning: There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units will 
contribute to the housing land requirement. Not only do we consider this to be a 
significant over-estimate, to count them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010. In our view, 
windfall should be treated as flexibility to make up for probable losses to the effective 
housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh Waterfront. 
 
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo: There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units will contribute 
to the housing land requirement. Not only do we consider this to be a significant over-
estimate, to count them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010. In our view, windfall should be 
treated as flexibility to make up for probable losses to the effective housing land supply 
e.g. Edinburgh Waterfront. 
 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes: There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units will 
contribute to the housing land requirement. Not only do we consider this to be a 
significant over-estimate, to count them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010. In our view, 
windfall should be treated as flexibility to make up for probable losses to the effective 
housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh Waterfront. 
 
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes: There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units will 
contribute to the housing land requirement. Not only do we consider this to be a 
significant over-estimate, to count them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010. In our view, 
windfall should be treated as flexibility to make up for probable losses to the effective 
housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh Waterfront. 
 
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey: There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units will 
contribute to the housing land requirement. Not only do we consider this to be a 
significant over-estimate, to count them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010. In our view, 
windfall should be treated as flexibility to make up for probable losses to the effective 
housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh Waterfront. 
 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development: There is an assumption that 17,000 windfall units 
will contribute to the housing land requirement. Not only do we consider this to be a 
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significant over-estimate, to count them at all is contrary to PAN 2/2010. In our view, 
windfall should be treated as flexibility to make up for probable losses to the effective 
housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh Waterfront. 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group: Windfall should not be counted against housing land 
requirements. This principle is clearly established in Pan 2/2010 paragraph 62. 
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government: We also note that windfall sites have been included 
in the established supply, rather than as an element of additional flexibility, different to 
that suggested in paragraph 62 of PAN2/2010: Affordable Housing and Housing Land 
Audits 
 
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust: Windfall can be used to augment housing land supply, 
but should not form part of the effective land supply 
 
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation: Windfall can be used to augment 
housing land supply, but should not form part of the effective land supply 
 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: It is assumed that 17,000 house completions will arise 
from windfall development.  Not only do we consider this to be a significant over-estimate 
of the possible output, counting windfall sites towards meeting the housing requirement is 
in direct contradiction of PAN 2/2010.  Sites identified in the Urban Capacity Study do not 
have planning permission and are not considered to be effective.  Consequently they 
should not be included in the calculation of the new housing land requirement and in our 
view should be treated as flexibility to meet shortfalls in the predicted output from the 
established housing land supply.     
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Issue 2(a) – Assumptions in relation to Effective Land Supply  
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes: Non stated 
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: Modifications sought require clarity over numbers 
and committed development in particular in order to allow a generous allocation of land 
for market recovery.  A realistic view needs to be taken on delivery to meet housing 
requirements and the need for sustainable development to promote market and 
economic recovery.  We are therefore seeking a full review of the assumptions 
underpinning Policy 5. 
 
In general there needs to be greater consistency with SPP and associated Government 
Guidance as well as internally within the SDP where different SDAs are defined in 
relation to the West Lothian HMA.  Furthermore the modifications should re-balance 
historic commitments with pipeline sites and take a view on effectiveness and delivery in 
respect of other factors including sustainable place-making. 
 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium: A full review of this section is required 
 
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates: Non stated 
 
PP/0025/0002 Banks Group 
Table 2 - The existing housing land supply should be reduced by at least 19,000 units. 
Table 3 - The figures should  be adjusted as follows: 
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The figure of 28,500 attributed to Edinburgh Waterfront should be reduced to 10,500 
units. 
Ore Leven/Ore Valley figures should be adjusted in that row to 4,800 as committed 
development, 400 units from 2014 to 2019 and 700 units from 2019 to 2024 whilst the 
last figure of 24,050 should be increased by 500. These are the changes we believe are 
necessary only  as  result of the reduction in committed development in the current 
Lochgelly SDA and do not reflect other changes which are required as a result of the 
changed position at Edinburgh Waterfront and may require some of that adjustment to be 
accommodated in Fife. 
Table 4 - Figures for Fife should be changed from 24,500 to 23,600, 28,000 to 27,100, 
700 from 2009 to 2019 changed to 800 and 1200 from 2019 to 2024 changed to 1,400 
units with the final figure of 24,050 increased by at least 500 units. 
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: It is therefore contented that the 
Land Requirement in Table 2 is under-calculated, i.e. the housing land shortfall of 34,200 
units should be increased to ensure the Land Requirement meets SPP. The increase 
may be to a shortfall of around 60,000 units. 
 
PP/0031/0012 Forth Ports Ltd: The Housing Land Requirement section requires to 
recognise that the housing led mixed use redevelopment proposed by the extant 
Development Plan at the Port of Leith will not proceed. The Port will remain in operational 
use and is identified as a location for port operations and off-shore wind integrated 
manufacturing as identified by the National Renewables Infrastructure Plan (N-RIP).  
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties: A brownfield allowance of ay 10% of the housing 
allocation for each area should be incorporated to create a reliable indicator of likely 
windfall contribution. The allowance for constraints should be no greater than 30%. 
Planning authorities should be required to identify sires to meet this shortfall in 
constrained sits through additional allocations in the LDP. 
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson and Robertson: Modifications sought require clarity over 
numbers and committed development in particular in order to allow a generous allocation 
of land for market recovery.  A realistic view needs to be taken on delivery to meet 
housing requirements and the need for sustainable development to promote market and 
economic recovery.  
 
PP/0136/0007 Mactaggart & Mickel: There should be wording contained in Policy 5, 
which indicates that if the existing land requirement does not produce units consistent 
with the numbers identified from the effective and constrained supply, that ‘triggers; are 
put in place to allocate any shortfall from this source, the existing housing land supply via 
local development plans. This should be reviewed to ensure the existing housing land 
supply is delivering the housing units required in the period up to 2019. 2024 and 2032. 
There should therefore be additional wording/bullet point in Policy 5 – Housing Land 
requirement which reads: 
 
If via the annual HLA assessment of annual completions and effective and constrained 
sites, there is a shortfall in the existing housing land supply in the period to 2019, 2024 
and 2032, then LDPs will be compelled to address any such shortfall via new housing 
allocations.  
 
PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation: Non stated 
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PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: Figure 1 should be amended to include the 
effective housing land supply, both within and outwith SDAs. 
 
An additional Figure 1a should be inserted after Figure 1 which should illustrate the 
Strategic Development areas only. Amend text of Paragraph 23 by deleting the final 
sentence, and by inserting “effective” in sentence three before land.  
Delete “Existing” and replace with “Effective” at Row 2 of Table 2. 
 
PP/0049/0003 Strawsons Property: Those sites that have a capacity of 250 units or more 
and which are included within the “commitments” referred to in the Plan shall be reviewed 
to test whether they remain effective.  Any sites that are no longer effective shall be 
replaced by sites which can demonstrate effectiveness.  
 
PP/0054/0005 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: It is proposed that para 23 be 
amended as follows: “There is a significant amount of land already allocated across the 
SESplan area in existing development plans, which based on a five year completion 
average rate equates to a 21 year supply. It is evident that completions of housing 
developments have been reduced by the economic downturn, with the programmed 
effective five year housing land supply significantly reduced as a result.  
 
PP/0054/0006 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Paragraph 25 states:  
 
“Allocating further development land in the short term would undermine existing 
development plan strategies and provide for an over-allocation of housing land.”  
Proposed alternative wording:  
 
“Allocating further development land in the short term will be required to provide the 
ability for the council to maintain an effective 5 year land supply at all times. This would 
allow the delivery of housing on sites that are effective and allow additional options to 
help overcome housing land supply shortages”.  
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: A full review of this section is 
required. 
 
PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey: Modify text in paragraph 110 in the Proposed Plan. 
 
Insert Table D: Effective Land Supply from Housing Land Audit 2010 as set out below. 
 
Delete paragraph 110 and replace with the following text: 
110 The effective housing land supply across the region for each of its LDPs has been 
derived following guidance set out in PAN 2/2010. The effective housing land supply is 
based on the findings from Housing Land Audit 2010. Only sites which are effective, with 
planning permission, and which are not constrained have been included in the 
assessment of the effective land supply. An assumption for small sites is also included. 
 
The representation includes a table setting out a proposed calculation of the  effective 
land supply available from Audit 2010 over the period 2009 to 2019 
 
PP/0058/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: The Scottish Government 
responded to SESplan on the Main Issues Report, by letter dated 27 August 2010, 
expressing concern about key areas, the most significant of which was around the supply 
of land for housing. The Scottish Government expressed concerns that '…on current 
evidence the plan may not deliver the generous and effective supply of land that is 
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required.' The Scottish Government went on to advise that it would be a high priority to 
address this in developing the Proposed Plan.  
 
We are not convinced that SESplan has given sufficient weight to the concerns of the 
Scottish Government or the development industry in the publication of the Proposed Plan 
in its current form.  The Proposed Plan growth strategy also runs counter to assisting the 
pressing need for affordable housing within the SESplan area.  Limiting new mainstream 
housing allocations in the SESplan area to 3,300 units between 2009 and 2019, with the 
bulk of new housing planned post 2024 in areas with an acute shortage of affordable 
housing, will simply exacerbate the problem of affordable housing provision for the 
SESplan area and will stall the delivery of such accommodation.  We maintain that 
SESplan should be more proactive in bringing forward suitable additional development 
land for mainstream housing, timeously, which can ensure the delivery of a generous and 
'effective' supply of housing land and which can contribute to affordable housing provision 
as appropriate. 
 
PP/0065/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: The last line of paragraph 109 should be 
amended or deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect the revised shortfall identified 
in Holder Planning Table A 
Paragraph 111 should be replaced as follows: 
The housing land shortfall for the periods 2009-2019 and 2019-2024 are identified in 
Tables 3 and 4, split by Council areas and Strategic Development Areas respectively. 
Also indicated is the possible scale and location of housing growth from 2024-2032 for 
those areas. 
  
Policy 5 should be amended as follows: Policy 5 Housing Land 
The Strategic Development Plan identifies that there is a requirement for land for 107,545 
new homes to be identified over the period 2009- to 2024.  As set out in Tables 3 and 4, 
Local Development Plans will allocate sites capable of development to meet the 
requirement in full within the identified Strategic Development Areas over the period to 
2019 (30,600 units) and 2019  2024 (13,800 units), and any additional land to maintain a 
continuous 5-year land supply at all times. 
 
PP/0065/0005 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: We maintain that SESplan should be more 
proactive in bringing forward suitable additional development land for mainstream 
housing, timeously, which can ensure the delivery of a generous and 'effective' supply of 
housing land and which can contribute to affordable housing provision as appropriate. 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland: The text plus Tables 3 and 4 should be redrafted. 
The housing requirement should be recalculated with regard to the requirements of SPP, 
including generosity and flexibility, and with regard to a balance of physical and 
marketability issues.  
 
LDPs may be given direction as to priorities for meeting the gross requirements e.g. to 
establish firstly the deliverability of the constrained land supply.  The Strategic Plan 
should not make such assumptions and should not net these assumptions from the gross 
requirement.  
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: Modifications should re-balance historic 
commitments with pipeline sites and take a realistic view on effectiveness and delivery to 
accommodate new housing to meet current pressures. 
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PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd: It would be logical to reverse the order of 
SESplan Tables 3 & 4 i.e. firstly to identify the housing land requirement and shortfall by 
local authority and then identify the specific locations where allocations are to be made. 
Thus we propose anew Table 3 which is an amended version of current Table 4.  Current 
Table 4 does not identify the housing land requirement by Council area, and as described 
in the previous sections of this representation, this is required as a basis to monitor and 
maintain a 5 year land supply.  The first column of new Table 3 should therefore identify 
the Housing Requirement as identified in Holder Planning Table E.  New Table 3 can 
then be simplified by the second column simply identifying the Effective Supply, but not 
windfall and constrained sites.  From this the Housing Land Shortfall can then be 
identified, split by phase and by Council area, as identified in Holder Planning Table F. 
 
PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: The outcomes from the HNDA are unclear 
and will lead to an overly restrictive approach suppressing demand and increasing the 
pressure on existing non effective commitments to deliver. This is already leading to 
undesirable applications being lodged in advance of the LDP process. 
 
The SDP needs to genuinely promote sustainable development and housing in 
appropriate and deliverable locations across East Lothian including key service centres 
and hubs such as Prestonpans without an overreliance on the defined SDA committed 
/preferred developments.  
 
Key modifications require to increase land supply, with a greater emphasis on earlier 
deliver for market recovery. LDPs need to be given greater flexibility to allocate in 
alternative sites that do not require heavy infrastructure investment. A finer grained 
approach is needed to meet local needs in East Lothian is required to reduce 
overreliance on Blindwells. 
 
Furthermore it must take a flexible approach to allocations and re-phasing in order that 
feasible and viable development proposals such as Prestonpans can be delivered 
effectively through the planning process. 
 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: The Wemyss & 
March Estate and SCC support the submission of Homes for Scotland, of which they are 
a member. Homes for Scotland queries evidence on population, housing land supply and 
demand, which the organisation believes is flawed. On the basis of this, the SESplan 
section on housing will require a complete review.  
 
PP/0074/0009 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Paragraph 23 states: 
 
“There is also a significant amount of land already allocated across the SESplan area 
within existing development plans, which based on a five year average completion rate 
equates to 21 years supply.  It is evident that completions of housing developments have 
been reduced by the economic downturn, with the programmed effective five year 
housing land supply significantly reduced as a result.  The issue is one of delivery rather 
than supply.”  
 
It is proposed that this paragraph be amended as follows:  
“There is a significant amount of land already allocated across the SESplan area in 
existing development plans, which based on a five year completion average rate equates 
to a 21 year supply.  It is evident that completions of housing developments have been 
reduced by the economic downturn, with the programmed effective five year housing land 
supply significantly reduced as a result.  
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There are two issues at play here.  The first is delivery.  The other is the nature of the 
supply.  
 
Some sites are unconstrained by the factors set out in paragraph 55 of PAN 2/2010 but 
continue to be slow to deliver housing due to the nature of the current housing market. 
Other sites are constrained by fundamental problems associated with ownership, 
infrastructure, site conditions etc. Even in an improved market, the costs associated with 
removing severe constraints from sites can render allocated sites ineffective.  
 
PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK: There should be flexibility within the Proposed Plan to review 
the ‘status’ of committed allocations in the future to consider the wider implications o non 
deliver of these sites for the overall development strategy and any new replacement 
housing land required 
 
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton: 
Table 3 – Housing Land Requirement by Strategic Development Area 
Increase number of units to be allocated within East Lothian between 2009–2024 
Table 4 – Housing Land Requirement by Local Authority 
Increase number of units to be allocated within East Lothian between 2009–2024 
 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: The total housing requirement figure in tables 3 
and 4 should be amended to reflect amendments emanating from the reconsideration of 
the inclusion of constrained and windfall sites.  
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate: On the basis of the 
above, the assumptions and methodologies used to establish the housing land 
requirement and associated phasing for the SESplan region up to 2032 requires to be 
comprehensively reassessed 
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be 
amended to reflect the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A  
 
PP/0089/0003 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken: The last line of paragraph 109 should be 
amended or deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites.  
Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect the revised shortfall identified 
in Holder Planning Table A  
 
PP/0094/0001 Muir Homes: The allocation level for new residential land releases 
requires to be altered in order to allow greater flexibility in delivery. Preferably, provision 
should be made for allocations to address the 3500 unit shortfall to 2019.  This is 
considered the most appropriate response. 
 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: Windfall assumptions should be removed from the 
shortfall. 
 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy: The SESplan Housing Land Requirement as defined 
within the HNDA should be planned for in full otherwise the rationale for this should be 
fully justified. If this approach is not to be supported, Table 2 (using the figures present 
outlined) should be amended to remove Windfall Assumption and therefore the overall 
Housing Land Shortfall should be increased to 51,200 units.  This figure should also be 
used/assessed elsewhere in the Plan as required. 
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PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust: 
Amend Table 2 to include only the “Effective” land supply (and adjust this for Leith 
Docks); remove windfall housing; add 10-20% to reflect a generous supply of housing 
land. 
 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey: The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended or 
deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of 
windfall sites. 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates: Request a proper and realistic re-
appraisal of the likelihood of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well 
as the need to identify additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area 
 
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group: The release of further effective housing land in 
marketable, accessible, sustainable and viable locations is required and these must be 
capable of delivery throughout the plan period, including the period pre-2019. 
 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the 
likelihood of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to 
identify additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the likelihood 
of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to identify 
additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the 
likelihood of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to 
identify additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the likelihood 
of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to identify 
additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area 
 
The release of further effective housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and 
viable locations is therefore required and these must be capable of delivery throughout 
the plan period, including the period pre-2019. 
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes: The Spatial Strategy 3rd Paragraph 1st line remove ‘not 
undermine’ to read: “New development proposals will complement the delivery of existing 
committed development.” 
 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes: Additional allocations, which can realistically make up 
the shortfall in the short to medium term, need to be brought forward as a matter of 
urgency. 
 
Page 39: Paragraph 109 – 6th line, 2nd last sentence to read “The SDP will continue to 
support these existing commitments ‘where they can realistically be delivered within the 
timescales envisaged’ as identified in Housing Land Audit 2010 (HLA 2010).” 
 
PP/0114/0001 RFA Development Planning for Donald Laird: Furthermore the 
modifications should re-balance historic commitments with pipeline sites and take a view 
on effectiveness and delivery that is realistic and incorporates development economics. It 
is inconceivable that given the nature of recent development across this SDA that a piece 
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of marginal Green Belt on the urban fringe should preclude further opportunities for 
sustainable development.  
 
PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley: Non stated 
 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises: Non stated 
 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to 
reflect the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A 
 
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect the 
revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A 
 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to 
reflect the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A 
 
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect 
the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A 
 
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect 
the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to 
reflect the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group: None stated: It is for the SESPlan team to propose final 
drafting changes arising out of the issues raised in the above representation 
 
PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded: The Proposed Plan should contain the housing 
numbers in the High Growth Scenario contained in the Main Issues report 
 
PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates: SESplan should state the demand and supply 
position in line with the requirements of SPP. 
 
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust: Non stated. 
 
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation: Non stated. 
 
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land: Modify text in paragraphs 111 and 112 and Policy 5: 
Housing Land as set out in representation. 
 
Delete Table 3 and 4 and supersede with Table E: Housing Land Shortfall to Year 7 of 
SDP as set out in representation. 
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect 
the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A.  
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates: A fundamental review and 
reappraisal of the approach to housing land is required. 
 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect 
the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A.   
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Issue 2(b) – Constrained Sites  
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: 
 
A. Paragraph 111 should be replaced as follows: 
The housing land shortfall for the periods 2009 – 2019 and 2019 - 2024 are identified in 
Tables 3 and 4, split by Council areas and Strategic Development Areas respectively. 
Also indicated is the possible scale and location of housing growth from 2024 – 2032 for 
those areas. 
B. Policy 5 should be amended as follows: 
Policy 5 Housing Land 
The Strategic Development Plan identifies that there is a requirement for land for 107,545 
new homes to be identified over the period 2009 – to 2024. As set out in Tables 3 and 4, 
Local Development Plans will allocate sites capable of development within the identified 
Strategic Development Areas over the period to 2019 (30,600 units) and 2019 – 2024 
(13,800 units), and any additional land to maintain a continuous 5-year land supply at all 
times. 
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties: The allowance for constraints should be no 
greater than 30%. Planning authorities should be required to identify sites to meet this 
shortfall in constrained sites through additional allocations in LDPs. An allowance should 
also be made for unconstrained sites either not coming forward or being developed at 
lower densities than envisaged. We believe that the housing supply figures should be 
based on no more than 75% of the proposed yield of unconstrained sites coming forward 
 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: The allowance for constraints should be no greater 
than 30%. Planning authorities should be required to identify sites to meet this shortfall in 
constrained sites through additional allocations in LDPs. An allowance should also be 
made for unconstrained sites either not coming forward or being developed at lower 
densities than envisaged. We believe that the housing supply figures should be based on 
no more than 75% of the proposed yield of unconstrained sites coming forward  
 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium: A full review of this section is required 
 
PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Land & Property: The provision of a "generous" supply of land for 
housing must be a key aim of the SDP.  The SDP must revisit the proposed housing land 
requirement figures in accord with national planning policy and importantly, 
recommendations by the Scottish Government's Chief Planner. 
 
PP/0023/0002 Ashfield Commercial Properties: The provision of a "generous" supply of 
land for housing must be a key aim of the SDP.  The SDP must revisit the proposed 
housing land requirement figures in accord with national planning policy and importantly, 
recommendations by the Scottish Government's Chief Planner. 
 
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates: Non stated 
 
PP/0025/0002 Banks Group: 
Table 2 - The existing housing land supply should be reduced by at least 19,000 units. 
 
Table 3 - The figures should  be adjusted as follows: 
The figure of 28,500 attributed to Edinburgh Waterfront should be reduced to 10,500 
units. 
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Ore Leven/Ore Valley figures should be adjusted in that row to 4,800 as committed 
development, 400 units from 2014 to 2019 and 700 units from 2019 to 2024 whilst the 
last figure of 24,050 should be increased by 500. These are the changes we believe are 
necessary only  as  result of the reduction in committed development in the current 
Lochgelly SDA and do not reflect other changes which are required as a result of the 
changed position at Edinburgh Waterfront and may require some of that adjustment to be 
accommodated in Fife. 
 
Table 4 - Figures for Fife should be changed from 24,500 to 23,600, 28,000 to 27,100, 
700 from 2009 to 2019 changed to 800 and 1200 from 2019 to 2024 changed to 1,400 
units with the final figure of 24,050 increased by at least 500 units. 
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: The housing land requirement 
should not reflect the effectiveness of constrained housing sites.  
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties: Allowance for inclusion of constrained sites 
should be no more than 30%.  
 
PP/0033 0001 Rural Renaissance: Allowance for inclusion of constrained sites should be 
no more than 30%.  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: Modifications sought require clarity over numbers 
and committed development in particular in order to allow a generous allocation of land 
for market recovery. A realistic view needs to be taken on delivery to meet housing 
requirements and the need for sustainable development to promote market and 
economic recovery. We are therefore seeking a full review of the assumptions 
underpinning Policy 5. 
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: “As set out in Table 2, comparing the demand for 
new housing (known as the housing land requirement) with the effective housing  land 
supply results in a shortfall 56,300 new homes over the period to 2032. 
 
Revised Table 2 SESPLAN Housing Land Requirement 

SESplan Housing Land Requirement 155,600 
Effective Housing Land Supply 105,600

* 
Loss of Supply Due to Demolitions 5,500 
Completions 2009 / 2010 4,300 
Shortfall 51,200 
Flexibility Allowance of 10%  5,100 
Housing Land Shortfall  56,300 

Source : Tables 8 and 28 Housing Technical Note  
*Including constrained supply, subject to our comments and objection at part 4 of 
this submission  
All figures have been rounded to the nearest 100 and may therefore not add up. 
 

PP/0049/0003 Strawsons Property: Those sites that have a capacity of 250 units or more 
and which are included within the “commitments” referred to in the Plan shall be reviewed 
to test whether they remain effective.  Any sites that are no longer effective shall be 
replaced by sites which can demonstrate effectiveness.  
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: A full review of this section is 
required. 
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PP/0058/0011 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: The last line of paragraph 
109 should be amended or deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall 
sites. 
 
PP/0065/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: The last line of paragraph 109 should be 
amended or deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect the revised shortfall identified 
in Holder Planning Table A 
 
Paragraph 111 should be replaced as follows: 
 
The housing land shortfall for the periods 2009-2019 and 2019-2024 are identified in 
Tables 3 and 4, split by Council areas and Strategic Development Areas respectively.  
Also indicated is the possible scale and location of housing growth from 2024-2032 for 
those areas. 
  
Policy 5 should be amended as follows: 
 
Policy 5 Housing Land 
The Strategic Development Plan identifies that there is a requirement for land for 107,545 
new homes to be identified over the period 2009-2024. As set out in Tables 3 and 4, 
Local Development Plans will allocate sites capable of development to meet the 
requirement in full within the identified Strategic Development Areas over the period to 
2019 (30,600 units) and 2019 -2024 (13,800 units), and any additional land to maintain a 
continuous 5-year land supply at all times. 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland: The text plus Tables 3 and 4 should be redrafted. 
The housing requirement should be recalculated with regard to the requirements of SPP, 
including generosity and flexibility, and with regard to a balance of physical and 
marketability issues.  
 
LDPs may be given direction as to priorities for meeting the gross requirements e.g. to 
establish firstly the deliverability of the constrained land supply.  The Strategic Plan 
should not make such assumptions and should not net these assumptions from the gross 
requirement. 
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: Modifications should re-balance historic 
commitments with pipeline sites and take a realistic view on effectiveness and delivery to 
accommodate new housing to meet current pressures. 
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd: It would be logical to reverse the order of 
SESplan Tables 3 & 4 i.e. firstly to identify the housing land requirement and shortfall by 
local authority and then identify the specific locations where allocations are to be made. 
Thus we propose a new Table 3 which is an amended version of current Table 4.  
Current Table 4 does not identify the housing land requirement by Council area, and as 
described in the previous sections of this representation, this is required as a basis to 
monitor and maintain a 5 year land supply.  The first column of new Table 3 should 
therefore identify the Housing Requirement as identified in Holder Planning Table E.  
New Table 3 can then be simplified by the second column simply identifying the Effective 
Supply, but not windfall and constrained sites. From this the Housing Land Shortfall can 
then be identified, split by phase and by Council area, as identified in Holder Planning 
Table F. 
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PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd: The outcomes from the HNDA are unclear 
and will lead to an overly restrictive approach suppressing demand and increasing the 
pressure on existing non effective commitments to deliver. This is already leading to 
undesirable applications being lodged in advance of the LDP process. 
 
The SDP needs to genuinely promote sustainable development and housing in 
appropriate and deliverable locations across East Lothian including key service centres 
and hubs such as Prestonpans without an overreliance on the defined SDA committed 
/preferred developments.  
 
Key modifications require to increase land supply, with a greater emphasis on earlier 
deliver for market recovery. LDPs need to be given greater flexibility to allocate in 
alternative sites that do not require heavy infrastructure investment. A finer grained 
approach is needed to meet local needs in East Lothian is required to reduce 
overreliance on Blindwells. 
 
Furthermore it must take a flexible approach to allocations and re-phasing in order that 
feasible and viable development proposals such as Prestonpans can be delivered 
effectively through the planning process. 
 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: The Wemyss & 
March Estate and SCC support the submission of Homes for Scotland, of which they are 
a member. Homes for Scotland queries evidence on population, housing land supply and 
demand, which the organisation believes is flawed. On the basis of this, the SESplan 
section on housing will require a complete review.  
 
PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK: There should be flexibility within the Proposed Plan to review 
the ‘status’ of committed allocations in the future to consider the wider implications o non 
deliver of these sites for the overall development strategy and any new replacement 
housing land required 
 
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton: 
Table 3 – Housing Land Requirement by Strategic Development Area 
Increase number of units to be allocated within East Lothian between 2009–2024 
 
Table 4 – Housing Land Requirement by Local Authority 
Increase number of units to be allocated within East Lothian between 2009–2024 
 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: The total housing requirement figure in tables 3 
and 4 should be amended to reflect amendments emanating from the reconsideration of 
the inclusion of constrained sites.  
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate: The assumptions and 
methodologies used to establish the housing land requirement and associated phasing 
for the SESplan region up to 2032 requires to be comprehensively reassessed. 
 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust: 
Amend Table 2 to include only the “Effective” land supply (and adjust this for Leith 
Docks); remove windfall housing; add 10-20% to reflect a generous supply of housing 
land. 
 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey: The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended or 
deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
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PP/104/0001 Bett Homes: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the likelihood of 
resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to identify 
additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
 
The release of further effective housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and 
viable locations is therefore required and these must be capable of delivery throughout 
the plan period, including the period pre-2019. 
 
PP/106/0001 Hallam Land: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the likelihood of 
resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to identify 
additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
 
The release of further effective housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and 
viable locations is therefore required and these must be capable of delivery throughout 
the plan period, including the period pre-2019. 
 
PP/105/0001 Pentland Plants: Request a proper and realistic re-appraisal of the 
likelihood of resolving constraints on existing strategic allocations, as well as the need to 
identify additional effective housing land throughout the SESplan area. 
 
The release of further effective housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and 
viable locations is therefore required and these must be capable of delivery throughout 
the plan period, including the period pre-2019. 
 
PP/0112/0001 Deveron Homes: Page 8: Spatial Strategy Proposed Housing 2009-2024. 
This figure needs to be increased to at least 45,000 units to take account of currently 
committed developments, which will not be deliverable in the time frame proposed. 
 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes: Additional allocations, which can realistically make up 
the shortfall in the short to medium term, need to be brought forward as a matter of 
urgency. 
 
Page 39: Paragraph 109 – 6th line, 2nd last sentence to read “The SDP will continue to 
support these existing commitments ‘where they can realistically be delivered within the 
timescales envisaged’ as identified in Housing Land Audit 2010 (HLA 2010).” 
 
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: Furthermore the modifications should re-balance historic 
commitments with pipeline sites and take a view on effectiveness and delivery that is 
realistic and incorporates development economics. It is inconceivable that given the 
nature of recent development across this SDA that a piece of marginal Green Belt on the 
urban fringe should preclude further opportunities for sustainable development. 
 
PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley: Non stated. 
 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises: Non stated. 
 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to 
reflect the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect the 
revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A. 
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PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to 
reflect the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect 
the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect 
the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to 
reflect the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group: None stated: It is for the SESPlan team to propose final 
drafting changes arising out of the issues raised in the above representation. 
 
PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded: The Proposed Plan should contain the housing 
numbers in the High Growth Scenario contained in the Main Issues report. 
 
PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates: SESplan should state the demand and supply 
position in line with the requirements of SPP. 
 
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust: Non stated. 
 
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation: Non stated. 
 
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land: Modify text in paragraphs 111 and 112 and Policy 5: 
Housing Land as set out in representation. 
 
Delete Table 3 and 4 and supersede with Table E: Housing Land Shortfall to Year 7 of 
SDP as set out in representation. 
 
PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect 
the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A.  
 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect 
the revised shortfall identified in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
Paragraph 111 should be replaced as follows: 
The housing land shortfall for the periods 2009 - 2019 and 2019 - 2024 are identified in 
Tables 3 and 4, split by Council areas and Strategic Development Areas respectively. 
Also indicated is the possible scale and location of housing growth from 2024 - 2032 for 
those areas. 
  
Policy 5 should be amended as follows: 
 
Policy 5 Housing Land 
The Strategic Development Plan identifies that there is a requirement for land for 107,545 
new homes to be identified over the period 2009 - to 2024. As set out in Tables 3 and 4, 
Local Development Plans will allocate sites capable of development to meet the 
requirement in full within the identified Strategic Development Areas over the period to 
2019 (30,600 units) and 2019  - 2024 (13,800 units), and any additional land to maintain 
a continuous 5-year land supply at all times. 
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Issue 2(c) – Inclusion of windfall sites  
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes: The Proposed Plan includes windfall therefore does not 
comply with PAN 2/2010. 
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties: A brownfield allowance of 10% of the housing 
allocation for each area should be incorporated to create a reliable indicator of likely wind 
fall contribution. 
 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium: A full review of this section is required. 
 
PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates: Non stated. 
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd. 
 
PP/0136/0003 Mactaggart & Mickel: Further housing allocations are required to replace 
the windfall requirement via the LDP. There should be additional wording/bullet point in 
Policy 5 – housing land, which reads: 
 
The anticipated windfall completions in the periods to 2019, 2024 and 2032, is to be 
added to the strategic housing land requirement and is to be met via the LDPs via new 
allocations. Windfall completions beyond the assumed level are not to be used to reduce 
the strategic housing land requirement, as this acts contrary to the principles of a 
development plan led system. 
 
PP/0044/0004 Hallam Land Management: Delete Para 110 and replace with the following 
text: 
The effective housing land supply across the region for each of its LDP’s has been 
derived following guidance in PAN 2/2010 and is based on the findings from Housing 
Land Audit 2010. Only sites which are effective, with planning permission, and which are 
not constrained have been included in the assessment of the effective land supply. An 
assumption for small sites is also included. 
 
Table 2 to be deleted and replaced with information on Effective Land Supply from 
Housing Land Audit 2010. 
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd: No modifications specifically stated in relation to 
the inclusion of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: A full review of this section is 
required. 
 
PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey: Modify text in paragraph 110 in the Proposed Plan. 
 
Insert Table D: Effective Land Supply from Housing Land Audit 2010 as set out below. 
 
Delete paragraph 110 and replace with the following text: 
110 The effective housing land supply across the region for each of its LDPs has been 
derived following guidance set out in PAN 2/2010. The effective housing land supply is 
based on the findings from Housing Land Audit 2010. Only sites which are effective, with 
planning permission, and which are not constrained have been included in the 
assessment of the effective land supply. An assumption for small sites is also included. 
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The representation includes a table setting out a proposed calculation of the  effective 
land supply available from Audit 2010 over the period 2009 to 2019. 
 
PP/0057/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG:  
A. The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended or deleted to remove the reference 
to the contribution of windfall sites. 
B. Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect the revised shortfall 
identified in Holder Planning Table A 
 
PP/0058/0011 Barton Willmore for Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: 
Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect the revised shortfall identified 
in Holder Planning Table A 
 
PP/0059/0002 Bellway Homes: Modify text in paragraph 110 in the Proposed Plan. 
Delete paragraph 110 and replace with the following text: 
110 The effective housing land supply across the region for each of its LDPs has been 
derived following guidance set out in PAN 2/2010.  The effective housing land supply is 
based on the findings from Housing Land Audit 2010.  Only sites which are effective, with 
planning permission, and which are not constrained have been included in the 
assessment of the effective land supply.  An assumption for small sites is also included. 
The Table D identifies the effective land supply available from Audit 2010 over the period 
2009 to 2019. 
 
Insert Table D: Effective Land Supply from Housing Land Audit 2010 as proposed by this 
representation. 
 
PP/0064/0007 Wallace Land Investment + Management: Modify text in paragraph 110 in 
the Proposed Plan. 
 
Delete paragraph 110 and replace with the following text: 
 
110 The effective housing land supply across the region for each of its LDPs has been 
derived following guidance set out in PAN 2/2010.  The effective housing land supply is 
based on the findings from Housing Land Audit 2010.  Only sites which are effective, with 
planning permission, and which are not constrained have been included in the 
assessment of the effective land supply.  An assumption for small sites is also included.  
The Table D identifies the effective land supply available from Audit 2010 over the period 
2009 to 2019. 
 
Insert Table D: Effective Land Supply from Housing Land Audit 2010 as proposed by this 
representation. 
 
PP/0065/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: The last line of paragraph 109 should be 
amended or deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
Paragraph 110 and Table 2 should be amended to reflect the revised shortfall identified 
in Holder Planning Table A. 
 
Paragraph 111 should be replaced as follows: 
The housing land shortfall for the periods 2009 - 2019 and 2019 - 2024 are identified in 
Tables 3 and 4, split by Council areas and Strategic Development Areas respectively.  
Also indicated is the possible scale and location of housing growth from 2024 - 2032 for 
those areas. 
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Policy 5 should be amended as follows: 
Policy 5 Housing Land 
The Strategic Development Plan identifies that there is a requirement for land for 107,545 
new homes to be identified over the period 2009-2024. As set out in Tables 3 and 4, 
Local Development Plans will allocate sites capable of development to meet the 
requirement in full within the identified Strategic Development Areas over the period to 
2019 (30,600 units) and 2019-2024 (13,800 units), and any additional land to maintain a 
continuous 5-year land supply at all times. 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland: The text plus Tables 3 and 4 should be redrafted. 
The housing requirement should be recalculated with regard to the requirements of SPP, 
including generosity and flexibility, and with regard to a balance of physical and 
marketability issues. 
 
The housing requirement should be shown in gross terms. 
 
The only item to be netted from the requirement is the agreed effective supply to 2019; all 
other requirements by time period to be shown gross. 
 
LDPs may be given direction as to priorities for meeting the gross requirements e.g. to 
establish firstly the deliverability of the constrained land supply. The Strategic Plan should 
not make such assumptions and should not net these assumptions from the gross 
requirement. 
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd: The last line of paragraph 109 should be 
amended or deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: The Wemyss & 
March Estate and SCC support the submission of Homes for Scotland, of which they are 
a member. Homes for Scotland queries evidence on population, housing land supply and 
demand, which the organisation believes is flawed. On the basis of this, the SESplan 
section on housing will require a complete review.  
 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: The last line of Para 109 should be amended or 
deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate: The assumptions and 
methodologies used to establish the housing land requirement and associated phasing 
for the SESplan region up to 2032 requires to be comprehensively reassessed. 
 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes: The Windfall assumption should be removed. 
 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy: The SESplan Housing Land Requirement as defined 
within the HNDA should be planned for in full otherwise the rationale for this should be 
fully justified. If this approach is not to be supported, Table 2 (using the figures present 
outlined) should be amended to remove Windfall Assumption and therefore the overall 
Housing Land Shortfall should be increased to 51,200 units.  This figure should also be 
used/assessed elsewhere in the Plan as required. 
 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust: 
Amend Table 2 to include only the “Effective” land supply (and adjust this for Leith 
Docks); remove windfall housing; add 10-20% to reflect a generous supply of housing 
land. 
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PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey: The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended or 
deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley: Non stated. 
 
PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises: Non stated. 
 
PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning: The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended or 
deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo: The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended or deleted to 
remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes: The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended or 
deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0003 Holder Planning for Taylor Wimpey: The last 
line of paragraph 109 should be amended or deleted to remove the reference to the 
contribution of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development: The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended 
or deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group: None stated: It is for the SESPlan team to propose final 
drafting changes arising out of the issues raised in the above representation. 
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government: We recommend changes to the housing land 
requirement and related policies. 
 
PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust: Increase housing requirement.  Meet qualitative aspects 
of housing requirement.  Remove references to ‘credit crunch’ 
 
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation: Increase housing requirement.  Meet 
qualitative aspects of housing requirement.  Remove references to ‘credit crunch’ 
 
PP/0040/0002 G Hallam Land: Modify text in paragraphs 111 and 112 and Policy 5: 
Housing Land as set out in representation. 
 
Delete Table 3 and 4 and supersede with Table E: Housing Land Shortfall to Year 7 of 
SDP as set out in representation. 
 
PP/0029/0004 C Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0032/0001 CBRE for 
National Grid; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance: Removal of windfall sites allocation 
from housing land requirement calculation.  
 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: The last line of paragraph 109 should be amended or 
deleted to remove the reference to the contribution of windfall sites. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Issue 2(a) – Assumptions in relation to Effective Land Supply  
 
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes; PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates; PP/0029/0004 Taylor 
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Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0025/0002 
Banks Group; PP/0031/0012 Forth Ports Ltd; PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium; 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0032/0001 National Grid 
Properties; PP/0136/0007 Mactaggart & Mickel; PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property 
Federation; PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd; PP/0049/0003 Strawsons Property; 
PP/0054/0005, 0006 & 0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd; PP/0055/0001 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0058/0001 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd; 
PP/0065/0003 & 0005 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property; PP/0066/0004 Homes for 
Scotland; PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments; PP/0072/0001 CALA Management Ltd; 
PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0074/0003 & 0009 Wemyss & March 
Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK; PP/0078/0002 J Haig 
Hamilton; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & 
Elizabeth Benson's Estate; PP/0089/0003 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey/William Aitken; 
PP/0094/0001 Muir Homes; PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes; PP/0096/0002 R & A 
Kennedy; PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw 
Trust; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian 
Estates; PP/102/0001 G1 Property Group; PP/103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; PP/104/0001 
Bett Homes; PP/105/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/106/0001 Hallam Land; PP/0112/0001 
Deveron Homes; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird; PP/0117/0005 Juniper Green Community 
Council; PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises; PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning; PP/0123/0001 
Ian S Harley; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 
Miller Homes; PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0139/0001 Walker Group; 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development; PP/0136/0003 & 0007 Mactaggart & Mickel; 
PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates; PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded; PP/0160/0004 
Dalrymple Trust; PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation; PP/0040/0002 
Hallam Land; PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0167/0008 The Cockburn Association; 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
 
In the current economic climate there may be challenging circumstances around the 
delivery of some of the committed sites.  However, the committed sites have their origins 
in the SESplan Area Member Authority Housing Land Audits (2010) (Doc 37), have been 
through lengthy and comprehensive consultation exercises and remain key elements of 
the SDP development strategy.  It is therefore appropriate to include these existing levels 
of supply in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) and not replace or augment existing housing 
provision with further large housing land requirements. For more detailed information see 
the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 
Paragraphs 2.1–2.15). 
 
The existing strategies from the three SESplan Structure Plans (Docs 29, 35 and 36) 
provide long term spatial direction for development.  To continue with direction of these 
strategies is entirely appropriate as it provide continuity to developers, communities and 
infrastructure providers (See SESplan Housing Background Document (Doc 20 Overview 
IV, and Section 4).  SESplan does not believe that many of these sites are ineffective as 
many larger sites continue to progress through the planning system.  The inclusion of 
existing sites, including large sites, in the effective supply is therefore justified. For more 
detailed information see the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 
supporting paper (Doc 20, Overview IV, and paragraphs 2.1–2.15). 
 
Issue 2(b) – Constrained Sites  
 
PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0032/0001 National Grid 
Properties; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance; PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium; 
PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Property Co; PP/0023/0002 Ashfield Commercial Properties; 
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PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates; PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & 
Mickel Ltd; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance; PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd; PP/0049/0003 Strawsons Property; 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd; PP/0058/0011 Taylor 
Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd; PP/0065/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property; 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments; PP/0072/0001 
CALA Management Ltd; PP/0073/0003 Hallam Land (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0074/0003 
Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK; 
PP/0078/0002 J Haig Hamilton; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0087/0004 
Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate; PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates 
Partnership & The Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/104/0001 Bett Homes; PP/106/0001 Hallam Land; PP/105/0001 Pentland Plants; 
PP/0112/0001 & 0003 Deveron Homes; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird; PP/0123/0001 Ian 
S Harley; PP/0124/0001 LRH Enterprises; PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 
SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0003 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development; PP/0139/0001 Walker Group; 
PP/0152/0001 Scottish War Blinded; PP/0154/0001 Co-operative Estates; PP/0160/0004 
Dalrymple Trust; PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land; PP/0089/0002 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
 
Constrained sites are mainly categorised as such due to the inability of the market to 
bring them forward for development. At the current time there is normally no inherent 
problem with the individual sites and issues normally revolve around developer finance. 
Therefore they should continue to be included as part of the housing land supply and as 
the Scottish Government highlighted, if the impediment to delivery is the finances of the 
mortgage and low levels of demand in the market, then this does not justify the allocation 
of further or replacement housing sites.   
 
For more detailed information see the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 
4 supporting paper (Doc 20, Paragraphs 2.16–2.20 and Appendix 4). 
 
Issue 2(c) – Inclusion of windfall sites  
PP/0012/0001 Cruden Homes; PP/0029/0004 Taylor Wimpey/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties; PP/0033 0001 Rural Renaissance; 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0024/0004 Dunalastair Estates; PP/0136/0003 
Mactaggart & Mickel; PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land; PP/0044/0004 Hallam Land 
Management; PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments Ltd; PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston 
Estates/ Wallace Land Ltd; PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0058/0011 Taylor 
Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0059/0002 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0007 
Wallace Land; PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0072/0001 CALA Management 
Ltd; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; PP/0086/0002 
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson’s Estate; 
PP/0095/0006 T Campion Homes; PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy; PP/0097/0003 
Rosebery Estates Partnership & the Trustees of the Catchelraw Trust; PP/0098/0003 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0123/0001 Ian S Harley; PP/0129/0004 Holder Planning; 
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; 
PP/0134/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Development; PP/0139/0001 
Walker Group; PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government; PP/0160/0004 Dalrymple Trust; 
PP/0161/0005 Alfred Stewart Property Foundation; PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. SPP (Doc 23) does not mention this issue and 
PAN 2/2010 (Doc 25) relates to Housing Land Audits and does not cover the issue of 
housing land requirements. Also to add windfall sites as flexibility devalues the housing 
land calculations in the development plan as a major contributor to future supply would 
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be left out. Therefore windfall sites should remain as part of the Housing Land 
Requirement calculation in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) as past experience shows that 
they are a reliable contributor to the supply. For more detailed information see the 
supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Doc 20 
Paragraphs 2.21–2.27).  
 
PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0002 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0007 Wallace 
Land; PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
 
The representations state that Fife Council conceded the point that windfall sites should 
not be included as part of the effective supply in the Dunfermline and West Fife Local 
Plan Examination. This is not considered to be the case.  
 
Furthermore, any discussion at the Examination on the Local Plan was set within a 
different context to the Proposed Strategic Development Plan (Doc 1). PAN 2/2010 (Doc 
25) was released following the early developmental phases of the Local Plan and on this 
basis, whilst PAN 2/2010 (Doc 25) was available at the time of the examination, it had not 
informed the development of the document. In addition, the Local Plan was developed to 
be in conformity with the Structure Plan which predates PAN 2/2010 (Doc 25). 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Assumptions in relation to Effective Land Supply  
 
1.   As discussed at Issue 15 above, it is the role of the local development plan and not 
the strategic development plan to assess whether sites in the existing housing land 
supply, as well as new sites being allocated for housing, are likely to be capable of 
becoming effective during the relevant plan periods.  In this case these are the periods 
2009 to 2019, and 2019 to 2024. 
 
2.  While the submitted plan does indicate the scale of ‘committed development’ in the 
SESplan area, the timescale for its delivery extends up to and, apparently, beyond 2032.  
It does not equate to an effective housing land supply.  The plan does not need to include 
that information, which reflects only a snapshot in time. 
 
3.  The recommended modifications arising from my conclusions in relation to Issue 15 
above will require the preparation of supplementary guidance to define the housing 
requirements for each of the six local development plan areas, consistent with enabling 
the overall assessed housing needs and demands of the SESplan area as a whole to be 
met.  That will require to be based on a fresh analysis not only of opportunities, but also 
of infrastructure and environmental capacities and constraints.  This should provide the 
necessary framework to enable each local development plan to allocate sufficient land 
which is effective, or capable of becoming effective, in order to be able to deliver the 
scale of additional housing identified as potentially being required. 
 
Constrained Sites  
 
4.    The focus of site allocations in local development plans will be on sites which can be 
expected to become effective in terms of delivering house completions either in the 
period to 2019 or to 2024.  It is not inappropriate, and probably inevitable, that these may 
include both existing and new sites which are currently subject to constraints of various 
types, but which are expected to be removed in sufficient time to allow the anticipated 
delivery of the required house completions.   
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5.  In these circumstances, it is appropriate to consider the contribution which may be 
made from existing sites which are currently considered to be constrained.  However their 
continued allocation in local development plans will have to be justified at that time on the 
basis of there being a reasonable prospect of the constraints being removed within the 
relevant timescales. 
Inclusion of windfall sites  
 
6.   It is an integral part of the present planning system that planning permission may be 
granted for housing developments on sites which are not allocated for that purpose in the 
current local development plan, if there are other material considerations which justify 
approval.  In addition, many development plans contain policies which create a 
presumption in favour of proposals for new housing developments on brownfield sites or 
within existing built up areas. 
 
7.  The development of such sites is more likely to contribute to the Scottish 
Government’s overarching purpose of increasing sustainable economic growth.  Scottish 
Planning Policy also confirms the important role which the planning system has in 
supporting the achievement of sustainable development through its influence on the 
location of new development in terms of, among other things: 

• promoting regeneration and the re-use of previously developed land; 
• reducing the need to travel and prioritise sustainable travel and transport 

opportunities; and, 
• taking account of the capacity of existing infrastructure. 

  
8.  Scottish Planning Policy does not indicate that windfall sites should not be assumed to 
make a contribution to meeting housing needs and demand over the various plan 
periods.  Rather, it states at paragraph 81 that planning authorities are encouraged to 
use assumptions about the expected output from windfall sites to inform the settlement 
strategy.  This is consistent with the priority which it states should be given to the re-
development of brownfield sites in preference to the development of greenfield land.   
 
9.  However, any such assumption would require to be clearly justified for each local 
development plan area.  In this case, I do not consider that the findings of the urban 
capacity studies are necessarily a sound basis for doing so in the strategic development 
plan, or in the preparation of the supplementary guidance which is recommended at 
Issue 15.  These studies have identified sites, many of which may well be brought 
forward instead as allocated housing development sites in the relevant local development 
plan.  That would result in double-counting. 
 
10.  Allocating some of these sites in local development plans may also reduce 
significantly the subsequent ‘flow’ of housing completions from windfall sites for a time 
immediately following the adoption of the local development plan. 
 
11.  There is some ambiguity at paragraph 62 of Planning Advice Note 1/2010 in relation 
to housing land audits as to whether, or when, windfall sites can count towards meeting 
the housing land requirement.  However, such sites normally do not form part of the 
effective housing land supply before planning permission is granted, but thereafter should 
be included for assessment in any subsequent housing land audit.  It is then that they 
may form part of the effective housing land supply.  All of the houses which are built on 
such sites will contribute to meeting the overall housing requirement for the area, and will 
also assist in meeting the assessed housing needs or demand. 
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12.  For all these reasons I consider that, where it is appropriate, it is for the local 
development plan rather than the strategic development plan to set out and justify any 
assumptions regarding the level of house completions from windfall sites which can 
safely be anticipated as making a contribution to meeting the overall housing requirement 
in each area.   
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
The recommended modifications arising from the conclusions in relation to Issues 15 to 
20 are set out in the Annex which follows Issue 20. 
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Issue 17  Housing Land: Phasing and Distribution 

Development plan 
reference: Framework for Delivery: Housing  Reporter: 

David Russell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
PP/0007/0003 Liberton & District Community Council 
PP/0024/0001 Dunalastair Estates Group 
PP/0029/0005 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium 
PP/0040/0001, 0002 & 0008 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation 
PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments  
PP/0048/0004 & 0005 Miller Homes 
PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property 
PP/0054/0001 & 0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd 
PP/0055/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0057/0002 & 0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG 
PP/0058/0003 & 0008 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd 
PP/0059/0001 & 0003 Bellway Homes 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland  
PP/0064/0006 & 0009 for Wallace Land Investment & Management 
PP/0065/0005 & 0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0067/0004 & 0006 Sigma Capital Property Ltd 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy 
PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates 
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group 
PP/0103/0001 J & J Jenkinson 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes Gladedale 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0112/0003 Deveron Homes Ltd 
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning 
PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes 
PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes 
PP/0134/0002 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd  
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates 
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Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Housing Paragraphs 108 – 112, Policy 5 and Tables 2, 3 and 4 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Issue 17(a) – Phasing and location of housing in relation to HnDA outputs 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; 
PP/0103/0001 J & J Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0106/0001 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: The Proposed Plan departs 
from the agreed HNDA by substantially reducing the housing requirement in the first 
phase of the Plan, and deferring this to later phases. In effect, approximately 10,000 
houses have been moved from the first to third phase. This is not justified and must be 
reconsidered.  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: There are outstanding issues and no confidence in 
the Housing Needs and Demand Assessment (HNDA).  Significantly it underestimates 
the requirement for the plan area and West Lothian SDA in particular.  Paragraph 109 
demonstrates the reliance on ‘committed ‘land identified within previous development 
plans and the Housing land Audit 2010.  It is considered that the basis for the 
requirement is unsound (Paragraph 110).  
 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon 
Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 
Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0029/0005 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; 
PP/0057/0003 Taylor Wimpey/AWG; PP/0072/0001 CALA Management; PP/0086/0002 
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey: SESplan proposes not to meet 
the demand for approximately 13,094 in first phase of the Plan up to 2019. This demand 
has been displaced partly to Phase 2, where there is a surplus of 2,986 units and mostly 
to Phase 3, where there is a surplus of 10,160 units.  
 
PP/0040/0002 & 0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land 
Management; PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 Bellway Homes; 
PP/0064/0009 Wallace Land: 11,050 homes have been transferred to the later plan 
period – 2024 to 2032, thereby reducing the scale of land releases required to be met by 
the proposed development strategy. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Representation supports Geddes 
Consulting Technical Review of SESplan Proposed Plan (See PP/0040/0001).  In 
addition to more sites and a greater flexibility within supply, attention must be paid to the 
ability of strategic sites to deliver housing over the first phase of the plan, where the 
housing land requirement is likely to significantly exceed that which SESplan is currently 
making allowance for.  
 
PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium: The re-phasing of development contrary to the 
HNDA finding on housing land requirement is also highly questionable.  
 
PP/0058/0003 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd; PP/0065/0005 Taylor 
Wimpey/AWG Property: By restricting the levels of housing in the period from 2019-24 
the delivery of affordable housing will be negatively affected. 
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PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially 
Conscious Capital: Homes for Scotland opposes the changes to housing figures arising 
from the HnDA. The SESPlan authority cannot know what the economic, fiscal and 
financial circumstances impacting on housing demand and housing development will be 
in the future, so the approved HoNDA assessment should remain the basis of the 
housing land assessment. To arbitrarily move 11000 units from 2009–19 back to 2024–
32 is unnecessary.   
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate: With regard to the 
phasing of development, the requirements set out in the SESplan HNDA (which has only 
very recently been agreed as robust and credible), have been adjusted to effectively 
move the need for over 10,000no new homes from the first phase of the plan period to 
the third phase. 
 
PP/0098/0003 S Taylor Wimpey: The HNDA outcomes have been manipulated, the effect 
of which is move approximately 13,000 homes from the first phase to mostly the third 
phase.  
 
Issue 17(b) – Provision of housing land requirement to year 12 
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: The Housing Land Requirement, as defined in PAN 
2/2010, is not explicitly stated in SESplan. The figures in Tables 3, and 4 which purport to 
be the Housing Land Requirement are in fact the Housing Shortfall from Table 2. The 
correct Housing Land Requirement figure is to be found in the HNDA.  
 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon 
Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 
Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0029/0005 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; 
PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0058/0008 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 Bellway homes; PP/0064/0009 Wallace Land; 
PP/0064/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0072/0001 CALA Management; PP/0074/0003 & 
0006 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey 
UK Ltd; PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes; PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy; PP/0098/0003 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: The Plan 
does not include a SESplan wide Requirement to year 12 or requirements by Local 
Authority Area. This is considered by the respondent to be contrary to SPP.  
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Representation supports Geddes 
Consulting Technical Review of SESplan Proposed Plan (See PP/0040/0001).  In 
addition to more sites and a greater flexibility within supply, attention must be paid to the 
ability of strategic sites to deliver housing over the first phase of the plan, where the 
housing land requirement is likely to significantly exceed that which SESplan is currently 
making allowance for.  
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers; PP/0086/0002 Cameron 
Planning for Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: SPP requires the identification of a requirement to 
year 12, not year 20.  
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: The concern is that SESplan does not 
attempt to identify the housing requirement by Local Authority/LDP area. This means that 
it is not possible to identify a 5 year land supply requirement by LDP area, and so if a 
shortfall in the regional supply occurs it will not possible to identify in which LDP area this 
arises.  
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PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation: SPF does not agree that sufficient housing 
land has been allocated, especially in the initial phases, and believe this should be 
revised. SPF support the views of Homes for Scotland on this issue. The house‐building 
industry is a key part of the wider economy.  
 
PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land Management: The Proposed Plan does not meet the 
strategic housing land requirement in full.  
 
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) guidance has not been followed by the SDPA in 
assessing the strategic housing requirement to be delivered by each of the Local 
Development Plans.  SESplan fails to publish any guidance on future housing 
requirements for its LDP’s to 2019 and 2024 as required by SPP 
 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes: Miller Homes supports the representation by Homes for 
Scotland on the housing land requirement.  From evidence produced by the house 
building industry, it is understood that there is a significant housing shortfall, 
approximately 26,000 more than the 34,200 identified in the Proposed Plan. There is a 
need to provide additional housing land in the short to medium term as a means of 
ensuring a generous supply of land is maintained at all times, in accord with SPP. 
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property: The allowance for windfall should be reduced by 50% 
and 50% the housing numbers for the second period of the Plan should be brought 
forward into the initial period to provide an increased supply. 
 
PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey: SESplan fails to publish any guidance on future housing 
requirements for its LDPs to 2019 and 2024 as required by SPP. 
 
Issue 17(c) – Identification of supply to meet requirement to year 7(2019) 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 
SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0029/0005 Taylor Wimpey 
plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0055/0001 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0058/0008 Taylor 
Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 & 0003 Bellway homes; PP/0064/0009 & 0006 Wallace Land; 
PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; PP/0086/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: The Plan does not include a requirement or supply figures 
by Local Authority Area to year 7. This is considered by in the response to be contrary to 
SPP.  
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers: The Plan does not show a 
requirement to year 7 (2019) or the associated supply.  
 
PP/0040/0001 & 0008 Hallam Land Management: The SDPA has ignored 
representations made at the MIR stage and not followed the guidance in PAN2/2010: 
Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits to assess the effective land supply to Year 
7 of the Proposed Plan in order to assess the housing land shortfalls in each of the LDPs 
to 2019 (Year 7) to accord with paragraph 72 of SPP. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Representation supports Geddes 
Consulting Technical Review of SESplan Proposed Plan (See PP/0040/0001).  In 
addition to more sites and a greater flexibility within supply, attention must be paid to the 
ability of strategic sites to deliver housing over the first phase of the plan, where the 
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housing land requirement is likely to significantly exceed that which SESplan is currently 
making allowance for.  
 
PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation: SPF does not agree that sufficient housing 
land has been allocated, especially in the initial phases, and believe this should be 
revised. SPF supports the views of Homes for Scotland on this issue. The house‐building 
industry is a key part of the wider economy.  
 
PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land Management: The Proposed Plan does not meet the 
strategic housing land requirement in full.  
 
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) guidance has not been followed by the SDPA in 
assessing the strategic housing requirement to be delivered by each of the Local 
Development Plans.  SESplan fails to publish any guidance on future housing 
requirements for its LDP’s to 2019 and 2024 as required by SPP 
 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes: Miller Homes fully supports the representation by Homes for 
Scotland on the housing land requirement.  From evidence produced by the house 
building industry, it is understood that there is a significant housing shortfall, 
approximately 26,000 more than the 34,200 identified in the Proposed Plan. There is a 
need to provide additional housing land in the short to medium term as a means of 
ensuring a generous supply of land is maintained at all times, in accord with SPP. 
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property: The allowance for windfall should be reduced by 50% 
and 50% the housing numbers for the second period of the Plan should be brought 
forward into the initial period to provide an increased supply. 
 
PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey: SESplan fails to publish any guidance on future housing 
requirements for its LDPs to 2019 and 2024 as required by SPP. 
 
Issue 17(d) – Phasing and distribution between 2024 and 2032 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; 
PP/0103/0001 J & J Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0106/0001 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0024/0001 Dunalastair 
Estates Group; PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss 
Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate; PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: The 
Proposed Plan does not provide an indication of the location of housing land in the 2024 
– 32 period of the Plan. In this respect, the Plan again departs from the SPP, through the 
failure to identify the location of housing land up to year 20.  
 
PP/0054/0001 & 0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Representation supports 
Geddes Consulting Technical Review of SESplan Proposed Plan (See PP/0040/0001).  
The lack of spatial context to tables 3 and 4 post-2024 is another major concern. There is 
no locational guidance for 70% of the housing land requirement for the region. 
 
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: The locational strategy for the latter period of the SDP 
(2024-32) is broadly as set out in previous periods according to Paragraph 111. If this 
refers to existing allocations then the strategic implications of this should be identified in 
the SDP.  
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd: SESplan fails to direct 70% of housing 
(post-2024) to any location, failing to guide housing land requirements to sustainable 
locations. 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

241 

PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers; PP/0086/0002 Cameron 
Planning for Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: Lack of allocation of housing numbers between 2024 
and 2032 does not provide enough long term certainty for investment and infrastructure 
provision.  
 
PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd: Representation supports Policy 5 (Housing) but have 
concerns that the draft plan fails to identify the location of housing beyond 2024 by LDP 
area.   
 
PP/0038/0007 & 0011 Forkneuk Consortium: The lack of spatial context to tables 3 and 4 
post-2024 is another major concern. There is no locational guidance for 70% of the 
housing land requirement for the region. This puts SESplan at odds with Scottish 
Government policy, specifically paragraph 72 which states that SDPs must give an 
indication of the scale and location of housing. 
 
PP/0007/0003 Liberton & District Community Council: SESPlan itself fails to cover the 
period to 2032 by failing to allocate housing to local authorities/strategic areas in a 
satisfactory manner. 
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson And Robertson: The locational strategy for the latter period of 
the SDP (2024-32) is broadly as set out in previous periods according to Paragraph 111.  
The strategic implications of this should be identified by the SDP. 
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property: Policy 5 does not identify sufficient housing land over 
the Plan period up to 2032. The allowance for windfall should be reduced by 50% and 
50% the housing numbers for the second period of the Plan should be brought forward 
into the initial period to provide an increased supply. 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0003 Ryden for Wemyss & March 
Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: SPP asserts that there is no need to identify where 
land might be allocated post-2024 on the basis that the plan will be reviewed every five 
years. This is contrary to SPP. However, it also states that the overall strategy is likely to 
remain similar to existing strategies. In that case, an indicative distribution is perfectly 
possible, albeit subject to future review. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Issue 17(a) – Phasing and location of housing in relation to HnDA outputs 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; 
PP/0103/0001 J & J Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0106/0001 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants: A fundamental review and 
reappraisal of the approach to housing land and a need to identify additional effective 
housing land throughout the SESplan area particularly in the first two periods of the plan.  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: The Council should make good the estimated 
shortfall of 5200 housing units up to 2019.  
 
It is recommended that there are a series of changes made to the Proposed Plan in line 
with the above.  
 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon 
Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 
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Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0029/0005 Taylor 
Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0057/0003 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey/AWG; 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0098/0003 
Taylor Wimpey: To accord with Scottish Planning Policy and meet demand as it arises, 
the displaced demand needs to be re‐allocated to the correct phase of the Plan. 
Proposed changes to the housing figures based on this proposed modification are 
highlighted in the representation. See attached representation for further information.  
 
PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land Management: An additional 11,050 homes are needed to be 
provided to meet the region’s housing need and demand from 2009 to 2024. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Representation seeks a full 
review of the section.  Representation supports the proposed development strategy 
promoted in the Geddes Technical Review of SESplan (see PP/0040/0001). 
 
PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land Management: Modify the following paragraphs and Tables in 
the Proposed Plan: Para 108; Para 109 Amend Tables 3 and 4 to take account of 
shortfall as mentioned above. Amended tables should include information on: SESplan 
HNDA’s assessment for each of the LDP’s redistribution of SESplan’s housing need and 
demand. 
 
PP/0058/0003 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd; PP/0065/0005 Taylor 
Wimpey/AWG Property: Increase in housing figures in 2019 – 24 period to encourage 
delivery of affordable housing.  
 
PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 & 0003 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0009 
Wallace Land:  Delete SDP Table 2 and supersede with three new tables referred to as 
A, B and C in this representation to clarify how the strategic housing land requirement 
should be calculated from the estimates of housing need and demand presented by the 
SESplan HNDA.  
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074 0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially 
Conscious Capital: Reinstatement of housing demand figures as set out in the HnDA. 
The applicant has provided several tables to illustrate their proposed changes to the 
SDP. See attached representation for further details.  
 
PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate; PP/0098/0003 Strutt & 
Parker for Taylor Wimpey: To accord with Scottish Planning Policy and meet demand as 
it arises, the displaced demand needs to be re‐allocated to the correct phase of the Plan. 
 
Issue 17(b) – Provision of housing land requirement to year 12 
 
PP/0040/0001, 0002 & 0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0001 & 0008 Taylor 
Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 Bellway homes; PP/0064/0009 Wallace Land: Inclusion of a 
requirement to year 12 (2024) of the Plan. Delete Table 2 and supersede with three new 
tables referred to as A, B and C by this representation to clarify how the strategic housing 
land requirement has been calculated from the estimates of housing need and demand 
presented by the SESplan HNDA. See attached tables in representation for more 
information.  
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Representation seeks a full 
review of the section.  Representation supports the proposed development strategy 
promoted in the Geddes Technical Review of SESplan (see PP/0040/0001). 
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PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: The respondent has revised Tables 2 and 4, utilising 
an average annual Housing Land Requirement based on the SESplan Housing Land 
Requirement of 155,600 units and applied the resulting requirement on a general overall 
Plan area level, and at a Local Authority level.  
 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon 
Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 
Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0029/0005 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0098/0003 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: The 
respondents have calculated the requirement and shortfall by Local Authority area to year 
12 and requests that this is added to the SDP. See attached representation for detailed 
figures.  
 
PP/0074/0006 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Amend Paragraph 
25 to read: 
“Allocating further development land in the short term may be necessary if it is judged 
that there is a shortfall in the five year housing land supply.  This would allow developers 
to start delivering housing on sites that are effective.  Sites that feature in existing 
development plan strategies, and meet the aims of the Strategic Development Plan, but 
are currently failing to deliver will be brought forward once these sites address their 
constraints and are effective.” 
 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0095/0006 TMS Planning for Campion 
Homes; PP/0096/0002 TMS planning for R & A Kennedy: Request that a Requirement by 
Local Authority be included in the Plan.  
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers: Requests the identification of 
requirement to year 12 and associated assessments to identify any shortfall over this 
period.   
 
PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation: No modification specified but SPF supports 
the views of Homes for Scotland. 
 
PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land Management: Modify the following paragraphs and Tables in 
the Proposed Plan: Para 108; Para 109 Amend Tables 3 and 4 to take account of 
shortfall as mentioned above. Amended tables should include information on: SESplan 
HNDA’s assessment for each of the LDP’s; redistribution of SESplan’s housing need and 
demand; housing land requirement to be met by each LDP.  
 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes: Amend the Housing Land Requirement to ensure that 
housing need and demand are met in full. 
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property: Representation proposes amendments to Policy 5 
and Tables 2, 3 and 4 including an additional requirement for land for 20,100 new homes 
over the period 2009-2024.  See attached representation and supporting documents for 
further details.  
 
PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 Bellway homes; PP/0064/0009 Wallace 
Land: Delete SDP Table 2 and supersede with three new tables referred to as A, B and C 
in this representation to clarify how the strategic housing land requirement should be 
calculated from the estimates of housing need and demand presented by the SESplan 
HNDA. See attached table for more information.  
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PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially 
Conscious Capital: Inclusion of a Requirement by Local Authority to year 12. Tables 
highlighting the proposed requirement are included in the respondent’s submission. See 
attached representation for further information.  
 
Issue 17(c) – Identification of supply to meet requirement to year 7(2019) 
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management; PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 
SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0029/0005 Taylor Wimpey 
plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0098/0003 Taylor 
Wimpey; PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: The respondents 
have calculated the requirement and shortfall by Local Authority area to year 7 and 
requests that this is added to the SDP. See attached representations for detailed figures.  
 
PP/0055/0001, 0002 & PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 Bellway homes; 
PP/0064/0009 & 0006 Wallace Land Investment & Management: Delete SDP Table 2 
and supersede with three new tables referred to as A, B and C in this representation to 
clarify how the strategic housing land requirement should be calculated from the 
estimates of housing need and demand presented by the SESplan HNDA. See attached 
table for more information.  
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers: Requests the identification of 
requirement to year 7 and associated assessments to identify any shortfall over this 
period.   
 
PP/0040/0001, 0002 & 0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0059/0001 Bellway homes; PP/0064/0009 Wallace Land: Delete Table 2 and 
supersede with three new tables referred to as A, B and C by this representation to clarify 
how the strategic housing land requirement has been calculated from the estimates of 
housing need and demand presented by the SESplan HNDA. See attached table for 
more information.  
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Representation seeks a full 
review of the section.  Representation supports the proposed development strategy 
promoted in the Geddes Technical Review of SESplan (see PP/0040/0001). 
 
PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation: No modification specified but SPF support 
the views of Homes for Scotland. 
 
PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land Management: Modify the following paragraphs and Tables in 
the Proposed Plan: Para 108; Para 109  
Amend Tables 3 and 4 to take account of shortfall as mentioned above. Amended tables 
should include information on: SESplan HNDA’s assessment for each of the LDP’s; 
redistribution of SESplan’s housing need and demand; housing land requirement to be 
met by each LDP.  
 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes: Amend the Housing Land Requirement to ensure that 
housing need and demand are met in full. 
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property: Representation proposes amendments to Policy 5 
and Tables 2, 3 and 4 including a requirement that Local Development Plans allocate 
sites capable of development within Strategic Development Areas over the period to 
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2019 (11,700 new homes).  See attached representation and supporting documents for 
further details.  
 
PP/0064/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0003 Ryden for Wemyss and March 
Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Inclusion of a Requirement and supply by Local 
Authority to year 7. Tables highlighting the proposed requirement are included in the 
respondent’s submission. See attached representation for further information.  
 
Issue 17(d) – Phasing and distribution between 2024 and 2032 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; 
PP/0103/0001 J & J Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0106/0001 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird; 
PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0038/0007 & 0011 Forkneuk 
Consortium; PP/0007/0003 Liberton & District Community Council; PP/0040/0008 Hallam 
Land Management; PP/0153/0001 Straiton Park Ltd;  PP/0054/0001 & 0011 
Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd;  PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth 
Benson's Estate; PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: The SDP should provide 
a more detailed distribution of the housing figures for the period 2024-32.  
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers; PP/0024/0001 Derek Scott 
Planning for The Dunalastair Estates Group; PP/0036/0001 RFA Development Planning 
for Davidson & Robertson; PP/0086/0002 Cameron Planning for Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd: 
Inclusion of further clarity on the location of allocations post 2024 to provide certainty for 
development and infrastructure.  
 
PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property: Representation proposes amendments to Policy 5 
and Tables 2, 3 and 4 including an additional requirement for land for 20,100 new homes 
over the period 2009-2024.  See attached representation and supporting documents for 
further details.  
 
PP/0064/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate Socially 
Conscious Capital: Inclusion of an indication of spatial distribution of housing figures for 
2024 -32 period. Tables outlining the housing figures have been provided by the 
applicant. See attached representation for further details.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Issue 17(a) – Phasing and location of housing in relation to HnDA outputs 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; 
PP/0103/0001 J & J Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0106/0001 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0129/0001 Holder 
Planning; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0040/0002 Hallam Land 
Management; PP/0038/0011 Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0029/0005 Taylor Wimpey 
plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0040/0002 & 0008 Hallam Land Management; 
PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land Management; PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace 
Land Ltd; PP/0057/0003 & 0002 Taylor Wimpey/AWG; PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0059/0001 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0009 & 0006 Wallace Land; PP/0072/0001 
CALA Management; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0087/0004 Lord Wemyss 
Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey: No modifications 
proposed or recommended.  SESplan has concluded that the outputs from the HnDA 
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(Doc 11) do not adequately reflect the needs of the region, are undeliverable by the 
housing industry and would conflict with established spatial strategies in the region. This 
approach is in line with SPP (Doc 23) which provides numerous opportunities for local 
authorities to re-phase allocations and to break from past trends and make spatial policy 
decisions to distribute housing growth to specific locations.  For further information see 
the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and paragraphs 3.1 to 3.17) 
(Doc 20). 
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson and Robertson: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
The SESplan also has concerns about the sub regional outputs from the HnDA (Doc 11).  
Therefore, the sub regional elements proposed through the HnDA (Doc 11) are 
inappropriate and do not adequately reflect the needs of the region and would conflict 
with established spatial strategies in the region. This approach is in line with SPP (Doc 
23) which provides numerous opportunities for local authorities to rephrase allocations 
and to break from past trends and make spatial policy decisions to distribute housing 
growth to specific locations.  For more detailed information see the supporting document 
the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Paragraphs 3.1–3.17) (Doc 20). 
 
PP/0058/0003 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd; PP/0065/0005 Taylor 
Wimpey/AWG Property: No modifications proposed or recommended. SESplan has 
identified a generous supply of housing land and therefore this policy approach taken in 
the SDP will not have a negative impact on the delivery of affordable housing. A separate 
policy in the SDP ensures that that the issue of affordable housing will be covered in the 
Local Development Plans and through applications. For more detailed information see 
the supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Paragraphs 
1.1–1.15) (Doc 20). 
 
PP/0064/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially 
Conscious Capital: No modifications proposed or recommended. To identify land at the 
levels identified in various timeframes of the HnDA (Doc 11) would challenge the 
implementation of the existing sites and spatial strategies. SESplan believes that the 
reworked tables provided by the respondent do not fully consider the realities of housing 
delivery and plan for levels of housing building that cannot be achieved by the industry 
and will not take place over the short to medium period of the SDP. SESplan agrees with 
the respondent that it should not be aiming to predict the long term trends in the housing 
market. To address potential levels of demand, SESplan has identified a generous supply 
of land to cater for whatever trend arises. For more detailed information see the 
supporting document the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Paragraphs 3.1–
3.17) (Doc 20). 
 
Issue 17(b) – Provision of housing land requirement to year 12 
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management; PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments; PP/0064/0004 
Homes for Scotland; PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; 
PP/0132/0001 Persimmon Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0139/0001 Walker Group 
(Scotland) Ltd; PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers; PP/0029/0005 
Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0040/0008 Hallam Land Management; 
PP/0042/0006 Scottish Property Federation; PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land Management; 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes; PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property; PP/0054/0011 
Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd; PP/0055/0001 & PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; 
PP/0059/0001 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0009 Wallace Land; PP/0074/0003 & 0006 
Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK 
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Ltd; PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes; PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy; PP/0098/0003 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0057/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: No 
modifications proposed or recommended.  To set requirements in the manner highlighted 
in the SESplan Housing Supply Model (Scenario 2 and 3) would be setting the SDP to fail 
due to the inability of the housing market to deliver the required completion levels and 
would set a requirement figure that did not match the needs of the SESplan area. 
SESplan has therefore made the decision to adopt an approach which utilised the 16–21 
year supply that the area currently has allocated and through these allocations and the 
assessments carried out through the Housing Land Audits (Doc 37), provides an 
indication of where land is allocated up to year 12 of the plan. This will encourage the 
continued implementation of housing and will accommodate future trends in housing 
demand in the short to medium term. For further information see the Housing Land 
Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and paragraphs 3.18–3.31) (Doc 20). 
 
Issue 17(c) – Identification of supply to meet requirement to year 7(2019) 
 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0131/0002 SEEDCo; PP/0132/0001 Persimmon 
Homes; PP/0133/0002 Miller Homes; PP/0134/0002 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0135/0001 
Hallhill Developments Ltd; PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers; 
PP/0029/0005 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0042/0006 Scottish 
Property Federation; PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes; PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property; 
PP/0055/0001, 0002 & PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 & 0003 Bellway 
Homes; PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0064/0009 Wallace Land; PP/0072/0001 
CALA Management; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital; 
PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd; PP/0098/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0057/0002 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: No modifications proposed or 
recommended.  Housing Supply figures to year 7 are highlighted and reviewed through 
the SESplan Housing Land Audits (Doc 37). While the HLAs give an indication of future 
phasing they are an estimate of what could occur. They will be reviewed annually to 
ensure the most up to date picture of housing supply is maintained. At current estimates 
SESplan has between 16 and 21 years supply in committed development. For further 
information see the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and 
paragraphs 3.32–3.38). 
 
PP/0040/0001, 0002 & 0008 Hallam Land Management; PP/0044/0003 Hallam Land 
Management; PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: No modifications 
proposed or recommended.  The SDPA has taken into account all the representations 
made through the MIR (Doc 8) in preparing the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). Housing Supply 
figures to year 7 are highlighted and reviewed through the SESplan Housing Land Audits. 
While the HLAs give an indication of future phasing they are an estimate of what could 
occur. They will be review annually to ensure the most up to date picture of housing 
supply is maintained. At current estimates SESplan has between 16 and 21 years supply 
in committed development. For further information see the Housing Land Schedule 4 
supporting paper (Overview (V) and paragraphs 3.32–3.38) (Doc 20). 
 
PP/0058/0008 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0001 Bellway homes; PP/0064/0009 Wallace 
Land:  No modifications proposed or recommended.  The SDP provides a clear context 
for LDPs to be progressed. It confirms the continuation of existing spatial strategies and 
includes further housing allowances for allocation through the LDPs. For further 
information see the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and 
paragraphs 3.32–3.38) (Doc 20). 
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Issue 17(d) – Phasing and distribution between 2024 and 2032 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; 
PP/0103/0001 J & J Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0106/0001 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0105/0001 J Pentland Plants; PP/0114/0001 Donald 
Laird; PP/0139/0001 Walker Group (Scotland) Ltd; PP/0038/0007 & 0011 Forkneuk 
Consortium; PP/0007/0003 Liberton & District Community Council; PP/0040/0002 & 0008 
Hallam Land Management; PP/0049/0005 Strawsons Property; PP/0153/0001 Straiton 
Park Ltd; PP/0054/0001 & 0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd; PP/0087/0004 
Lord Wemyss Trust & Elizabeth Benson's Estate; PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG 
Property: No modifications proposed or recommended.  Given the uncertainty in 
predicting need over the longer term and the length of the current recession it is 
appropriate to leave the 2024–32 figure unallocated by Strategic Development Area.  
Allocations will be given further spatial direction in SDP2 although, as stated in the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1), the distribution of housing numbers for the 2024-32 period will 
reflect the spatial strategy in SDP. For further information see Housing Schedule 4 (No 5) 
and the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and paragraphs 3.39–
3.45) (Doc 20). 
 
PP/0143/0002 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers; PP/0024/0001 Dunalastair 
Estates Group; PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0086/0002 Taylor Wimpey UK 
Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended.  Given the uncertainty in predicting 
need over the longer term and the length of the current recession it is appropriate to 
leave the 2024–32 figure unallocated by Strategic Development Area.  Allocations will be 
given further spatial direction in SDP2 although, as stated in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1), 
the distribution of housing numbers for the 2024-32 period will reflect the spatial strategy 
in SDP. The consistency and continuity with existing spatial strategies in the SESplan 
area will provide the long term clarity and certainty required to help deliver housing 
development of different scales and infrastructure. For further information see Housing 
Schedule 4 (No 5) and the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and 
paragraphs 3.39-3.45) (Doc 20). 
 
PP/0066/0004 Homes for Scotland; PP/0074/0003 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially 
Conscious Capital: No modifications proposed or recommended.  Given the uncertainty 
in predicting need over the longer term and the length of the current recession it is 
appropriate to leave the 2024–32 figure unallocated by Strategic Development Area or 
Local Authority.  Housing figures will be given further spatial direction in SDP2 although, 
as stated in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1), the distribution of housing numbers for the 2024-
32 period will reflect the spatial strategy in SDP. This level of guidance is seen by 
SESplan as being suitable at the present. For further information see Housing Schedule 
4 (No 5) and the Housing Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and paragraphs 
3.39–3.45) (Doc 20). 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Issue 17(a) – Phasing and location of housing in relation to the housing need and 
demand assessment outputs 
 
1.   As set out at Issue 15 above, I have concluded that it is appropriate that the strategic 
development plan should address the housing requirements identified in the housing 
need and demand assessment for each of the plan periods and for each local 
development plan area.  As noted, I have concluded that it would not be consistent with 
the securing of the aims and vision of the plan to delay beyond 2024 the allocation of the 
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land necessary to meet the assessed housing needs and demands of the SESplan area 
in the two preceding periods up to 2019 and 2024.   
 
2.  The doubt expressed by the authority about the potential of the house-building 
industry to recover, throughout the period up to 2024, from the effects of the recent 
recession does not in itself justify departing from the outcome of the housing needs and 
demand assessment.  That is because that doubt does not arise from the pursuit of any 
specific wider strategic economic, social or environmental policy objective.   
 
3.  As explained at Issue 15 above, the use of supplementary guidance is recommended 
as the means of confirming the location of new housing development across each of the 
six constituent local development plan areas so as to allow the overall housing needs and 
demands of the SESplan area as a whole to be met.  The use of supplementary guidance 
will also enable the best locations to be identified, based on a fresh analysis of 
opportunities and of infrastructure and environmental capacities and constraints. 
 
Issue 17(b) – Provision of housing land requirement to year 12  
and  
Issue 17(c) – Identification of supply to meet requirement to year 7 (2019) 
 
4.   As already identified at Issue 15 above, I am satisfied that Scottish Planning Policy 
(at paragraph 72) confirms that strategic development plans should identify how much of 
the housing land requirement should be met by site allocations in the local development 
plan that are capable of development by the end of year 7.  It also confirms that strategic 
development plans should indicate where land should be allocated in local development 
plans to meet requirements up to year 12 beyond the predicted year of plan approval.   
 
5.  Here, as discussed at Issue 15, the proposed plan does not fulfil these requirements.  
Further, as the necessary analysis has still to be undertaken, the appropriate information 
is not available at present, and it is not possible through the scope of this examination to 
specify precise modifications to rectify the position.   
 
6.  It is therefore recommended at Issue 15 that the plan should be modified to 
incorporate the outcome of the housing need and demand assessment for the SESplan 
area as a whole for the three periods of the plan (2009-29, 2019-24, and 2024-32).  It is 
also recommended that the plan should also be modified to provide for supplementary 
guidance to be prepared in order to confirm the housing requirement for the first two 
periods (which are to year 7 and to year 12) for each of the six local development plan 
areas, in a manner which will also enable the additional housing needs and demands 
generated in the City of Edinburgh to be met, albeit partly in the other five areas. 
 
7.   In the current circumstances, I consider that it is only through the use of the 
mechanism provided by supplementary guidance that this plan can fulfil these 
requirements of Scottish Planning Policy.  
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
The recommended modifications arising from the conclusions in relation to Issues 15 to 
20 are set out in the Annex which follows Issue 20. 
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Issue 18  Housing Land – Providing Flexibility 

Development plan 
reference: Framework for Delivery: Housing  Reporter: 

David Russell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
PP/0022/0004 & 0006 Ashdale Land & Property 
PP/0023/0002 & 0005 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd  
PP/0029/0006 & 0007 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson 
PP/0038/0010 Forkneuk Consortium  
PP/0044/0006 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0046/0001 & 0003 W J Simpson & Sons 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments 
PP/0048/0004 & 0007 Miller Homes 
PP/0053/0002 Crown Estate 
PP/0054/0011 & 0012 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd 
PP/0055/0003 & 0006 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0057/0003 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0058/0003 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management 
PP/0059/0004 Bellway Homes 
PP/0061/0005 Lothian Estates 
PP/0064/0008 Wallace Land Investment 
PP/0065/0001 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments 
PP/0074/0016 Wemyss & March  Estate/Socially Conscious Capital 
PP/0075/0003 & 0007 Strutt & Parker 
PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK 
PP/0078/0001 J Haig Hamilton & Sons 
PP/0081/0002 & 0003 Mr & Mrs Philip 
PP/0082/0001 Barratt Homes 
PP/0083/0004 Sudlow Trust 
PP/0087/0003 Lord Wemyss Trust 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe & Lothian Estates 
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0119/0001 Ladykirk Estate 
PP/0120/0001 Glen Estate; 
PP/0160/0005 Dalrymple Trust 
PP/0161/0006 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd 
PP/0167/0009 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0014 Leith Central Community Council 
PP/0068/0006 Regenco Winchburgh 
PP/0094/0002 Muir Homes 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates 
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Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Housing Paragraphs 108 – 112, and 113 – 114, Policy 5 and 6 and 
Tables 2, 3 and 4 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0002 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd: SDP must adopt flexible approach to housing land and 
ensure generous supply of additional land to be delivered through emerging LDPs.  To 
plan for limited housing land requirement, is to stifle the housebuilding industry even 
further. 
 
PP/0022/0006 Ashdale Land & Property; PP/0023/0005 Ashfield Commercial Properties 
Ltd; PP/0094/0002 Muir Homes: The approach to flexibility is severely limited in both 
mechanism and actual housing land numbers. LDPs must be afforded a more flexible 
approach/allowance to respond to shortfalls in housing land. Without a complete 
reconsideration of this policy position, the SESplan SDPA potentially may greatly suffer 
from chronic housing shortfall.  The approach would only allow the rephrasing of the 
SDAs, those areas which are already not performing. 
 
PP/0029/0007 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0057/0003 Taylor 
Wimpey: Policy 6 welcomed as it provides a way of ensuring any changes in the 
predictability of housing land requirements is met. However, the Policy need not be 
required, if the Plan were to ensure a more generous housing land requirement. Policy 6 
is silent on affordable housing sector where flexibility is also a consideration. 
 
PP/0029/0006 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: Policy 6 is welcomed but 
Policy 6B be introduced with the aim of setting out the requirement for a 5 year land 
supply. 
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: In terms of providing flexibility (Paragraph 113), 
there is an overreliance on historic infrastructure commitments.  This is not conducive to 
securing a generous effective supply of land in developable locations for market and 
affordable housing. 
 
PP/0038/0010 Forkneuk Consortium: Policy 6 will not deliver a generous supply of 
housing land.  Allowing allocations to come forward earlier assumes those allocations 
can and will deliver.  This is a false assumption and will not provide the flexibility required 
by the SDP. 
 
PP/0044/0006 Hallam Land Management: Flexibility is not addressed in the Plan 
 
PP/0046/0001 & 0003 W J Simpson; PP/0053/0002 Crown Estate: Additional flexibility 
given to LDP areas to alter phasing is welcomed.  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: Plan should include broader range of allocations for 
the periods 2010–2019 and 2019-2024, not simply SDAs and small sites.  
 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes: While paragraphs 113 and 114 on page 43 refer to the Plan 
providing additional flexibility by enabling the housing land requirements set out within the 
SDP to meet the housing land shortfall to be delivered in the earlier (2009–2019) rather 
than later (2019–2024) plan period, our client’s view is that the housing needs for the 
period should be met in full and should not be reliant on a fall-back position of future land 
being brought forward. 
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PP/0048/0007 Miller Homes: By acknowledging that a flexible approach is necessary for 
the identification of housing land opportunities will help to facilitate sustainable economic 
growth in the short to medium term, thus assisting in housing recovery in the Plan area. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: Plan should provide for more 
sites and greater flexibility  
 
PP/0054/0012 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd; PP/0074/0016 Ryden for 
Wemyss & March  Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Policy 6 will not deliver generous 
supply of housing land 
 
PP/0055/0003 & 0006 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0004 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0008 
Wallace Land Investment: SPP obliges development plans to maintain a 5 year effective 
housing supply at all times. This provides a generous land supply. This flexibility is 
needed in the Proposed Plan and has not been addressed. 
 
PP/0058/0003 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: No consideration is given to 
flexibility/generosity  
 
PP/0061/0005 Lothian Estates; PP/0081/0003 Mr & Mrs Philip; PP/0082/0001 Barratt 
Homes; PP/0083/0004 Sudlow Trust: Strategic housing land allocations should not be 
limited or restricted in terms of pre-2019 and post-2019 timeframes.  
 
PP/0065/0001 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: Support inclusion of Policy 6 
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: Concerns over restrictive nature of the subsequent 
policies that assert against flexibility in Policy 6. In our opinion there would appear to be 
no reason to constrain earlier development. 
 
PP/0075/0003 & 0007 Strutt & Parker: Under the heading ‘Providing Flexibility’ the term 
‘large scale’ (para 113) should be changed to ‘Strategic’ and additional category of 
‘Major’ included in Policy 7 for delivery outwith SDAs through LDPs 
 
PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK: Welcome policy 6 and related paragraphs in proposing to 
allow local planning authorities flexibility to rephrase future allocations for period 2019 
and between 2019-2024. 
 
PP/0078/0001 J Haig Hamilton & Sons: Supports Policy 6 – however considers additional 
criteria should be added to policy to allow for housing land flexibility, if the committed 
developments sites within the SDA do not come forward or are undeliverable. 
 
PP/0081/0002 Mr & Mrs Philip: Issue of flexibility should be integral to spatial strategy 
and its development principles.  
 
PP/0087/0003 Lord Wemyss Trust: Contrary to the objectives of the plan-led system, this 
policy will simply result in uncertainty as to where and when development will and will not 
be acceptable. 
 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes; PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy: Approach promoted by 
Policy 6 “Housing Land Flexibility” is not considered appropriate. Policy would only allow 
rephrasing of SDAs, those areas which are already not performing.  
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PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe & Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0105/0001 
Pentland Plants; PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management: Welcome and support 
Proposed Plan’s recognition that there is a need for flexibility in approach to housing land 
allocation and development. Inclusion of a specific policy on Housing Land Flexibility 
which allows for re-phasing of allocations also welcomed.  
 
PP/0119/0001 Ladykirk Estate; PP/0120/0001 Glen Estate: Future LDP’s should be 
encouraged to adopt a more proactive approach to housing in the countryside. 
 
PP/0161/0006 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd: Policy 6 – Not possible to bring forward 
housing completions for households that have not yet formed. 
 
PP/0167/0009 The Cockburn Association: References Policy - POLICY 6 - HOUSING 
LAND FLEXIBILITY: Agree it is prudent to include provision for flexibility in housing land 
allocation to take account of changing circumstances.  
 
PP/0168/0014 Leith Central Community Council: Housing Policy 6 (Land Flexibility): 
allows local planning authorities to bring forward 2019-24 allocations to 2009-19 where 
there is justification to meet local needs or community regeneration objectives 
 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: Windfall should be treated as flexibility to make up for 
probable losses to the effective housing land supply e.g. Edinburgh Waterfront.   
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0022/0004 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0002 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd; PP/0068/0006 Regenco Winchburgh: Provision of ‘generous’ 
supply of land for housing must be key aim of SDP. 
 
PP/0022/0006 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0005 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd: Complete rethink of Policy 6 Housing Land Flexibility to 
ensure actual "flexibility". 
 
PP/0029/0006 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: Change wording of Policy 6 
to include reference to affordable housing sector.  
 
Include a new Policy 6B as suggested below:  
 
Policy 6B Maintaining a 5 year Land Supply  
The SESplan Councils will maintain a continuous effective 5 year housing land supply for 
each Council area to meet the identified Housing Requirement. Where a Council’s land 
supply falls below this requirement, land will be brought forward as quickly as possible to 
meet the deficit, through the development management process if necessary. Such land 
should be found in locations which comply with the SESplan strategy. 
 
PP/0029/0007 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0057/0003 Taylor 
Wimpey: Retain Policy 6 if other modifications to the Plan (such as Policy 5 with Table 2, 
3 and 4) are accepted. 
 
Change Policy 6 to include reference to affordable housing sector. This could be in the 
form “Local Planning Authorities may consider re-phasing the allocations specified for the 
Strategic Development Areas over the periods 2009–2019 and 2019–2024 requirement 
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to the 2009–2019 period where there is justification to meet local needs (including 
housing tenure) or development would meet community regeneration objectives”. 
 
Include a new Policy 6B as suggested below: 
Policy 6B Maintaining a 5 year Land Supply 
The SESplan Councils will maintain a continuous effective 5 year housing land supply for 
each Council area to meet the identified Housing Requirement. Where a Council’s land 
supply falls below this requirement, land will be brought forward as quickly as possible to 
meet the deficit, through the development management process if necessary. Such land 
should be found in locations which comply with the SESplan strategy. 
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: Increased allocations identified through Policy 5 
(Tables 3 and 4) as derived from the HNDA and housing technical note. There may be 
feasible and viable opportunities for development outwith specified SDAs. 
 
PP/0038/0010 Forkneuk Consortium: Replace Policy 6 with: Where delivery of housing 
from a Strategic Development Area has fallen significantly (25%) behind housing 
numbers against a particular period of SESplan (i.e. 2008–2019; 2019–2024; and 2024–
2032), Local Development Plans must act to redistribute this phase to an alternative site 
or sites, whilst re-phasing delayed committed development site to realistic delivery 
trajectory.  When undertaking redistribution, housing is to go to allocated sites within 
same Strategic Development Area that are demonstrably effective and have additional 
capacity.  Where there is an insufficient number of such sites provision must be made by 
Local Development Plans to bring forward additional sites from longer term housing land 
supply to meet any existing or predicted shortfall in effective housing land”. 
 
PP/0044/0006 Hallam Land Management: Modify Policy 6: HOUSING LAND 
FLEXIBILITY  
 
Suggested Wording:  
Local Planning Authorities may implement long term housing allocations earlier in the 
Strategic Development Areas to meet the housing land requirement in full to 2024 
identified in Policy 5 and Table C.  Where long term housing allocations are constrained 
or cannot be implemented at an earlier stage, a Local Planning Authority should seek to 
grant planning permission for sites to maintain a generous land supply.  
 
In order to maintain a generous land supply, LDP’s will set a trigger or mechanism to 
allow a 5 year land supply to be maintained at all times.  This mechanism will enable 
greenfield sites to be approved through the development management process including 
sites in the Green Belt where the boundary of the Green Belt has been too tightly against 
the urban area, contrary to SPP.  
 
PP/0046/0001 & 0003 W J Simpson; PP/0053/0002 Crown Estate: Policy 6 should be 
clearer and more flexible 
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: Plan should include a broader range of allocations 
for the periods 2010 – 2019 and 2019 - 2024, not simply SDAs and small sites. 
 
PP/0048/0004 Miller Homes: Introduce flexibility in the Plan that enables alternative 
housing sites to be planned for as part of the LDP preparation exercise for the Fife Forth 
Area, recognising that, if supply continues to be constrained, sites which can 
demonstrate compliance with key SESplan objectives, such as sustainability and 
accessibility, will be chosen in preference.   
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PP/0048/0007 Miller Homes: That the SDP will take into account SPP and in particular, 
the Housing Section with a focus on the Plan being flexible, adaptive and responsive to 
the changing needs of the housing market over the period of the Plan to enable a 
generous supply of land being allocated in the Development Plan. 
 
PP/0054/0011 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd: A full review of housing land 
requirement section is required. 
 
PP/0054/0012 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land Ltd; PP/0074/0016 Wemyss & March 
Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Policy 6 – Housing Land Flexibility should be deleted 
and replaced with the following: 
 
Where delivery of housing from a Strategic Development Area has fallen significantly 
(25%) behind housing numbers against a particular period of SESplan (i.e. 2008–2019; 
2019–2024; and 2024–2032), Local Development Plans must act to redistribute this 
phase to an alternative site or sites, whilst re-phasing the delayed committed 
development site to a realistic delivery trajectory. When undertaking redistribution, 
housing is to go to allocated sites within the same Strategic Development Area that are 
demonstrably effective and have additional capacity. Where there is an insufficient 
number of such sites provision must be made by Local Development Plans to bring 
forward additional sites from the longer term housing land supply to meet any existing or 
predicted shortfall in effective housing land”.  
 
PP/0055/0003 & 0006 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0004 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0008 
Wallace Land Investment: Amend Policy 6 to read “Local Planning Authorities may 
implement long term housing allocations earlier in the Strategic Development Areas to 
meet the housing land requirement in full to 2024 identified in Policy 5 and Table C. 
Where long term housing allocations are constrained or cannot be implemented at an 
earlier stage, a Local Planning Authority should seek to grant planning permission for 
sites to maintain a generous land supply. 
 
In order to maintain a generous land supply, LDPs will set a trigger or mechanism to 
allow a 5 year land supply to be maintained at all times. This mechanism will enable 
greenfield sites to be approved through the development management process including 
sites in the Green Belt where the boundary of the Green Belt has been too tightly against 
the urban area, contrary to SPP”. 
 
PP/0058/0003 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management: Consideration should given to 
flexibility/generosity  
 
PP/0061/0005 Lothian Estates; PP/0081/0003 Mr & Mrs Philip; PP/0082/0001 Barratt 
Homes; PP/0083/0004 Sudlow Trust: Amend policy 6 –“LPA’s may consider augmenting 
the allocations specified for the Strategic Development Areas over the period 2009-2024, 
as identified in Policy 5 and Tables 3 and 4, where there is a justification to meet local 
needs or development would meet community regeneration objectives. LDP’s will identify 
the relevant criteria.  
 
PP/0065/0001 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property: None stated 
 
PP/0071/0001 Walton Developments: Modifications should re-balance historic 
commitments with pipeline sites and take a realistic view on effectiveness and delivery to 
accommodate new housing to meet current pressures. 
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PP/0075/0003 & 0007 Strutt & Parker: Direct only “Strategic” development to SDA’s, and 
make provision for Major and Local Development on greenfield sites in appropriate 
locations to be identified through LDPs. 
 
Make provision for either large/major development (potentially 50-299 houses) outwith 
SDA’s, particularly in the short term to meet the additional shortfall in the early stages, 
and to provide additional flexibility due to our concerns about the adequacy of the 
currently worded Policy 6 & 7 to cater for this. 
 
Amend para 115 to read “where the development is Local/Major and/or is justified by and 
will address local needs...” 
 
Amend Policy 7 and Table 3 (possibly renumbered Table 4) to provide for “major” as well 
as “local” greenfield land allocations outwith SDAs in sustainable locations subject to 
meeting the same criteria (as amended) and being allocated in LDPs. Policy 7 Criteria A 
could be amended to read “Development is Local/Major scale 
 
PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK: None stated 
 
PP/0078/0001 J Haig Hamilton & Sons: Additional criteria should be added to policy 6 to 
allow for housing land flexibility, if committed developments sites within SDA do not come 
forward or are undeliverable. 
 
PP/0081/0002 Mr & Mrs Philip: Paragraph 25  
Add: However, it is recognised that flexibility is of critical importance as housing delivery 
options are investigated and therefore, LPA’s should ensure that sufficient land is made 
available to meet strategic allocations as a minimum, to be assessed and justified 
through the LDP process.  
 
PP/0087/0003 Lord Wemyss Trust: If there is a need for additional housing land in the 
first phase of the plan period (2009-2019) it should be acknowledged in the SDP and 
provided for appropriately. 
 
PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes; PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy: Policy 6 should be 
extended to include all land required in order to meet output targets including more 
community based allocations. Reference to Strategic Development Areas should be 
deleted from the policy. 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe & Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0105/0001 
Pentland Plants; PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management: Release of further effective 
housing land in marketable, accessible, sustainable and viable locations is required and 
these must be capable of delivery throughout plan period, including the period pre-2019. 
 
PP/0119/0001 Ladykirk Estate;  PP/0120/0001 Glen Estate: None stated 
 
PP/0161/0006 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd: Allocate sufficient land at the right time to 
meet household need. 
 
PP/0167/0009 The Cockburn Association: Policy 6 - consider the guidance on housing 
outwith identified SDA’s should be more closely specified (paragraphs 112, 115 and 
Policy 7) e.g.  
� there should be a presumption against the use of greenfield sites unless in exceptional 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

257 

circumstances  
� brownfield sites should take priority  
� small scale development should be defined – could be larger for brownfield sites  
� consideration should be given to minimum densities for housing on brownfield and 
windfall sites within urban areas to maximise development which can be sustained at 
high density.  
 
PP/0168/0014 Leith Central Community Council: Propose amendment providing for 
existing “commitments” to be taken up first. 
 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: An additional policy is needed to comply with the SPP 
requirement.   
 
Policy 6B Maintaining a 5 Year Land Supply - The SESplan Councils will maintain a 
continuous effective 5 year housing land supply for each Council area to meet the 
identified Housing Requirement.  Where a Council’s land supply falls below this 
requirement, land will be brought forward as quickly as possible to meet the deficit, 
through the development management process if necessary.  Such land should be found 
in locations which comply with the SESplan strategy.   
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0022/0004 & 0006 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0002 & 0005 
Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd; PP/0029/0006 & 0007 Taylor Wimpey 
plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd; PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0038/0010  
Forkneuk Consortium; PP/0044/0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0046/0001 & 0003 
W J Simpson; PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments; PP/0048/0004 & 0007 Miller Homes; 
PP/0053/0002 Crown Estate; PP/0054/0011 & 0012 Pumpherston Estates/Wallace Land 
Ltd; PP/0055/0003 & 0006 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0057/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0058/0003 
Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0059/0004 Bellway Homes; 
PP/0061/0005 Lothian Estates; PP/0064/0008 Wallace Land Investment; PP/0071/0001 
Walton Developments; PP/0074/0016 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious 
Capital; PP/0075/0003 & 0007 Strutt & Parker; PP/0078/0001 J Haig Hamilton & Sons; 
PP/0081/0002 & 0003 Mr & Mrs Philip; PP/0082/0001 Barratt Homes; PP/0083/0004 
Sudlow Trust; PP/0087/0003 Lord Wemyss Trust; PP/0095/0006 Campion Homes; 
PP/0096/0002 R & A Kennedy; PP/0119/0001 Ladykirk Estate; PP/0120/0001 Glen 
Estate; PP/0160/0005 Dalrymple Trust; PP/0161/0006 Alfred Stewart Properties Ltd; 
PP/0167/0009 The Cockburn Association; PP/0168/0014 Leith Central Community 
Council; PP/0068/0006 Regenco (Winchburgh); PP/0094/0002 Muir Homes; 
PP/0181/0001 Murray Estates: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
 
Policy 6 of the Proposed Plan serves to emphasise the flexibility in the approach that has 
been adopted by SESplan. It is vital that SESplan provides enough land to cater for any 
eventuality in future house building trends. SESplan provides a suitable level of housing 
to accommodate future trends but while a level of delivery has been identified, based on 
the 2010 Housing Land Audits, this is only an estimate of what might happen. The policy 
provides the mechanism for the re phasing of housing land to take place should market 
recovery begin to take place at a faster rate than anticipated. The policy promotes 
flexibility in housing land delivery which is vital in an uncertain economic climate. As such 
it will make the SDP more responsive to the needs to the housing market should delivery 
rates increase.  For more detailed information see the supporting document the Housing 
Land Schedule 4 supporting paper (Overview and paragraphs 5.1–5.6 – Doc ref. 20) 
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PP/0065/0001 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property; PP/0077/0001 Cemex UK; PP/0101/0001 
Roxburghe and Lothian Estates; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group; PP/0103/0001 J & W 
Jenkinson; PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants; 
PP/0106/0001 John Handley for Hallam Land Management: No modifications proposed 
or recommended. Support noted 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   Given the scale of the SESplan area’s assessed housing needs and demands, and 
the extent of the economic uncertainty in recent years, I agree that it is appropriate that 
the strategic development plan ensures that significant flexibility is provided in the release 
of land for housing development.  However it is appropriate, and consistent with the 
strategy and with Scottish Planning Policy, that the plan also confirms that priority should 
be given first to the re-development of brownfield land, and also to the construction of 
houses on land within the strategic development areas identified in this plan.  These have 
been confirmed on the basis of a sustainability assessment.   
 
2.   Scottish Planning Policy at paragraph 71 confirms that allocating a generous supply 
of land for housing in the development plan will give the flexibility necessary for the 
continued delivery of new housing even if unpredictable changes to the effective land 
supply occur during the life of the plan.  As noted at Issue 15 above, it also confirms (at 
paragraph 71) that maintaining a supply of effective land for at least 5 years at all times 
should ensure that there is a continuing generous supply of land for house building. 
 
3.   For that reason I also concluded at Issue 15 that the plan should be modified to 
confirm that the constituent planning authorities shall maintain a five years’ effective 
housing land supply at all times.  This will relate to the housing requirements for each 
local development plan area identified through the supplementary guidance which I have 
also recommended should be prepared.  It will require to be delivered principally through 
the allocation of sufficient land in the relevant local development plans on sites which are 
capable of becoming effective in the plan periods to 2019 and to 2024, mostly on 
brownfield sites or within the 13 strategic development areas.  It would not be 
appropriate, in the absence of any other constraints, to prevent the earlier development 
of any sites which are allocated for construction to start after 2019.  Doing that could 
result in the unnecessary release of less suitable sites instead. 
 
4.   Policy 7 contains appropriate safeguards in relation to protecting the character of 
settlements and the objectives of green belts, and avoiding any requirement for additional 
infrastructure which is not either committed or will be funded by the developer. 
 
5.   However, given these safeguards, I consider that seeking to restrict such 
developments to a ‘small scale’, as defined in the glossary, may introduce an 
inappropriate degree of inflexibility.  Any such houses built on sites outwith the strategic 
development areas will also contribute to meeting the overall requirements and satisfy 
some of the assessed housing needs and demands.  I do not accept that if a housing site 
is located outwith any strategic development area it means that, whoever occupies those 
houses, the housing need which is being met is somehow only local, or that those houses 
would not contribute to meeting the overall, or ‘strategic’, housing needs or demand.  
That also applies to houses which might be built in the countryside, outwith and detached 
from any settlement.   
 
6.   In addition, each local development plan will require to re-assess whether the sites 
currently allocated for development, or which have planning permission, are likely to be 
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capable of becoming effective and delivering house completions in the periods to 2019 
and to 2024.  As mentioned at Issue 15 above, there is uncertainty about the 
deliverability of some of the largest existing allocations.  If any of these prove to be 
undeliverable within either the first seven or 12 years, alternative sites may require to be 
allocated, and the most suitable may be outwith the strategic development areas. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
The recommended modifications arising from the conclusions in relation to Issues 15 to 
20 are set out in the Annex which follows Issue 20. 
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Issue 19  Housing Land: Miscellaneous  

Development plan 
reference: Framework for Delivery: Housing Reporter: 

David Russell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson 
PP/0040/0003 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0044/0005 & 0006 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments  
PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management  
PP/0081/0001 Mr & Mrs Philip 
PP/0086/0003 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird 
PP/0117/0005 Juniper Green Community Council  
PP/0121/0001 Ristol 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning 
PP/0167/0010 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0002 & 0011 Leith Central Community Council 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Housing Paragraphs 108 – 112, and 113 – 114, Policy 5, 6 and 7, 
Tables 2, 3 and 4 Paragraphs 113 – 114 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Issue 6(a) Housing Land outwith Strategic Development Areas  
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: Re-phasing the West 
Lothian allocations to meet short and medium term requirements is consistent with 
economic recovery and supporting sustainable development.  Paragraph 115 and Policy 7 
(Page 26) appear to be inconsistent and the policy does not reflect the text. There is a 
presumption against development outwith SDA but no exception for regeneration or other 
benefits.  
 
PP/0044/0006 Hallam Land Management: Under SPP (Doc 23), development plans must 
maintain a 5-year effective housing supply at all times in order to provide a generous land 
supply.  This flexibility is needed in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) and this has not been 
addressed. 
 
PP/0040/0003 Hallam Land Management: Need to include further text in Policy to link 
development outwith SDAs to the provision of a 5 year effective land supply.  
 
PP/0086/0003 Taylor Wimpey: Policy 7 is too restrictive and does not provide the flexibility 
that the Plan (Doc 1) seeks to provide.  
 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership: We object to para 112. This indicates that 
“…the majority of land…” allocated for housing in LDP’s will be located within the SDA’s. 
As highlighted elsewhere, consistency is required in the terminology used in SESplan, and 
clarity provided on the scale of development that will be directed to SDA’s, and provision 
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made for larger than small scale (i.e. “Major”) greenfield development outwith SDAs 
through the LDPs. 
 
PP/0121/0001 Ristol: A strategic policy provision that restricts the development of 
Greenfield sites outwith those allocated in Development Plans can prevent delivery of 
sites. 
 
PP/0167/0010 The Cockburn Association: Policy not strong enough on the issue of 
development in the Green Belt and the provision of housing outwith SDAs.  
 
Issue 6(b) Changes to Terminology  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: There appear to have been a number of failings in 
terminology – and related issues in the analysis of data from the Housing Technical Note, 
and the eventual translation into the Proposed Plan (Doc. 1). 
 
In accordance with SPP (Doc 23) and PAN 2/2010 (Doc 25), the Plan (Doc 1) should 
properly refer to the “established” and the “effective” housing land supply, not the 
“existing” housing land supply, which is a term not defined at all in the SPP (Doc 23), PAN 
(Doc 25) or even in previous SPP3 (Doc 40). The Housing Land “Requirement” referred to 
in Tables 3 and 4 is actually the Housing Land “Shortfall” and should be referred to as 
such. The Housing Land Requirement is an entirely different matter, because as set out in 
SPP (Doc 23) and PAN 2/2010 (Doc 25), allowance has to be made for need, demand 
and supply. 
 
PP/0081/0001 Mr & Mrs Philip; PP/0082/0005 Clarendon Planning & Development for 
Barratt Homes; PP/0083/0002 Clarendon Planning & Development for Sudlow Trust: A 
more explicit definition linked to a ‘local scale’ as per Development Management 
legislation on hierarchy of developments would provide a basis for LDP’s. 
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0112 Deveron Homes Ltd: 
Attachment: Welcome the inclusion of Policy 7 but request change to definition of small 
scale in the Glossary to provide opportunities for natural extensions to larger settlements.  
 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning: The reference to ‘Housing Land Requirement’ in Table 4 
is incorrect. 
 
Issue 6(c) Changes to graphics and presentation  
 
PP/0168/0011 Leith Central Community Council: The plan (housing policy 5) (Doc 1) 
proposes to allocate new land as follows to meet this shortfall: 2009-2019: 3,300 (of which 
1,000 in West Edinburgh, 600 in SE Edinburgh, 500 in rest of City of Edinburgh, and none 
in central Edinburgh and Waterfront) 2019-2024: 6,850 (of which 1,000 in West Edinburgh, 
850 in SE Edinburgh, 500 in rest of City of Edinburgh, and none in central Edinburgh and 
Waterfront) 2024-2032: 24,050 across the whole plan area without further breakdown. 
There appears to be a discrepancy between tables 3 and 4 in the SESplan Proposed Plan 
(Nov 11) (Doc 1): committed development is given as 94,000 in one table and 105,600 in 
the other.  
 
Issue 6(d) Policy on maintaining a five year housing land supply  
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management: A mechanism needs to be included to ensure that a 
five year land supply is in place at all times.  
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PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership: No mechanism for monitoring the effective 5 
year land supply. 
 
Issue 6(e) Identification of a shortfall in the Plan  
 
PP/0044/0005 & 0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey & AWG 
Property: The shortfall to 2024 is the responsibility of each Council through its LDP 
applying its estimate of the effective land supply to SESplan’s estimate of the housing 
requirement. 
 
Issue 6(f) – Standard of Existing Housing Stock  
 
PP/0168/0002 Leith Central Community Council: The Proposed Plan mostly ignores the 
social aspects of poor existing housing, and the need for replacement of sub-standard 
accommodation. 
 
Issue 6 (g) – Support 
 
PP/0088/0006 Gyle Shopping Centre: Policy 5 refers to Table 3 which identifies West 
Edinburgh as having an additional housing land requirement of 2,000 units. This growth is 
supported. 
 
PP/0117/0005 Juniper Green Community Council: Support Policy 5. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Issue 6(a) Housing Land outwith Strategic Development Areas 
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson: The presumption of no development outwith 
specified SDAs is flawed in that there may be feasible and viable opportunities that 
emerge over the plan period and this needs to be fully accounted for in the approach and 
locational strategy.  
 
PP/0086/0003 Taylor Wimpey: Change Policy 7 to read ‘development is small scale 
and/or in keeping with the character of the settlement and local area’. 
 
PP/0114/0001 Donald Laird: The relevance and meaning of Paragraph 115 needs to be 
reviewed in terms of its consistency with Policy 7. Policy 7 is overly restrictive and 
alternative wording should replace ‘all of the following criteria’ as this may not be possible. 
 
PP/0121/0001 Ristol: Policy 7 should make provision for green field sites within settlement 
boundaries coming forward for development, subject to compliance with detailed design 
and siting. 
 
PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership: Tables 3 and 4 are now completely 
inaccurate and should be revised with an additional provision being made in each area for 
“Development outwith SDAs” equating to a significant element of the additional shortfall. 
 
PP/0044/0006 Hallam Land Management: Replace Policy 7 with the following text. 
Greenfield proposals outwith the identified Strategic Development Areas will not be 
supported except those identified through Local Development Plans or where a 5-year 
land supply is not being maintained at all times and where they satisfy all of the following 
criteria:  



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

263 

 
Development is small scale and in keeping with the character of the settlement and local 
area; and  
 
Development will not undermine Green Belt objectives; and  
 
Any additional infrastructure required as a result of the development is either committed or 
to be funded by the developer.  
 
PP/0040/0003 Hallam Land Management: Introduce following wording into policy. 
‘Greenfield proposals outwith the identified Strategic Development Areas will not be 
supported except those identified through Local Development Plans ‘or where a 5 year 
land supply is not being maintained at all times’ and where........’.  
 
PP/0167/0010 The Cockburn Association: Make policy stronger and restrict all housing 
development in the Green Belt. Also ensure that housing outwith SDAs always counts 
towards the housing land requirement.  
 
Issue 6(b) Changes to Terminology  
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: Delete “Existing” and replace with “Effective” at Row 
2 of Table 2. 
 
PP/0081/0001 Mr & Mrs Philip; PP/0082/0005 Barratt Homes; PP/0083/0002 Sudlow 
Trust: 
 
Policy 7 - Amend (a): ‘Development is of ‘local scale’, as recognised in hierarchy of 
development legislation, ……’  
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0112 Deveron Homes Ltd: 
Change text in Glossary to refer to small scale as being ‘up to 100 units’ rather than the 
‘fewer than 50 units’ as is currently in the SDP (Doc 1). Welcome the inclusion of Policy 7 
but request change to definition of small scale in the Glossary to provide opportunities for 
natural extensions to larger settlements.  
 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning: Reference to Housing Land Requirement in Table 4 
should be described as a ‘Housing Land Shortfall’.  
 
Issue 6(c) Changes to graphics and presentation  
 
PP/0168/0011 Leith Central Community Council: Reconcile differences in numbers in final 
plan.  
 
Issue 6(d) Policy on maintaining a five year housing land supply  
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management: The SESplan Councils will maintain a continuous 
effective 5 year housing land supply for each Council area to meet the identified Housing 
Requirement. Where a Council’s land supply falls below this requirement, land will be 
brought forward as quickly as possible to meet the deficit, through the development 
management process if necessary. Such land should be found in locations which comply 
with the SESplan strategy. 
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Issue 6(e) Identification of a shortfall in the Plan  
 
PP/0044/0005 & 0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG 
Property: Housing calculation in the SDP to stop at the identification of a requirement and 
to leave the identification of a shortfall to LDPs.  
 
Issue 6(f) – Standard of Existing Housing Stock  
 
PP/0168/0002 Leith Central Community Council: Inclusion of policy to cover the standard 
of existing housing.  
 
Issue 6 (g) – Support 
 
PP/0088/0006 Gyle Shopping Centre: None stated. 
 
PP/0117/0005 Juniper Green Community Council: Support Policy 5. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Issue 6(a) Housing Land outwith Strategic Development Areas 
 
PP/0036/0001 Davidson & Robertson; PP/0086/0003 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0114/0001 
Donald Laird; PP/0121/0001 Ristol; PP/0044/0006 Hallam Land Management: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. SESplan sees no inconsistency between 
paragraph 115 and Policy 7. The criteria included in Policy 7 have been identified as being 
essential caveats to allow housing to progress which is not in the development plan. It is 
appropriate that all the criteria are met as included in the plan.  
 
PP/0040/0003 Hallam Land Management: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
The proposed insertion to the policy is not supported as it runs contrary to the policy 
approach being pursued by SESplan with regard to housing land. While SESplan 
recognises the need to have a 5 year land supply and includes enough housing land to 
meet this requirement it will be for the SESplan LDPs to agree monitoring and policy 
approaches to ensure that they maintain a 5 year land supply.  
 
PP/0167/0010 The Cockburn Association: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
To restrict all housing development in the green belt would be contrary to SPP (Doc 23) 
and therefore cannot be accommodated in the plan. The inclusion of development outwith 
the SDAs, either as part of or in addition to the housing land requirement, has been 
included to provide flexibility in specific Council areas. As such it is beneficial to retain this 
approach in the plan.   
 
Issue 6(b) Changes to Terminology  
 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0081/0001 Mr & Mrs Philip; 
PP/0082/0005 Barratt Homes; PP/0083/0002 Sudlow Trust: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The level of small/local scale has been set to correspond and bring 
continuity in approach with the definition of large and small scale set out in Scottish 
Planning Circulars.  
 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning: No modification proposed but SESplan accepts that 
figures are wrongly referenced as a ‘Housing Land Requirement’ in Tables 3 and 4 of the 
Proposed Plan. The heading should be ‘Additional Housing Provision’. Any changes to 
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reflect this error do not have an impact on the content or working of the SDP. 
 
PP/0047/0002 Raith Developments: No modifications proposed or recommended. To 
change this terminology would lead to inconsistencies with other parts of the plan and 
supporting documents.   
 
Issue 6(c) Changes to graphics and presentation  
 
PP/0168/0011 Leith Central Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. There is not an inconsistency between the committed figures in Tables 3 
and 4. The difference in the figures comes from Table 3 only including committed 
development in each SDA, while Table 4 shows the committed development for the whole 
of each Local Authority area. Some of the committed development will be in locations 
outwith SDAs.  
 
Issue 6(d) Policy on maintaining a five year housing land supply 
 
PP/0072/0001 CALA Management; PP/0097/0003 Rosebery Estates Partnership: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. SESplan agrees with the importance of having a 
five year housing land supply. It may also be appropriate for the LDPs to include policies 
to monitor the effectiveness of their 5 year supply. However, this issue is best addressed 
through LDPs and consequently no changes are proposed to the plan.   
 
Issue 6(e) Identification of a shortfall in the Plan  
 
PP/0044/0005 & 0006 Hallam Land Management; PP/0065/0007 Taylor Wimpey/AWG 
Property; No modifications proposed or recommended. The approach identified in the 
SDP of considering the existing supply and thus future new housing provision is one which 
is tried and tested in strategic planning. This approach has previously been used in the 
Structure Plans and SESplan thinks it appropriate that it is used in the SDP.  
 
Issue 6(f) – Standard of Existing Housing Stock  
 
PP/0168/0002 Leith Central Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. While SESplan and the SESplan authorities recognise the importance of 
maintaining the standard of the existing stock this is a local issue and is best dealt with 
through the LDP process or other Local Authority housing strategies.  
 
Issue 6 (g) – Support 
 
PP/0088/0006 Gyle Shopping Centre; PP/0117/0005 Juniper Green Community Council: 
No modifications proposed or recommended. Support noted. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Housing Land outwith Strategic Development Areas  
 
1.   This issue has been addressed above at Issue 18.  I am also satisfied that the plan 
provides adequate safeguards for green belts. 
 
Changes to Terminology  
 
2.   The recommended modifications which give effect to the conclusions on Issues 15 
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to 18 are intended also to clarify the terms used in relation to housing land and housing 
requirements.  They should also be clarified in the supplementary guidance which it is 
recommended should be prepared. 
 
Changes to graphics and presentation  
 
3.   I consider that there is no inconsistency in the figures presented in Tables 3 and 4, as 
some of the sites which have been defined as committed development lie outwith any 
strategic development area.  However, these tables are the subject of recommended 
modifications which arise from the conclusions relating to Issue 15, and as are set out in 
the Annex which follows Issue 20. 
 
Policy on maintaining a five year housing land supply  
 
4.   This matter has been addressed at Issue 18. 
 
Identification of a shortfall in the Plan  
 
5.   This matter is addressed at Issues 15 to 18 above, and the recommended 
modifications arising from the conclusions will result in the requirement being specified in 
supplementary guidance.  It will be the role of the local development plans to confirm the 
scale of the shortfalls to be met through additional housing land allocations.   
 
Standard of Existing Housing Stock  
 
6.   The condition of the existing housing stock is analysed in the housing need and 
demand assessment and should be addressed through the local housing strategy of each 
of the constituent local authorities. 
 
Support 
 
7.   There are no unresolved issues raised in these representations in relation to Policy 5 
which require to be addressed through this examination.   
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
No modifications are recommended which arise separately, but see the recommended 
modifications arising from the conclusions in relation to Issues 15 to 20, which are set out 
in the Annex which follows Issue 20. 
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Issue 20  Affordable Housing 

Development plan 
reference: Page 44, paragraph 116 Reporter: 

David Russell 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Seeking a Change       
          
PP/0022/0003 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd 
PP/0023/0003 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties Ltd 
PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance Ltd 
PP/0058/0009 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management 
PP/0063/0003 Cardross Asset Management for West Craigs & Dunedin Canmore Housing 
Association 
PP/0065/0002 Taylor Wimpey/AWG Property 
PP/0067/0002 Sigma Capital Property Limited 
PP/0068/0002 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd 
PP/0075/0005 Strutt & Parker 
PP/0160/0002 Trustees of Sir C M Dalrymple’s Trust 
PP/0161/0002 Alfred Stewart Properties 
PP/0168/0016 Leith Central Community Council 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd 
PP/0176/0001 Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby 
PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate 
 
No Modifications Being Sought 
 
PP/0063/0003 Cardross Asset Management for West Craigs & Dunedin Canmore Housing 
Association 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Page 44 paragraph 116 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Summary of Representations Seeking a Change  
 
Paragraph 116 
 
PP/0022/0003 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0003 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd: Considers that whilst 25% provision of affordable housing 
remains the national policy preference, the SDP must acknowledge both the present 
economic climate and the negative impact such affordable housing requirements can 
potentially have on development viability. 
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties Ltd; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance Ltd: 
Consider that it is important for SESplan to direct that affordable housing should be based 
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on an up to date housing need and demands assessment.  It also fails to direct planning 
authorities to have regard to all the means of provision specified in Circular 2/2010.  
Affordable housing is complex and impacts on scheme viability.  There needs to be 
recognition that the traditional RSL led approach may not be the most appropriate or 
beneficial means of delivery.     
 
PP/0058/0009 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management; PP/0065/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey/AWG Property: We consider that the benchmark of 25% should be established at 
a local level and not at a strategic level.  SPP advises, in recognition of local disparities, if 
a different percentage is required locally, justified by the HNDA and identified in the Local 
Housing Strategy and development plan, then the 25% benchmark does not apply.  Given 
the changing nature of local need and different characteristics of each SESplan area, it 
would not be appropriate to set a benchmark of 25% on all sites but rather where justified 
by local need.      
 
PP/0067/0002 Sigma Capital Property Ltd; PP/0068/0002 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd; 
PP/0160/0002 Trustees of Sir C M Dalrymple’s Trust; PP/0161/0002 Alfred Stewart 
Properties; PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina 
Bowlby; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate: Objects to the blanket application of a 25% 
requirement across the entire SDP area.  Applying this requirement will not meet 
Edinburgh's requirement for affordable housing in the SDP period.  This is contrary to SPP 
which requires that housing land requirements be met in full and also to the Midlothian 
Council’s recent updated Supplementary Planning Guidance on affordable housing that 
states this as an intention.  This approach does not reflect the detailed approach and 
variation in affordable housing requirements between local authorities that are included in 
the supporting HNDA.  The approach to affordable housing in the Proposed Plan runs 
contrary to the flexible approach set out in the Chief Planner's letter of 15 March 2011 to 
all Heads of Planning in Local Authorities.  This notes that a 25% affordable housing 
requirement may not be deliverable in the current climate and recommends a flexible 
approach to affordable housing delivery as part of wider development scheme economics.  
This should come forward in a variety of ways such as a reduction in affordable housing 
percentage requirements and the use of unsubsidised affordable housing models.  This 
flexibility is not reflected in the Proposed Plan paragraph 116. 
 
PP/0075/0005 Strutt & Parker: Affordable housing is largely a product of market housing 
and, if market housing is not provided for in a range of locations, and in the areas of need 
and demand, then affordable housing may not be provided for in the areas where it is 
most needed, or at the levels required. 
 
PP/0168/0016 Leith Central Community Council: Notes that affordable housing has not 
merited a policy in the Proposed Plan.   
 
PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate; PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby; 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0161/0002 Alfred Stewart Properties; PP/0067/0002 Sigma 
Capital Property Ltd; PP/0160/0002 Trustees of Sir C M Dalrymple’s Trust; PP/0068/0002 
Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd: Believe that there should be planning policy guidance in the 
Strategic Development Plan in relation to the provision and requirements placed upon 
constituent planning authorities to deliver land for affordable housing.   
 
No Modifications Being Sought 
 
PP/0063/0003 Cardross Asset Management Ltd for West Craigs Ltd & Dunedin Canmore 
Housing Association: Propose a 33% affordable housing over the extent of their new 
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development (in West Edinburgh).  They note the benchmark across the SDP area is 
25%, however, they suggest that a 33% requirement in the City of Edinburgh is justified 
given the likely demand for affordable units there.  Dunedin Canmore Housing Association 
is a key partner in this proposal and will be integral in the comprehensive development of 
the site and the delivery of affordable housing as part of the proposal.   
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Paragraph 116 
 
PP/0022/0003 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0003 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd: Greater emphasis should be placed on local housing issues 
which prevail within the respective LDP areas and cognisance taken of the impact the 
25% benchmark figure for the provision of affordable housing can have on the 
"effectiveness" of sites. 
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties Ltd; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance Ltd: Policy 
6 needs to be redrafted to take account of the need to use up to date housing need and 
demands assessment; the need to direct planning authorities to have regard to all the 
means of provision specified in Circular 2/2010 (Doc. 25); the effect of affordable housing 
on scheme viability; and a recognition that the traditional RSL led approach may not be 
the most appropriate or beneficial means of delivery. 
 
PP/0058/0009 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management;  PP/0065/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey/AWG Property; PP/0067/0002 Sigma Capital Property Ltd; PP/0068/0002 
Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd; PP/0160/0002 Trustees of Sir C Dalrymple’s Trust; 
PP/0161/0002 Alfred Stewart Properties; PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0176/0001 The 
Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate: Consider that a 
benchmark of 25% should be established at a local level and not at a strategic level.  A 
benchmark of 25% should only be set where justified by local need.  Affordable housing 
requirements should be calculated on a local authority (or below) basis. 
 
PP/0075/0005 Strutt & Parker: Provide for a range of housing sites in a range of locations 
to meet need and demand in the areas they arise. 
 
PP/0168/0016 Leith Central Community Council: Propose that paragraph 116 should be 
upgraded into a policy.   
 
PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate; PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby; 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0161/0002 Alfred Stewart Properties; PP/0067/0002 Sigma 
Capital Property Ltd; PP/0068/0002 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd; PP/0160/0002 Trustees 
of Sir C M Dalrymple’s Trust: Believe that there should be a policy in the Plan to direct 
constituent authorities to deliver land for affordable housing.   
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0022/0003 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0003 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended.  The Proposed 
Plan (Doc 1) sets out a broad strategic spatial strategy for Edinburgh and South East 
Scotland, recognising the importance of meeting affordable housing needs.  In doing so it 
sets an overall benchmark figure of 25%, thus reflecting the approach set out in Scottish 
Planning Policy paragraph 88 (Doc 23) and Planning Advice Note 2/2010 paragraph 14 
(Doc 25) .  However, paragraph 116 acknowledges that each LDP area has its own 
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characteristics and variations in need and thus LDPs will set out appropriate approaches 
for their areas compliant with SPP (Doc 23) taking account of local housing waiting lists 
and Housing Need and Demand Assessment (HNDA) (Doc 11) evidence. There is no 
intention to adopt a rigid blanket approach and LDPs will address this issue in more detail.  
LDPs will also address detailed and site specific issues such as viability and will take into 
account localised factors when negotiating contributions on individual sites.  
 
PP/0032/0001 National Grid Properties Ltd; PP/0033/0001 Rural Renaissance Ltd: No 
modification proposed or recommended.  Paragraph 116 sets out a brief but important 
strategic statement of intent and confirms that affordable housing is a strategic issue.  
However, irrespective of the merits of these matters, further detail on these specifics, is 
more appropriately addressed by LDPs.  In any event, Policy 6 relates to housing land 
flexibility, not affordable housing.       
  
PP/0058/0009 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management;  PP/0065/0002 Taylor 
Wimpey/AWG Property; PP/0067/0002 Sigma Capital Property Ltd; PP/0068/0002 
Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd; PP/0075/0005 Strutt & Parker; PP/0160/0002 Trustees of Sir 
C M Dalrymple’s Trust; PP/0161/0002 Alfred Stewart Properties; PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; 
PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate: 
No modifications proposed or recommended.  The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) sets out a 
strategic spatial strategy for Edinburgh and South East Scotland, recognising the 
importance of meeting affordable housing needs.  In doing so it sets an overall benchmark 
figure of 25%, thus reflecting the approach set out in Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 
88 (Doc 23) and Planning Advice Note 2/2010 paragraph 14 (Doc 25).  However, 
paragraph 112 acknowledges that each LDP area has its own characteristics and 
variations and thus they will set out appropriate approaches for their areas based on 
Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) and HNDA (Doc 11) evidence.  Individual planning 
authorities may also identify requirements for areas below LDP level, depending on local 
variations and circumstances, based on evidence from housing waiting lists and HNDA 
(Doc 11) evidence.  There is no intention to adopt a rigid blanket approach and LDPs will 
address this issue in more detail.  
 
PP/0168/0016 Leith Central Community Council; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate; 
PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby; PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; 
PP/0161/0002 Alfred Stewart Properties; PP/0067/0002 Sigma Capital Property Ltd; 
PP/0160/0002 Trustees of Sir C M Dalrymple’s Trust; PP/0068/0002 Regenco 
(Winchburgh) Ltd:  No modification proposed or recommended.  Paragraph 116 sets out a 
brief but important strategic statement of intent and confirms that affordable housing is a 
strategic issue.  However, the text makes clear that each LDP area has its own 
characteristics and so LDPs will set out their own approaches based on local waiting lists 
and HNDA (Doc 11) evidence.  A strategic policy is therefore unnecessary.        
    
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.  I am satisfied that the approach to the issue of affordable housing which has been 
adopted in the strategic development plan is appropriate and sufficient.  The plan does 
refer to the benchmark figure of 25% which is set out at paragraph 88 of Scottish Planning 
Policy, as the proportion of the total number of houses on each site which should be 
provided as affordable houses.  However it does not impose it across the SESplan area.   
 
2.  Rather it confirms that it is the role of each constituent authority to address this issue in 
detail for its own area in its own local development plan.  At that stage a planning authority 
may depart from the 25% baseline figure if this is justified by the outcomes of the housing 
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need and demand assessment carried out for its own area.  It may also confirm that 
account will be taken of any impact on the viability of the development and identify other 
ways of developers delivering their contribution to affordable housing provision. 
 
3.   In these circumstances I conclude that it would not be appropriate for the strategic 
development plan to be more prescriptive.  
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
 
No modifications are recommended.   
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ANNEX  
 
RECOMMENDED MODIFICATIONS ARISING FROM ISSUES 15 TO 20 
 
Housing section (pages 38 to 44) 
 
1.  Modify paragraph 108 to read:  “The strategic development plan’s key role in housing is 
to ensure that the housing needs and demand of the SESplan area can be met.  The scale 
of the likely housing requirement of the area for the three periods to 2032 has been 
identified through a housing need and demand assessment (HNDA), and is shown in 
Table 2 below.  In addition to the importance in itself of providing suitable and sufficient 
housing for the area’s residents and households throughout this period, new housing 
development will also contribute to the Scottish Government’s central purpose of 
increasing sustainable economic growth.  This plan seeks to ensure that South East 
Scotland plays a leading role in the recovery of the Scottish economy and whilst there has 
been reduced development activity in recent times, it recognises the part that the house 
building and construction industry has to play.” 
 
2.  Modify Table 2 as follows: 

 
Table 2:  
Assessed housing 
requirements by 
plan period 

Assessed 
Housing 
Requirement  2009-
2019 

Assessed 
Housing  
Requirement 
2019-2024 

Assessed 
Housing  
Requirement 
2024-2032 

SESplan area 74,835 32,710 47,999 
 
3.  Under the existing title ‘Housing Land Requirement’, modify paragraph 109 to read:  “It 
is the role of the strategic development plan to provide the framework for the six local 
development plans in the SESplan area to allocate sufficient land for housing development 
to ensure that the area’s overall assessed housing requirements for the periods 2009 to 
2019 and 2019 to 2024 can be met by new house completions.  Most of the new houses 
required are expected to be built on land which is already committed for housing 
development either because it is already allocated for that purpose in the existing local 
plans, or because planning permission has been granted.  The scale and distribution of 
those sites is shown in Table 3 in relation to the 13 strategic development areas, and in 
Table 4 in relation to the whole of each local development plan area.” 
 
4.  Delete Table 3 and replace with: 
 

Table 3:  Land committed for 
housing development within 
strategic development areas 

Strategic Development Area Potential Housing 
Completions 

West Edinburgh 800 
South East Edinburgh 7,800 
City of Edinburgh 3,800 
Midlothian 4,000 
Central Edinburgh 4,000 

Regional Core 
 

Edinburgh Waterfront 28,500 
East Lothian 6,400 East Coast 

 Eastern Borders 2,000 
North Dunfermline 1,000 Fife Forth 

 Ore/Upper Leven Valley 5,700 
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A7 / A68 / Borders Rail Corridor 5,900 
A701 Corridor 1,600 
Central Borders  7,000 

Midlothian/Borders 
 

Western Borders 1,000 
West Lothian West Lothian 22,300 
Total within strategic 
development areas 

  
94,000 

 
5.  Delete Table 4 and replace with: 
 

Table 4:  Land committed for housing 
development by local development plan area 

Potential house completions 

City of Edinburgh 32,200 
East Lothian 6,400 
Fife 24,500 
Midlothian 10,200 
Scottish Borders 10,000 
West Lothian 22,300 
Total 105,600 

 
6.  Delete paragraph 110 and replace with:   
 
“Tables 3 and 4 show the scale of the potential contribution which might be secured from 
sites currently committed for housing development.  However it is known that a significant 
proportion of these potential house completions will not be delivered before 2024, and that 
some of the sites will not be completed until after 2032 or may not prove deliverable at all.   

 
Also, the housing need and demand assessment identified that, in the combined period 
from 2009 to 2024 only, the number of households likely to be generated from within the 
City of Edinburgh is some 44,500.  Environmental constraints and other restrictions on 
land availability within the city’s boundaries may mean that a significant proportion of these 
additional housing needs and demands will require to be met on housing land allocations 
in the other five local development plan areas.   

 
In the absence of the necessary analysis having been undertaken, Policy 5 provides that 
the scale of those requirements will now be confirmed in detail in supplementary guidance.  
That guidance will require to identify how the housing needs and demands of the SESplan 
area as a whole can best be met across each of the six local development plan areas for 
both periods 2009 to 2019 and 2019 to 2024.  This is to be based on an analysis of the 
opportunities and of the infrastructure and environmental capacities and constraints.  As it 
is intended to establish the framework for new housing land allocations, the six local 
development plans should be consistent with this supplementary guidance.” 
 
7.  Modify paragraph 111 to read:  “For the longer term period 2024 to 2032, the scale of 
the likely housing requirement has also been identified through the housing need and 
demand assessment (HNDA) and is shown in Table 2 as being some 48,000 additional 
houses.  It is likely that a significant proportion of those houses will also be delivered from 
the existing known and committed sites, to the extent that they cannot be completed 
before 2024.  For that reason, the delivery of new houses in the period 2024 to 2032 is 
also likely to follow the locational strategy of this plan, giving emphasis both to the 
development of brownfield sites and to land within the 13 identified strategic development 
areas.  Following from the analysis required for the preparation of the supplementary 
guidance referred to above for the period up to 2024, local development plans may also be 
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able identify other opportunities for growth in the longer term, beyond 2024.  Confirmation 
of these will be subject to the conclusions of a future review of this plan.” 
 
8.    Modify paragraph 112 to read:  “Consistent with Scottish Planning Policy and with 
achieving sustainable development, priority in allocating new sites for housing 
development should be given to brownfield sites within existing built up areas.  Where 
additional land is required, sites should first be sought within the 13 identified strategic 
development areas, as shown in Table 3, to assist in implementing this plan’s locational 
strategy.  Each local development plan will also identify where further land is to be 
allocated so that the scale of the additional housing requirement for that area, as 
confirmed in the supplementary guidance which is to be prepared, can be delivered.”  
 
9.  Modify Policy 5 ‘Housing Land’ to read:   
 
“The strategic development plan identifies that, for the period from 2009 up to 2024, there 
is a requirement for sufficient housing land to be allocated so as to enable 107,545 houses 
to be built across the SESplan area, including on land which is currently committed for 
housing development.  Of that total, the requirement for the period 2009 to 2019 is for 
74,835 houses.  Supplementary guidance will be prepared to provide detailed further 
information for local development plans as to how much of that requirement should be met 
in each of those six areas, both in the period 2009 to 2019 and in the period 2019 to 2024.    

 
The supplementary guidance will be based on an analysis of opportunities and of 
infrastructure and environmental capacities and constraints, and will be undertaken in 
consultation with the six constituent planning authorities. 

 
Subject to any justifiable allowance for anticipated house completions from ‘windfall’ sites, 
and for demolitions of existing housing stock, local development plans will allocate 
sufficient land which is capable of becoming effective and delivering the scale of the 
housing requirements for each period, which will be confirmed in the supplementary 
guidance.  Where appropriate they will indicate the phasing and mix of uses to be 
permitted on any sites to be allocated for housing development. 

 
Those existing housing sites which are assessed as being constrained, but also capable of 
delivering housing completions in the period 2024 to 2032, should be safeguarded for 
future housing development.” 
 
10.  Modify paragraph 113 to read:  “One of this plan’s priorities is the delivery of the 
development strategy and related infrastructure projects currently under construction or 
committed through existing plans and strategies. It is planning for the SESplan area over 
the next twenty years.  Large scale housing proposals coming forward in locations outwith 
the 13 identified strategic development areas, or outwith other land allocated in local 
development plans, are unlikely to be acceptable if their location is not sustainable and/or 
public investment in additional infrastructure is required.” 
 
11.  Modify paragraph 114 to read:  “Scottish Planning Policy confirms that allocating a 
generous supply of land for housing in the development plan will give the flexibility 
necessary for the continued delivery of new housing, even if unpredictable changes to the 
effective land supply occur during the life of the plan.  Maintaining a supply of effective 
land for at least 5 years at all times should ensure that there is a continuing generous 
supply of land for house building.  In this context, it would not be appropriate, in the 
absence of any other constraints, to prevent the earlier development of any sites which are 
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allocated for construction to start after 2019.  Doing that could result in the unnecessary 
release of less suitable sites instead.” 
 
12.  Modify Policy 6 ‘Housing Land Flexibility’ to read:  “Each planning authority in the 
SESplan area shall maintain a five years’ effective housing land supply at all times.  The 
scale of this supply shall derive from the housing requirements for each local development 
plan area identified through the supplementary guidance provided for by Policy 5.  For this 
purpose planning authorities may grant planning permission for the earlier development of 
sites which are allocated or phased for a later period in the local development plan.” 
 
13.  Modify paragraph 115 to read:  “Local planning authorities may consider it appropriate 
to support new housing development on greenfield land outwith the thirteen identified 
strategic development areas, either when allocating land in local development plans, or in 
granting planning permission to maintain a five years’ effective housing land supply.  In 
these circumstances, as set out in Policy 7, they should ensure protection for the character 
of existing settlements, should not undermine green belt objectives, and should avoid 
diverting investment in infrastructure from other priorities.” 
 
14.  Modify Policy 7 ‘Housing Land Development Outwith Strategic Development Areas’ to 
read:  “Sites for greenfield housing development proposals outwith the identified strategic 
development areas may be allocated in local development plans or granted planning 
permission to maintain a five years’ effective housing land supply, subject to satisfying 
each of the following criteria: 
 
a.  The development will be in keeping with the character of the settlement and local area: 
b.  The development will not undermine green belt objectives;  and 
c.  Any additional infrastructure required as a result of the development is either committed 

or to be funded by the developer.” 
 
Consequential changes to other sections of the plan 
 
15.  Figures 1 and 3 to 7:  Delete the references and symbols relating to ‘Proposed 
Housing’. 
 
16.  Delete paragraphs 22 to 26, and replace with: 
 
“22.  The supplementary guidance which is to be prepared, as required by Policy 5, 
together with subsequent local development plans will determine the distribution of further 
housing development.  Where possible, it will focus new housing development on 
brownfield land and across the thirteen strategic development areas which have been 
identified within the five sub-regional areas.  While the recent economic downturn has 
affected delivery of and demand for housing, it is particularly important in supporting 
economic growth and recovery to ensure that sufficient land is allocated and available for 
housing development in the period up to 2024. 

 
23.  The housing requirements have been identified through a housing need and demand 
assessment (HNDA) which has been undertaken for the SESplan area.  There is a 
significant amount of land currently allocated or with planning permission across the 
SESplan area.  The extent to which those sites remain capable of delivering house 
completions by 2024 will be re-assessed in local development plans.  Where necessary, 
alternative sites will be allocated, and a five years’ effective housing land supply will be 
maintained at all times to ensure that delivery is not unnecessarily constrained.   
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24.  There will continue to be major challenges to the delivery of housing and other 
elements of the plan both in the short and medium terms, due to the limited resources 
available both for development and for the supporting infrastructure. 

 
25.  It is clear that the recession has had a marked effect on both prospective home 
owners and the development industry with the difficulties in accessing finance acting as a 
barrier to both the demand for and delivery of housing.  Allocating sufficient land and 
maintaining a five years’ effective housing land supply at all times will assist in increasing 
the delivery of new housing as soon as restrictions ease.   

 
26.  On the basis of the evidence provided by the housing need and demand assessment 
and in order to provide a generous supply of land, the strategic development plan: 

 
- identifies the total housing requirement for the SESplan area over the period to 
2032 
- identifies the total housing requirement across the SESplan area which should be 
delivered through housing land allocations in the six local development plans, both for 
the period 2009 to 2019 and for the period 2019 to 2024 
- provides for supplementary guidance to be prepared which will confirm the scale of 
the housing requirements that are to be met by each local development plan in both 
periods 
- gives priority to the development of brownfield land and to land within the thirteen 
strategic development areas.” 

 
17.  Modify Policy 1A by deleting the asterisks and associated footnote. 
 
18.  Modify the text on page 15 under the heading ‘Regional Core’, by modifying the 
second sentence to read:  “Twenty hectares of employment land is identified for the period 
to 2024.” 
 
19.  Modify paragraph 41 to read:  “Policy 5 provides that supplementary guidance is to be 
prepared which will determine the scale of the housing requirements for the periods to 
2019 and to 2024 which are to be delivered through site allocations in local development 
plans.  Within the West Edinburgh strategic development area such housing development 
will complement the business proposals promoted in the West Edinburgh Planning 
Framework.   
 
20.  Modify paragraph 46 by replacing the first two sentences with:  “Within the South East 
Edinburgh strategic development area, the scale of any additional housing land allocations 
will be determined through the local development plan following the preparation of the 
supplementary guidance provided for in Policy 5.”  
 
21.  Modify the text on page 20 under the heading ‘East Coast, by deleting the second 
sentence. 
 
22.  Modify paragraph 54 by adding:  “This will be confirmed through the preparation of the 
local development plan.” 
 
23.  Modify the first sentence of paragraph 55 by replacing the first word with:  “One”. 
 
24.  Modify paragraph 56 to read:  “The supplementary guidance which is to be prepared 
(see Policy 5) will determine the additional housing requirements to be met in East Lothian 
for the periods up to 2024.  This will be based on a fresh analysis of opportunities and of 
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infrastructure and environmental capacities and constraints.   The local development plan 
will then identify the most suitable locations for further housing development.” 
 
25.   Modify paragraph 59 by replacing the final sentence with:  “The requirement for 
additional housing land to be allocated in the local development plan will be determined 
through the preparation of supplementary guidance (see Policy 5).” 
 
26.  Modify the text on page 23 under the heading ‘Fife Forth’, by deleting “post 2019” from 
the first sentence, and by deleting the whole of the second sentence. 
 
27.  Modify paragraph 61 by replacing the final sentence with:  “Policy 5 requires 
supplementary guidance to be prepared which will determine the scale of the housing 
requirements to be met in Fife through new housing land allocations in the local 
development plan for the periods up to 2024.” 
 
28.  Delete paragraph 68. 
 
29.  Modify the text on page 27 under the heading ‘Midlothian / Borders’ by deleting the 
fifth sentence. 
 
30.  Modify paragraph 76 by replacing “is proposed to” with “can” in the first sentence, and 
by replacing the second and third sentences with:  “The scale of the housing requirements 
for Midlothian in the periods 2009 to 2019 and 2019 to 2024 will be determined by the 
supplementary guidance to be prepared under Policy 5 and implemented through site 
allocations in the local development plan.” 
 
31.  Delete paragraph 78. 
 
32.  Modify paragraph 84 by replacing the second and third sentences with:  “The scale of 
the housing requirements for both Central Borders and Western Borders in the periods 
2009 to 2019 and 2019 to 2024 will be determined by the supplementary guidance to be 
prepared under Policy 5 and implemented through site allocations in the local development 
plan.” 
 
33.  Modify paragraph 85 by deleting the last two sentences. 
 
34.  Modify the first sentence of paragraph 86 by replacing “should not” with “are not 
expected to”. 
 
35.  Modify the text on page 31 under the heading ‘West Lothian’ to read:  “Within the 
West Lothian Sub-Regional Area, Livingston will continue to be supported as a strategic 
town centre.” 
 
36.  Modify the first two sentences in paragraph 92 to read:  “The scale of the housing 
requirements for West Lothian in the periods 2009 to 2019 and 2019 to 2024 will be 
determined by the supplementary guidance to be prepared under Policy 5 and 
implemented through site allocations in the local development plan.” 
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Issue 21  Waste 

Development plan 
reference: 

Pages 52 & 53, Paragraphs 132-136 and 
Policy 14 

Reporter: 
Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Seeking a Change 
 
PP/0020/0001 Viridor 
PP/0075/0002 Strutt & Parker 
PP/0115/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency 
PP/0116/0005 New Town & Broughton Community Council 
PP/0143/0008 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers 
PP/0167/0001 The Cockburn Association   
 
Support  
 
PP/0076/0004 Portobello Community Council 
PP/0180/0002 Portobello Amenity Society           
     
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Pages 52 and 53 (Paragraphs 132-136 and Policy 14  Waste 
Management and Disposal) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0020/0001 Viridor: Considers that the Plan should acknowledge the strategic 
importance of the Oxwellmains waste facility by identifying it by name in the relevant 
infrastructure Figure in the Plan.  Proposed Policy 14 is welcomed but should also 
acknowledge its importance for other waste management activities such as potential for 
renewable energy from waste.  Plan fails to recognise strategic importance of obtaining 
energy from residual waste such as the EfW facility consented at Oxwellmains.  A clear 
link is required in the Strategic Development Plan (SDP) between residual wastes to 
generate renewable energy and regeneration and development of areas in close proximity 
to such potential new sources of renewable energy.  
 
PP/0075/0002 Strutt & Parker: Object to the approach to planning for waste.  The Plan is 
not in line with the Zero Waste Plan - revised Annex B.  The Strategic Development Plan 
should take the lead and identify the strategic network of facilities and, where there are no 
reasonable alternatives, identify specific sites.  Object to the approach taken to the 
preparation of supplementary guidance in respect of SDP.  Do not feel it complies with 
Development Planning Regulations or Circular 1/2009.   
 
PP/0115/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: Considers that the approach to 
waste management within areas allocated for employment, industrial and storage or 
distribution is inconsistent. Paragraph 97 of the plan states that waste should be 
considered as an appropriate “non-conforming” or “complementary” use in an employment 
land setting. But this is not reflected in the waste section or Policy 14.  The plan does not 
identify the relationship between the energy and waste policies. In accordance with 
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National Planning Framework 2, waste, heat and energy generation should be considered 
in relation to each other. This should be reflected in the plan, by ensuring that the location 
of energy generating waste facilities maximises the potential for the reuse of waste heat 
through co-location with potential heat users.  Policy 14 does not provide strategic 
direction regarding the preferred means of managing waste within the SESplan area. The 
policy should be strengthened to clearly identify the types of waste management facilities 
considered appropriate to deliver sustainable waste management in the SESplan area.  
The approach to the preparation of waste supplementary guidance as the need arises is 
not appropriate. This approach does not set out a consistent framework for considering 
waste issues, or provide a pro-active or positive policy. The need for supplementary 
guidance on waste should be reviewed, and any amendment or update prepared, in 
advance of any further planning stages. 
 
PP/0116/0005 New Town & Broughton Community Council: The large bulk type waste 
containers (OMB) are too visually intrusive in the World Heritage site.  Concerned also 
that too much edible waste is going into these bins and hence to landfill.       
 
PP/0143/0008 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers: Consider that Oxwellmains 
waste treatment facility has been omitted from Figure 4.  
 
PP/0167/0001 The Cockburn Association: Welcomes the reference in paragraph 134 to 
the comment that in restoration "...there may be opportunities for enhancement of the 
green network".  As this is not only important for the green network, but also for 
ameliorating climate change, they suggest that it is also included in part b) of the policy.     
 
PP/0180/0002 Portobello Amenity Society: Strongly in favour of the Millerhill site being 
safeguarded as a site for waste treatment facilities (as set out in Policy 14c) thus enabling 
Edinburgh, Midlothian, and East Lothian to promote a combined waste strategy.        
   
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Oxwellmains Waste Management and Treatment Facility 
 
PP/0020/0001 Viridor: The Plan should identify the Oxwellmains Waste facility by name 
and show it on the relevant infrastructure figure in the Plan. (No specific modification 
identified).  
 
PP/0143/0008 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers: Recommend that the waste 
treatment sites at Oxwellmains is added to the East Coast sub regional map (Figure 4) to 
ensure consistency with the other waste treatment facilities safeguarded in the Plan.     
 
Policy 14 
 
PP/0020/0001 Viridor: Proposed Policy 14 is welcomed but should also acknowledge its 
importance for other waste management activities such as potential for renewable energy 
from residual waste.  No specific modification is identified.  
 
PP/0115/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: Policy 14 should clearly identify 
the types of waste management facilities considered appropriate in terms of sustainable 
waste management within the SESplan area.  
 
PP/0167/0001 The Cockburn Association: "Policy 14b should contain a reference to 
opportunities for enhancement to the green network.   
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Residual Wastes and Renewable Energy Supplies 
 
PP/0020/0001 Viridor: A clear link is required in the Plan between residual wastes to 
generate renewable energy and regeneration and development of areas in close proximity 
to such potential new sources of renewable energy.  (No specific modification identified). 
 
PP/0115/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: The Plan should promote the 
reuse of waste heat by encouraging energy generating waste facilities to co-locate with 
potential heat users.   
  
Network of Sites for Waste Management 
 
PP/0075/0002 Strutt & Parker: The Plan should identify the strategic network of sites for 
the management of all streams of waste.  Where there are limited options, it should 
identify specific sites.  
 
Acceptability of Waste Management Facilities on Employment Land 
 
PP/0103/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: The waste section should be 
amended to include a specific reference to waste being considered an appropriate (or 
non- conforming) complementary use within an employment land setting (subject to site 
specific considerations).  Suggested text "Development proposals for waste management 
facilities will generally be acceptable on land allocated for employment, industrial and 
storage or distribution". 
 
Food Waste 
 
PP/0116/0005 New Town & Broughton Community Council: Include reference in the Plan 
to address the problem of edible food waste going into landfill.   
 
Supplementary Guidance on Waste 
 
PP/0075/0002 Strutt & Parker: SESplan either needs to be specific about the topics that 
might be subject to supplementary guidance; matters to be covered, and the further 
information to be provided a "statement contained" in the SDP; or amend the plan to 
remove the reference to "supplementary".  
 
PP/0115/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: A review of the need for 
supplementary guidance on waste should be carried out, and any amendment or update 
prepared, in advance of any further planning stages.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Oxwellmains Waste Management and Treatment Facility 
 
PP/0020/0001 Viridor; PP/0143/0008 Scottish Government for Scottish Ministers: No 
modifications proposed or recommended. It is accepted that this is a factual omission.   
 
Policy 14 
 
PP/0020/0001 Viridor: No modification proposed or recommended however, if the 
Reporters are minded to make a modification in response to this issue then this would not 
be considered to undermine the spatial strategy of the Plan. General support for Policy is 
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noted.  However, Policy 10 tasks Local Development Plans (LDPs) with setting a 
framework to encourage renewable energy proposals.  This includes energy generation 
from waste. To include reference to this issue in Policy 14 as well would lead to 
unnecessary duplication.  In addition, the Technical Note on Waste (Doc 17) mentions 
opportunities to join up waste and energy opportunities.   
 
PP/0115/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: No modification proposed or 
recommended.  There is no requirement for a strategic policy to cover this issue, as LDPs 
will address the issue in detail.  However, the Waste Technical Note (Doc 17) contains 
information on the various types of facility considered appropriate.   
 
PP/0167/0001 The Cockburn Association: No modification proposed or recommended.  
Whilst this suggestion has some merit, this level of detail is not appropriate for the text of 
the policy.  Reference in the supporting text is considered adequate and affords the issue 
some weight.   
 
Residual Wastes and Renewable Energy Supplies 
 
PP/0020/0001 Viridor; PP/0103/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: No 
modification proposed or recommended.  As set out above, it is considered that this issue 
is covered adequately in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) and in the Technical Note on Waste 
(Doc 17).  Whilst the merits of linking waste, energy generation, and regeneration and 
development of adjacent areas, are acknowledged, this is more appropriately addressed 
in LDPs.   
 
Network of Sites for Waste Management 
 
PP/0075/0002 Strutt & Parker: No modification proposed or recommended. The Proposed 
Plan (Doc 1) identifies 4 strategic sites in Policy 4 for safeguarding.  These cover a range 
of waste streams.  In addition the Technical Note also identifies a number of emerging and 
consented facilities.  Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 215 (Doc 23) stipulates that 
Development Plans must identify locations or sites for waste management facilities.  
However it does not specify which part of the Plan should address this.  LDPs will address 
this issue in more detail.    
 
Acceptability of Waste Management Facilities on Employment Land 
 
PP/0115/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: No modification proposed or 
recommended. It is considered that the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) addresses strategic waste 
management issues and identifies strategic scale sites.  More detailed guidance is more 
appropriately addressed through LDPs which can set out more fine grained locational 
criteria.     
 
Food Waste 
 
PP/01116/0005 New Town and Broughton Community Council: No modification proposed 
or recommended.  Although this may be an important issue, it is not a land use planning 
issue and therefore not a matter for the SDP.   
 
Supplementary Guidance on Waste 
 
PP/0075/0002 Strutt & Parker: No modification proposed or recommended. The Proposed 
Plan (Doc 1) indicates those topics on which Supplementary Guidance may be prepared.  
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Within the context set by the strategy and the policies of the SDP, SESplan will bring 
forward Supplementary Guidance in the event that issues arise related to these topics 
which require an urgent policy response.  The nature and role of any Supplementary 
Guidance will be restricted to those specified in legislation and such guidance will be 
prepared in accord with statutory requirements. 
 
PP/0115/0002 Scottish Environment Protection Agency: No modification is proposed or 
recommended. The need for supplementary guidance on waste will be assessed and 
reviewed.  There is no certainty however that this will be required at all and the text in the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) reflects this.  At the time of publication of the Proposed Plan (Doc 
1) no such issues had been identified.  However the uncertain nature of such issues 
means that they cannot always be identified well in advance.  Any supplementary 
guidance will be prepared, published and consulted in line with the correct procedures.   
  
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Oxwellmains waste management and treatment facility 
 
1.   Whilst not recommending any modification the authority accepts that the omission of 
Oxwellmains waste facility from the relevant figure 4 East Coast is a factual omission.  I 
consider that a facility of such importance should be included in figure 4, to bring it in line 
with the inclusion on the respective figures of the other three sites listed in policy 14 c. 
 
Policy 14 
 
2.   The authority acknowledges that the modification requested would not undermine plan 
policy.  It refers to policy 10 energy as encouraging renewable energy proposals, which 
include energy generation from waste.  However the policy does not state this, nor is there 
any reference to it in the preamble paragraphs 123 and 124.  Neither is there any 
reference to renewables in regard to policy 14.  I do not accept therefore that reference to 
energy from waste in policy 14 would be a duplication. 
 
3.   Paragraph 214 of Scottish Planning Policy includes thermal treatment plants as one of 
the main types of installation that are required for treating waste.  Whilst the policy focuses 
on local development plans it would be sensible to add a list of waste management 
facilities considered appropriate in terms of sustainable waste energy.  The types of facility 
listed in paragraph 214 just referred to would suffice. 
 
4.   I accept the authority’s view that reference to opportunities for enhancing the green 
network in paragraph 134 is sufficient for the strategic plan.  There is no need to 
accommodate this specifically within the policy, which would be more appropriate at local 
development plan level. 
 
Residual wastes and renewable energy supplies 
 
5.   I consider that this issue is adequately addressed at this level by my proposed 
modification 2, making reference to thermal plants in paragraph 132 of the plan.  Whilst 
there may be opportunities mentioned in technical note 17 on waste, this does not form 
part of the plan, and is unlikely to be readily to hand for most plan readers.  More specific 
information about the co-location of potential heat users with thermal treatment plants 
would be appropriate in local development plans. 
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Network of sites for waste management 
 
6.   As noted above, the plan safeguards four key major treatment sites at Easter Langlee, 
Millerhill Marshalling Yards, Oxwellmains and Westfield.  These are appropriate at 
strategic level.  I accept the view of the authority that a network of generally smaller sites 
should be included in local development plans, prepared within the strategic policy 14.  
This refers to proposals being in accordance with the Zero Waste Plan.  Local 
development plans should take into account the emerging and consented facilities set out 
in the technical note 17.  No further modification is required. 
 
Acceptability of waste management facilities on employment land 
 
7.   In line with the network of sites I agree with the authority that smaller facilities are a 
matter for local development plans.  Paragraph 215 of Scottish Planning Policy makes it 
clear that development plans must identify appropriate locations for required waste 
management facilities, where possible allocating specific sites.  It is not generally the task 
of the strategic plan to be site specific, and the plan as it stands makes clear the 
responsibilities of local development plans.  No modification is needed. 
 
Food waste 
 
8.   I agree with the authority that this is not a matter for the strategic plan. 
 
Supplementary guidance on waste 
 
9.   Under issue 29 I have recommended a modification to paragraph 7 of the plan, which I 
consider to be misleading regarding the use of supplementary guidance.  Circular 1/2009 
Development Planning refers specifically to the need for supplementary guidance to be 
indentified in the plan in a statement setting out which matters will be dealt with.  The plan 
does not contain a consolidated list, but provided the references to supplementary 
guidance are clear, and tied back to specific policies, this should suffice.  There is no 
specific reference to supplementary guidance on waste, but in any case paragraph 7 
makes provision for its issue where so identified throughout the plan.  Paragraph 136 is 
effectively a duplication and as such is not necessary, and should be deleted. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Add Oxwellmains waste treatment plant to figure 4 East Coast. 
 
2.   Modify paragraph 132 by adding an extra sentence at the end as follows: 
 
“Appropriate facilities include composting, transfer stations, materials recycling facilities, 
and anaerobic digestion, mechanical, biological and thermal treatment plants.” 
 
3.   Delete paragraph 136.  
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Issue 22 Energy 

Development plan 
reference: Page 47 Reporter: 

David Buylla 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
PP/0016/0001 SRG Renewables Ltd 
PP/0021/0020, 0021 & 0022 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB)  
PP/0031/0002 & 0009 Forth Ports Ltd 
PP/0035/0007 Northumberland County Council 
PP/0037/0002 Charlesfield First LLP 
PP/0042/0008 Scottish Property Federation 
PP/0062/0006 Scottish Power Generation Ltd (SPGL) 
PP/0093/0001 Sustaining Dunbar 
PP/0115/0003 Scottish Environmental Protection Agency (SEPA) 
PP/0116/0004 New Town & Broughton Community Council 
PP/0143/0007 Scottish Government 
PP/0167/0013 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0023 Leith Central Community Council 
PP/0179/0001 Amec for National Grid 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Energy 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
National policy targets 
 
PP/0021/0021 RSPB: The renewable energy targets require updating. 
 
PP/0031/0009 Forth Ports Ltd: The revised Scottish Government target to secure 100% of 
electricity demand from renewable sources by 2020 requires to be reflected by the Plan. In 
addition specific reference to the Scottish Government’s target to secure 11% of heat from 
renewable sources also requires to be stated. The need to meet both the electricity and 
heat targets requires to be re-inforced by the Plan and state that Local Development Plans 
require to encourage development that will secure the Scottish Government’s targets for 
renewable electricity and heat. The Plan should look beyond the 2020 targets and 
welcome low carbon generation to support achievement of these targets by 2030.  
 
PP/0143/0007 Scottish Government: Policy 10 and the supporting text are now out of date 
as the Scottish Government’s national targets are now higher. We recommend that the 
plan is updated to reflect the new targets, as set out in the Scottish Government’s 2020 
Routemap for Renewable Energy (July 2011).  
 
Policy 10 
 
PP/0016/0001 SRG Renewables Ltd: Welcomes content of Policy 10.  
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PP/0031/0009 Forth Ports Ltd: Policy 10 Sustainable Energy Technologies’ is welcomed 
as it supports developments connected with offshore renewable energy in Leith. 
 
PP/0037/0002 Charlesfield First LLP: Policy 10(b) requires to be strengthened to 
encourage action and assist in ensuring compliance with NPF2 paragraphs 26, 164 and 
165. 
 
PP/0035/0007 Northumberland County Council: A reference in policy 10(b) is requested to 
the need to have regard to development impact outside the Plan area.  
 
PP/0042/0008 Scottish Property Federation: Scottish Property Federation agrees that 
renewable energy proposals should be encouraged, but warn against inflicting 
undeliverable requirements on the development industry at this time. Recent changes with 
policy do not aid certainty and predictability for investors in this regard.  
 
PP/0062/0006 SPGL: SPGL endorses Policy 10(a) as currently drafted.  
 
PP/0093/0001 Sustaining Dunbar: Specific support for community owned renewable 
energy generation is requested.  
 
PP/0116/0004 New Town & Broughton Community Council: Objects to Biomass plant at 
Albert Dock Leith (Policy 10). 
 
PP/0167/0013 The Cockburn Association: Policy 10 should be expanded to include 
effective locational criteria for siting of wind farms. 
 
Paragraphs 123 and 124 
 
PP/0016/0001 SRG Renewables Ltd: The statements in paragraphs 123 and 124 are 
welcomed and the support for the promotion of a range of renewable energy projects 
throughout the SESplan area, subject to relevant economic, social, environmental and 
transport considerations.  
 
PP/0021/0020 & 0022 RSPB: While mentioning the cumulative environmental impact of 
renewables, this section does not state that such impact must be specifically considered. 
Similarly, neither the preamble nor policy 10 explicitly state that the environmental impact 
or impact on habitat or species should be appropriately assessed, including the cumulative 
impact. 
 
Reference should be made to the Scottish Government’s position on biomass in the Draft 
Electricity Generation Policy Statement Nov 2010.  LDP should also set a framework to 
promote low-carbon forms of development, including the incorporation of renewable 
energy technologies, for all new development types.  
 
The LDP should support the installation of carbon-abatement technology in order to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions at existing power stations to meet our climate change 
targets.  
 
PP/0115/0003 SEPA: SEPA supports the general approach to energy through the 
promotion of sustainable energy technologies in the plan and welcomes the identification 
of sites for national and major renewable energy proposals, and low carbon sources of 
energy supply and supporting infrastructure. A number of these developments (e.g. 
Longannet and Cockenzie power stations) will be capable of providing a source of heat for 
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existing or new developments. The proposed plan should therefore promote the reuse of 
waste heat associated with these developments as the most sustainable and energy 
efficient option.  
 
PP/0168/0023 Leith Central Community Council: 5. environment, b. Biomass Action Plan 
for Scotland (2007). 
 
General 
 
PP/0031/0002 Forth Ports: Support for reference to National Renewables Infrastructure 
Plan in Proposed Plan Introduction. 
 
PP/0179/0001 National Grid: Support involvement in preparation of Development Plans. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
National policy targets 
 
PP/0021/0021 RSPB: The renewable energy targets require updating. 
 
PP/0031/0009 Forth Ports Ltd: At paragraph 123, Scottish Government target to secure 
100% of electricity demand from renewable sources by 2020 requires to be reflected by 
the Plan. In addition specific reference to the Scottish Government’s target to secure 11% 
of heat from renewable sources also requires to be stated. The paragraph requires to be 
reinforced to state that Local Development Plans require to encourage development that 
will secure the Scottish Government’s targets for renewable electricity and heat.  
 
SESplan covers a network of dense urban areas.  The use of renewable heat networks in 
urban areas will make a significant contribution to meeting Scotland’s 2020 heat target 
and this can be acknowledged in paragraph 123.  
 
Scotland’s Climate Change Delivery Plan (2009) identified targets of a largely 
decarbonised electricity generation sector by 2030 and a largely decarbonised heat sector 
by 2050, with significant progress by 2030 (Scottish Government, March 2011, Low 
Carbon Scotland: Meeting the Emissions Reduction Targets 2010-2022, page 9). The 
2020 Routemap (Scottish Government, June 2011) confirms the requirement to 
decarbonise generation. This evidence suggests that the Plan should look beyond the 
2020 targets and should continue to welcome low carbon generation to support 
achievement of these targets by 2030.  
 
PP/0143/0007 Scottish Government: It is recommended that the plan is amended to 
reflect the following national targets for renewable energy: 100% electricity demand 
equivalent from renewables by 2020; 11% heat demand from renewables by 2020; at least 
30% overall energy demand from renewables by 2020; 500 MW community and locally-
owned renewable energy by 2020; and on energy efficiency, reduce final Scottish energy 
consumption by 12% by 2020. 
 
Policy 10 
 
PP/0016/0001 SRG Renewables Ltd, PP/0062/0006 GVA for SPGL; PP/0031/0009 Forth 
Ports Ltd; PP/0042/0008 Scottish Property Federation: No modifications sought. 
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PP/0035/0007 Northumberland County Council: Include wording in policy 10(b) to take 
account of any impacts on neighbouring areas outside the SESplan area. 
 
PP/0037/0002 Charlesfield First LLP: Change Policy 10(b) to read: 
 
The Strategic Development Plan seeks to promote sustainable energy sources.  
Local Development Plans will: b. Set a framework for the strong encouragement and 
delivery of renewable energy proposals to assist in achieving the local and national 
objectives on carbon reduction and the use of renewable energy, taking into account 
relevant economic, social, environmental and transport considerations including the need 
for supporting development activity benefiting from those renewable energy proposals. 
 
PP/0093/0001 Sustaining Dunbar: Include additional paragraph: Community ownership of 
renewable energy generation should be encouraged and supported in LDPs which should 
recognise that the perceived visual impact of community owned schemes may be 
significantly lower than that of private, purely commercial installations. 
 
Modify Policy 10(b) to read: Set a framework for the encouragement of renewable energy 
proposals, taking into account relevant economic, social, environmental and transport 
considerations and giving particular encouragement to proposals for community owned 
schemes which support investment in creating resilient communities. 
 
PP/0116/0004 New Town & Broughton Community Council: Ensure Biomass plant is 
relocated from Leith. 
 
PP/0167/0013 The Cockburn Association: Policy 10 should be expanded to include 
effective locational criteria for siting of wind farms 
 
Paragraph 123 and 124 
 
PP/0016/0001 SRG Renewables Ltd; PP/0021/0020 & 0022 RSPB: No modification 
sought. 
 
PP/0115/0003 SEPA: The plan should promote the reuse of waste heat associated with 
energy generating developments as the most sustainable and energy efficient option. 
Paragraph 124 should be amended to encourage co-location with potential heat users. 
Suggested wording to be inserted: “In relation to heat generating technologies, 
consideration should be given to the potential for co-location with potential heat users or 
connecting infrastructure.” 
 
PP/0168/0023 Leith Central Community Council: It is proposed that the final plan should 
only promote the construction of Biomass plants to a scale which maximises heat use and 
local supply of fuel. 
 
General 
 
PP/0031/0002: None Stated 
 
PP/0179/0001 National Grid: None stated. 
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Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
National policy targets 
 
PP/0031/0009 Forth Ports Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. The Strategic 
Development Plan (SDP) authority does not accept further changes to paragraph 123 as 
set out by the contributor as it, with the updated national targets, meet the requirements of 
the Scottish Government. The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) encourages the use of renewable 
energy (Policy 10) and to meet requirements in national policy during the plan period up to 
2032. Local Development Plans are required to meet the requirements in the SDP and 
Scottish Government legislation.  
 
PP/0143/0007 Scottish Government; PP/0021/0021 RSPB; PP/0031/0009 Forth Ports Ltd: 
No modification proposed. However, it is accepted that there may be merit in including the 
above suggestions from the Scottish Government to update Policy 10 and supporting text 
in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) to reflect the national targets for renewable energy. The 
proposed modification is not inconsistent with the strategy and aims of the Plan. The 
targets included in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) were the current government targets at the 
time of preparing the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).  
 
Policy 10 
 
PP/0016/0001 SRG Renewables Ltd; PP/0062/0006 SPGL; PP/0031/0009 Forth Ports 
Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. The support for policy 10 ‘Sustainable 
Energy Technologies’ is noted.  
 
PP/0035/0007 Northumberland County Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The proposed modification put forward by the contributor is not accepted 
as protection of international, national and local designations are covered in Policy 1B The 
Spatial Strategy. Also, neighbouring authorities will be consulted by local planning 
authorities for any development projects deemed to have an impact on neighbouring 
authorities.  
 
PP/0037/0002 Charlesfield First LLP: No modifications proposed or recommended. The 
SDP authority does not accept the proposed modification to the policy put forward by the 
contributor as paragraph 123 in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) include reference to Scottish 
Government’s commitment to work towards deriving more energy from renewable 
sources. There is no merit in changing the wording of the policy as the Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1) already encourages a range of low carbon and renewable energy developments in 
paragraph 124.  
 
PP/0042/0008 Scottish Property Federation: No modification proposed or recommended. 
The Strategic Development Plan promotes sustainable energy sources and for LDPs to 
set a framework for the encouragement of renewable energy proposals.  
 
PP/0093/0001 Sustaining Dunbar: No modifications proposed or recommended. Policy 
10(b) includes economic and social considerations and there is therefore no merit in 
changing the current wording as proposed by. The Scottish Government has proposed 
inclusion of reference to ‘500 MW community and locally-owned renewable energy by 
2020’. The inclusion of this reference is not seen as inconsistent with the strategy and 
aims of the plan. 
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PP/0116/0004 New Town & Broughton Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. This representation relates to a proposal for a biomass plant at Leith 
Docks which was being considered by the Scottish Government. The application was 
withdrawn in February 2012. It is not a Strategic Development Plan matter.          
 
PP/0167/0013 The Cockburn Association: No modification proposed or recommended. 
The SDP authority does not consider the proposed change to be justified. More detailed 
guidance on renewable energy developments can be included in Local Development 
Plans. 
 
Paragraphs 123 and 124 
 
PP/0016/0001 SRG Renewables Ltd; PP/0115/0003 SEPA: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Support noted. 
 
PP/0021/0020 & 0022 RSPB: No modifications proposed or recommended. The SDP 
authority does not consider the proposed modifications to be justified. RSPB raise 
concerns regarding lack of requirement for impact assessment on environment, habitat 
and species from renewables. Paragraph 124 outlines that LDPs should undertake an 
assessment of the impact of development of renewable energy developments. Such 
assessments should include a wide range of issues including impact on the environment, 
habitat and species as well as the landscape. The contributor has not requested any 
modifications to the plan. 
 
RSPB has also raised a number of points regarding biomass, promotion of inclusion of 
low-carbon forms of development in LDPs and promotion of carbon-abatement technology 
to reduce greenhouse gas emission at existing power stations in LDPs. The contributor 
has not requested any modifications to the plan. 
 
PP/0168/0023 Leith Central Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. The SDP authority does not consider the proposed change to be justified. 
More detailed guidance on renewable energy developments can be included in Local 
Development Plans. 
 
General 
 
PP/0031/0002 Forth Ports Ltd; PP/0179/0001 National Grid: No modification proposed or 
recommended. Support noted. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
National policy targets 
 
1.   It is appropriate that the text in paragraph 123 is updated to reflect the latest national 
targets for renewable energy and energy efficiency, as set out in the Scottish 
Government’s 2020 Routemap for Renewable Energy (July 2011).   The paragraph should 
state that local development plans require to encourage development that will contribute to 
the achievement of these targets and it should also require local development plans to 
take account of the potential for developing heat networks. 
 
Policy 10 and paragraphs 123 and 124 
 
2.  I agree that Policy 10(b) would more closely reflect national policy including NPF2 if it 
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made it clear that the aim of local development plans’ encouragement of renewable 
energy should be the achievement of national targets for electricity and heat.  It would also 
more closely reflect national policy if Policy 10(b) required local development plans to 
facilitate more decentralised patterns of energy generation and supply and to take account 
of the potential for developing heat networks. 
 
3.  I do not think it is necessary for the SDP to instruct local development plans to have 
regard to development impact outside the SESplan area.  The requirement for this would 
be a matter of judgement to be addressed by planning authorities at the development 
management stage on a case by case basis. 
 
4.  NPF2 offers support to community and household heat and power generation as part of 
a more dispersed pattern of energy generation.  However, this can be reflected in the plan 
by incorporating into paragraph 123, specific reference to the national target for 500 MW 
of community and locally-owned renewable energy by 2020.  It is therefore unnecessary 
for Policy 10 to express specific support for community owned renewable energy 
generation.  
 
5.   It would be inappropriate for this strategic plan to comment on a site-specific biomass 
proposal.  It also not necessary for it to to instruct local development plans to incorporate 
locational criteria for the siting of wind farms.  This is a matter for each planning authority 
to address in preparing its local development plan as the appropriate approach is likely to 
differ from authority to authority depending on issues such as landscape sensitivity and 
the level of developer interest. 
 
6.  I am satisfied that paragraph 124 adequately requires the impact, including the 
cumulative impact, of renewable energy proposals to be assessed.  There is no explicit 
instruction for local development plans to require appropriate assessment of a proposal’s 
effect on habitats or species.  However, such assessment is not required in all cases and I 
am satisfied that the requirement to consider environmental quality addresses this issue in 
sufficient detail, bearing in mind the strategic nature of the proposed plan. 
 
7.   I am satisfied that the proposed plan’s reference to biomass is consistent with national 
policy and note that the Scottish Government has not requested any amendment to reflect 
the Electricity Generation Policy Statement. 
 
8.   I am satisfied that the proposed plan would not impose undeliverable requirements  on 
the development industry with regard to the use of renewable energy.  Policy 10 requires 
local development plans to set a framework for encouraging renewable energy proposals.  
However, in doing so, such plans are required to take account of relevant economic 
considerations. 
 
9.  Bearing in mind the strategic nature of the proposed plan and the differing social, 
environmental and economic characteristics of individual planning authority areas within 
the SESplan area, I consider that it would be inappropriate for the proposed plan to 
instruct local development plans to require renewable energy technologies to be 
incorporated into all new development types.  This is a matter that could be developed as 
a policy requirement in each local development plan, if, having taken account of all 
relevant economic, social, environmental and transport considerations, this was 
considered to be appropriate.  For similar reasons, it would be inappropriate for the 
proposed plan to specify that biomass proposals should be limited to a particular scale. 
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10.  As there is no evidence before me as to the efficacy of carbon-abatement technology 
in reducing greenhouse gas emissions at existing power stations or its relative cost-
effectiveness when compared with other carbon-reduction measures, there is no basis for 
me to recommend a modification to the plan that would offer specific support for the 
installation of such technology.  
 
11.   I agree that the plan should highlight the potential for Longannet and Cockenzie 
power stations to provide a source of heat for existing or new developments and promote 
the reuse of waste heat associated with these developments.  This could be achieved by 
an addition to part a of Policy 10.  
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Modify paragraph 123 to read as follows: 
 
“The supply and consumption of energy has significant implications for the economy and 
environment.  There is a need to derive a higher proportion of heating and energy 
requirements from renewable sources and to reduce overall energy consumption.  Local 
development plans should promote the use of renewable energy and should encourage 
development that will contribute towards the following national renewable energy targets: 
100% electricity demand equivalent from renewables by 2020; 11% heat demand from 
renewables by 2020; at least 30% overall energy demand from renewables by 2020; 
500 MW community and locally-owned renewable energy by 2020.  Local development 
plans should promote energy efficiency and encourage development which will contribute 
towards the reduction of Scottish energy consumption by 12% by 2020.  Local 
development plans should also take account of the potential for developing heat 
networks.” 
 
2.   Modify part a of Policy 10 as follows: 
 
“Support the future development and associated infrastructure requirements of Longannet 
and Cockenzie power stations in relation to their role as non-nuclear baseload capacity 
generators and the reuse of waste heat from these developments.  Support Energy Park 
Fife at Methil and developments connected with offshore renewable energy at Leith and 
Rosyth; and” 
 
3.   Modify part b of Policy 10 to read as follows: 
 
“Set a framework for the encouragement of renewable energy proposals that aims to 
contribute towards achieving national targets for electricity and heat, taking into account 
relevant economic, social, environmental and transport considerations, to facilitate more 
decentralised patterns of energy generation and supply and to take account of the 
potential for developing heat networks.” 
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Issue 23 Flooding  

Development plan 
reference: Pages 53, 54 Reporter: 

David Buylla 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
 
PP/0018/0002 Bourne Leisure Ltd 
PP/0021/0029 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 
PP/0115/0001 SEPA  
 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Water and Flooding  

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0018/0002 Bourne Leisure Ltd: Bourne Leisure is in agreement with the supporting 
text in paragraph 139 which seeks to ensure a high quality water environment where water 
quality, quantity and ecology are protected as this will have a positive impact upon coastal 
tourism.  
 
Bourne Leisure accepts the need for the SESplan to manage the strain on water 
management infrastructure and accepts the principle of promoting new development 
locations that avoid the potential for flooding. However, the Company considers that the 
SESplan needs to recognise that development in flood risk areas may be acceptable, in 
terms of being needed for improving or expanding certain uses (such as tourism) which 
have to remain located adjacent to water. 
 
PP/0021/0029 RSPB: Sustainable flood-risk management is not included in policy 15. The 
opportunity should be taken to promote fully the creation of flood-prevention schemes that 
are environmentally friendly and enhance biodiversity.  

 
PP/0115/0001 SEPA: SEPA supports the general approach to water and flooding in the 
proposed plan.  
 
SEPA welcomes commitment in part b) of policy 15 to reducing overall flood risk by 
safeguarding areas of flood plain.  Safeguarding of natural features as flood plains, 
woodlands and wetlands from inappropriate development is the most sustainable 
approach to flood management.  
 
Part c) of Policy 15 aligns with the objectives of the Water Framework Directive, by both 
protecting and where possible enhancing the water environments. This will help ensure 
that all water bodies within the SESplan area move towards good ecological status. There 
may also be opportunities in some locations to link this to the delivery of the green 
network.  
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Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0018/0002 Bourne Leisure Ltd: Bourne Leisure considers that Policy 15 should be 
amended as follows: 
“b. Avoid any new development in areas at medium to high flood risk unless it can be 
demonstrated that appropriate flood management measures can be put in place and 
safeguard areas which will help contribute to reducing overall flood risk”. The supporting 
text to Policy 15 should then state that account should be taken of the specific 
characteristics and vulnerability of the proposed use, and in the case of the expansion of 
existing developments, only the extent of the new development should be assessed 
sequentially. 
 
PP/0115/0001 SEPA; PP/0021/0029 RSPB: No modifications sought. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0018/0002 Bourne Leisure Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. The 
Strategic Development Plan Authority notes the support for paragraph 139 but does not 
accept the proposed modifications put forward by Bourne Leisure. The Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1) is in line with Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 203-204, page 41-42) (Doc 23) 
which does not exclude all development in areas at risk of flooding. Any development 
proposals must comply with national, regional and local planning policy. Scottish Planning 
Policy (Doc 23) also recognises that sustainable development of coastal areas is an 
important contributor to sustainable economic growth (paragraph 98, page 20).  
 
PP/0021/0029 RSPB: No modifications proposed or recommended. The Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1) promotes safeguarding of areas which will help contribute to reduce overall flood 
risk in policy 15 (b) and the Strategic Development Plan authority does therefore not 
accept the proposed modification to the policy and supporting text. SEPA is supporting 
policy 15(b) and sees the approach to flood management included in the Proposed Plan 
(Doc 1) as the most sustainable approach. The approach in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) is 
in line with Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 200, page 40-41) (Doc 23) which states 
‘The Flood Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009 places a duty on Scottish Ministers, 
SEPA, local authorities, Scottish Water and other responsible authorities to exercise their 
functions with a view to managing and reducing flood risk and to promote sustainable 
flood risk management.’ 
 
PP/0115/0001 SEPA: No modifications proposed or recommended.  The support for 
Policy 15 ‘Water and Flooding’ is noted. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   Across the SESplan area there will be existing tourism and other businesses which 
deliver valuable economic and social benefits and which are (and require to be) located in 
flood risk areas.  However, it would be inappropriate to modify Policy 15(b) to allow any 
exceptions to the presumption against developing in medium to high flood risk areas, as 
this would undermine the principle set out in Scottish Planning Policy that decisions on the 
location of new development should prevent further development which would be at risk 
from flooding.  Policy 15 needs to set out broad principles for local development plans to 
follow when addressing water and flooding, which must follow national policy.  The 
consideration of whether any exceptions to policy would be justified in a particular case is 
a matter for assessment at the development management stage. 
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2.   The Flood Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009 aims to introduce a more 
sustainable and modern approach to flood risk management.  This is acknowledged in 
paragraph 137 of the proposed plan.  A key element in this approach is the avoidance of 
flood risk in the first instance and again, this is acknowledged in paragraph 137 and in part 
(b) of Policy 15.  However, the proposed plan would more successfully reflect the Flood 
Risk Management (Scotland) Act 2009 if it were to specify in part (a) of Policy 15 that, in 
identifying priority flood schemes, local development plans should require an approach 
that accords with the principles of sustainable development. 
 
3.   I am satisfied that part (c) of Policy 15, in requiring local development plans to make 
provision to prevent deterioration of the water environment in all cases and, where 
appropriate to promote its enhancement, strikes an appropriate balance between what is 
essential and what may be desirable.  To require enhancement of the water environment 
in all cases might prevent the delivery of other, more desirable, social, environmental or 
economic benefits.  However, in accordance with sustainable development principles, I 
agree that it would be appropriate for part (c) of the policy to require local development 
plans to promote the efficient use of water at all times.  
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Modify part (a) of Policy 15 to read as follows: 
 
“Identify areas of flood risk and priority flood schemes to assist in the reduction of overall 
flood risk which accord with the principles of sustainable development.” 
 
2.   Modify part (c) of Policy 15 to read as follows: 
 
“Make provision to prevent deterioration of the water environment resulting from new 
development and promote water efficiency in all development proposals.  Where 
appropriate, promote enhancement of the water environment.” 
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Issue  24  
 
Transport 
 

Development plan 
reference: Policy 8, Paras 117 - 119 Reporter: 

David Buylla 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Support as stated 
 
PP/0021/0018 Royal Society for Protection of Birds 
PP/0035/0006 Northumberland County Council 
PP/0042/0007 Scottish Property Federation 
PP/0117/0003 Juniper Green Community Council 
PP/0088/0002 Gyle Shopping Centre 
 
Representations submitted by Scottish Government  
 
PP/0143/0003 Scottish Government 
 
Representations made on the strategic policy approach 
 
PP/0018/0001 Bourne Leisure Ltd 
PP/0021/0029 Royal Society for Protection of Birds 
PP/0075/0004 Strutt & Parker 
PP/0088/0002 Gyle Shopping Centre 
 
Representations on specific transport schemes 
 
PP/0007/0007 Liberton & District Community Council 
PP/0017/0001 SEStran 
PP/0035/0004 Northumberland County Council 
PP/0091/0002 Iain Paton 
PP/0109/0001-0005 Gorebridge Community Council 
PP/0111/0004 David Campbell 
PP/0113/0002 Transition Linlithgow 
PP/0116/0003 New Town & Broughton Community Council 
PP/0118/0001 Patrick Mitchell 
PP/0151/0001 David Wardrop White 
PP/0159/0001 Colin Howden 
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0028 Leith Central Community Council 
PP/0169/0002 Newton Community Council 
 
Representations on site specific and SDA specific transport matters  
 
PP/0027/0002 Stephen Glancy 
PP/0030/0001 Dr Simon Jackson 
PP/0048/0003 Miller Homes Scotland East 
PP/0084/0002 Ken Ireland 
 
 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

296 

Representations seeking greater recognition in the SDP for a specific mode of transport 
 
PP/0001/0001 Rail Freight Group 
PP/0031/0001 Forth Ports 
PP/0037/0001 Sustrans Scotland 
PP/0159/0002 Colin Howden 
 
Representation seeking cross border working outwith SESplan area 
 
PP/0035/0006 Northumberland County Council 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Transportation 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Support as stated 
 
PP/0021/0018 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: We welcome the emphasis on the 
development of sustainable transport. 
 
PP/0035/0006 Northumberland County Council: Of particular relevance is the semi-fast 
rail service between Edinburgh and Newcastle and the proposed new station at Reston. 
This would have implications for Northumberland, and Northumberland County Council 
would fully support such a rail service. 
 
PP/0042/0007 Scottish Property Federation: Support approach review capacity. 
 
PP/0117/0003 Juniper Green Community Council: We support Policy 8 with its focus on 
locations which support travel by public transport, foot and cycle. We also welcome the 
proposal that new developments should minimise the generation of additional car traffic – 
this has long been a crucial issue in Juniper Green, Currie and Balerno, especially as 
most of the  traffic from Currie and Balerno into the city and onto the bypass goes  along 
Lanark Road through Juniper Green. 
 
PP/0088/0002 Gyle Shopping Centre: Issue:’ Reducing the need to travel and promoting 
use of sustainable modes of transport are key principles underpinning the spatial strategy 
of the SESplan’’ area (para 117). This approach is supported. 
 
Representations submitted by Scottish Government 
 
PP/0143/0003 Scottish Government: 
 
1. The spatial strategy set out in the Plan is not demonstrably supported by a transport 
appraisal that sets out an infrastructure package which is deliverable, or which has been 
shown to mitigate the impacts of the proposed plan, either in whole or in part, on the 
strategic transport network. There is no recognition of the consequences of this omission 
on the performance on the strategic transport network or what that could mean for the 
success of the delivery of the Plan;  
 
2. There are no clear commitments to addressing cross boundary transport issues in the 
Plan or its Action Programme;  
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3. There is no definitive commentary on the potential for phasing the delivery of transport 
infrastructure, particularly where this could assist with delivery of components of the Plan;  
 
4. There is no commitment to developing funding models for transport infrastructure or any 
clear understanding of the opportunities that might be available to make use of available 
capacity of infrastructure without the up front need for investment;  
 
5. There is no evidence to suggest the interventions drawn from the various published 
sources have been augmented during the course of the appraisal work by those 
specifically developed to support the spatial strategy, and;  
 
6. Scottish Government has undertaken an appraisal which recommends the strategic 
transport interventions required to support the aspirations of the Plan. In the absence of a 
clear mechanism, or mechanisms, for addressing cross boundary transport issues and 
funding contributions, and a suite of interventions shown to be deliverable, at least in part 
by such mechanisms, the deliverability of the infrastructure that might be necessary to 
support the overall spatial strategy is questionable. This in turn, has the potential to raise 
wider issues on the deliverability of some parts of the spatial strategy itself, specifically 
those which are, or may be considered to be, predicated on the provision of an 
infrastructure proposal, the requirement to provide infrastructure at a specific time or the 
opportunity to make use of existing capacity where it exists. 
 
Representations made on the strategic policy approach 
 
PP/0018/0001 Bourne Leisure Ltd: Bourne Leisure endorses the SESplan’s promotion of 
the use of sustainable modes of transport. Cognisant of paragraph 96 of Scottish Planning 
Policy, it is suggested by the Company that Policy 8 acknowledges the fact that the private 
car is required for many leisure and holiday-related journeys due to the remote or rural 
location of tourism facilities. 
 
PP/0021/0029 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: The proposed second runway at 
Edinburgh Airport is at variance with the plan’s aims to reduce carbon emissions.  
 
Air transport is a significant source of greenhouse gases responsible for climate change 
and the air industry is challenged to face up to this issue. Reducing emissions and 
encouraging sustainable transport are key aims of SESPlan. Expansion of airports to meet 
ever-growing demand undermines these objectives and is not sustainable. 
 
PP/0075/0004 Strutt & Parker: We Object to the Transportation Section & Policy 8. 
Para 118 requires travel demands resulting from new development to be met by 
sustainable forms of transport.  However, this becomes increasingly difficult the more 
decentralised the distribution of development strategy becomes, and by not meeting 
needs and demand in the locations they arise. Demand leapfrogging the green belt and 
car based commuting are more than likely to be the result. 
 
Policy 8 a) makes reference to “major development” being directed to locations that 
support travel by public transport, foot and bicycle.  Consistency of terminology is 
essential for accurate interpretation of this plan at LDP level.  The references to 
“strategic”, “major”, “large scale”, and “small scale” need to be clarified, defined in the 
glossary (as suggested elsewhere in our reps) and consistently used in the plan. 
Policy 8 b) is easier to achieve if housing is provided in the areas where people want/need 
them.  This is either driven by proximity to their existing work base, or proximity to 
family/support networks. 
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PP/0088/0002 Gyle Shopping Centre: Policy 3: Transportation includes these principles 
and as such is supported. The ability of a location to utilise or implement modes of 
sustainable travel should be assessed when directing growth and development. 
 
Representations on specific transport schemes 
 
PP/0007/0007 Liberton & District Community Council: There is support for all the 
proposals as set out in the Plan.  Whilst the Community Council fully supports the use of 
public transport for sustainable accessibility to the employment areas within the City and 
beyond, consideration of measures to increase the capacity of the City Bypass and to 
improve the accessibility for eastbound traffic from the proposed South East Edinburgh 
Strategic Development Area is necessary.  The suggestion in SESPlan that South East 
Edinburgh has good public transport accessibility is questionable and not necessarily 
applicable to the Community Council area which relies solely on bus services. The 
comments about the timing of the Borders Railway and provision of the Tram Network are 
optimistic in the extreme. 
  
PP/0017/0001 SEStran: First of all I would like to congratulate SESplan on developing an 
SDP that has recognized the important role transport plays in the planning of new 
development and the impact it has on peoples’ daily activities. It is appreciated that we 
have been working closely with you in developing this plan and therefore most (if not all of 
the issues) we have identified are contained within the plan.  
 
On 2nd Dec our Board considered a report on delivering local rail services between 
Edinburgh and Newcastle.  This report indicates that there is a track capacity to implement 
local l service between Edinburgh and Newcastle.  In terms of the most viable options, 
local services from Edinburgh to Dunbar and Berwick appear to be potentially viable, with 
the provision of new stations at East Linton and Reston providing additional positive 
benefits. 
 
The Board appreciated the importance of improved services and new stations on this line 
in serving new development in this area of East Lothian and the Borders, and asked for 
the SDP to highlight this issue. 
 
PP/0035/0004 Northumberland County Council: Northumberland County Council supports 
the aspiration for a new railway station at Reston as part of delivery of an improved semi-
fast rail service between Edinburgh and Newcastle that serves local movements within 
South East Scotland and within Northumberland.  The County Council would also 
welcome involvement with the relevant Local Authorities within South East Scotland, as 
well as Transport Scotland and the Department for Transport in order to promote this 
scheme. 
 
PP/0091/0002 Iain Paton: The Action Programme should not identify only a developer as 
lead partner/person for delivery of new west-facing slip roads on the M9 under Item 107. 
 
PP/0109/0001 Gorebridge Community Council: Bring forward Grade Separation of 
Sheriffhall Roundabout. 
 
Increasing volume of traffic has moved the proposed action from the category of desirable 
to that of urgent. 
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With accelerated grade separation would come the following benefits: 
 

• improved flow of traffic 
• bus priority measures, likely to disrupt other traffic, would not be required 
• abandonment of bus priority here would secure substantial savings 
• employment land in the vicinity of Sheriffhall would become more easily accessible 

and attractive to potential developers 
• reduced queuing would save valuable time and would also, in line with Scottish 

Government policy, achieve appreciable carbon reduction  
 
PP/0109/0002 Gorebridge Community Council: Reopening of Borders Railway: We do not 
take issue with this initiative, but rather wish to express our strong support for it. In 
particular we are favourably impressed by the explicit intention to proceed in 2019-2024 to 
Phase 2, extending the line to Carlisle. 
 
The social and economic benefits of Phase 1 of the project are expected to provide a big 
boost to the region. The regenerative thrust associated with both Phases would be 
incalculable. 
 
PP/0109/0003 Gorebridge Community Council: Bringing forward the provision of a rail 
station at Redheugh would be economically sound and have many positive advantages. 
 
PP/0109/0004 Gorebridge Community Council: Implement Reconfiguration of Leadburn 
Junction: We do not intend to take issue with this proposal, but rather to question why it 
has taken so long for this much-needed improvement to be recognised. 
 
We are fully behind this proposed action. 
 
PP/0109/0005 Gorebridge Community Council: Improved provision of pedestrian and 
cycling routes to complement Borders Railway is supported as a contribution to a 
sustainable transport network. In addition we recommend that consideration be given to 
modification of bus routes to facilitate access to the railway by public transport.  
 
PP/0111/0004 David Campbell: SESplan should make it clear, and Ministers need to 
understand, that by far the major part of the developments envisaged in SESplan cannot 
be expected to work unless the transport infrastructure is in place, with funds and a 
timetable committed.  
 
PP/0113/0002 Transition Linlithgow: SESplan should note Linlithgow’s impending AQMA. 
 
SESplan should change the M9 west-bound slips to be funded by Transport Scotland as 
an option and not just a developer which will put inappropriate scales of un-sustainable 
development into the town to pay for the slips. 
 
PP/0116/0003 New Town & Broughton Community Council: They continue to monitor 
construction of tram line 1A. It is not too late to preserve views to and from the Old Town. 
 
PP/0118/0001 Patrick Mitchell: The SES plan should give an accurate portrayal of the 
future tram provision, as at present no recognition of the actual provision is being 
recognised. 
 
PP/0151/0001 David Wardrop White: The Proposed Plan and Action Programme do not 
accurately reflect the future demand for appropriate infrastructure – primarily but not 
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exclusively high-quality routes - for people who wish to cycle to and from work, or for 
leisure or utility purposes, along radial routes to and from the regional core, that cross 
local authority boundaries. 
 
PP/0159/0001 Colin Howden: Transform Scotland proposes that consideration be given to 
enhancing the rail infrastructure within the City Of Edinburgh by reintroducing rail, or tram, 
services to the Edinburgh South Suburban Railway Line. This will give enhanced access 
to a large part of south Edinburgh as well as providing links between Borders Rail and 
Haymarket Station. 
 
The second enhancement we propose is the reopening of Abbeyhill Station to give access 
from this part of the city to rail services linking to Fife and West Lothian. 
 
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association: Concern re impact upon functioning of airport 
as a result of development in West Edinburgh SDA. Support for upgrade of Sheriffhall 
Roundabout, and welcome reopening of borders railway. Clarify tram provision at 
waterfront. 
 
PP/0168/0028 Leith Central Community Council: STPR: We would like to see a Leith 
Ferry Crossing added to this list. 
 
PP/0169/0002 Newton Community Council: The transport infrastructure improvements 
upon which the viability of the Winchburgh Core Development Area (CDA) and its 5% 
contribution to housing stock in the SESplan area depends have not been agreed by 
Transport Scotland. Instead, Transport Scotland has put forward alternative proposals 
which, by themselves, will not alleviate the existing and increasing transport-related issues 
in this part of West Lothian.  As a closely-neighbouring community council, we believe that 
both sets of measures should be agreed by all parties and included in the SDP. 
 
Representations on site specific and SDA specific transport matters  
 
PP/0027/0002 Stephen Glancy; PP/0030/0001 Dr Simon Jackson; PP/0084/0002 Ken 
Ireland: Removal of the 20 acre site designated Cammo West of Maybury Road from the 
Reasonable Alternatives and confirmation that this important Edinburgh area remains 
designated Greenbelt. 
 
Increased volume of traffic on this scale will paralyse the area both main and secondary 
routes leading to increased pollution and accidents with no viable alternative to the motor 
vehicle. 
 
PP/0048/0003 Miller Homes Scotland East: The Miller Homes Scotland site at Gallows 
Knowe, Crossgates is ideally located adjacent to a settlement well served by bus and in 
close proximity to the major and strategic road networks.  The site also relates well to the 
settlement and any proposed development will ensure that the site is integrated with the 
existing built-up area in order that new residents will be able to access the existing 
services and amenities by means of bus, foot and cycle. 
 
Representations seeking greater recognition in the SDP for a specific mode of transport 
 
PP/0001/0001 Rail Freight Group: The Proposed Plan does not appear to identify the 
important potential role of rail freight (and freight modal shift from road to rail) in helping to 
achieve the spatial strategy and associated national and local policy objectives in terms of 
economy, environment and climate change. 
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Policy 8 (transportation) makes no mention of the ‘in principle’ desirability of freight modal 
shift from road to rail. 
 
PP/0031/0001 Forth Ports: In line with national planning policy and the Scottish 
Government’s central commitment to secure sustainable economic growth, the importance 
of ports to the economy should be recognised explicitly within SESplan. It is appropriate to 
address this within the Infrastructure: Transportation section of the Plan. 
 
PP/0037/0001 Sustrans Scotland: The plan does not adequately consider the role of 
cycling and walking as modes of travel.  
 
PP/0159/0002 Colin Howden: Active Travel needs to be promoted by allocating money 
away from road building to improving infrastructure that supports walking and cycling. 
 
The main obstacle to commuter cycling in UK cities is the unsafe conditions cyclists are 
exposed to when they have to cycle along roads with fact moving cars, lorries and buses. 
 
Denmark and The Netherlands experienced big drops in cycling in the post-WW2 years as 
traffic and congestion increased in cities. They reversed this trend by investing in safe 
cycle networks throughout their cities and the gradual removal of much traffic from city 
centres. 
 
SESplan should aim to achieve the same level of modal shifts by integrating cycle 
infrastructure into any future developments, in the form of segregated cycle lanes. The 
Scottish Government’s aspiration to increase cycle travel to 10% has not been achieved in 
cities without the creation of safe cycling conditions. 
 
Cross border working 
PP/0035/0006 Northumberland County Council: While the policy refers to collaboration 
between Local Planning Authorities, Transport Scotland and SEStran, there is no mention 
of cross-border working with neighbouring authorities in relation to the development of a 
sustainable transport network. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Support as stated 
 
PP/0021/0018 Royal Society for Protection of Birds; PP/0035/0006 Northumberland 
County Council; PP/0042/0007 Scottish Property Federation; PP/0117/0003 Juniper 
Green Community Council; PP/0088/0002 Gyle Shopping Centre: No modifications 
sought. 
 
Representations submitted by Scottish Government 
 
PP/0143/0003 Scottish Government: The spatial strategy should be supported by:  
 
1. an evidence based package of infrastructure provision or other interventions (e.g. 
services) that contribute to mitigating the impact of the Proposed Plan on the strategic 
transport network.  
 
2. a commentary on how these measures can be delivered, a realistic programme of who 
will deliver them and clarity on when interventions would be required over the lifetime of 
the Plan.  
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3. a commentary on the possibility of phasing interventions to support the delivery of early 
parts of the Plan, and;  
 
4. a commitment to take forward the consideration of cross boundary issues and the 
development of a framework setting out the role Local Development Plans will play in 
delivering strategic transport infrastructure when considering the more detailed 
development of the spatial strategy.  
 
This package of interventions should go beyond that currently set out in the Proposed 
Plan by more clearly linking the infrastructure measures it contains with development 
proposals set out in the spatial strategy. A clearer understanding of the deliverability and 
phasing of these infrastructure measures is also necessary to give clarity on when 
interventions might be required, what these interventions might be and how they may be 
funded.  
 
The issues of funding and the relationship of particular developments to particular impacts 
are particularly relevant where there is a possibility of developer contributions at least in 
part funding a particular piece of infrastructure. The 5 tests set out in planning circular 
1/2010 highlight the requirements for proportionality and transparency in the definition and 
collection of developer contributions. These requirements would largely be met by the 
provision of greater clarity on the measures required to mitigate the impact of development 
and the contribution developments might make in funding them.  
 
The package of interventions should also include new measures, i.e. those that might not 
have previously been suggested and not include those measures which have no 
demonstrable benefit for the Plan. It is expected that such measures would be identified 
through an appraisal process, building on the work already undertaken.  
 
Scottish Government has undertaken analytical work in addition to that undertaken 
previously by SEStran, in support of the SESplan SDP. This modelling has highlighted a 
number of requirements for network improvement that are not included in the SESplan 
Action Programme or Proposed Plan. It has also illustrated the potential for sub regional 
consideration of developer impacts and developer contributions, the role phasing may play 
in supporting these and other issues affecting the strategic network. 
 
Representations made on the Strategic Policy Approach 
 
PP/0018/0001 Bourne Leisure Ltd: Cognisant of paragraph 96 of Scottish Planning Policy, 
Bourne Leisure suggests that Policy 8  is amended to be consistent with both this policy 
statement and paragraph 118 of the SESplan, as follows: 
 
a. Ensure that where possible major development is directed to locations that support 
travel by public transport, foot and cycle; 
b. Ensure that where possible, new development minimises the generation of additional 
car traffic, including through the application of mode share targets and car parking 
standards that relate to public transport accessibility; 
 
PP/0021/0029 Royal Society for Protection of Birds: None sought. 
 
PP/0075/0004 Strutt & Parker: Meet needs and demand in the locations they arise. 
The references to “strategic”, “major”, “large scale”, and “small scale” need to be clarified, 
defined in the glossary (as suggested elsewhere in our reps) and consistently used in the 
plan. 
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PP/0088/0002 Gyle Shopping Centre: The ability of a location to utilise or implement 
modes of sustainable travel should be assessed when directing growth and development. 
 
Representations on specific transport schemes 
 
PP/0007/0007 Liberton & District Community Council: Revisions to SESPlan to better 
reflect the existing situation re existing public transport provision and plans for Borders 
Railway and possible future extensions to Edinburgh Tram network. 
 
PP/0017/0001 SEStran: Amend Action 64 to reflect the current position. 
 
PP/0035/0004 Northumberland County Council: Non stated. 
 
PP/0091/0002 Iain Paton: The Action Programme should be amended to identify 
Transport Scotland and West Lothian Council alongside a developer as the lead 
partners/persons for delivery of new west-facing slip roads on the M9 under Item 107. 
 
PP/0109/0001 Gorebridge Community Council: Remove from report all reference to 
arrangements for bus priority at Sheriffhall. 
 
PP/0109/0002 Gorebridge Community Council: Reopening of Borders Railway: We do not 
take issue with this initiative, but rather wish to express our strong support for it. In 
particular we are favourably impressed by the explicit intention to proceed in 2019-2024 to 
Phase 2, extending the line to Carlisle. 
 
The social and economic benefits of Phase 1 of the project are expected to provide a big 
boost to the region. The regenerative thrust associated with both Phases would be 
incalculable. 
 
PP/0109/0003 Gorebridge Community Council: Bring forward to 2011-2019 provision of a 
station at Redheugh. Page 29 paragraph 77: Reword second sentence to read: The 
growth of the new community, located on the Borders Railway, will be greatly facilitated by 
the provision of a station contemporaneously with the early house-building phase of 
development. 
 
PP/0109/0004 Gorebridge Community Council: Implement Reconfiguration of Leadburn 
Junction. We are fully behind this proposed action. 
 
PP/0109/0005 Gorebridge Community Council: Improved provision of pedestrian and 
cycling routes to complement Borders Railway is supported as a contribution to a 
sustainable transport network. In addition we recommend that consideration be given to 
modification of bus routes to facilitate access to the railway by public transport.  
 
PP/0111/0004 David Campbell: To prevent unreasonable pressure being put on local 
authorities, SESplan needs to contain a warning that local developments cannot be 
required unless infrastructure projects are in place, or firmly committed, with realistic 
funding, in advance.  
 
PP/0113/0002 Transition Linlithgow: Update the Action Programme document – Add 
‘Transport Scotland’ to M9 slips. Page 34, Item 107. 
 
Update the Environment Report to include Linlithgow’s AQMA and change the SESplan 
and supporting documents if/as appropriate. 
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PP/0116/0003 New Town and Broughton Community Council: They continue to monitor 
construction of tram line 1A. It is not too late to preserve views to and from the Old Town. 
 
PP/0118/0001 Patrick Mitchell: Confirm actual provision and potential phasing of the Tram 
network. In essence Phase 1a has been split into two with only the first part (from the 
Airport to York Place) likely to be completed. 
 
PP/0151/0001 David Wardrop White: Proposed Plan para 75: after the sentence ending 
“…..extension of the tram system to Dalkeith” insert the following:  
 
“A network of radial, traffic-free or traffic-separated, direct and high-quality cycle routes, 
perceived as safe to use, should be developed between the communities of Midlothian 
and the City of Edinburgh so as to encourage more people to make journeys by bicycle 
that they presently make by car, or do not make at all.”  
 
Action Programme Table 8: Non-geographic/cross-SESplan area interventions: insert the 
following new line:  
 
“The Action: develop and execute plans for a strategic network of radial, traffic-free or 
traffic-separated, direct and high-quality cycle routes, perceived as safe to use, between 
the communities of Midlothian and the City of Edinburgh  
Policy and Strategic Fit: P1 Spatial Strategy, P8 Transportation  
Timing: X in all three periods  
Lead Partner: SESplan, Midlothian Council, City of Edinburgh Council  
Current status: Proposed” 
 
PP/0159/0001 Colin Howden: Transform Scotland proposes enhancements to rail 
infrastructure within the City of Edinburgh by reopening the Edinburgh South Suburban 
Rail Line (ESSR) and Abbeyhill Station to give significantly enhanced opportunities for 
sustainable travel across and around the city. The Edinburgh Tram could potentially 
provide the service on the ESSR if electrification were to form part of future developments 
for freight transport. 
 
PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association: Concern re impact upon functioning of airport 
as a result of development in West Edinburgh SDA. Support for upgrade of Sheriffhall 
Roundabout, and welcome reopening of borders railway. Clarify tram provision at 
waterfront. 
 
PP/0168/0028 Leith Central Community Council: STPR: We would like to see a Leith 
Ferry Crossing added to this list. 
 
PP/0169/0002 Newton Community Council: The transportation infrastructure 
improvements in the M9 corridor proposed both by West Lothian Council and Transport 
Scotland should be agreed by all parties prior to the adoption of the SESplan SDP. The 
wording of the existing paragraph of the SDP can then be amended to recognise that all 
these improvements are planned.  
 
Representations on site specific and SDA specific transport matters  
 
PP/0027/0002 Stephen Glancy; PP/0030/0001 Dr Simon Jackson; PP/0084/0002 Ken 
Ireland: Remove the area Cammo West of Maybury Road from consideration as a 
reasonable alternative and confirm the sites designation as Greenbelt for the period of the 
plan. 
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PP/0048/0003 Miller Homes Scotland East: None stated. 
 
Representations seeking greater recognition in the SDP for a specific mode of transport 
 
PP/0001/0001 Rail Freight Group: A series of amendments proposed throughout the plan 
to include specific reference to rail freight. Including the following amendment to Policy 8. 
 
Amend Policy 8(a) to read: “Ensure that major development is directed to locations that 
support travel by public transport, foot and cycle, and where possible in the case of freight, 
transport by rail or sea;” 
 
PP/0031/0001 Forth Ports: Insert paragraph in Infrastructure: Transportation section 
highlighting the importance of ports to the economy.  The proposed wording reads:  
“Ports make a vital contribution to the economy. The Firth of Forth is a key strategic freight 
gateway and there is potential for further expansion of port capacity, including freight 
facilities. Ports and harbours will benefit from economic activity associated with the 
offshore renewables energy sector. Where appropriate, SESplan as the strategic planning 
authority and local planning authorities will work with port operators to address the 
planning and transport issues arising from port operations.” 
 
PP/0037/0001 Sustrans Scotland: Inclusion in the Proposed Plan and the Action 
Programme of: 

• The strategic importance of the National Cycle Network in the transport 
infrastructure; 

• Proposals to assist the development of a strategic network of traffic-free or traffic-
separated cycle routes between communities and local authority areas across the 
SEStran area; 

• Plans for measures to encourage active travel (both infrastructure and behaviour 
change measures) to and from railway stations on the new Borders Railway. Make 
this a pilot project to guide future improvements to access to stations across 
Scotland;  

• Outline of how the plan will help deliver Scottish Government targets on cycling 
levels, tackling obesity and reducing carbon emissions; 

• Clear allocation of responsibilities in delivering the plan. 
 
PP/0159/0002 Transform Scotland for Colin Howden: Transform Scotland suggests that 
SESplan include a requirement that all major towns and cities should develop an 
integrated network of traffic-free cycle lanes to allow easy and safe travel into and around 
the conurbations. It is only in this way that cycling will become a serious mode of commute 
travel through the provision of safe routes for use by commuters and children. 
 
Cross border working 
 
PP/0035/0006 Northumberland County Council: Consider the inclusion of a reference to 
cross-border working in relation to the transport network. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Support as stated 
 
PP/0021/0018 Royal Society for Protection of Birds; PP/0035/0006 Northumberland 
County Council; PP/0042/0007 Scottish Property Federation; PP/0117/0003 Juniper 
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Green Community Council; PP/0088/0002 Gyle Shopping Centre: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The support is noted. 
 
Representations submitted by Scottish Government  
 
PP/0143/0003 Scottish Government: The representation from Scottish Government 
highlighted four areas in which modifications were sought to the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). In 
relation to each of these four areas no modifications are proposed or recommended. 
These areas are addressed in turn. 
 
Firstly, the representation stated that that the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) needs to be 
supported by an evidence based package of infrastructure provision or other interventions 
(e.g. services) that contribute to mitigating the impact of the Proposed Plan on the 
strategic transport network. 
 
In order to support the development of the SDP, a transport appraisal (Doc 18) was 
undertaken by SEStran on behalf of SESplan. This appraisal included an assessment of 
the impacts of the proposed infrastructure improvements on the strategic transport 
network. The findings of this appraisal are contained as appendices to the Transport 
Technical Note (Doc 18), are discussed within the Note itself and are the basis for Policies 
8 and 9 of the SDP.  
 
The Action Programme (Doc 4) sets out a package of infrastructure interventions to 
support the delivery of the SDP (Doc 1). The impact of these programmed schemes were 
appraised as part of the Transport Appraisal (Doc 18).  The Transport Technical Note 
(Doc 18) sets out the extent to which the interventions mitigate the impacts of the SDP 
(Doc 1) across a series of indicators. 
 
The Transport Technical Note (Doc 18) recognises that further consideration will be 
required to phasing of development at LDP and as part of the assessment of Planning 
Applications in order to mitigate the impact of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) on the strategic 
transport network.  
 
Secondly,  the representation stated that that the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) needs to be 
supported by a commentary on how these measures can be delivered, a realistic 
programme of who will deliver them and clarity on when interventions would be required 
over the lifetime of the Plan.  
 
The Proposed Plan (Doc 18) is supported by an Action Programme (Doc 4) which sets out 
the infrastructure required to deliver the plan. The Action Programme (Doc 4) sets out a 
programme for delivery of interventions in line with the SDP plan periods (Doc 1). Each 
identified action sets out lead and supporting delivery partners so as to ensure clarity of 
responsibility. 
 
Thirdly, the representation stated that that the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) needs to be 
supported by a commentary on the possibility of phasing interventions to support the 
delivery of early parts of the Plan. In response, to this representation, it should be noted 
that the SDP (Doc 1) recognises that the delivery of development should be linked to the 
necessary supporting infrastructure and that developer contributions may be required to 
support this delivery. Paragraph 122 of the SDP (Doc 1) notes that Developer 
contributions are important and will be required to assist in delivery and to address any 
shortfalls in infrastructure that arise as a direct result of new developments. In light of the 
differing market conditions within the SESplan area, the SDP (Doc 1) notes that LDPs will 
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set out the broad principles for planning obligations including the items for which 
contributions will be sought and the occasions on which they will be sought. This will 
include provision to consider phasing of development in line with developer contributions 
to support infrastructure requirements.  
 
The Transport Technical Note (Doc 18) provides consideration of the issue of phasing of 
development in the context of the Transport Appraisal and the implications for SDP policy 
(Doc 1). It is noted that whilst the Transport Appraisal (Doc 18) models the full impact of 
the SDP (Doc 1) upon the transport network within the SESplan area, in practice, 
development would be phased in a manner which would enable an incremental 
assessment of the impact of any given development proposal upon the network (yet in a 
cumulative context with regard to previously undertaken development). As set out in the 
Technical Note (Doc 18), it is not within the remit of the SDP (Doc 1) to make provision for 
site specific considerations. Rather, site specific appraisal and analysis is to be 
undertaken at LDP level within the context of the SDP Spatial Strategy (Doc 1). As stated 
in the Technical Note (Doc 18), Policy 9, Transport, provides the overarching strategic 
approach for LDPs on transport matters. 
 
Whereas the SDP (Doc 1) does not therefore seek to phase development at a site specific 
level, the SDP does provide strategic direction to the phasing of infrastructure in line with 
the SDP Spatial Strategy and level of development. The SESplan Action Programme (Doc 
4), prepared to support implementation of the SDP, presents actions by Sub Regional 
Area to support the Spatial Strategy and the delivery of actions (including transport related 
infrastructure) is set out by the housing delivery periods contained within the SDP.  
 
Finally, the representation stated that that the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) needs to be 
supported by a commitment to take forward the consideration of cross boundary issues 
and the development of a framework setting out the role Local Development Plans will 
play in delivering strategic transport infrastructure when considering the more detailed 
development of the spatial strategy.  
 
Action 135 of the Action Programme (Doc 4) provides a commitment for SESplan to 
explore the cumulative and cross border impacts and mechanisms for funding 
infrastructure enhancements. It is stated that this action will include an examination of the 
principle of cross border developer contributions. This action will be delivered by SESplan 
as the lead partner with support from the SESplan area Member Authorities and Transport 
Scotland.  
 
Representations made on the Strategic Policy Approach 
 
PP/0018/0001 Bourne Leisure Ltd; PP/0021/0029 Royal Society for Protection of Birds; 
PP/0075/0004 Strutt & Parker; PP/0088/0002 Gyle Shopping Centre: No modifications 
proposed or recommended.  
 
Reducing the need to travel and promoting use of sustainable modes of transport are key 
principles underpinning the Spatial Strategy for the SESplan area. The SESplan Spatial 
Strategy has been developed based on an assessment of accessibility of locations for 
development and has been informed by Accession Modelling (Doc 18) undertaken by 
MVA Consulting on behalf of SEStran. In order to assess the relative accessibility of areas 
outside of the City of Edinburgh, access to regional and local accessibility indicators were 
considered. This same methodology was extended to other settlements to represent all 
strategic assessment areas. This provided a consistent basis to compare the relative 
accessibility of locations across the SESplan area. 
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An aim of the SDP (Doc 1) is to integrate land use and transport, reduce the need to travel 
and cut carbon emissions by steering new development to the most sustainable locations. 
Policy 8 of the SDP (Doc 1) sets out the transport policy content to achieve this aim and to 
support the sustainable locational strategy as set out in the Spatial Strategy. 
 
Representations on specific transport schemes 
 
PP/0007/0007 Liberton & District Community Council; PP/0017/0001 SEStran 
PP/0035/0004 Northumberland County Council; PP/0091/0002 Iain Paton; PP/0109/0001-
0005 Gorebridge Community Council; PP/0111/0004 David Campbell; PP/0113/0002 
Transition Linlithgow; PP/0116/0003 New Town & Broughton Community Council; 
PP/0118/0001 Patrick Mitchell; PP/0151/0001 David Wardrop-White; PP/0159/0001 Colin 
Howden; PP/0167/0004 The Cockburn Association; PP/0168/0028 Leith Central 
Community Council; PP/0169/0002 Newton Community Council: No modification 
proposed or recommended. 
 
The SDP (Doc 1) recognises that a key objective is to identify the necessary strategic 
infrastructure projects required to deliver the plan. The list of interventions, including 
infrastructure, required to support the delivery of the Plan are set out in the Action 
Programme (Doc 4).  The plan need not reiterate existing infrastructure provision or 
proposed infrastructure which is already set out in other plans or programmes.    
 
The phasing of actions in line with the plan period and the responsibility for actions is set 
out in the Action Programme (Doc 4) and is outside of the scope of the SDP (Doc 1). 
 
Representations on site specific and SDA specific transport matters  
 
PP/0027/0002 Stephen Glancy; PP/0030/0001 Dr Simon Jackson; PP/0048/0003 Miller 
Homes Scotland East; PP/0084/0002 Ken Ireland: No modification proposed or 
recommended.  
 
The SDP (Doc 1) at Policy 8 provides a strategic approach for the LDPs to develop 
transport policy. The spatial strategy of the SDP (Doc 1) is based on, amongst other 
things, a consideration of the accessibility of strategic development areas with 
development being directed to more accessible areas.  The assessment of the individual 
merits of sites in transportation terms will be undertaken at LDP level, as part of any 
allocation, with detailed transport considerations being assessed as part of the 
determination of a planning application.  
 
Representations seeking greater recognition in the SDP for a specific mode of transport 
 
PP/0001/0001 Rail Freight Group; PP/0031/0001 Forth Ports; PP/0037/0001 Sustrans 
Scotland; PP/0159/0002 Colin Howden: No modification proposed or recommended. 
 
The SDP (Doc 1) sets out a strategic transport approach which sets a framework for SDPs 
to deliver local level sustainable transport policies. In line with the Scottish Government 
aim to ensure that the document is as concise as possible, the SDP (Doc 1) does not seek 
to list all forms of transport of relevance to the SESplan area. LDPs may identify transport 
modes which are of particular relevance to their local authority area, and set out policies to 
support them spatially in line with the overarching SDP policy approach (Doc 1).  
 
The SDP (Doc 1) recognises that a key objective is to identify the necessary strategic 
infrastructure projects required to deliver the plan. The list of interventions, including 
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infrastructure, required to support the delivery of the Plan are set out in the Action 
Programme (Doc 4).  The plan need not reiterate existing infrastructure provision or 
proposed infrastructure which is already set out in other plans or programmes.    
 
Cross border working 
 
PP/0035/0006 Northumberland County Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. 
 
Provision for cross border collaboration need not be specifically stated in the SDP.  The 
benefit of collaborative working with Northumberland County Council is noted, and the 
SESplan Action Programme (Doc 4) will be updated accordingly upon its next review.  
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Representations submitted by Scottish Government  
 
1.   I understand Scottish Government’s concern that the transport appraisal which 
informed the proposed plan’s approach to transport issues did not set out to achieve a 
particular objective, such an overall reduction in car usage or the timetabled resolution of 
particular problems within the transport network.  However, I also recognise that the 
majority of development sites in the proposed plan are existing commitments, which limits 
the proposed plan’s ability to take a fresh approach to transportation issues. 
 
2.   Included within the list of strategic infrastructure interventions at Figure 2 of the 
proposed plan, are five projects which would require but do not have Scottish Government 
support.   These include: A1 dualling; extension of the Waverley line to Carlisle; the A7 
Selkirk bypass; some of the improvements proposed to key routes under the 
“Midlothian/Borders” Sub Regional Area; and the M8 and M9 rapid transit bus lanes.  
Part a of Policy 9, in the modified form I am recommending in my consideration of 
Issue 25, would require local development plans to safeguard land for the projects in 
Figure 2.  If these five projects for which there is no current government support were 
omitted entirely from Figure 2, this safeguarding policy would not apply and this could 
mean that in the longer term, when it is conceivable that government policy might have 
changed, the land required for their implementation was no longer available.  I do not 
consider it appropriate therefore that these projects are deleted from Figure 2.  However, 
in order to avoid the false impression that there is any certainty over their delivery, I have 
recommended that they are annotated to indicate their long-term, aspirational status and 
to confirm the lack of government support. 
 
3.   A number of the interventions listed in Figure 2 do not accord precisely with those 
which were modelled in a cumulative transport appraisal of the proposed plan by 
Transport Scotland, which the Scottish Government has confirmed sets out the measures 
needed to support the proposed plan’s spatial strategy.  However, in the majority of cases, 
the difference is merely in how the proposed intervention is described, rather than that 
there are substantive differences in approach.  I have recommended minor modifications 
to the text in Figure 2 where additional clarification is required. 
 
4.   The authority does not consider it appropriate to include within Figure 2, two transport 
infrastructure interventions that were modelled by Transport Scotland involving traffic 
management measures.  These include ramp metering on the A720 and the A720 
Managed Motorways proposal.  However, the absence of any significant built element to 
these proposals does not mean they have no land use planning implications.   These 
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proposals were part of the suite of interventions that Transport Scotland considered 
necessary in order to support the proposed plan and are matters which might require to be 
delivered prior to a particular site being developed.  If they were omitted from Figure 2, 
there would be no requirement under Policy 9, in the modified form I propose in my 
consideration of Issue 25, for local development plans to consider the timing of their 
delivery when considering the release of development sites.  Therefore, I consider that 
they should be added to Figure 2. 
 
5.   I note that the provision of additional park and ride capacity at Sheriffhall and Straiton 
(the delivery of which was included in the modelling work that informed Scottish 
Government’s representations) is not supported in the Regional Transport Strategy and 
that the authority believes there to be spare capacity at both of these locations.  The 
proposed plan covers a long timeframe, over the course of which the importance of these 
park and ride schemes may increase.  However, as the Scottish Government has not 
requested that Figure 2 be modified to incorporate these potential projects, I am satisfied 
that no modification is required. 
 
6.  Given the strategic role of the proposed plan, I agree that there should be an explicit 
requirement in Policy 8 for local development plans to take account of cumulative and 
cross-boundary effects and make provision for cross-boundary working to address these. 
 
7.   I also agree that the proposed plan needs clearly to relate the delivery of the plan’s 
spatial strategy to the delivery of the strategic transport infrastructure needed to support it.  
The wording for Policy 9 is insufficiently clear on this point and, in my consideration of 
Issue 25, I have recommended modifications that link the policy to the strategic 
interventions listed in Figure 2 (as amended) and clarify that all three parts of the policy 
relate to transport infrastructure as well as to infrastructure of other kinds.  
 
Representations made on the strategic policy approach 
 
8.   Notwithstanding the recognition in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) that not all locations, 
particularly in remoter areas, can be served by public transport, it is important that the 
proposed plan maintains a clear position in relation to the development of a sustainable 
transport network.  The proposed plan needs to set a strategic spatial framework which 
directs uses that are likely to generate significant travel demand to locations where this 
can be met by non-car modes.  It would therefore be inappropriate to introduce the caveat 
“where possible” into Policy 8’s requirements that major development be directed to 
locations that support travel by public transport, foot and cycle and that new development 
minimises the generation of additional car traffic.  This would undermine the SDP’s role in 
directing the focus for major development away from areas where there is no realistic 
alternative to the car. 
 
9.   I agree that Policy 8 would be clearer if the meaning of ‘major development’ in part a 
were clarified.  As the focus of this part of the policy is on development likely to generate 
significant travel demand it would be clearer if the policy used that terminology rather than 
a word that merely indicates scale.  However, the definition of that term should be left to 
individual local development plans, as what is regarded as significant in a rural area might 
be considered differently in a more urban part of the SESplan area. 
 
10.   It is appropriate for the SDP to recognise the planned enhancement of Edinburgh 
Airport as this is designated a National Development in the National Planning Framework 
(NPF 2).  Paragraph 40 of the SDP refers to a potential second runway that is identified in 
the Masterplan for Edinburgh Airport.  This is not within the designation in NPF2, which is 
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limited to enhancements such as improved taxiways, terminal facilities and surface access 
arrangements (including the proposed station at Gogar).  However, as the SDP does not 
comment of the appropriateness of a second runway or seek to justify any part of its 
spatial strategy on the basis that it might be built, I am satisfied that the reference to a 
potential second runway is consistent with both national planning policy and the SDP’s 
own sustainable development focus. 
 
11.   I see no conflict between the requirements of Policy 8 and the concept of meeting 
development need in the locations it arises.   The proposed plan’s approach is to locate 
new housing development in locations that have good accessibility to centres of 
employment and other significant destinations.  Although this approach would focus 
housing development in urban locations, it would not prevent the provision of housing that 
is needed to accommodate rural economic growth.  It would prevent the provision of 
housing in such areas to meet the demand for commuter homes, but as such development 
would be inconsistent with the SDP’s spatial strategy, this cannot be regarded as a 
weakness of this policy. 
 
12.  The proposed addition to Policy 8 that is sought by Gyle Shopping Centre Limited 
Partnership would not alter the thrust of the policy and would simply re-state in different 
words, the requirements that are already set out in part a of the policy.  No modification is 
necessary therefore. 
 
Representations on specific transport schemes 
 
13.   Liberton & District Community Council’s doubts over the accessibility of the proposed 
South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area are not supported by evidence that 
existing public transport provision is poor.  The Spatial Strategy Assessment ranked this 
area fourth highest in the SESplan area in terms of the employment indicator and first for 
accessibility to both hospital and retail facilities.  The fact that there are at present only bus 
services does not require a reassessment of this area’s accessibility.  I do however share 
the community council’s view that references to planned improvements to public transport 
in this area, in the form of an extension to the tram line (known as phase 3) and the 
proposed Borders Railway, need to be realistic.  Paragraph 45 of the proposed plan 
predicts an opening date of 2014 for the railway which seems optimistic.  I have 
recommended that the authority considers whether this date remains appropriate or 
whether it should be adjusted to accord with the most up to date timeframe for the delivery 
of that project.  The plan’s reference to the tram line extension simply comments that this 
will be necessary for the area to achieve the appropriate level of accessibility.  There is no 
reference to the date on which such an extension would be delivered, so I do not consider 
that there needs to be any amendment to the text as it relates to that project. 
 
14.   A number of representations relate to the delivery of transport improvements that are 
identified in the Action Programme, which will accompany the proposed plan.  As this is 
not part of the proposed plan itself, it is not before me and I am unable to address 
representations of this nature. 
 
15.   Concern is expressed that development should not be permitted to proceed until the 
transport infrastructure on which it depends is in place.  The proposed plan addresses this 
in part b of Policy 9, which requires local development plans to provide policy guidance 
that will, unless exceptionally justified, require sufficient infrastructure to be available, or its 
provision to be committed, before development can proceed.  I have considered this policy 
under Issue 25. 
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16.   The adequacy of existing transport infrastructure in the proposed West Lothian 
Strategic Development Area (SDA) was considered in the Transport Appraisal and was 
taken into account in the Spatial Strategy Assessment which considered the suitability of 
various areas for SDA designation.  A number of problems were identified including 
increased delays on the A801 and A7066.   No specific reference was made to Linlithgow 
but there is no reason to suspect that this is due to an error in the Transport Appraisal 
methodology.  Similarly, there are no grounds to suspect that inadequate consideration 
was given to the implications of significant development proposals that are nearby but 
outwith the SESplan area.  Both the authority and the Scottish Government have 
confirmed that the implications of the development proposal at Whitecross, Falkirk were 
factored into their respective transport appraisals. 
 
17.  I do not consider it necessary for the proposed plan, when considering transport 
issues, to make reference to the implications of the proposed air quality monitoring area 
for central Linlithgow.  While there is clearly a link between transportation and air quality it 
is not the role of the proposed plan to allocate development sites or to direct development 
to specific towns within the proposed SDA.  This will be a matter for the subsequent local 
development plan, in the preparation of which there will be an opportunity to consider air 
quality issues.  
 
18.   The proposed plan makes reference to the strategic implications of the Edinburgh 
tram but it would be inappropriate for it to seek to influence the detailed design of this 
project as has been requested by New Town and Broughton Community Council.  It is 
appropriate for the proposed plan to refer to the long-term ambitions for the tram route, 
despite funding for this being uncertain.  I do however agree that in the interests of 
accuracy it would be appropriate for the plan to recognise that the first phase of the project 
will terminate at York Place and not at Newhaven Harbour as originally planned. 
 
19.   In order more effectively to promote sustainable modes of transport, which is a key 
principle underpinning the proposed plan’s spatial strategy, I consider it necessary for 
Policy 8 to require local development plans to ensure that the design and layout of new 
development demonstrably promotes non-car modes of travel, and to investigate the 
potential to require safe cycling routes to be incorporated within all new road schemes.  
These modifications to the policy should ensure that local development plans satisfy the 
expectations of Cycling by Design and Designing Streets.  Existing and potential traffic-
free cycle and walking routes such as disused railways are, or could be, important 
contributors to modal shift and, as this is an issue with potential cross-boundary 
implications, I agree that it would be appropriate for Policy 8 to require local development 
plans to consider the merits of protecting these when considering any development 
proposal that might affect them.  I do not consider it necessary however for the proposed 
plan to become involved in points of detail such as requiring cycle hubs or bus facilities at 
railway stations, as the need for such detailed requirements is a matter best left to local 
development plans 
 
20.   The proposed plan’s glossary defines what is meant by “sustainable transport” and I 
do not consider it necessary for it also to define the meaning of “a sustainable transport 
network”, as is promoted in Policy 8.   
 
21.  I am satisfied that the inclusion of the phrase “as far as possible” in paragraph 118 is 
consistent with the SDP’s vision and spatial strategy and with Government targets for the 
reduction of carbon emissions.  This caveat simply reflects the reality that, during the 
lifetime of the SDP, 100% of travel demands will not be met by sustainable means.  I 
agree however that the phrase “In the first instance development will be guided to areas 
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that are capable of being well served by public transport and that are accessible by foot 
and cycle to reduce the need to travel by private car” is inconsistent with Policy 8.  The 
wording suggests some form of sequential selection process that might permit 
development in low-accessibility areas if there were no immediate opportunities to develop 
in areas that have good public transport and other non-car options available.  That is not 
the intention of Policy 8 and this disparity should be corrected by minor adjustments to the 
text of paragraph 118.  
 
22.   I am satisfied that parts a and b in Policy 8 are mutually consistent.  Part a deals with 
site selection and applies a stricter accessibility expectation on major development (or in 
the amended form of words I am recommending “development likely to generate 
significant travel demand”).  Part b is a general requirement to minimise additional car 
traffic, which applies to all types and scales of development. 
 
23.   I consider it inappropriate for Policy 8 to instruct local development plans to apply 
particular design standards in new infrastructure proposals or a particular standard of 
mitigation.  It will be for local development plans to consider whether such policy is 
required or whether more general design policies in such plans would suffice.  It would 
also be inappropriate for the proposed plan to provide design details for individual 
infrastructure proposals such as the proposed Edinburgh orbital bus route. 
 
24.   Leith Central Community Council requests that a Leith ferry crossing is added to the 
Government’s Strategic Transport Projects Review (STPR).  The STPR is not part of the 
proposed plan so I am unable to consider that request.  However, I note that a cross-Forth 
ferry or hovercraft service is identified in the proposed plan within Figures 2 and 5.  It will 
be a matter for local development plans to determine where this should take place. 
 
25.   There might be merit in reopening the Edinburgh South Suburban Rail Line and 
Abbeyhill station.  But these infrastructure interventions were not modelled in either of the 
transport appraisals that have considered the proposed plan’s spatial strategy.  And in the 
absence of such evidence of potential benefits, costs and consequent implications, it 
would be inappropriate to recommend that these potential projects were added to the list 
of strategic infrastructure in Figure 2 of the proposed plan. 
 
26.   There is insufficient evidence that the early delivery of a rail station at Redheugh is a 
feasible prospect, so it would be inappropriate for the plan to go beyond highlighting the 
potential for this to occur in the longer term. 
 
Representations on site specific and SDA specific transport matters  
 
27.   Three representors raise identical transport capacity objections to the development of 
greenfield land at Cammo.  As the allocation of individual sites for development is not a 
matter for the SDP but for subsequent local development plans, such representations fall 
outside the scope of my examination.  Similarly, I am unable to consider the merits of the 
site that is promoted for development at Gallows Knowe, Crossgates, Fife. 
 
Representations seeking greater recognition in the SDP for a specific mode of transport 
 
28.   Policy 16 in the Regional Transport Strategy promotes, where appropriate, greater 
use of rail freight, and highlights the rapid growth in the volume of freight moved at the 
Grangemouth rail freight facility, which is the only one of its kind within the SESplan area.   
SPP also identifies the role to be played by rail freight and the need for this to be 
considered in development plans.  I conclude that it would be appropriate for the SDP to 
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express support for rail freight and to require local development plans to consider the need 
for additional facilities.  However, I am not satisfied that, at this stage there is a sufficiently 
strong evidential basis for the SDP to include definite commitments to specific rail freight 
projects.  The National Planning Framework (NPF2) mentions that the potential new 
container terminal at Rosyth could be made accessible by rail but as the proposed plan is 
not concerned with allocating specific sites for development, I see no benefit in restating 
this in the proposed plan. 
 
29.   NPF2 also recognises the importance of ports to the national economy and the 
potential for further expansion of port capacity in the Firth of Forth.  SPP recognises that 
ports are important economic generators.   As the implications of further port development 
could have cross-boundary implications, it would be appropriate for the SDP to make 
specific reference to port development in a manner that is consistent with national policy.  
 
Representation seeking cross border working outwith the SESplan area 
 
30.   The transport implications of development within and outwith the SESplan area are 
not constrained by an administrative boundary line.  Therefore, I agree that it would be 
appropriate for the SDP to require planning authorities within the SESplan area to 
collaborate with those outside the area. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Modify part a of Policy 8 to refer to “development likely to generate significant travel 
demand” rather than to “major development”. 
 
2.   Delete the third sentence of paragraph 118 and replace with the following: 
 
“Development likely to generate significant travel demand will be directed to areas that are 
capable of being well served by public transport and that are accessible by foot and cycle, 
to reduce the need to travel by private car.  For all development types it will be expected 
that the generation of additional car traffic is minimised.  LDPs should consider the 
potential for increasing the proportion of freight that is carried by rail and sea and the 
potential for expanded port capacity in the Firth of Forth.”   
 
3.   Add a new part d to Policy 8, which reads as follows: 
 
“Consider the need for additional rail freight facilities and when considering sites for 
development that would generate significant freight movements, require the potential for  
rail freight to be investigated.” 
 
4.    Add a new part e to Policy 8, which reads as follows: 
 
“Consider the potential for expanded port capacity in the Firth of Forth and the cross-
boundary implications this may have.” 
 
5.  Add a new part f to Policy 8, which reads as follows: 
 
“Take account of the cross-boundary transport implications of all policies and proposals 
including implications for the transport network outwith the SESplan area.” 
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6.   Make the following modifications to Figure 2: 
 
Under the Midlothian/Borders sub-heading, annotate the following projects with “long term 
aspiration which does not have Government support”: A68; A7 (including Selkirk bypass); 
Longer term Tweedbank to Carlisle. 
 
Under the East Cost sub-heading, annotate the following project with “long term aspiration 
which does not have Government support”: Dualling of A1 
 
Under the West Lothian sub-heading, annotate the following project with “long term 
aspiration which does not have Government support”: M8 and M9 bus lane. Modify  
“Improvements to the Edinburgh to Glasgow Central Rail Line” to read “Edinburgh to 
Glasgow Rail Improvements Programme”.  Add a new intervention: “Bus Priority in 
approaches to Newbridge”.  Replace “New Junctions on the M8 and M9” with “New 
Winchburgh M9 Junction”.  
  
Add the following interventions to Figure 2: A70 Managed Motorways/Intelligent Transport 
Systems; A720 ramp metering. 
 
7.   In the first sentence of paragraph 35, delete “Newhaven Harbour” and replace with 
“York Place”. 
 
8.   Consider whether the year “2014” in paragraph 45 remains a realistic prediction for the 
opening of the Borders Railway and modify if appropriate. 
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Issue 25 
 
Infrastructure 
 

Development plan 
reference: Paragraphs 120 - 122, Policy 9 Reporter: 

David Buylla 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
Developer contributions to support infrastructure delivery 
 
PP/0022/0005 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd  
PP/0023/0001 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd  
PP/0040/0004 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0042/0008 Scottish Property Federation   
PP/0044/0011 Hallam Land Management  
PP/0055/0007 Taylor Wimpey  
PP/0059/0009 Bellway Homes  
PP/0064/0005 Wallace Land Investment & Management  
 
Requests for the additional inclusion of schemes, seeking recognition of specific types of 
infrastructure in the plan and comment on specific schemes 
 
PP/0010/0001 Network Rail  
PP/0099/0001 Shell UK 
PP/0079/0001 & 0002 NHS Lothian 
PP/0168/0021 Leith Central Community Council 
 
General issues 
 
PP/0007/0007 Liberton and District Community Council 
PP/0167/0011 & 0012 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0018-0020 Leith Central Community Council 
PP/0039/0002 Ander Tax Ltd 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Paragraphs 120 - 122, Policy 9 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Developer contributions to support infrastructure delivery 
 
PP/0022/0005 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0001 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd; PP/0040/0004 Hallam Land Management; PP/0042/0008 
Scottish Property Federation; PP/0044/0011 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0007 
Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0009 Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0005 Wallace Land Investment 
& Management: The representations note that developer contributions to support 
infrastructure funding should be commensurate to the level of the development being 
proposed, especially in light of the current economic climate. 
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It is recognised that infrastructure funding has a direct bearing on the effectiveness of 
sites. Developments may not be viable if excessive demands are made for contributions.  
 
Requests for the additional inclusion of schemes or recognition of specific types of 
infrastructure in the plan 
 
The representations request the specific acknowledgement of types of infrastructure or 
individual schemes within the SDP.  
 
This includes: 

• PP/0010/0001 Network Rail: A request that EGIP Rail Electrification is added as a 
bullet point to Figure 2 under Regional Core and West Lothian.  

• PP/0099/0001 Shell UK: Seek the inclusion of an appropriate strategic policy which 
recognises the importance of existing oil and gas pipelines which run through the 
SESPlan area and the introduction of a provision that all new development is in 
accordance with the HSE PADHI+ Guidelines.  

• PP/0079/0001 NHS Lothian; It is submitted that the emerging strategic 
development plan should acknowledge that the NHS estate is evolving, and that 
existing facilities may in the near future require to be expanded, and site uses 
intensified, as part of the process.  Similarly, as detailed, the modernisation of the 
estate is expected to give rise to the requirement to develop new community based 
facilities across the Lothians.  In addition to primary care such facilities also include 
the care of the elderly, Child Health and Children's Services and mental health 
care. 

• PP/0079/0002 NHS Lothian: Recognition that the successes and deliverability of 
the SESplan strategy will very much depend upon the availability and deliverability 
of infrastructure, including healthcare infrastructure.  

• PP/0168/0021 Leith Central Community Council: Representation provides a 
commentary on infrastructure requirements linked to development schemes and 
comments on individual transport and infrastructure proposals. 

 
General issues 
 
PP/0007/0007 Liberton & District Community Council: The representation notes support 
for all the proposals as set out in the Plan. It is stated that, whilst the Community Council 
fully supports the use of public transport for sustainable accessibility to the employment 
areas within the City and beyond, consideration of measures to increase the capacity of 
the City Bypass and to improve the accessibility for eastbound traffic from the proposed 
South East Edinburgh Strategic Development Area is necessary.  
 
The representation states that the suggestion in the SDP that South East Edinburgh has 
good public transport accessibility is questionable and not necessarily applicable to the 
Community Council area which relies solely on bus services. In addition it is stated that 
the comments about the timing of the Borders Railway and provision of the Tram Network 
are optimistic in the extreme.  
 
PP/0167/0011 The Cockburn Association: Concern that the policy does not reflect Scottish 
Government targets for the reduction in carbon emissions. 
 
Policy should include a requirement to minimise transport development impacts on natural 
and cultural heritage. 
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PP/0167/0012 The Cockburn Association: Too much emphasis on a lack of infrastructure 
holding back development. Developer contributions are only required as and when 
development takes place. Where infrastructure exists, development should be encouraged 
at high density.  
 
Policy should include a requirement to minimise infrastructure development impacts on 
natural and cultural heritage. 
 
PP/0168/0018 Leith Central Community Council: Comments are as follows. Land-use 
economy - Integrate land use and transport, reduce the need to travel and cut carbon 
emissions by steering new development to the most sustainable locations No direct 
comment on use of brownfield sites, apart from, later “promote the development of urban 
brownfield land for appropriate use”.  
 
PP/0168/0019 Leith Central Community Council: Comments are as follows: Spatial 
strategy - Focusing further development along preferred corridors optimising connectivity 
and access to services.  
 
PP/0168/0020 Leith Central Community Council: Comments are as follows: Existing 
housing stock: The current economic climate has impacted on the delivery of and demand 
for new housing. 
 
PP/0039/0002 Ander Tax Ltd: Comments are as follows: The M9 4 way junction at 
Linlithgow could be a good thing but I note that this will only go ahead if it is funded by a 
developer. I firmly believe the damage an unnecessary development could cause, just to 
pay for a junction is counterproductive. If it is not high enough priority that the council can 
make funds available for it then it should not be in this plan but rather carried forward until 
such time as the economy improves.  
 
If housing is required to fund the junction then the effect on congestion in Linlithgow which 
it is trying to solve appears to be largely countered according to recent studies.  
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Developer contributions to support infrastructure delivery 
 
PP/0022/0005 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0001 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd: The SDP must encourage LDPs to revisit their planning gain 
requirements to assist the house building industry deliver the requirements of the plan. 
 
PP/0040/0004 Hallam Land Management; PP/0055/0007 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0009 
Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0005 Wallace Land Investment & Management: Modify text in 
paragraph 122 and Policy 9: Infrastructure in the Proposed Plan. 
 
The proposed modifications to paragraph 122 and Policy 9 (set out in italics) are as 
follows: 
 
122 Developer contributions are important and will be required to assist in delivery and to 
address any shortfalls in infrastructure that arise as a direct result of the impact of new 
developments.  LDPs will set out the broad principles for planning obligations including the 
items for which contributions will be sought and the occasions on which they will be 
sought.  Mechanisms for calculating levels of contributions should be included in 
supplementary guidance with standard charges and formulae set out in a way that assists 
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landowners and developers in accord with the tests in Circular 1/2010.  Planning 
obligations which cumulatively result in undermining the overall viability of a development 
will be subject to a viability assessment and a re-consideration of the scale and timing of 
the planning obligations. 
 
Policy 9 Infrastructure 
 
The Strategic Development Plan identifies through its Action Programme infrastructure 
required to deliver the development of the Strategy.   
 
Local Development Plans will: 
a. Safeguard land to accommodate the necessary infrastructure including transport 
required to deliver the Strategic Development Plan as set out on Figure 2 and in the 
accompanying Action Programme; 
b. Provide policy guidance that will require sufficient infrastructure to be available, or its 
provision to be committed, before development can proceed. Any exceptions will have to 
be justified to the satisfaction of the local planning authority and will not set a precedent for 
the wider SESplan area; and 
c. Pursue the delivery of infrastructure through developer contributions, funding from 
infrastructure providers or other appropriate means, including the promotion of alternative 
delivery mechanisms.  Where relevant, LPAs should seek to agree a schedule of 
payments over the full period of the development and avoid seeking up-front payments for 
mitigation measures. 
 
PP/0042/0008 Scottish Property Federation: Where infrastructure is essential, and the 
cost is proportionate and affordable, development can fund infrastructure.  If growth is to 
occur therefore, development needs to be located where this is achievable.  Where it is 
not achievable, then some alternative funding mechanism will be required.  In the 
meantime, growth should not be frustrated through unbending reliance on allocated sites 
which have no prospect of being developed.  
 
SPF supports the consideration of other forms of funding such as, JESSICA funding, 
Community Infrastructure Funds and Tax Incremental Financing and believes that more 
focus on these types of funding vehicles, will be vital to the likely viability of future projects. 
Where contributions are the only option, we suggest that phased payments should be 
encouraged, which allows development sites to be unlocked and phased payments on a 
‘pay as you sell’ or deferred basis to be undertaken. 
 
PP/0044/0011 Hallam Land Management: Modify paragraph 122  
Add… (to end)  
Planning obligations which undermine the overall viability of a development will be subject 
to a viability assessment and a re-consideration.  
Policy 9: INFRASTRUCTURE  
Add… (to end)  
Where relevant, LPA’s should seek to agree a schedule of payments over the full period of 
the development and avoid seeking up-front payments for mitigation measures. 
 
Requests for the additional inclusion of schemes or recognition of specific types of 
infrastructure in the plan 
 
PP/0010/0001 Network Rail: We request that “EGIP Rail Electrification” is added as a 
bullet point to Figure 2 under Regional Core and West Lothian and if considered 
appropriate within the text relating to these Sub Regional Areas. 
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PP/0099/0001 Shell UK: Inclusion of an appropriate strategic policy which recognises the 
importance of existing oil and gas pipelines which run through the SESPlan area and that 
all new development is in accordance with the HSE PADHI+ Guidelines. 
 
PP/0079/0001 NHS Lothian; The strategic development plan should acknowledge that the 
NHS estate is evolving, and that existing facilities may in the near future require to be 
expanded, and site uses intensified, as part of the process.  Similarly, as detailed, the 
modernisation of the estate is expected to give rise to the requirement to develop new 
community based facilities across the Lothians.  In addition to primary care such facilities 
also include the care of the elderly, Child Health and Children's Services and mental 
health care. 
 
PP/0079/0002 NHS Lothian: It is submitted however, that the SDP should explicitly 
recognize the impacts of the strategic growth within the SESplan area on healthcare 
facilities, and be explicit in its support for the development of healthcare proposals which 
seek to respond to this growth. 
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that any such proposals to develop existing NHS facilities or 
develop new such facilities would be considered on their own merits and their acceptability 
subject to other policies and provisions of both the strategic and indeed local development 
plans. It is submitted that a strategic policy be included to provide a policy context within 
which proposals will be considered, acknowledging and supporting such proposals. 
 
PP/0168/0021 Leith Central Community Council: No modifications specifically proposed. 
 
General issues 
 
PP/0007/0007 Liberton & District Community Council: Revisions to SESPlan to better 
reflect the existing situation re existing public transport provision and plans for Borders 
Railway and possible future extensions to Edinburgh Tram network. 
 
PP/0167/0011 The Cockburn Association: Concern that Policy 8 does not reflect Scottish 
Government targets for the reduction in carbon emissions. The policy should have similar 
requirements to Policy 9(b).  
 
Policy should include a requirement to minimise transport development impacts on natural 
and cultural heritage. 
 
PP/0167/0012 The Cockburn Association: Too much emphasis on a lack of infrastructure 
holding back development. Developer contributions are only required as and when 
development takes place. Where infrastructure exists, development should be encouraged 
at high density.  
 
Policy should include a requirement to minimise infrastructure development impacts on 
natural and cultural heritage. 
 
PP/0168/0018 Leith Central Community Council: We propose policies that support urban 
brownfield development more explicitly.  
 
PP/0168/0019 Leith Central Community Council: We propose policies that provide for 
necessary upgrades in areas already served by good transportation eg Leith. 
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PP/0168/0020 Leith Central Community Council: We propose policies providing incentives 
for upgrading existing housing stock. 
 
PP/0039/0002 Ander Tax Ltd: The M9 junction at Linlithgow should be removed from the 
plan or noted as to be funded by the council when funds are available, possibly in the later 
timeframe. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Developer contributions to support infrastructure delivery 
 
PP/0022/0005 Ashdale Land & Property Company Ltd; PP/0023/0001 Ashfield 
Commercial Properties Ltd; PP/0040/0004 & PP/0044/0011 Hallam Land Management; 
PP/0042/0008 Scottish Property Federation; PP/0055/0007 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0059/0009 
Bellway Homes; PP/0064/0005 Wallace Land Investment & Management: No 
modifications proposed or recommended.  
 
The SDP (Doc 1) recognises the importance of developer contributions in assisting 
delivery and addressing shortfalls in infrastructure, but acknowledges that it is up to LDPs 
to set out the broad principles for planning obligations, supported by Supplementary 
Planning Guidance. Such an approach will ensure that obligations better reflect the 
differing market conditions within the SESplan member authority areas.  
 
The proposed inclusion of reference to Circular 1/2010 (Doc 38) in Policy 9 is considered 
superfluous, to the extent that in the preparation of LDPs, SESplan area Member 
Authorities have an existing obligation to consider the circular without it’s specific 
reference in Policy 9. 
 
Requests for the additional inclusion of schemes or recognition of specific types of 
infrastructure in the plan 
 
PP/0010/0001 Network Rail; PP/0099/0001 Shell UK; PP/0079/0001-0002 NHS Lothian; 
PP/0168/0021 Leith Central Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. 
 
The SDP (Doc 1) recognises that a key objective is to identify the necessary strategic 
infrastructure projects required to deliver the plan. The list of interventions, including 
infrastructure, required to support the delivery of the Plan area set out in the Action 
Programme (Doc 4).  The plan need not reiterate existing infrastructure provision or 
proposed infrastructure which is already set out in other plans or programmes.    
 
General issues 
 
PP/0007/0007 Liberton & District Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. 
 
Bus services are considered to be a component of the SESplan area public transport offer. 
The Borders Railway and Tram Network delivery times, as set out in the Action 
Programme (Doc 4), are consistent with other plans and programmes. 
 
PP/0167/0011 The Cockburn Association: No modification proposed or recommended. 
The Proposed Plan (Doc 1), as a strategic level document, sets a spatial strategy for 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

322 

major development. This is set out in criterion a) of Policy 8. Criterion b) recognises that 
new development, in general, should support sustainable modes of transport. 
 
An overarching aim of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1), as set out at para 17 is to conserve and 
enhance the natural environment. The impact of individual infrastructure proposals upon 
the natural and heritage environment will be assessed at planning application stage.  
 
PP/0167/0012 The Cockburn Association: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
 
The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) recognises that developer contributions are important and will 
be required to assist deliver, and to address, any shortfalls in infrastructure arising as a 
direct result of new development. The policy provides a framework to support the delivery 
of any necessary infrastructure.  
 
In relation to the density of development, this is a consideration for LDPs and the 
assessment of planning applications.  
 
An overarching aim of the Proposed Plan (Doc. 1), as set out at para 17 is to conserve 
and enhance the natural environment. The impact of individual infrastructure proposals 
upon the natural and heritage environment will be assessed at planning application stage.  
 
PP/0168/0018 Leith Central Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. 
 
The Spatial Strategy Assessment Technical Note (Doc 14) explains the methodology used 
to identify the preferred locations for development which underpin the identification of the 
Strategic Development Areas in the SESplan Strategic Development Plan (Doc 1). The 
assessment incorporates an appraisal of opportunities presented by brownfield land 
redevelopment and public transport accessibility. It is therefore considered that the Spatial 
Strategy Assessment (Doc 14) serves to integrate land use and transport and makes 
provision to support brownfield redevelopment through the identification of the Strategic 
Development Areas (Doc 1).  
 
PP/0168/0019 Leith Central Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. 
 
Policy 9 seeks to ensure that sufficient infrastructure is available, or its provision 
committed, before development can proceed (Doc 1).  
 
PP/0168/0020 Leith Central Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. 
 
Policy provision to upgrade housing stock is outside of the scope of the SDP (Doc 1). 
 
PP/0039/0002 Ander Tax Ltd: No modification proposed or recommended. 
 
Policy 9 (Doc 1) seeks to ensure that sufficient infrastructure is available, or its provision 
committed, before development can proceed. Developer contributions to support 
necessary infrastructure development will be administered by the SESplan area member 
authorities.  
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Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Developer contributions to support infrastructure delivery 
 
1.    I am satisfied that there is no need to state explicitly in the proposed plan that the 
capacity of existing transport infrastructure must be reviewed before seeking further major 
transport infrastructure.  The approach for local development plans to follow, as set out in 
Policy 9, requires sufficient infrastructure to be available or committed before development 
can proceed.  An integral part of that process would be the consideration of the current 
situation, including the potential to make better use of any spare capacity. 
 
2.   The Transport Technical Note, which has informed the proposed plan, confirms that 
wide variation exists in the adequacy of existing transport infrastructure across the 
SESplan area.  And given the wide variation in environmental and economic 
characteristics across the SESplan area, it is also reasonable to assume that there is 
similarly wide variation in the adequacy of non-transport infrastructure.  The proposed 
plan’s spatial strategy will also lead to widely differing levels of development activity 
across that area.  Consequently, the approach to be taken to securing transport and other 
infrastructure improvements will vary amongst the local development plan authorities.  
Accordingly, I do not consider that, when it comes to balancing the need for infrastructure 
improvements with the need to secure development delivery, it would be appropriate for 
the SDP to steer local development plans down a particular course. 
 
3.  It might be necessary for local development plans to revisit their developer contribution 
requirements in order to assist the house building industry to deliver the proposed plan’s 
spatial strategy.  However, as levels of housing need and demand, environmental 
considerations and housing market conditions are, and will remain, variable across the 
SESplan area, this is a matter for each local development plan authority to asses, and I do 
not consider it necessary or appropriate for the proposed plan to require this of all the local 
development plan authorities. 
 
4.   The justification for any changes to developer contributions from a particular 
development site will depend on a range of factors including the importance of delivering 
that particular development proposal to achieving the plan’s spatial strategy.  It is quite 
likely that planning authorities will require to take a pragmatic and flexible approach to 
ensure that development is delivered within a reasonable timeframe.  However, it cannot 
reasonably be assumed that in all cases, delivery of development in the short term without 
some or all of the developer contributions that would normally have been required, will 
necessarily be the best option.  This is a matter for assessment on a case by case basis.  
It would therefore be inappropriate to modify paragraph 122 to require planning obligations 
to be reconsidered where they would cumulatively render a development proposal 
unviable.   
 
5.   The proposed insertion of the words “the impact of” into paragraph 122 would not 
materially alter the meaning of the text and would not improve its clarity.  This modification 
would therefore be unnecessary.  It is also unnecessary for paragraph 122 to require local 
development plan authorities to comply with circular 1/2010 (which has now been 
superseded by circular 3/2012) as this is required in any event. 
 
6.   It would be inappropriate to modify Policy 9 so that part c made specific reference to 
considering the appropriateness of securing developer contributions by staged payments.  
The policy is intended to provide an overall framework for local development plans to 
follow, rather than to provide specific instruction on points of detail.  And planning 
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authorities are already required by circular 3/2012 to consider the economic viability of 
proposals and the use of alternative solutions and options of phasing or staging payments.  
There would be no benefit in the proposed plan repeating these requirements. 
 
7.   The clarity of Policy 9’s intentions would be improved by minor changes to its wording 
to confirm that all three parts apply to transport infrastructure as well as to other forms, as 
at present only part a refers to transport, which could give the misleading impression that 
the other requirements of the policy relate only to non-transport infrastructure.  The 
authority has suggested removing reference to transport from part a so as to remove this 
potential source of confusion.  I agree that this would be helpful.  However, in order to 
reinforce this, I have also recommended an addition to the first paragraph of the policy to 
confirm that all infrastructure references in the policy include transport infrastructure. 
 
Requests for the additional inclusion of schemes or recognition of specific types of 
infrastructure in the plan 
 
8.   I have addressed, in my consideration of Issue 24, the request to include within the list 
of strategic infrastructure in Figure 2, the Edinburgh Glasgow Improvement Programme 
and to amend the reference to the Borders Railway and possible future extensions to the 
Edinburgh Tram network. 
 
9.   I consider it unnecessary for the proposed plan to make specific reference to existing 
oil and gas pipelines which run through the SESplan area, or to single out predicted 
changes in healthcare delivery as an issue for local development plans to take into 
account.  These are issues that would be taken into account in such plans without the 
need for an instruction in the proposed plan.  And any cross-boundary infrastructure 
effects would be addressed in the modification I have proposed in my consideration of 
Issue 24.  
 
General Issues 
 
10.   I have addressed representations that relate solely to transportation issues or to 
Policy 8, in my consideration of Issue 24. 
 
11.  I do not consider it necessary for the proposed plan to specify that infrastructure 
improvements should minimise impacts on cultural or natural heritage, as such 
considerations are required to be addressed in local development plans by Policy 1B. 
 
12.   I do not accept that the proposed plan places too much emphasis on a lack of 
infrastructure holding back development.  Much of the development within the plan’s 
spatial strategy reflects existing commitments, which are known to be affected by 
infrastructure issues.  And while it is logical to direct development to locations that are 
already well served with infrastructure, there are simply too few sites that are free from 
infrastructure issues for the proposed plan’s spatial strategy to be delivered solely in that 
way.  It would also be unrealistic and unreasonable to require local development plans to 
prioritize the development of sites which have no infrastructure issues over those that 
have infrastructure constraints, as that would ignore market demand, which is essential to 
the delivery of development.  I am satisfied that the approach set out in Policy 9, with the 
modifications I am recommending, sets an appropriate framework for local development 
plans to secure the delivery of development in parallel with necessary infrastructure 
improvements. 
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Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Modify the first sentence of Policy 9 to read as follows: 
 
“The Strategic Development Plan identifies in Figure 2 and through its Action Programme 
infrastructure, including transportation infrastructure, required to deliver the development 
of the Strategy.  Local Development Plans will:” 
 
2.   Modify part a of Policy 9 as follows: 
 
“a.   Safeguard land to accommodate the necessary infrastructure required to deliver the 
Strategic Development Plan as set out on Figure 2 and in the accompanying Action 
Programme.” 
 
3.   Modify the first sentence of part b of Policy 9 as follows: 
 
“b.  Provide policy guidance that will require sufficient infrastructure to be available, or its 
provision to be committed, before development can proceed.  Particular emphasis is to be 
placed on delivery of the strategic infrastructure requirements that are set out in Figure 2 
and in the Action Programme.” 
 
Modify the first sentence of part c of Policy 9 as follows: 
 
“Pursue the delivery of infrastructure through developer contributions, funding from 
infrastructure providers, or other appropriate means, including the promotion of alternative 
delivery mechanisms.  Particular emphasis is to be placed on delivery of the strategic 
infrastructure requirements that are set out in Figure 2 and in the Action Programme.” 
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Issue  26 Green Network 

Development plan 
reference: Framework for Delivery: Green Network Reporter: 

David Buylla 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including 
reference number): 
 
PP/0021/0023 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 
PP/0035/0001 Northumberland County Council  
PP/0073/0004 Hallam Land Scotland Ltd  
PP/0108/0001 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) 
PP/0115/0004 Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA)  
PP/0117/0002 Juniper Green Community Council  
PP/0143/0006 Scottish Government  
PP/0167/0014 The Cockburn Association  
PP/0168/0022 & 0026 Leith Central Community Council 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Paragraphs 125 - 126 and Policy 11 (page 48) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0035/0001 Northumberland County Council: Supports identification and creation of a 
Strategic Green Network. Network identified in Figure 9 would appear to be 
complementary to the Northumberland Strategic Green Infrastructure Network that has 
been identified within the recently completed Northumberland Green Infrastructure 
Strategy. Supporting text to Policy 11 would benefit from a reference to cross-border 
working in relation to the identification and creation of a Strategic Green Infrastructure 
Network. 
 
PP/0117/0002 Juniper Green Community Council: Support Policy 11 on Green Networks 
which will improve the environment by linking existing green spaces and protected areas. 
The creation of wildlife corridors around and through settlements is important for all 
wildlife, and in particular for migrating birds and many native species of plants and 
animals. 
 
PP/0143/0006 Scottish Government: Welcome general commitment to supporting and 
delivery of the CSGN in the plan and the recognition of the multiple benefits it can deliver. 
Welcome inclusion of a policy on delivering the green network and acknowledge that it will 
be primarily the role of Local Development Plans to identify key opportunities and 
mechanisms through which they can be delivered. Recommended that the SDP provide a 
clearer, strategic steer on the principles that should be adhered to across the SESplan 
area when planning for the delivery of the green network at LDP, masterplan and site 
specific level. This would provide additional clarity and consistency for authorities, 
developers and communities in what is expected of them in relation to the green network, 
whilst also providing room for flexibility to respond to local circumstances and priorities.  
 
PP/0021/0023 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB): The plan states that: ‘The 
Green Network will deliver multiple benefits supporting the SDP Vision and Aims including 
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assisting in mitigating and adapting to climate change, supporting sustainable economic 
growth and creating more health promoting environments’.  
 
The plan should also specifically mention the importance of biodiversity benefits from the 
CSGN. 
 
PP/0073/0004 Hallam Land Scotland Ltd: Further releases required within the countryside 
in order to achieve levels of housing and economic growth required by the spatial strategy 
in the East Lothian SDA and East Coast. Current policy provisions militate against this 
release of countryside under Policy 13 and would constrain potential sustainable 
development in this accessible location which has infrastructure capacity. 
 
A small section of countryside adjacent to the western edge of Dunbar should be deleted 
to allow sustainable housing development infill and rounding off at Beverige Row. Dunbar 
West provides an opportunity for a new development area to be identified through the LDP 
with minimal impact on the nature or character of the landscape setting of the general 
area. Visual impact will be minimal and green networks will continue to be maintained 
including improvements to the urban fringe.  
 
PP/0115/0004 Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA): Welcome general 
commitment to supporting the delivery of the CSGN and inclusion of policy 11 on 
delivering the green network. Acknowledge that it will primarily be the role of Local 
Development Plans to identify key opportunities and mechanisms through which they can 
be delivered. SEPA has been working with the Forestry Commission Scotland (FCS), 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), Lothians and Fife Green Network Partnership (LFGNP) 
and all planning authorities to delivery the green network through Local Development 
Plans.  
 
Concerned that existing policy wording does not provide a strategic steer on the scope of 
the green network, or the principles that should be adhered to in LDPs, masterplans, 
development briefs, and related spatial plans. Recommend that the policy wording is 
amended to include the four essential principles of the green network which have been 
agreed between FCS, SNH, SEPA and LFGNP.  
 
Consider that including this level of detail in the policy is essential to ensuring that the 
green network is implemented consistently across the SESplan area. This will provide 
certainty to local authorities, developers and communities in what is expected of them in 
relation to the green network, whilst also providing room for flexibility to respond to local 
circumstances and priorities.  
 
Protection and enhancement of the CSGN has also been identified as a mitigation 
measure in SEA Environmental Report for climate change adaptation. The inclusion of 
principle which promotes the development of multi-functional green networks is essential 
to ensuring that complimentary environmental benefits will be considered and delivered as 
part of the network.  
 
Concerned Figure 9 does not distinguish between existing green network assets, and 
green network opportunities; although recognise that in some locations these will overlap. 
Diagram does not help foster a broader understanding of these two distinct, but 
overlapping, aspects of the green network.  
 
Welcome commitment in Action Programme (action 133) to the preparation of a Green 
Network Strategy to inform SDP2. However, the timetable, scope and status of the 
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strategy is not clear. The action programme should also identify the Lothians and Fife 
Green Network Partnership as having a critical role in the development of the strategy.  
 
PP/0108/0001 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH): Welcome policy and commitment in the 
Proposed Plan to support CSGN and the many benefits it will bring, but believe it would be 
helpful if the SDP provided a strategic framework for the provision of green networks and 
the principles to be established in LDP, Supplementary Planning Guidance, master plans, 
development briefs, etc. This will give consistency to local authorities and others of what is 
expected in and by LDP.  
 
Consider that Figure 9 needs to distinguish clearly between existing green network and 
green network opportunities and where these overlap. This is necessary in order to know 
the limits of the existing asset and how it can be built on and improved. As it stands, the 
current diagram identifies designated sites, including European designated sites as an 
aspect of ‘opportunities’. While the objectives of green network may not be incompatible 
with the conservation objectives of these sites it is imperative that conflict of objectives is 
avoided. Designated sites, other existing green space and networks and opportunities to 
create or enhance green network must be distinguished.  
 
There is a commitment in the Action Programme (action 133) to the preparation of a 
Green Network Strategy to inform the next Strategic Development Plan for South East 
Scotland. However, the timetable, scope and status of this strategy, as well as the 
identification of who is responsible for developing and delivering it, are vague.  
 
Proposed Plan should also confirm the status to be given to its Green Network Technical 
Note when individual SESplan local authorities are developing their LDP. 
 
PP/0167/0014 The Cockburn Association: Strongly support this policy and the concepts 
espoused by the Green Network. However, it is important that an holistic approach is 
adopted encompassing the needs of both humans and wild life, for example - a lethal 
barrier to species connectivity is busy roads and this issue needs to be addressed with 
appropriate techniques for safe road crossings by different species of wildlife. 
 
PP/0168/0022 Leith Central Community Council: Strongly support the Development of 
Central Scotland Green Network that sets high standards for Landscape Design. 
 
PP/0168/0026 Leith Central Community Council: Core Paths Networks: we agree with this 
policy but would like to emphasise the importance of these linking up safely with each 
other throughout the SDP area. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0035/0001 Northumberland County Council: Consider the inclusion of a reference to 
cross-border working in relation to the identification and creation of a Strategic Green 
Infrastructure Network. 
 
PP/0117/0002 Juniper Green Community Council: None suggested.  
 
PP/0143/0006 Scottish Government: Recommend that policy 11 is amended to include a 
range of principles, covering the following themes:  
a) The form, function, development and long term maintenance of the green network 
should be considered as an integral component of plan making and placemaking, and 
should be incorporated from the outset; 
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b) Connectivity across boundaries is vital and needs to be considered at the different 
spatial scales;  
c) Major developments in the SESplan area should contribute positively to the creation, 
maintenance and enhancement of the green network; and  
d) The focus should be on developing multi-functional green networks that deliver on a 
range of economic, social and environmental outcomes.  
 
PP/0021/0022 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB): None suggested.  
 
PP/0073/0004 Hallam Land Scotland Ltd: Modification of the Proposed SDP to allow land 
at Beveridge Row Dunbar to be taken out of the ‘countryside’ and released for the 
purposes of meeting housing requirements. Development would be fully in compliance 
with Paragraphs 125 and 126 on the Green Network and Paragraphs 128 and 129 on the 
Green Belt within the proposed SPG. 
 
PP/0115/0004 Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA): 
Modification 1: The SDP should provide a clearer, strategic steer on the principles that 
should be adhered to across the SESPlan area when planning for the delivery of the green 
network at LDP, masterplan and site specific level, and in related plans and strategies.  
 
We suggest that the following wording (or similar) is inserted at the end of Policy 11:  
“In doing so they should have regard to the following principles:  
a) The form, function, development and long-term maintenance of the green network 
should be considered as an integral component of plan making and placemaking, and 
should be incorporated from the outset, not as an afterthought;  
b) Connectivity across boundaries is vital and needs to be considered at a variety of 
spatial scales – from individual site, through neighbourhoods and masterplan areas, to 
local authorities;  
c) Major developments in the SESPlan area should contribute positively to the creation, 
maintenance and enhancement of the green network; and  
d) The focus should be on developing multi-functional green networks that optimise the 
potential of components of the network to deliver on a range of economic, social and 
environmental outcomes.”  
 
Modification 2: Figure 9 should distinguish between existing green network assets, and 
green network opportunities (recognising that in some locations these will overlap).  
Modification 3: Action 133 in the action programme relates to the preparation of a Green 
Network Strategy to inform SDP2. This should be expanded to cover the intended outputs 
of the strategy, the timetable and means of delivery and who is responsible for delivery. 
Lothians and Fife Green Network Partnership should also be identified as a delivery 
partner. 
 
PP/0108/0001 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH): A clearer strategic framework for the 
provision of green networks and the principles to be established in LDP, Supplementary 
Planning Guidance, master plans, development briefs, etc.  
 
Figure 9 needs to be re-drawn to distinguish clearly between existing green network and 
green network opportunities and where these overlap.  
Action Programme (action 133), the preparation of a Green Network Strategy to inform the 
next Strategic Development Plan for South East Scotland.  
 
The timetable, scope, status, outputs and products and how they are to be used of this 
strategy, as well as the identification of who is responsible for developing and delivering it 
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need to be clarified. Lothian and Fife Green Network Partnership should be identified as a 
key partner. The final wording of this section of the Action Programme should be 
discussed and agreed with Lothian and Fife Green Network Partnership, Forestry 
Commission Scotland, Scottish Environment Protection Agency and SNH.  
 
The following wording to be added to the end of Policy 11: 
 
“In addition, they should have regard to the following principles.  
- The form, function, development and long term maintenance of the green network should 
be considered as an integral component of the plan-making and place-making, and should 
be incorporated from the outset and not as an afterthought or add-on.  
- Connectivity across boundaries is vital and needs to be considered at a variety of spatial 
scales: between local authority boundaries at LDP; between master plans and their 
surrounding areas; between proposed, new strategic development sites and existing 
communities and neighbourhoods; between individual sites and neighbouring proposed 
and existing communities.  
- Major developments in the SESplan area should contribute positively to the creation, 
maintenance and enhancement of the green network.  
- Focus on developing multi-functional green networks that optimise the potential of 
components of the network to deliver a range of economic, social and environmental 
benefits.”  
 
In addition, the Proposed Plan should confirm the status to be given to its Green Network 
Technical Note when individual SESplan local authorities are developing their LDP.  
 
PP/0167/0014 The Cockburn Association: None suggested. 
 
PP/0168/0022 & PP/0168/0026 Leith Central Community Council: None stated. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0035/0001 Northumberland County Council: No modification proposed. The proposed 
modification is not inconsistent with the strategy and aims of the Plan but it is considered 
that it would not add value to the Spatial Strategy. 
 
The SDP supports the creation of the Central Scotland Green Network (CSGN) identified 
as a national development within the National Planning Framework 2 (Doc 24). SESplan 
has included the Green Network in the Scottish Borders (which is not part of the CSGN) to 
establish a strategic Green Network across all of the SESplan area. In identifying the key 
strategic opportunities set out within the Green Network Technical Note (Doc 16), cross 
boundary opportunities have been taken into consideration.  
 
PP/0117/0002 Juniper Green Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Support for policy 11 noted.  
 
PP/0143/0006 Scottish Government: No modifications proposed or recommended. The 
SDP supports the principles set out in the representations and includes references to the 
principles on pages 5-8 of the Green Network Technical Note (Doc 16). It is not 
considered appropriate to include all of the detailed principles set out within a policy in the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1). Policy 11 sets out the overarching objective and is supplemented 
by details of the principles set out in the technical note and a series of key strategic 
opportunities. Local Development Plans may include a detailed policy wording if 
appropriate as part of their wider spatial strategy. 
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PP/0021/0023 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB): No modification 
proposed. However, it is accepted that there may be merit in including a direct reference 
to the importance of biodiversity benefits within the Green Network chapter of the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1). The proposed modification is not inconsistent with the strategy 
and aims of the Plan. The fifth aim of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) set out on page 5 states 
the promotion of green networks will include enhancing biodiversity. Paragraph 126 of the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) refers to the multiple benefits that the Green Network will deliver. 
The Green Network Technical Note (Doc 16) refers to biodiversity and the creation and 
enhancements to the habitat network.  
 
PP/0073/0004 Hallam Land Scotland Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Individual development proposals should be considered as part of a Local Development 
Plan spatial strategy and not assessed directly with the overarching strategic policies set 
out within the Proposed Strategic Development Plan. Please refer to the Schedule 4’s 
Issue 2: Spatial Strategy and Issue 5: East Coast for details on how SDAs were identified. 
 
PP/0115/0004 Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA); PP/0108/0001 Scottish 
Natural Heritage (SNH): No modifications proposed or recommended. Figure 9 is an 
overarching strategic map illustrating Green Network opportunities in relation to Strategic 
Development Areas. The purpose of the map is not to draw in detail the existing green 
network and green network opportunities. As set out in Policy 11, Local Development 
Plans will identify opportunities to contribute to the development and extension of the 
green network and may include maps that show the existing green network and green 
network opportunities.  
 
No modifications proposed or recommended. Action 133 of the Action Programme (Doc 4) 
includes details of the action required to support the delivery of the green network, 
timescales and the lead partners/responsible persons. Therefore, the action is compliant 
with section 21 and regulations 25 and 26 of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) 
Act 2006 (Doc 22) The exact scope of the strategy is yet to be established. Action 
Programmes are required to be kept under review and republished at least every two 
years. During such reviews, additional information can be added to the action, potentially 
including details of the outputs of the strategy, the means of delivery and an up to date list 
of delivery partners.   
 
No modifications proposed or recommended. The SDP supports the principles set out in 
the representations and includes references to the principles on pages 5-8 of the Green 
Network Technical Note (Doc 16). It is not considered appropriate to include all of the 
detailed principles set out within a policy in the Proposed Plan (Doc.1). Policy 11 sets out 
the overarching objective and is supplemented by details of the principles set out in the 
Green network Technical Note (Doc 16) and a series of key strategic opportunities. Local 
Development Plans may include a detailed policy wording if appropriate as part of their 
wider spatial strategy.  
 
PP/0167/0014 The Cockburn Association: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Strong support for policy 11 noted. The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) and Green Network 
Technical Note (Doc 16) set out a holistic approach considering the needs of both humans 
and wildlife. Paragraph 6.17 in the Green Network Technical Note (Doc 16) identifies two 
strategic opportunities to address connectivity for species and active travel across busy 
roads where barriers may currently exist.  
 
PP/0168/0022 Leith Central Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Strong support noted. 
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PP/0168/0026 Leith Central Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Agreement with policy and comments noted. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   I agree that the proposed plan should specifically mention the biodiversity benefits that 
will be delivered by the Central Scotland Green Network as this would better reflect 
national policy, including the National Planning Framework, and would accord with the 
reference to green networks in the Aims of the SDP. 
 
2.   Figure 9 in the proposed plan is entitled “Green Network”.  The key to this diagram 
indicates that it highlights “Green Network Opportunities”.  However, it is clear from 
paragraph 126 of the proposed plan and from the Green Network Technical Note that, in 
addition to strategic opportunities for development of the network, it also identifies key 
components of the existing green network.  I do not agree that Figure 9 needs to be 
redrawn to distinguish between the existing green network and opportunities for its 
expansion or to highlight individual site or area designations.  The role of the proposed 
plan in relation to the Central Scotland Green Network is to provide an overall strategy for 
its provision and protection, which will be translated into detailed policies and delivery 
mechanisms in subsequent local development plans.  However, for the sake of accuracy, 
the key to Figure 9 should be modified to reflect the fact that the diagram indicates existing 
components of the Green Network as well as expansion opportunities.  This should also 
address (so far as is reasonably possible in a strategic plan) the concern that the inclusion 
of designated European sites within Figure 9 as “opportunities” might lead to a conflict of 
objectives. 
 
3.   It might be beneficial to the creation of a wider and more effective green network if 
planning authorities that share boundaries with authorities that are outwith the SESplan 
area, consider in their local development plans, opportunities for cross-border working to 
link the green network within the SESplan area with adjoining networks.  However, the 
effectiveness of the proposed Strategic Development Plan in addressing the green 
network issue would not be materially improved by modifying Policy 11 to require such 
cross-border working. 
 
4.   It would not normally be appropriate for the proposed plan to address the suitability or 
otherwise of an individual development site.  This could be considered at the local 
development plan stage, where any benefits that development might bring to the green 
network could be taken into account. 
 
5.   The proposed additions to Policy 11 that are sought by Scottish Natural Heritage, the 
Scottish Environmental Protection Agency and the Scottish Government would increase 
quite significantly the level of detail in the policy.  However, the additions would remain 
issues of principle to be addressed in local development plans and would not impinge 
upon the ability of those plans to develop individual approaches to the maintenance and 
development of the green network, based on local issues and opportunities.  The 
proposed additions to the policy would ensure that all local development plans afforded 
the green network a consistent and appropriate level of priority and properly addressed 
cross-boundary connectivity issues, which are vital if the network is to develop 
successfully.  In so doing they would ensure that the policy more effectively reflected the 
expectations of the National Planning Framework 2. 
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6.   As the Action Programme is not before me for examination, I am unable to consider 
representations seeking modifications to that document.  And as the Green Network 
Technical Note is not part of the proposed plan, I do not consider it appropriate or 
necessary for the plan to instruct planning authorities on the status of that document in 
their preparation of local development plans. 
 
7.   I consider that local development plans rather than the proposed Strategic 
Development Plan would be the appropriate document in which to address any potential 
conflicts of objective in the development of the green network, such as in the integration of 
safe road crossings for wildlife or any potential conflict between species conservation and 
the promotion of public access.   
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Modify the first sentence of paragraph 126 to read as follows: 
 
“The Green Network will deliver multiple benefits supporting the SDP vision and Aims 
including assisting in mitigating and adapting to climate change, supporting sustainable 
economic growth, creating more health promoting environments and improving 
biodiversity.”  
 
2.   Modify the title of the key to Figure 9 to read as follows: 
 
“The Green Network and opportunities for its expansion.” 
 
3.   Modify Policy 11 by the addition of the following wording: 
 
“In addition, they should have regard to the following principles: 
 
• The form, function, development and long term maintenance of the green network 

should be considered as an integral component of plan-making and place-making, and 
should be incorporated from the outset. 

 
• Connectivity across boundaries at a variety of spatial scales should be secured: 

between local authority boundaries in local development plans; between master plans 
and their surrounding areas; between proposed new strategic development sites and 
existing communities and neighbourhoods; and between individual sites and 
neighbouring proposed and existing communities. 

 
• Major developments in the SESplan area should contribute positively to the creation, 

maintenance and enhancement of the green network. 
 
• Multi-functional green networks should be developed that optimise the potential of 

components of the network to deliver a range of economic, social and environmental 
benefits.”  
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Issue 27 Green Belt: Review, Release and Boundaries  

Development plan 
reference: Framework for Delivery: Green Belts Reporter: 

David Buylla 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference 
number): 
 
PP/0023/0004 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd  
PP/0029/0007 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd 
PP/0040/0005 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0042/0009 Scottish Property Federation 
PP/0044/0010 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0055/0006 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0064/0004 Wallace Land Investment & Management 
PP/0059/0008 Bellway Homes 
PP/0058/0010 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd 
PP/0066/0001 Homes for Scotland 
PP/0075/0003 Strutt & Parker 
PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments 
PP/0072/0003 CALA Management Ltd 
PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates 
PP/0102/0001 G1 Property Group 
PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson 
PP/0104/0001 Bett Homes/Gladedale 
PP/0105/0001 Pentland Plants 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning 
PP/0130/0001 Murray Estates 
PP/0131/0001 SEEDCo 
PP/0132/0002 Persimmon Homes 
PP/0134/0001 Taylor Wimpey 
PP/0167/0015 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0003 Leith Central Community Council 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd 
PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate 
PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby 
PP/0180/0001 - 0004 Portobello Amenity Society 
PP/0161/0001 Alfred Stewart Properties 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Paragraphs 127-131 and Policy 12 (pages 50-51) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0055/0006 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0064/0004 Wallace Land Investment & Management; 
PP/0059/0008 Bellway Homes; PP/0040/0005 Hallam Land Management: Proposed Plan 
has not addressed the need for the inner boundary of the Green Belt to be reviewed to 
meet the requirements set by SPP on Green Belts. There are examples where large scale 
developments are within the Green Belt and should now be removed to meet the needs of 
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SPP. SDPA does not provide any view or opinion on the need for a Green Belt boundary 
review as envisaged in SPP within the region.  
 
PP/0042/0009 Scottish Property Federation: SPF recognises the SESplan has reviewed 
the Greenbelt and has released a limited amount of land.  However, many of our members 
believe that a much greater greenbelt relaxation should take place to allow significant 
development close to the city. This strategy would encourage strategic development 
adjacent to key transport routes, which have existing infrastructure provision and are 
capable of coming forward in the short to medium term. SPF suggests that SESplan 
consider reviewing the Greenbelt release, as there may be some merit in releasing less 
effective large sections of the greenbelt and allocating land for further development.   
 
PP/0058/0010 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd: Whilst the Proposed Plan 
identifies the purpose of the Green Belt as per SPP, Policy 12 fails to refer to the first bullet 
point in the SPP about directing growth to the most appropriate locations and to support 
regeneration.  
 
PP/0066/0001 Homes for Scotland: Policy 12 requires to be amended to be clearer in 
demonstrating its compliance with Scottish Planning Policy. The amended policy wording 
suggested further informs the need for SESplan to identify the possible scale and location 
of housing in the period 2024-2032, as LDPs need this information in order to assess the 
long term inner boundary for Green Belts.  
 
PP/0075/0003 Strutt & Parker: Green Belt shown on figure 1 (not figure 2 as stated), not 
clear why also shown on figure 2 and should be removed as not ‘Strategic Infrastructure’. 
Comprehensive strategic review required to enable LDPs to fully meet the needs and 
demands, particularly in the early stages of the plan. Conflict between provision for 50 unit 
‘small scale’ allocations outwith SDA’s and the need to achieve long term defensible 
boundaries, accommodating planned growth over a 20 year period for the Green Belt. Little 
point in LDP’s setting out criteria for settlements and uses to be excluded from Green Belt, 
especially if this has already been done. Purpose of Green Belt has been altered from that 
stated in SPP. Green Belt review undertaken flawed by only considering two of the three 
SDP criteria. Identified parts of Green Belt that contribute most to the preservation and 
enhancement of the natural and built environment, despite SPP being clear that the 
‘designation is not intended to be used to protect natural heritage’. Review not as strategic 
as it could have been and should have given more consideration to the first aim of directing 
growth to the most appropriate locations. If the HNDA/spatial strategy is not reviewed to 
meet need and demand in the HMAs/Local Authorities that they arise in, and identify the 
broad location and scale of growth up to year 20, then the green belt boundary will not be 
drawn accurately to accommodate 20 years of planned growth.  
 
PP/0071/0002 Kenneth Reid Architects for Walton Developments: Further releases 
required within the Green Belt to achieve the levels of housing and economic growth 
required by the Spatial Strategy in the East Lothian SDA. Current policy provisions and 
proposals for Policy 12 mitigates against this and would constrain potential sustainable 
development.  
 
Not clear that Policy 12 allows all of the strategic growth requirements of the SDP can be 
accommodated. Green Belt release has been underestimated and retention of current 
designations will restrict the supply of affordable housing and lead to unsustainable 
commuting.  
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PP/0132/0002 Persimmon Homes; PP/0134/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0130/0001 Murray 
Estates; PP/0131/0001 SEEDCo; PP/0072/0003 CALA Management Ltd; PP/0129/0001 
Holder Planning: Policy 12 Green Belts requires to be amended to be clearer in 
demonstrating its compliance with Scottish Planning Policy. Policy 12 sets out the purpose 
of the green belt, but this does not accord with Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 159 by 
not referring to the first bullet point in that paragraph. This states that the purpose of 
greenbelt designations is to direct planned growth to the most appropriate locations and 
support regeneration. This is one of the most fundamental greenbelt functions and should 
be included in the wording of the policy.  
 
Policy should also explain that Green Belt boundaries should not be drawn too tightly 
around the urban edge and should create an area suitable for planned development 
between the existing settlement edge and the Green Belt boundary, as explained in SPP 
paragraph 162. This Green Belt Policy emphasises the need for SESplan to identify the 
possible scale and location of housing in the period to 2024 - 2032, as LDPs need this 
information in order to establish the long-term inner boundary for Green Belts. 
 
PP/0044/0010 Hallam Land Management: Proposed Plan has not addressed the need for 
the inner boundary of the Green Belt to be reviewed to meet the requirements set by SPP 
on Green Belts (paragraphs 159 to 164). Para 162 of SPP clearly sets out the remit to 
establish the physical features of inner boundary of the Green Belt.  
 
The SDPA does not provide any view or opinion on the need for a Green Belt boundary 
review as envisaged in SPP within the region. The Proposed Plan therefore needs to set a 
more specific rationale about the policy direction for a much needed Green Belt boundary 
review, beyond minor adjustments to accommodate limited development. 
 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management; PP/01050/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0104/0001 
Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property 
Group; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates: Consider that due to the scale 
of additional land required, there is a need to undertake a more comprehensive and 
detailed review of the existing Edinburgh Green Belt (over and above the Green Belt Study 
already carried out) to identify the capacity and location for new housing land releases. 
This further review should identify locations that do not fully meet Green Belt objectives and 
can, instead, be developed to meet the identified housing land shortfall.  
 
The need for this approach is already confirmed at paragraph 128 of the Proposed Plan 
which advises that: “The Green Belt around Edinburgh however, may require to be 
modified to implement the provisions of the Strategy….”  
 
Suggest that locations around the major transport corridors/nodes should be removed from 
the Green Belt and identified as areas of search for new housing land. This would allow the 
provision of developments that are accessible and sustainable. Request that SESplan 
provides further clarification and confirmation of the need to undertake a major review of 
the existing Edinburgh Green Belt prior to the preparation of new LDPs to allow the full 
amount of the strategic housing land requirement to be met. Expansion of existing 
established towns would help to meet housing land requirements. This would make most 
effective use of existing/planned infrastructure and would help to sustain local schools, 
shops and services in locations where people wish to live.  
 
PP/0029/0007 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: Policy largely reflects Para 159 
of Scottish Planning Policy. Not disputing the Plan’s interpretation of SPP, however the 
Plan falls short of carrying through other advice in SPP.  Policy does not refer to first bullet 
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in para 159 that states that the purpose of Green Belt designations is to direct planned 
growth to the most appropriate locations and support regeneration.  This is one of the most 
fundamental Green Belt functions and should be included in the wording of the policy.  SPP 
para 161 states that the SDP should establish the need for a Green Belt. The last Green 
Belt review carried out was in 2008 and its primary objective was to assess the landscape 
capacity of settlement expansion.  It did not build in other spatial planning requirements 
such as accessibility, land availability or service ability.  As SESplan is taking a 20 year 
horizon for land use and growth, and a review of Green Belt would assist in determining the 
long term management of growth in the city region.  SPP para 162 should also be better 
reflected.  Policy 12 should explain that Green Belt boundaries should not be drawn too 
tightly around the urban edge and should create an area suitable for planned development 
between the existing settlement edge and the Green Belt boundary.  Policy 12 appears to 
have established the need lies in Edinburgh and South West of Dunfermline.  However, it is 
considered that this approach has not allowed a review of other locations in SESplan, 
where changes have occurred where a review of Green Belt may be appropriate and thus 
allow the Policy to identify other areas.  
 
PP/0023/0004 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd: Emerging East Lothian LDP must look 
at sites presently located within the designated Green Belt as suitable for development for 
housing given the state of the housing land supply in this key Strategic Development Area.  
SDP must allow for greater ability for LDP’s to source suitable sites for development where 
there is ‘an established need where no alternative suitable sites exist’ (Scottish Planning 
Policy, para 163).  Pressure for development will often be greatest on those areas located 
adjacent to the settlement edge an in many cases within the East Lothian SDA, within the 
designated Green Belt.  The identified Core Development Areas do not hold much capacity 
for additional land for housing.  The emerging East Lothian LDP must seek to identify 
additional land proximate to infrastructure and services.  In most cases, these will be areas 
which are located adjacent to the existing CDAs and located within the Green Belt.  It is for 
East Lothian Council to determine which sites have least impact on the designated Green 
Belt and to determine whether their function warrants Green Belt designation.  
 
LDPs should define Green Belt boundaries to conform with national planning policy and the 
spatial strategy of the SDP.  SPP requires that inner boundaries are not drawn too tightly 
around the settlement edge in order to accommodate planned growth.  Within East Lothian 
there are a considerable number of greenfield sites adjacent to built up areas and within 
the Green Belt that are wholly suitable for the delivery of quality housing schemes and are 
both sustainable and deliverable.  This takes account the potential impact on the landscape 
setting and character of the Green Belt/countryside and impact on overall amenity of the 
area.  In order to facilitate housing development, kick-start the house building industry and 
support the local economy in the immediate future, greenfield sites adjacent to built up 
areas, whether in the Green Belt or not, should be considered favourably where brownfield 
sites are slow to come forward and where common brownfield land development issues 
inhibit deliverability.  The SDP must acknowledge that greenfield sites within the Green 
Belt, adjacent to built up areas, can offer a suitable and sustainable alternative to the 
development of previously developed land, where site specific circumstances allow.  
 
PP/0167/0015 The Cockburn Association: Clarification needed on whether Green Belt 
releases coincide with those areas recommended for release in stage 2 of the Green Belt 
Study. 
 
PP/0168/0003 Leith Central Community Council: Cutting into the Green Belt before re-
development of brownfield sites is a serious mistake. 
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PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate; PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust 
& Mrs Norina Bowlby: Policy 12 omits the requirement in Scottish Planning Policy to direct 
planned growth to the most appropriate locations and support regeneration.  
 
PP/0180/0001 Portobello Amenity Society: Green Belt to the east of Edinburgh needs far 
greater protection than SESplan intends to give.  Paragraph a) of Policy 12, stresses the 
importance of preventing coalescence.  The society believes that the Green Belt to the 
west of Edinburgh should not be protected at the expense of the Green Belt to the East, 
which is already very narrow, where there is a very real danger of Edinburgh and 
Musselburgh coalescing unless fewer houses are built in South East Edinburgh than is 
presently intended.  
 
PP/0180/0004 Portobello Amenity Society: We feel that the number of houses which 
SESplan say is required is unfounded and does not justify further erosion of the Green Belt. 
The amenity society believes, most strongly, that brown-field sites should be used before 
Green Belt ones for new housing developments. 
 
PP/0161/0001 Alfred Stewart Properties: Policy on green belt does not accurately reflect 
SPP.  
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0042/0009 Scottish Property Federation: None stated. 
 
PP/0055/0006 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0064/0004 Wallace Land Investment & Management; 
PP/0059/0008 Bellway Homes; PP/0040/0005 Hallam Land Management:  
Alternative text suggested:  
 
127. The SESplan area contains Green Belts around Edinburgh and to the south west of 
Dunfermline. The Green Belts serve to direct planned growth to the most appropriate 
locations, support regeneration objectives, protect and enhance the quality, character, 
landscape setting and identity of towns and the City, and protect and give access to open 
space within and around Edinburgh, Dunfermline and neighbouring towns. They also 
prevent coalescence in certain circumstances. The location of the Green Belts is set out at 
Figure 2 (The Spatial Strategy). It is evident from a review of the existing inner boundaries 
of these Green Belts that these are drawn too tightly against the urban edge and don’t 
comply with SPP. Therefore, the LDPs need to comprehensively review the Green Belt 
boundaries so that they follow clearly identifiable physical features on the ground. 
 
128. The planned growth of the Fife Forth Sub Regional Area and in particular the North 
Dunfermline SDA can be accommodated whilst maintaining the form of the Dunfermline 
Green Belt. The Green Belt around Edinburgh however, may need to be modified to 
implement the provisions of the Strategy which requires development in West Edinburgh, 
South East Edinburgh, A7/A68/Borders Rail Corridor (Midlothian), A701 Corridor 
(Midlothian) and East Lothian SDAs as set out in Policies 1, 5, 6 and 7. LDPs may also 
identify a need for economic allocations in these SDAs necessary to maintain the 
Established Economic Land Supply set out in Policy 2. 
 
129. In preparing LDPs, LPAs should identify allocations which seek to minimise the loss of 
land from the Green Belt whilst balancing the need to achieve sustainability objectives. 
Where Green Belt land is required to achieve the strategy, effort should be made to 
minimise the impact on Green Belt objectives and secure long-term boundaries. These 
long term boundaries should comply with SPP. 
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130. Existing settlements should be excluded from Green Belt designations in LDPs, as 
should major educational and research uses, major business and industrial operations, 
airports and Ministry of Defence establishments. Criteria for exclusions should be set out in 
LDPs and accord with SPP. 
 
131. There are a range of countryside designations within the SESplan area including 
Countryside Around Towns in the Scottish Borders and Countryside Belts in West Lothian. 
These provide a similar function to Green Belts. LDPs should review and justify additions or 
deletions to such designations as appropriate to meet the regional development strategy. 
Land releases to enable sustainable development to proceed within these designated 
areas if necessary to maintain a 5 year land supply at all times will be acceptable. 
 
Policy 12: GREEN BELTS 
 
Local Development Plans will define and maintain Green Belts around Edinburgh and to 
the south west of Dunfermline for the following purpose to: 
a. Maintain the identity and character of Edinburgh and Dunfermline and their neighbouring 
towns, and prevent coalescence, unless otherwise justified by the Local Development Plan 
settlement strategy; 
b. Maintain the landscape setting of these settlements; and 
c. Provide opportunities for access to open space and the countryside. Local Development 
Plans will define Green Belt boundaries to conform to these purposes, ensuring that the 
strategic growth requirements of the Strategic Development Plan can be accommodated. 
 
A comprehensive boundary review should be undertaken where Green belt boundaries are 
drawn too tightly against the urban areas. Revisions to inner boundaries should follow 
existing physical features on the ground. 
 
Local Development Plans should define the types of development appropriate within Green 
Belts. 
 
Sustainable development which can contribute to maintaining a 5 year land supply at all 
times can be approved within the Green Belt as long as the site is adjacent to the existing 
urban edge. Opportunities for contributing to the Central Scotland Green Network 
proposals should also be identified in these areas. 
 
PP/0058/0010 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd; PP/0066/0001 Homes for 
Scotland; PP/0132/0002 Persimmon Homes; PP/0134/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0130/0001 
Murray Estates; PP/0131/0001 SEEDCo; PP/0072/0003 CALA Management Ltd; 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning: Alternative policy wording suggested: 
 
Policy 12: GREEN BELTS 
Local Development Plans will define and maintain Green Belts for Edinburgh and South 
West of Dunfermline for the following purposes:  

- To direct planned growth to the most appropriate locations and support regeneration 
- To protect and enhance the quality, character, landscape setting and identity of 

towns and cities  
- To protect and give access to open space within and around towns and cities  
 

Local Development Plans should identify Green Belt boundaries that are not drawn too 
tightly around the urban edge and, where appropriate, create an area suitable for planned 
development over the SESplan period.  
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Local Development Plans should define the types of development appropriate within Green 
Belts. Opportunities for contributing to the Central Scotland Green Network proposals 
should also be identified in these areas.  
 
PP/0075/0003 Strutt & Parker: Correct reference at para 127, remove Green Belt from 
figure 2, draw it indicatively on figure 1, allow for new ‘major’ scale category of 
development outwith SDAs, remove the reference to LDPs identifying criteria for removing 
settlements from the Green Belt, carry out a strategic review of the Green Belt to identify 
only that land required to meet all 3 SPP objectives, meet need and demand in the 
locations they arise identifying the broad locations and scale of growth for the period up to 
year 20 of the plan.  
 
Alternative policy wording suggested: 
Policy 12: GREEN BELTS 
Local Development Plans will define and maintain Green Belts for Edinburgh and South 
West of Dunfermline for the following purposes:  

- To direct planned growth to the most appropriate locations and support regeneration 
- To protect and enhance the quality, character, landscape setting and identity of 

towns and cities  
- To protect and give access to open space within and around towns and cities  
-  

Local Development Plans should identify Green Belt boundaries that are not drawn too 
tightly around the urban edge and, where appropriate, create an area suitable for planned 
development over the SESplan period.  
 
Local Development Plans should define the types of development appropriate within Green 
Belts. Opportunities for contributing to the Central Scotland Green Network proposals 
should also be identified in these areas.  
 
PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments: Modification to the policy and supporting information 
to identify where exceptional releases may be made to the Green Belt within the East 
Lothian SDA to allow sustainable development to take place in accordance with the aims 
and objectives of the Proposed SDP. Should provide a clear indication in relation to how 
much Green Belt is required against brownfield land and how this can be distributed. Policy 
1A and 1B need to be reassessed so that latitude is provided for allocations in the Green 
Belt that provide environmental and sustainable development benefits.  
 
PP/0044/0010 Hallam Land Management: 
Modify para 127 - Add… (to end)  
Green belt boundaries need to be re-examined to ensure that the boundary is not overly 
tight on the urban edge. The Green Belt boundaries should follow clearly identifiable 
physical features on the ground.  
Modify para 129 - Add… (to end)  
that comply with SPP.  
Modify para 131 - Add… (to end)  
in order to meet the regional development strategy. It will be acceptable to release land 
areas within these designations in order to maintain a 5 year land supply, providing 
proposals are sustainable and appropriate for the locale.  
Modify Policy 12: GREEN BELTS  
Add… (to end)  
 
A comprehensive boundary review of Green Belt boundaries should be undertaken where 
the development potential of urban edges is unfairly constrained. 
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PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management; PP/01050/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0104/0001 
Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property 
Group; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates: Request a further more 
detailed review of the Green Belt and Other Countryside Designations. 
 
PP/0029/0007 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: A commitment to undertake a 
thorough Green Belt review should be considered. Policy 12 should include a reference to 
text in para 128 “may need to be modified to implement the provisions of the strategy” and 
confirm that a future Green Belt review will examine landscape, accessibility, land 
availability and delivery matters.  
 
Additional text wording suggested:  
Following a SESplan wide review of the Green Belt which will examine landscape capacity, 
accessibility, land availability and delivery, Local Development Plans will define and 
maintain Green Belts around settlements which are identified following the review.” 
 
Alternative policy wording suggested: 
Policy 12: GREEN BELTS 
Local Development Plans will define and maintain Green Belts for Edinburgh and South 
West of Dunfermline for the following purposes:  

- To direct planned growth to the most appropriate locations and support regeneration 
- To protect and enhance the quality, character, landscape setting and identity of 

towns and cities  
- To protect and give access to open space within and around towns and cities  
 

Local Development Plans should identify Green Belt boundaries that are not drawn too 
tightly around the urban edge and, where appropriate, create an area suitable for planned 
development over the SESplan period.  
 
Local Development Plans should define the types of development appropriate within Green 
Belts. Opportunities for contributing to the Central Scotland Green Network proposals 
should also be identified in these areas. 
 
PP/0023/0004 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd: Insert at Policy 12 
“Local Development Plans will define Green Belt boundaries in full accord with Scottish 
Planning Policy.”  
 
PP/0167/0015 The Cockburn Association: None suggested.  
 
PP/0168/0003 Leith Central Community Council: We propose policies that prioritise 
realisation of existing planning permissions and use of brownfield land, specifically in LCCC 
area, prior to releasing land in Green Belt. 
 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate; PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust 
& Mrs Norina Bowlby: Add requirement of Scottish Planning Policy to direct planned growth 
to the most appropriate locations and support regeneration.  
 
PP/0180/0001 Portobello Amenity Society: None stated. 
 
PP/0180/0004 Portobello Amenity Society: Portobello Amenity Society wishes to see fewer 
houses built in South East Edinburgh than is proposed. We wish to see land in this part of 
Edinburgh, which was formerly in the Green Belt, remain as green field sites and not used 
for housing; brown-field sites being used instead. The society wishes to see far greater 
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protection for the Green Belt in this part of Edinburgh and not less as is proposed under the 
SESplan proposals. 
 
PP/0161/0001 Alfred Stewart Properties: Amend to reflect SPP.  
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0055/0006 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0064/0004 Wallace Land Investment & Management; 
PP/0059/0008 Bellway Homes; PP/0040/0005 Hallam Land Management: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. Paragraph 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) identifies 
the requirements for Local Development Plans regarding Green Belt boundaries “Green 
Belt boundaries identified in Local Development Plans should reflect the long term 
settlement strategy and ensure that settlements are able to accommodate planned growth. 
Inner boundaries should not be drawn too tightly around the urban edge…..”    
 
Paragraphs 161 and 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) state that in City Regions, 
Local Development Plans are required to establish detailed boundaries and ensure that 
inner boundaries are not drawn too tightly around the urban edge. The Strategic 
Development Plan is not required to consider Green Belt boundaries. There is no 
requirement for the SDP to repeat that LDPs must comply with SPP. 
 
Paragraph 128 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) states that the Green Belt “may need to be 
modified to implement the provisions of the Strategy”. It is not considered appropriate to 
include the same reference within the wording of Policy 12. The supporting text clearly 
states that Green Belt release may be required and including the same reference within the 
policy would result in unnecessary repetition. It is not considered that a further strategic 
review of the Green Belt is required. It is the role of the LDPs to identify any Green Belt 
releases needed to meet SDP development requirements. Beyond these specific 
provisions in LDPs, it is considered that land within the Green Belt and Countryside Around 
Towns should not be released to enable sustainable development to proceed or to maintain 
a 5 year land supply at all times. Paragraph 163 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) states 
that the cumulative erosion of a green belt’s integrity through individual planning 
permissions should be avoided. See also Schedule 4s on Housing Land – Providing 
Flexibility and Housing Land – Miscellaneous for consideration of issues on housing land 
and green belt.  
 
PP/0058/0010 Taylor Wimpey/Hallam Land Management Ltd; PP/0066/0001 Homes for 
Scotland; PP/0132/0002 Persimmon Homes; PP/0134/0001 Taylor Wimpey; PP/0130/0001 
Murray Estates; PP/0131/0001 SEEDCo; PP/0072/0003 CALA Management Ltd; 
PP/0129/0001 Holder Planning; PP/0161/0001 Alfred Stewart Properties: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. Paragraph 127 and Policy 12 of the Proposed Plan fully reflect 
the Green Belt objectives set out within Scottish Planning Policy. (Doc 23) See also 
Schedule 4s on Housing Land – Providing Flexibility and Housing Land – Miscellaneous for 
consideration of issues on housing land and green belt.  
 
Paragraph 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) identifies the requirements for Local 
Development Plans regarding Green Belt boundaries “Green Belt boundaries identified in 
Local Development Plans should reflect the long term settlement strategy and ensure that 
settlements are able to accommodate planned growth. Inner boundaries should not be 
drawn too tightly around the urban edge…..”  
 
Paragraphs 161 and 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) state that in City Regions, 
Local Development Plans are required to establish detailed boundaries and ensure that 
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inner boundaries are not drawn too tightly around the urban edge. The Strategic 
Development Plan is not required to consider Green Belt boundaries. 
 
PP/0075/0003 Strutt & Parker: No modifications proposed or recommended. The Green 
Belt is shown on both figure 1 and 2 in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). The purpose of 
including the Green Belt in figure 2 is to demonstrate its relationship with the strategic 
infrastructure required to deliver the plan. There may be merit in removing the Green Belt 
from figure 2 and updating the text reference in paragraph 127. The suggested modification 
would not substantially alter the spatial strategy of the SDP. 
 
No modifications proposed or recommended. Policy 7 enables Local Development Plans to 
identify housing sites outwith Strategic Development Areas provided they meet a set of 
criteria, including that it is small scale and in keeping with the character of the settlement 
and local area and that development will not undermine Green Belt objectives. As set out in 
Paragraph 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23), Local Development Plans are required 
to establish detailed Green Belt boundaries. Any proposals that accord with policy 7 will be 
considered in relation to the wider Green Belt boundaries that will be set out as part of a 
Local Development Plan.  
 
No modifications proposed or recommended. Paragraph 127 and Policy 12 of the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) fully reflect the Green Belt objectives set out within Scottish 
Planning Policy (Doc 23). The proposed plan enables land to be released if required as 
part of the spatial strategy and within the constraints identified within each Strategic 
Development Area. 
 
No modifications proposed or recommended. Paragraph 162 of Scottish Planning Policy 
(Doc 23) states that existing settlements and major non-conforming uses should be 
excluded from Green Belt designations in development plans and paragraph 130 of the 
Proposed Plan specifies that it will be for Local Development Plans to set criteria. Scottish 
Planning Policy (Doc 23) provides a list of the types of uses that may be excluded but does 
not set out the scale at which such uses and existing settlements should be removed. 
There is a need for Local Development Plans to set out the scale to ensure conformity with 
Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23), as it relates to the particular issues in their local areas.   
 
Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) states that Green Belt boundaries should reflect the long 
term settlement strategy (paragraph 162) but does not refer to boundaries being able to 
accommodate 20 years of planned growth. Policy 12 makes appropriate reference to 
accommodating the strategic growth requirements.  
 
See also Schedule 4s on Housing Land – Providing Flexibility and Housing Land – 
Miscellaneous for consideration of issues on housing land and green belt.  
 
PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments: No modifications proposed or recommended. Policy 
12 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) acknowledges that Green Belt land may be required to 
achieve the strategy “Local Development Plans will define Green Belt boundaries to 
conform to these purposes, ensuring that the strategic growth requirements of the Strategic 
Development Plan can be accommodated.” Similarly, paragraph 129 states that LDPs 
should identify allocations which seek to minimise the loss of land from the Green Belt 
whilst balancing the need to achieve sustainability objectives. Paragraph 129 and Policy 12 
set out the context for the release of Green Belt land if required to achieve the spatial 
strategy. Within paragraph 56 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) the SDP promotes limited 
further expansion of existing East Lothian settlements within their infrastructure and 
environmental capacity constraints.   
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The proposed plan enables land to be released if required as part of the spatial strategy 
and within the constraints identified within each Strategic Development Area.  
 
PP/0044/0010 Hallam Land Management: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Paragraph 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) identifies the requirements for Local 
Development Plans regarding Green Belt boundaries “Green Belt boundaries identified in 
Local Development Plans should reflect the long term settlement strategy and ensure that 
settlements are able to accommodate planned growth. Inner boundaries should not be 
drawn too tightly around the urban edge…..”  
Paragraphs 161 and 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) state that in City Regions, 
Local Development Plans are required to establish detailed boundaries and ensure that 
inner boundaries are not drawn too tightly around the urban edge. The Strategic 
Development Plan is not required to consider Green Belt boundaries. 
 
The proposed plan enables land to be released if required as part of the spatial strategy 
and within the constraints identified within each Strategic Development Area. 
 
See also Schedule 4s on Housing Land – Providing Flexibility and Housing Land – 
Miscellaneous for consideration of issues on housing land and green belt.  
 
PP/0106/0001 Hallam Land Management; PP/1050/0001 Pentland Plants; PP/0104/0001 
Bett Homes/Gladedale; PP/0103/0001 J & W Jenkinson; PP/0102/0001 G1 Property 
Group; PP/0101/0001 Roxburghe Estates & Lothian Estates; PP/0042/0009 Scottish 
Property Federation: No modifications proposed or recommended. Policy 12 of the 
Proposed Plan (Doc 1) acknowledges that Green Belt land may be required to achieve the 
strategy “Local Development Plans will define Green Belt boundaries to conform to these 
purposes, ensuring that the strategic growth requirements of the Strategic Development 
Plan can be accommodated.” Similarly, paragraph 129 states that LDPs should identify 
allocations which seek to minimise the loss of land from the Green Belt whilst balancing the 
need to achieve sustainability objectives. Paragraph 129 and Policy 12 set out the context 
for the release of Green Belt land if required to achieve the spatial strategy. 
 
PP/0029/0007 Taylor Wimpey plc/Mactaggart & Mickel Ltd: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. The role of the Green Belt Study (Doc 27) was to inform the preparation of 
the Strategic Development Plan. The Green Belt Study (Doc 27) together with the technical 
notes on Green Belt, Housing, Green Network, Economy and Transport are background 
documents. It is not considered that a further strategic review of the Green Belt is required. 
 
Paragraph 128 of the Proposed Plan states that the Green Belt “May need to be modified 
to implement the provisions of the Strategy”. It is not considered appropriate to include the 
same reference within the wording of Policy 12. The supporting text clearly states that 
Green Belt release may be required and including the same reference within the policy 
would result in unnecessary repetition and would not alter the Proposed Plan in any way.  
 
PP/0023/0004 Ashfield Commercial Properties Ltd: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Policy 12 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) acknowledges that Green Belt land 
may be required to achieve the strategy “Local Development Plans will define Green Belt 
boundaries to conform to these purposes, ensuring that the strategic growth requirements 
of the Strategic Development Plan can be accommodated.” Similarly, paragraph 129 states 
that LDPs should identify allocations which seek to minimise the loss of land from the 
Green Belt whilst balancing the need to achieve sustainability objectives. Paragraph 129 
and Policy 12 set out the context for the release of Green Belt land if required to achieve 
the spatial strategy. Within paragraph 56 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) the SDP promotes 
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limited further expansion of existing East Lothian settlements within their infrastructure and 
environmental capacity constraints.   
 
The proposed plan enables land to be released if required as part of the spatial strategy 
and within the constraints identified within each Strategic Development Area.  
 
See also Schedule 4s on Housing Land – Providing Flexibility and Housing Land – 
Miscellaneous for consideration of issues on housing land and green belt.  
 
PP/0167/0015 The Cockburn Association: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
The role of the Green Belt Study (Doc 27) was to inform the preparation of the Strategic 
Development Plan. The Green Belt Study (Doc 27) together with the technical notes on 
Green Belt, Housing, Green Network, Economy and Transport are background documents. 
       
The results of the Study are broad brush, and are intended to inform, rather than dictate to, 
the SDP process, and ultimately the preparation of Local Development Plans. The 
Strategic Development Plan does not identify Green Belt releases.  
 
Paragraph 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) states that Local Development Plans 
should reflect the long term settlement strategy and ensure that settlements are able to 
accommodate planned growth. It is for LDPs to identify appropriate Green Belt releases, 
not the Strategic Development Plan. Whilst acknowledging that some Green Belt release 
may be required to deliver the spatial strategy, the SDP does not identify the locations 
where this release should take place.     
 
PP/0168/0003 Leith Central Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended. Not a strategic issue. Considered to be a matter for consideration in each 
authority’s Local Development Plan.  
 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate; PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust 
& Mrs Norina Bowlby: No modifications proposed or recommended. Paragraph 127 and 
Policy 12 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) fully reflect the Green Belt objectives set out within 
Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23).   
 
See also Schedule 4s on Housing Land – Providing Flexibility and Housing Land – 
Miscellaneous for consideration of issues on housing land and green belt.  
 
PP/0180/0001 & 0004 Portobello Amenity Society: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Paragraph 129 states that LDPs should identify allocations which seek to 
minimise the loss of land from the Green Belt whilst balancing the need to achieve 
sustainability objectives. Paragraph 129 and Policy 12 set out the context for the release of 
Green Belt land if required to achieve the spatial strategy.  It is for LDPs to identify 
appropriate Green Belt releases, not the Strategic Development Plan.  Whilst 
acknowledging that some Green Belt release may be required to deliver the spatial 
strategy, the SDP does not identify the locations where this release should take place.     
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   Many of the representations call for the proposed plan to relax green belt boundaries.  
However, Scottish Planning Policy confirms that it is for local development plans and not 
strategic development plans to establish detailed green belt boundaries.  The role of a 
strategic development plan is to establish the need for a green belt, identify its broad area 
and set the policy for future development within it.  For the reasons I have set out below, I 
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am satisfied that, subject to minor modifications, the proposed plan satisfies these 
requirements.   
 
2.   I agree that Policy 12 of the proposed plan is not entirely consistent with national 
planning policy by not referring to the first bullet point in paragraph 159 of Scottish Planning 
Policy, which confirms that one of the purposes of green belt designation is to direct growth 
to the most appropriate locations and to support regeneration.  Modifying the policy to 
incorporate this consideration would be consistent with the proposed plan’s spatial strategy 
and would avoid the impression that this aspect of national planning policy was not 
considered relevant to the SESplan area. 
 
3.   However, it would not be appropriate for Policy 12 to instruct local development plans 
to undertake a comprehensive review of green belt boundaries or to seek to influence the 
manner in which such a review should be undertaken.  The need for green belt boundary 
review will depend on the requirement for additional development land, which will vary 
across the SESplan area and is at this stage unknown.   
 
4.   In the Reporter’s consideration of Issues 15 to 19, he concluded that, the work that has 
informed the proposed plan’s approach to housing to date is insufficient and that there is 
currently no reliable evidence base for the allocation of housing land.  Consequently, he 
has recommended that the proposed plan be modified to confirm that supplementary 
guidance will be prepared to identify how much land requires to be allocated in each local 
development plan area for the plan periods 2009 to 2019 and 2019 to 2024, based on an 
analysis of opportunities and of infrastructure and environmental capacities and 
constraints.  Until this is carried out, there is no evidence base to justify the proposed plan 
expressing a firm opinion on the need for green belt boundary review.  I regard it as 
sufficient that the proposed plan recognises at paragraph 128 that the green belt around 
Edinburgh may need to be modified in order to implement the provisions of the proposed 
plan’s spatial strategy. 
 
5.  It would also be inappropriate for the proposed plan to instruct local development plans 
to permit ad hoc green belt land releases where needed to maintain a five year housing 
land supply.  The designation of land as green belt is intended to convey a significant 
degree of certainty as to where development will and will not take place on a long-term 
basis.  The role of local development plans should be to ensure that green belt boundaries 
are defined in such a way that a generous supply of land is available for development, 
rather than to permit green belt land to be developed on a reactive basis, which would not 
provide the desired level of certainty and is less likely to achieve the proposed plan’s 
objectives for the green belt.  This process will involve, among other things, an assessment 
of the delivery prospects of existing commitments, as the Reporter discussed at Issues 15 
to 19.   
 
6.   Paragraph 163 of Scottish Planning Policy confirms that the cumulative erosion of a 
green belt’s integrity through the granting of individual planning permissions should be 
avoided.  If local development plans have provided a generous supply of development land 
then it should be unnecessary for development proposals to rely on the exception that is 
permitted by Scottish Planning Policy that inappropriate development may be permitted in a 
green belt where it would meet an established need if no other suitable site is available.  
However, as that provision is set out in national policy, it will remain available in the event 
that there were a shortage of suitable development land, and there is no need to restate it 
in the proposed plan. 
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7.   The reference in paragraph 127 to “Figure 2 (The Spatial Strategy)” appears to be a 
typographical error, as Figure 2 is entitled “Strategic Infrastructure” and it is Figure 1 that 
sets out the proposed plan’s spatial strategy.  This should be addressed by a simple 
modification.  It would also be appropriate to modify Figure 2 to delete the location of the 
green belts, as this has no direct relevance to the information that diagram is intended to 
convey. 
 
8.  The process which informed the identification of the Strategic Development Areas took 
into account a number of factors including the likely implications on natural heritage.  This 
is not in conflict with Scottish Planning Policy’s expectation that Green Belt designation is 
not intended to be used to protect natural heritage because the proposed plan is not 
concerned with the definition of green belt boundaries, which is a matter for local 
development plans. 
 
9.   It is a requirement of Scottish Planning Policy that local development plans do not draw 
inner green belt boundaries too tightly around the urban edge.  This will need to be taken 
into account when local development plans consider this issue but does not need to be 
restated in the proposed plan. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Modify Policy 12 to reads as follows: 
 
“Local Development Plans will define and maintain Green Belts around Edinburgh and to 
the south west of Dunfermline for the following purpose to: 
 
a. Maintain the identity and character of Edinburgh and Dunfermline and their neighbouring 
towns, and prevent coalescence, unless otherwise justified by the Local Development Plan 
settlement strategy; 
 
b. Direct planned growth to the most appropriate locations and support regeneration; 
 
c. Maintain the landscape setting of these settlements; and 
 
d. Provide opportunities for access to open space and the countryside. 
 
Local Development Plans will define Green Belt boundaries to conform to these purposes, 
ensuring that the strategic growth requirements of the Strategic Development Plan can be 
accommodated.  Local development plans should define the types of development 
appropriate within Green Belts.  Opportunities for contributing to the Central Scotland 
Green Network proposals should also be identified in these areas.” 
 
2.   Modify the final sentence of paragraph 127 to read as follows: 
 
“The location of the Green Belts is set out at Figure 1 (The Spatial Strategy)” 
 
3.   Modify Figure 2 to delete the shading which identifies the green belts. 
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`Issue  28  Green Belt: Coalescence, Site Specific and Other 

Development plan 
reference: Framework for Delivery: Green Belts Reporter: 

David Buylla 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference 
number): 
 
PP/0005/0001-0002 Jim Henry  
PP/0007/0002-0009 Liberton & District Community Council 
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farms Ltd 
PP/0027/0001, 0003 & 0006 Stephen Glancy 
PP/0030/0003 Dr Simon Jackson 
PP/0067/0001 Sigma Capital Property Ltd  
PP/0068/0001 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd 
PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments 
PP/0073/0005 Hallam Land Scotland Ltd 
PP/0076/0005 Portobello Community Council  
PP/0084/0001, 0003 & 0005 Ken Ireland 
PP/0108/0004 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) 
PP/0114/0002 Donald Laird  
PP/0117/0001 & 0004 Juniper Green Community Council 
PP/0120/0002 & 0003 The Glen Estate  
PP/0136/0004 Mactaggart & Mickel  
PP/0140/0002, PP/0144/0002, PP/0155/0001 & PP/0163/0001 Cammo Residents Against 
the Plan 
PP/0143/0005 The Scottish Government  
PP/0160/0001 Dalrymple Trust  
PP/0161/0006 Alfred Stewart Properties  
PP/0167/0015 The Cockburn Association 
PP/0168/0015 & 0024 Leith Central Community Council  
PP/0171/0001-0002 Milesmark & Baldridge Community Council 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd 
PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate 
PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby 
PP/0180/0003 Portobello Amenity Society 
PP/0181/0001 Tom Klan (Key Contacts) 
 
Provision of the 
development plan 
to which the issue 
relates: 

Paragraphs 127-131 and Policy 12 (pages 50-51) 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
PP/0005/0001 Jim Henry: Forth Bridgehead area is not currently in a Strategic 
Development Area. However, there may be development pressure for its inclusion. Fife 
Council should undertake a study to formally identify areas in Forth Bridgehead area that 
should be protected in order to protect land between settlements of Dunfermline, Rosyth, 
Inverkeithing, and Dalgety Bay and prevent the coalescence of these settlements.  
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PP/0007/0002 Liberton & District Community Council: Supports designation of Green Belts 
and of the objectives of Policy 12. Concern that landscape studies have been undertaken 
which indicate there is an acceptance that there are developable pockets within the 
existing Green Belt. Large scale development would result in a significant loss of Green 
Belt at its narrowest point between Edinburgh and Loanhead.  
 
PP/0007/0009 Liberton & District Community Council: SESplan is dismissive of the 
landscape quality of South Edinburgh suggesting it is of a lower quality than elsewhere. 
The Community Council do not support the view that the landscape of South Edinburgh is 
inferior to other areas on the edge of the City as this could result in a lowering of the 
standards of new development. The Community Council values the Green Belt status of its 
surrounding areas and is opposed to development which will reduce its amenity value. 
 
PP/0084/0003 Ken Ireland; PP/0027/0006 Stephen Glancy: Land at Cammo is designated 
Green Belt and should be protected. The abundance of current and future available space 
without introducing into the sanctity of the Green Belt should preclude any development in 
this area now and in any future iteration of SESplan. Green Belt areas should be protected. 
 
PP/0076/0005 Portobello Community Council: Not enough importance given to the 
necessity of protecting the Green Belt to the east of Edinburgh. If the Green Belt to the 
west of Edinburgh is to be protected at the expense of the Green Belt to the east of the 
city, there is a very real danger of Edinburgh and Musselburgh coalescing unless fewer 
houses are built in South East Edinburgh than is presently intended in the Main Issues 
Report of the Edinburgh Local Development Plan.  
 
PP/0073/0005 Hallam Land Scotland Ltd: Not clear that all of the strategic growth 
requirements can be accommodated. Retention of current designations will restrict the 
supply of affordable housing and lead to unsustainable commuting. Proposal for 
Prestonpans West should be tested against Policy 12 to demonstrate that the land does 
not have value as a Green Belt designation.  
 
PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments: Land at Prestonpans provides the opportunity for a 
new development area to be identified through the Local Development Plan with minimal 
impact on the nature or character of the landscape setting of the general area. Visual 
impact will be minimal and green networks will continue to be maintained including 
improvements to previously mined and derelict areas of the urban fringe.  
 
PP/0067/0001 Sigma Capital Property Ltd: Wording of Policy 7 (Housing Land 
Development Outwith Strategic Development Areas) must be clarified to refer to Green 
Belt as defined by SPP to ensure a continuity of approach across all six planning 
authorities.  
 
PP/0068/0001 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd; PP/0160/0001 Dalrymple Trust: Objects to 
Green Belt Policy as it does not accurately reflect SPP. 
 
PP/0006/0002 Jim Henry: Whilst the Forth Bridgehead area is not, currently, a Strategic 
Development Area, it is not impossible that there will be developer pressure for its 
inclusion, in total or in part, to address the supply of housing land for the period 2024 – 
2032. It is also possible that there will be developer pressure to include sites within this 
area in the allocations for the period 2009 – 2024. This area has a number of distinct 
settlements and there is a danger that development of what is currently the green spaces 
between these settlements could result in their coalescence.  
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In order to prevent coalescence, consideration should be given to a study to formally 
identify areas in the Forth Bridgehead area which should be protected by virtue of it being 
given Green Belt status. This is particularly desirable in order to prevent the coalescence of 
Dunfermline with Rosyth, the coalescence of Rosyth and Inverkeithing, the coalescence of 
Inverkeithing and North Queensferry, and the coalescence of Inverkeithing and Dalgety 
Bay. 
 
PP/0030/0003 Dr Simon Jackson: All proposed plans for building in West Edinburgh use 
green belt land to a greater or lesser extent. When there are so many brownfield sites 
within the city boundaries (not least the old Barnton hotel), and unsold developments, this 
seems counterintuitive, especially as the proposed plans will place an increasing burden 
on the areas infrastructure, in particular schools and the Barnton/Maybury junctions. 
 
PP/0171/0001 Milesmark & Baldridge Community Council: Accepted that the area covered 
by the Community Council will change radically in the coming years from a semi-rural to an 
urbanised environment, due to proposals to build a minimum of 1000 new homes in their 
immediate area. Committed to working with all parties involved in the imminent proposed 
developments to ensure that the needs of everyone, but particularly local residents, are 
met in relation to the environment in which they live and their easy access to open green 
space. Believe, however, that in order to protect the health and well-being of local 
communities, designation of green belt space is a prerequisite to any further future 
developments in North West Dunfermline. 
 
PP/0036/0004 Mactaggart & Mickel: Concur that the Edinburgh Green Belt will require to 
be assessed and modified as a result of the required development in the SDAs of South 
East Edinburgh and the A701 Corridor (Midlothian), where they have land interests. It is 
considered that it is for LDP to detail the precise boundaries/modifications in the context of 
the strategic direction indicated in Policy 12. There should also be scope for minor 
modifications and updates to the Green Belt via the LDP process to reflect local 
circumstances.  
 
PP/0140/0002, PP/0155/0001 & PP/0163/0001 Cammo Residents Against the Plan: 
Strongly object to provisions of Proposed Strategic Development Plan. Object to release of 
Green Belt land within the West Edinburgh SDA. Aware that Cramond and Hallhill Estates 
are promoting land to the south of Maybury for 500 houses. The City Council within their 
Local Development Main Issues Report already consider this to be a Reasonable 
Alternative for development before any strategic decisions are made.  
 
Green Belts have been important in Edinburgh for decades and this potentially marks the 
end of this form of protection for the edge of the city. Surely the West Edinburgh Green 
Belt is valuable in relation to the landscape character, leisure and recreation and 
preventing urban sprawl. The location of Green Belt boundaries within Figure 2 The Spatial 
Strategy is not clear. In addition it is adjacent to the Cammo Tower and Estate. Allocation 
of this land would be totally contrary to Policy 1B Development Principles which seeks to 
protect the natural environment and heritage of the area. It is contrary to the Spatial 
Development Strategy.  
 
Are Scottish Natural Heritage and Historic Scotland in favour of this potential 
development? The visual impact of new development on the area will be devastating given 
the topography of the area. SEPA will also have an interest in relation to the impact on the 
River Almond and Bughtlin Burn. Pollution and flooding are significant issues which have 
not been properly considered.  
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Paragraph 127 recognises the need for Green Belt designation. The following sections of 
the report indicate changes in West Edinburgh although this is very unclear as to what is 
actually being proposed. Loss of Green belt Land should be minimised but this will set an 
unhealthy precedent for development without any obvious long term boundaries.  
 
Policy 12 has been completely circumvented in order to accommodate 1000 houses in 
West Edinburgh. If the land at Maybury Road is tested against the criteria it is clear that it 
would fail the tests inherent within this policy. It is now proposed that half of this is located 
next to Cammo Grove when other parts of the Green Belt such as the Water of Leith refuse 
single houses. Would like to see a clear appraisal of all development opportunities within 
the Edinburgh Greenbelt including the Craigiehall Army Base which will soon become 
surplus to requirements. Surely this area could accommodate a new settlement to take the 
housing requirement to assist economic development. 
 
PP/0143/0005 The Scottish Government: Scottish Planning Policy (doc ref) requires that 
SDPs should, amongst things, set the policy for future development within Green Belts. 
While paragraphs 129-130 and Policy 12 give some indication of the principles, they do not 
provide clear strategic direction on the principles for development in the Green Belt across 
the SESplan area. Green Belts are a strategic tool and SPP recognises that they have a 
particular benefit in managing growth and change across local authority boundaries. 
Therefore while different conditions occur across the SESplan area, consistency in the 
application of the Green Belt policy is important in order to avoid piecemeal undermining of 
the Green Belt in certain areas.  
 
PP/0120/0002 The Glen Estate: Within the context of rural housing, Green Belt and 
associated countryside policies should ensure that the principle of redeveloping rural 
buildings and new build within defined building groups and infill sites is not precluded from 
coming forward. Such modest scale development does not impact on the objectives behind 
the wider policy designations and can often facilitate wider policy aims through delivering 
heritage and landscape improvement and associated economic improvement. Policy 12 
should make this a specific provision.  
 
PP/0120/0003 The Glen Estate: Countryside Around Town’s policy is not a statutory 
function and should not be given same policy status as Green Belts within LDPs. 
 
Policy 13 should make this a policy provision. 
 
PP/0027/0001 Stephen Glancy: All proposed plans for building in West Edinburgh use 
green belt land to a greater or lesser extent.  
 
When there are so many brownfield sites within the city boundaries (not least the old 
Barnton hotel), and unsold developments, this seems counterintuitive, especially as the 
proposed plans will place an increasing burden on the area’s infrastructure, in particular 
schools and the Barnton/Maybury junctions. 
 
PP/0027/0003 Stephen Glancy: Policy 7 of your own documentation states:  
 
“Greenbelt proposals outwith SDA will NOT be supported if: 
1. they are not small scale and in character  
2. the development will undermine the green belt objectives  
3. the development will require additional infrastructure by the developer  
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The proposal to use the site Cammo West of Maybury Road FAILS ON EVERY ONE OF 
YOUR STATED OBJECTIVES and should be removed immediately.  
1. 500-700 houses on this site is not small scale and would be of a very high density  
2. Fundamentally undermines every greenbelt objective on every level  
3. Developer assistance required for education (Primary and Secondary) and 
transportation on a large scale both financial and implementation  
 
PP/0027/0006 Stephen Glancy: The land at Cammo to the West of Maybury Road is 
designated Greenbelt for many many good reasons and should be protected as such. The 
abundance of current and future available space without intruding into the sanctity of the 
Green belt should preclude any development in this area now and in any future iteration of 
SESPlan.  
 
Greenbelt areas should be protected – especially when other non-designated areas are 
being ignored in advance of this site. 
 
PP/0108/0004 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH): Support the maintenance of the existing 
Green Belts as proposed. Recognise the role the Green Belts play in defining key green 
networks for the City region. These are often, but not always, cross boundary. Suggest an 
additional bullet point d) in policy 12 which “safeguards key green networks within green 
belts”. This would be in addition to, and stronger than the current wording which seeks to 
identify “opportunities for contributing to the CSGN”. 
 
PP/0117/0001 Juniper Green Community Council: Support Policy 12 on Green Belts, but 
have some concerns about the proposal at paragraph 130 concerning the exclusion of 
existing settlements from the designation. Will look closely at proposals in the Forthcoming 
Edinburgh Local Plan on criteria for exclusion from Green Belts.  
 
PP/0117/0004 Juniper Green Community Council: Support for safeguards for greenbelt 
development set out in Policy 7. 
 
PP/0084/0005 Ken Ireland: All proposed plans for building in West Edinburgh use green 
belt land to a greater or lesser extent. This seems counterintuitive, when there are so many 
brownfield sites within the city boundaries (not least the old Barnton hotel), and unsold 
developments, especially as the proposed plans will place an increasing burden on the 
areas infrastructure, in particular schools and the Barnton/Maybury junctions. 
 
PP/0114/0002 Donald Laird: Further releases required within the Green Belt to achieve 
levels of housing and economic growth required by the spatial strategy in the Midlothian 
Corridor. Current policy provisions and the proposals for Green Belt policy 12 mitigate 
against this and would constrain potential sustainable development in this accessible 
location which has infrastructure capacity.  
 
Cauldcoats provides the opportunity for a new development area to be identified through 
the Local Development Plan with minimal impact on the nature or character of the 
landscape setting of the general area: 
 
-Paragraph 128 of the SPG should advise that the Green Belt will need to be modified in 
this area of Midlothian to allow for economic development to be accommodated within the 
SDA.  
-Paragraph 129 of the SPG should advise that release of Green Belt will be acceptable 
where there is effective mitigation and robust boundaries can be formed through planting 
or other design/siting measures.  



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

353 

The policy and related guidance is inconsistent with the scale of land release required to 
accommodate development and make the adjoining Shawfair a more effective 
development in terms of delivery and implementation within the prescribed phasing 
timescales.   
 
PP/0168/0024 Leith Central Community Council: Green Belts - We agree with the key 
objectives in the SDP.  
 
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farms Ltd: Long term aspiration to deliver a national destination 
outdoor adventure centre and an appropriate gateway landmark destination to both 
Edinburgh and Midlothian.  
 
Considered that Green Belt policy and/or supporting text should explicitly acknowledge that 
at certain key strategic gateway locations, proposals that significantly enhance the 
opportunities for access to open space and the countryside be recognised. Considered that 
the Swanston/Midlothian Snow Sports Centre area be recognised as a strategic leisure-
based gateway opportunity. 
 
PP/0167/0015 The Cockburn Association: More emphasis on the robust protection of 
Green Belts and associated designations needed in Policy 9. 
 
Not clear what role LDPs should have in defining the types of development appropriate 
within Green Belts as this is already specified in the Green Belt SPP. 
 
Paragraph 128 should clearly state that the Edinburgh Green Belt will have to be modified. 
Paragraph 129 IS too weak and should be strengthened.   
 
PP/0111/0001 David Campbell: The Green Belt is essential to the character of the 
SESplan area. Concept of Green Belt release appears within the plan as a routine 
procedure. Important for SESplan to strengthen rather than weaken the policy.  
 
PP/0084/0001 Ken Ireland: Removal of 20 acre site designated Cammo West in Edinburgh 
Main Issues Report as a reasonable alternative and confirmation that this important area 
remains designated Greenbelt. 
 
PP/0161/0006 Alfred Stewart Properties; PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd, PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun 
Estate; PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby: The Policy also seeks to 
prevent coalescence. This is no longer a function of Green Belt. The need for coalescence 
is supported in certain circumstances by Scottish Planning Policy (Scottish Planning Policy 
paragraph 160) and it is not for Local Development Plans to make policy decisions contrary 
to Scottish Planning Policy on that basis. The Strategic Development Plan is contrary to 
Scottish Planning Policy on that basis. This reference in the Strategic Development Plan 
should be deleted. 
 
PP/0168/0015 Leith Central Community Council: Strongly support Policy 7. 
 
PP/0171/0002 Milesmark & Baldridge Community Council: In order to protect the health 
and well-being of local communities, designation of green belt space is a prerequisite to 
any further future developments in North West Dunfermline. 
 
PP/0180/0003 Portobello Amenity Society: Questions whether there is a need for 
paragraph 23.  
 



SESPLAN STRATEGIC DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

354 

Paragraph 42 states that growth in S. E. Edinburgh should be based on public transport 
accessibility and lower landscape quality. The society argues that, as the landscape to the 
east of Edinburgh has been adversely affected by the building of the city bypass, it is all 
the more important to protect the quality of the landscape which remains. 
 
PP/0181/0001 Cockburn’s Consultants for Tom Klan (Key Contacts): Promotes removal of 
a site at Summerside, from being part of the Green Belt. The Green Belt designation may 
prevent future sustainable economic growth at the site. Summerside can play an important 
role in securing the continued economic and community development of south east 
Edinburgh and Midlothian. The site is mainly used for commercial and business purposes, 
not in keeping with Green Belt uses. The strategic benefits of the site, as a gateway into 
Edinburgh from the South East, its visual prominence to road users and wider excellent 
transport links make it a very sound future development site.  The site’s location adjacent 
to the busy Sheriffhall roundabout and the recent development at nearby Shawfair, and  
that the principle use at the site is no longer agricultural, means the Green Belt designation 
on this land is no longer appropriate. 
 
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
PP/0005/0001 Jim Henry: Addition of sentence in policy 12 which sets a requirement for 
the Fife Local Development Plan to undertake a study to determine the need for Green Belt 
status for the lands in the Forth Bridgehead.  
 
PP/0007/0002 Liberton & District Community Council: Revise policy 12 to make specific 
reference to protecting the existing Green Belt at its narrowest points and perhaps, specify 
minimum buffer distances between settlements. 
   
PP/0007/0009 Liberton & District Community Council: The Community Council values the 
Green Belt status of its surrounding areas and wishes SESplan to include a Policy which 
will ensure that development in the existing Green Belt will not reduce its amenity value. 
 
PP/0084/0003 Ken Ireland; PP/0027/0006 Stephen Glancy: Remove Cammo to the West 
of Maybury from consideration as a reasonable alternative and clarify and confirm the sites 
place within the Green Belt.    
  
PP/0076/0005 Portobello Community Council: None suggested.  
 
PP/0073/0005 Hallam Land Scotland Ltd: Modification to the policy and supporting 
information to identify where exceptional releases may be made to the Green Belt within 
the East Lothian SDA to allow sustainable development to take place. Policy 1A and 1B 
should be re-assessed so that latitude is provided for allocations in the Green Belt that 
provide environmental and sustainable development benefits. Should provide a clear 
indication as to how much Green Belt is required against brownfield land and how this can 
be distributed.  
 
Policy 12 should reflect that the strategic growth requirements may require additional green 
belt releases and emphasise that a balance needs to be struck with the type of 
developments required in the East Lothian area. Insufficient land has been released for 
development purposes and release of Prestonpans West can be planned without adversely 
affecting the landscape character openness or separation of settlement. Development will 
assist in reclaiming what is currently an undefined area without any real purpose or value 
as countryside. 
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PP/0071/0002 Walton Developments: Amendment to the Green Belt boundary at 
Prestonpans to allow the allocation of housing land immediately adjacent to the existing 
town boundary in a highly sustainable location. In relation to Policy 1B, the advantages of 
developing in locations such as Prestonpans should be weighed against the impacts. 
Allocation of this land would allow the Green Network to be maintained within this area as 
well as enabling sustainable economic development. Impact on the Green Belt would be 
minimal and a feasible new long term boundary formed. Release of this area can help to 
direct planned growth to a sustainable and accessible location whilst taking advantage of 
available infrastructure capacity. Insufficient land has been allocated for development 
purposes and release of Prestonpans West can be planned without adversely affecting the 
landscape character openness or separation of settlement. Development will assist in 
reclaiming what is currently an undefined area without any real purpose or value as 
countryside. Modification to allow land at Prestonpans to be taken out of the Green Belt 
and released for the purposes of meeting housing and employment requirements in the 
East Lothian SDA.  
 
PP/0067/0001 Sigma Capital Property Ltd: None suggested.  
 
PP/0068/0001 Regenco (Winchburgh) Ltd; PP/0160/0001 Dalrymple Trust: The Policy 
seeks to prevent coalescence. This is no longer a function of Green Belt. The need for 
coalescence is supported in certain circumstances by SPP (para 160). The SDP is 
therefore contrary to SPP. This reference should be deleted. 
 
PP/0006/0002 Jim Henry: The addition of a sentence to Policy 12 which sets out a 
requirement for the Local Development Plan for Fife to undertake a study to determine the 
need for Green Belt status for the lands in the Forth Bridgehead to protect the land 
between the settlements of Dunfermline, Rosyth, Inverkeithing and Dalgety Bay for being 
developed thereby preventing the coalescence of these settlements. 
 
PP/0030/0003 Dr Simon Jackson: Build on brownfield sites rather than using greenbelt.  
 
PP/0171/0001 Milesmark & Baldridge Community Council: Addition of a considerable 
amount of designated green belt land bordering the North Dunfermline SLA prior to any 
future plans for additional house building in the area in order to retain easy access to open 
space for both new and existing communities and to preserve wildlife habitat in the area.  
 
PP/0036/0004 Mactaggart & Mickel: None suggested.  
 
PP/0140/0002, PP/0155/0001 & PP/0163/0001 Cammo Residents Against the Plan: 
Strengthening of the section on Green Belts covered by paragraphs 127-131. These 
sections give very little guidance to the Local Development Plans and are all too generic in 
nature. There needs to be much clearer advice on how the Green Belt can be protected in 
West Edinburgh (and other locations).It is clear that the Edinburgh and Craigiehall will 
already remove important parts of the Green Belt in this part of the city reducing amenity 
and environmental quality.  
 
Policy 12 needs to be amended so that it clearly defines proposed boundaries and areas 
where change can be considered. Furthermore it is not clear where the strategic growth 
requirements can be accommodated and this leads to speculative development proposals 
such as the one on Maybury Road.  
 
Stronger criteria need to be defined in relation to each character area and Cammo should 
be protected because of its recreational open space and landscape characteristics. 
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Development of the Edinburgh West Green Belt premature given the availability of 
brownfield sites and other more appropriate locations. Would like the options to be 
reviewed before development in this area is contemplated.  
 
PP/0143/0005 Scottish Government: Recommend Policy 12 provides additional clarity on 
the policy on future development within the Green Belt to avoid a fragmented approach 
across the SESplan area. High level principles could be set at the SESplan area, while still 
leaving individual authorities an element of flexibility to deal with specific proposals. Amend 
Policy 12 to set out the policy for future development, particularly in the Edinburgh and 
Lothians area, where the Green Belt crosses over a number of local authority boundaries.  
 
PP/0120/0002 The Glen Estate: Specific provision of redeveloping rural buildings added to 
policy 12.  
 
PP/0120/0003 The Glen Estate: Countryside Around Town’s policy is not a statutory 
function and should not be given same policy status as Green Belts within LDPs. 
 
Policy 13 should make this a policy provision. 
 
PP/0027/0001 Stephen Glancy: Build on brownfield sites rather than using greenbelt.  
 
PP/0027/0003 Stephen Glancy: Remove the 20 acre site designated Cammo West of 
Maybury Road from consideration as a reasonable alternative and confirm the sites 
designation as Greenbelt for the period of the plan. 
 
PP/0027/0006 Stephen Glancy: Remove Cammo to the West of Maybury from 
consideration as a reasonable alternative and clarify and confirm the site’s place within The 
Greenbelt.  Build on brownfield sites rather than using greenbelt. 
 
PP/0108/0004 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH): Add an additional bullet point d) in policy 
12 which ‘safeguards key green networks within green belts’. This would be in addition to, 
and stronger than the current wording which seeks to identify “opportunities for contributing 
to the CSGN”.  
 
PP/0117/0001 Juniper Green Community Council; PP/0117/0004 Juniper Green 
Community Council; PP/0168/0015 Leith Central Community Council: None suggested.  
 
PP/0084/0005 Ken Ireland: Build on brownfield sites rather than using greenbelt.  
 
PP/0114/0002 Donald Laird: Modification of the Proposed SDP to allow land at Cauldcoats 
Farm Midlothian to be taken out of the Green Belt and released for the purposes of 
meeting housing and employment requirements in the Midlothian SDA Borders Rail 
Corridor. This is in accordance with the Spatial development Strategy Policies 1A and 1B 
as well as other key policies within the Proposed Plan.  
 
Propose to modify Policy 12 to allow Green Belt release in this part of the Plan area with a 
subsequent change to the Green Belt boundary. Development would be fully in compliance 
with Paragraphs 128 and 129 within the proposed SPG which should be expanded to 
recognise areas of release such as Cauldcoats. 
PP/0168/0024 Leith Central Community Council: None suggested.  
 
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farms Ltd: See above.  
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PP/0167/0015 The Cockburn Association: Paragraph 128 should be modified to clearly 
state that the Edinburgh Green Belt ‘will’ need to be modified rather than ‘may’ need to be 
modified.  
 
Para 129. “Where Green Belt land is required to achieve the strategy, a priority will be to 
avoid, as far as possible, adverse impacts on green belt objectives by retaining key 
elements of the rural heritage, using high quality mitigation techniques and securing long-
term boundaries.” 
 
PP/0111/0001 David Campbell: Insert the words “the Green Belt” after “Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest” in paragraph 1 of Policy 1B.  
 
PP/0084/0001 Ken Ireland: Remove the area from consideration as a reasonable 
alternative and confirm the sites designation as Greenbelt for the period of the plan.  
 
PP/0161/0006 Dalrymple Trust: Amend to reflect SPP. 
 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate; PP/0176/0001 The Bowlby Trust 
& Mrs Norina Bowlby: Reference to coalescence should be deleted. 
 
PP/0171/0002 Milesmark & Baldridge Community Council: Addition of a considerable 
amount of designated green belt land bordering the North Dunfermline SLA prior to any 
future plans for additional house building in the area in order to retain easy access to open 
space for both new and existing communities and to preserve wildlife habitat in the area. 
 
PP/0180/0003 Portobello Amenity Society: Portobello Amenity Society seeks stronger 
protection for the landscape in the South East of the City than is presently proposed. The 
society argues that, as the quality of the landscape and the Green Belt on the East side of 
the city has been adversely affected by the building of the city bypass, the landscape here 
needs greater protection, not less. The society also wishes to see fewer houses built in 
South East Edinburgh than is proposed. 
 
PP/0181/0001 The Cockburn’s Consultants for Tom Klan (Key Contacts): Remove and 
Exclude the site from the Green Belt. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
PP/0005/0001 Jim Henry; PP/0084/0003 Ken Ireland; PP/0027/0006 & 0003 Stephen 
Glancy; PP/0073/0005 Hallam Land Scotland Ltd; PP/0071/0002  Walton Developments; 
PP/0171/0001 Milesmark & Baldridge Community Council; PP/0040/0002 & PP/0155/0001 
Cammo Residents Against the Plan; PP/0114/0002 Donald Laird; PP/0144/0002 Marion 
Finc; PP/0181/0001 Tom Klan (Key Contacts): No modifications proposed or 
recommended.  All representations refer to site or area specific matters which should be 
addressed by Local Development Plans.  Paragraph 159 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 
23) states that the purpose of Green Belt designation in the development plan is to direct 
planned growth to the most appropriate locations.  Paragraph 161 of Scottish Planning 
Policy (Doc 23) outlines that Strategic Development Plans should “establish the need for a 
Green Belt, identify its broad area and set the policy for future development within it.”  The 
Strategic Development Plan sets the context for strategic growth across the city region, 
with Local Development Plans identifying sites suitable for planned growth to contribute 
towards the wider spatial strategy.  
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The release of land from the Green Belt to meet strategic housing requirements, local 
needs and the need to protect areas of land near to potential new housing growth will be 
assessed through LDPs and not as part of the Strategic Development Plan. The role of 
policy 12 is to guide Local Development Plans formulation of Green Belt policy, not to 
assess individual sites against it.  
 
PP/0005/0001 Jim Henry; PP/0007/0009 Liberton & District Community Council; 
PP/0076/0005 Portobello Community Council; PP/0006/0002 Jim Henry; PP/0161/0006 
Alfred Stewart; PP/0160/0001 Dalrymple Trust: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Paragraph 160 of Scottish Planning Policy states (Doc 23) “Green Belt 
designation can be used to prevent the coalescence of settlements; however there may be 
circumstances where coalescence would create a more sustainable settlement pattern.”   
 
Criteria a) of Policy 12 in the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) states that coalescence should be 
prevented unless justified by a Local Development Plan settlement strategy. Policy 12 fully 
reflects Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) and ensures that any coalescence must be 
clearly set out in LDPs and justified as being part of a wider settlement strategy.  
 
PP/0007/0009 Liberton & District Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Although Policy 12 a) b) and c) does not use the word ‘amenity’ it states 
that LDPs should maintain identity, character and landscape setting this is supported by 
Paragraph 127 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1). Incorporation of the word ‘amenity’ would not 
add any value to the strategy as it is words to the same effect. 
 
PP/0108/0004 Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH): No modification proposed or 
recommended.  It is considered that the proposed addition would not add value to the 
Spatial Strategy. Criteria c) of policy 12 states that LDPs will “Provide opportunities for 
access to open space and the countryside”.  
 
Criteria c) and text within the policy referring to “Opportunities for contributing to the 
Central Scotland Green Network” ensure that access to open space and the countryside 
and the implementation of the CSGN will be supported through Policy 12. Local 
Development Plans will consider key green networks holistically as part of their spatial 
strategy, not merely those that lie within the Green Belt.  
 
PP/0117/0001 Juniper Green Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Paragraph 162 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) states that existing 
settlements and major non-conforming uses should be excluded from Green Belt 
designations in development plans. Paragraph 130 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) specifies 
that it will be for Local Development Plans to set criteria for the exclusion of settlements 
and uses from the Green Belt, thus ensuring compliance with the SPP (Doc 23).  
 
PP/0117/0004 Juniper Green Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Support noted. 
 
PP/0067/0001 Sigma Capital Property Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Paragraph 127 and Policy 12 of the Proposed Plan fully reflect the Green Belt objectives 
set out within Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) Therefore, the Proposed Plan (includes the 
same objectives as Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) and the current wording of Policy 7 
will ensure a continuity of approach across all planning authorities.  
 
PP/0030/0003 Dr Simon Jackson; PP/0027/0001 & 0006 Stephen Glancy; PP/0084/0005 & 
0001 Ken Ireland: No modifications proposed or recommended. Paragraph 127 and Policy 
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12 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) fully reflect the Green Belt objectives set out within 
Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) The need to specifically identify peripheral Greenfield 
allocations is not clear as brownfield land would be the first consideration when identifying 
additional sites. See also Schedule 4s on Issue 15: Housing Land – Housing Land 
Requirement, Issue 18: Housing Land – Providing Flexibility and Issue: 19 Housing Land – 
Miscellaneous for consideration of issues on housing land, brownfield land and green belt.  
PP/0036/0004 Mactaggart & Mickel: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Comments are noted. Paragraph 2.5 of the Green Belt Technical Note (Doc 13) confirms 
that Local Development Plans will establish detailed Green Belt boundaries.  
 
PP/0143/0005 Scottish Government: No modifications proposed or recommended. 
Paragraphs 129-130 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) set the strategic context for the release 
of Green Belt land to support the spatial strategy and the removal of existing settlements 
and established non-conforming uses from the Green Belt.  
 
Paragraph 161 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) explicitly states that it is the role of 
Local Development Plans to set out policy for future development within the Green Belt 
“Local Development Plans should establish the detailed boundaries of the Green Belt and 
identify types of development which are appropriate within the Green Belt.” 
 
SESplan has followed the policy provided by Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) and state 
that is for Local Development Plans to set principles on the types of uses appropriate 
within the Green Belt. Paragraph 163 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) provides 
examples of the types of uses that may be appropriate within a Green Belt and this is for 
Local Development Plans to consider as opposed to providing principles at three tiers of 
policy at national, regional and local level.  
 
PP/0120/0002 The Glen Estate: No modifications proposed or recommended. Not a 
strategic issue. Considered to be a matter for consideration in each authority’s Local 
Development Plan.  
 
PP/0120/0003 The Glen Estate: No modifications proposed or recommended. Countryside 
Designations and Green Belts apply to different Local Authorities across the SESplan area 
and both are equally important. 
 
PP/0168/0024 & 0015 Leith Central Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Support noted.  
 
PP/0026/0001 Swanston Farms Ltd: No modifications proposed or recommended. It is not 
considered that the Proposed Plan should identify any site specific proposals. Site specific 
matters should be addressed by Local Development Plans. Paragraph 159 of Scottish 
Planning Policy states that the purpose of Green Belt designation in the development plan 
is to direct planned growth to the most appropriate locations. Paragraph 161 of Scottish 
Planning Policy (Doc 23) outlines that Strategic Development Plans should “establish the 
need for a Green Belt, identify its broad area and set the policy for future development 
within it.” The Strategic Development Plan sets the context for strategic growth across the 
city region, with Local Development Plans identifying sites suitable for planned growth to 
contribute towards the wider spatial strategy.  
 
The development of land in the Green Belt for strategic leisure based purposes will be 
assessed through LDPs and not as part of the Strategic Development Plan. The role of 
policy 12 is to guide Local Development Plans formulation of Green Belt policy, not to 
assess individual sites against it.  
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PP/0167/0015 The Cockburn Association: No modification proposed or recommended. The 
proposed modification is not considered to add value to the Plan. Whilst acknowledging 
that some Green Belt release may be required to deliver the spatial strategy, the SDP does 
not identify the locations where this release should take place. It is for LDPs to identify 
appropriate Green Belt releases and such releases may not be required for all Strategic 
Development Areas listed in paragraph 128 of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).     
 
Paragraph 129 provides appropriate protection to the Edinburgh Green Belt.  
 
PP/0111/0001 David Campbell: No modifications proposed or recommended. Paragraph 
159 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) states that “Green Belt designation should be 
used to direct development to suitable locations, not to prevent development from 
happening”.  Policy 1B aims to ensure that there are no significant adverse impacts on 
international and national natural heritage designations.  
 
It is not possible to state that the spatial strategy within the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) can be 
delivered with no significant adverse impacts on the Green Belt. Polices 7 and 12 aim to 
minimise the impact on Green Belt objectives and outline the importance of considering the 
impact on the Green Belt of new development.    
 
PP/0171/0002 Milesmark & Baldridge Community Council: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. Area specific matters will be addressed by Local Development Plans. 
Paragraph 161 of Scottish Planning Policy (Doc 23) outlines that Strategic Development 
Plans should “establish the need for a Green Belt, identify its broad area and set the policy 
for future development within it.” The Strategic Development Plan sets the context for 
strategic growth across the city region, with Local Development Plans identifying sites 
suitable for planned growth to contribute towards the wider spatial strategy.  
 
PP/0175/0001 SDA Ltd; PP/0177/0001 Hopetoun Estate; PP/0176/0001 P The Bowlby 
Trust & Mrs Norina Bowlby: No modifications proposed or recommended. Paragraph 160 
of Scottish Planning Policy states (Doc 23) “Green Belt designation can be used to prevent 
the coalescence of settlements; however there may be circumstances where coalescence 
would create a more sustainable settlement pattern.”   
 
Criteria a) of policy 12 fully reflects the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy and enables 
LDPs to allow coalescence, if justified through a Local Development Plan settlement 
strategy.  
 
PP/0180/0003 Portobello Amenity Society: No modifications proposed or recommended.  
SESplan recognises the importance of the landscape, Policy 12b) ensures that LDPs will 
maintain the landscape setting.   
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
1.   It is not the role of the proposed plan to consider whether individual green belt sites 
should be developed or whether specific parcels of undeveloped countryside that are not 
currently green belt should be given that designation.  Scottish Planning Policy confirms 
that these are matters for local development plans to address.  I have not therefore 
considered the representations that refer to site or area-specific issues.  In considering 
green belt designation, local development plan authorities will be guided by the criteria that 
are set out in Policy 12 of the proposed plan, which I have considered under Issue 27 and 
which include considerations such as the identity and character of settlements, 
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maintenance of their landscape setting and the provision of opportunities for access to 
open space.  
 
2.   I do not accept that the prevention of coalescence is no longer a function of green belt.  
Paragraph 160 of Scottish Planning Policy indicates that there may be circumstances 
where coalescence would create a more sustainable settlement pattern but recognises that 
green belt designation can be used to prevent this.  It is not therefore contrary to Scottish 
Planning Policy for the proposed plan to adopt an initial presumption against coalescence; 
particularly as the wording of Policy 12 allows local development plans to permit 
coalescence if justified by that plan’s settlement strategy. 
 
3.   I do not consider it necessary, in order to avoid a fragmented approach across the 
SESplan area, for Policy 12 to provide additional clarity on the principles against which 
future development in the green belt will be assessed.  Given the varied nature of the 
SESplan area I consider it appropriate for the proposed plan to leave this function to the 
local development plans.  This accords with the expectation in paragraph 161 of Scottish 
Planning Policy that local development plans, rather than strategic development plans, set 
out the policy for future development within green belts including the identification of 
appropriate uses.  Scottish Planning Policy also sets out examples of types of development 
that might be appropriate within a green belt, including the re-use of historic agricultural 
buildings and appropriate recreational uses, which are two areas in which representors 
have expressed particular interest.  Local development plans would be required to have 
regard to this national policy when drawing up policy on this matter.  There would be no 
benefit in the proposed plan simply re-stating national policy and there is no evidence that 
green belt within the SESplan area requires a different approach. 
 
4.   I accept that countryside designations such as Countryside Around Towns and 
Countryside Belts do not have the same statutory status as green belt.  However, that is 
not a reason for the proposed plan not to address these designations through policy.  I am 
satisfied that the way in which the proposed plan deals with these other countryside 
designations, which is in a separate policy to that relating to green belts, is appropriate.  
 
5.  It is not necessary for Policy 12 to instruct local development plans to safeguard key 
green networks within green belts, as the modifications I have recommended to Policy 11 
will require such plans to have regard to the protection, creation, maintenance and 
enhancement of the green network in all areas. 
 
6.   I do not consider it appropriate or necessary to modify paragraph 128 of the proposed 
plan so that it states that the Edinburgh green belt ‘will’ need to be modified rather than 
‘may’ need to be modified.  Until the distribution of housing across the SESplan area has 
been addressed through the preparation of local development plans, it is impossible to 
state categorically that the green belt around Edinburgh will require to be modified. 
 
7.  The proposed modification to paragraph 129 by The Cockburn Association, which 
would give priority to avoiding, as far as possible, adverse impacts on green belt objectives 
by retaining key elements of the rural heritage, using high quality mitigation techniques and 
securing long-term boundaries, would not materially improve the existing wording, which 
requires effort to be made to secure long term boundaries and to minimise the impact on 
green belt objectives (which Policy 12 confirms to include matters such as maintaining the 
identity and character of urban areas and their landscape setting).  The proposed 
modification would therefore be unnecessary. 
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8.   It would be inappropriate to modify Policy 1B so that it refers to green belts.   The 
designations that are referred to in Policy 1B serve different purposes to green belt and it 
would be illogical to include green belt within that list.  Furthermore, the objective for local 
development plans that is set out in Policy 1B (to ensure that there are no significant 
adverse impacts on the integrity of the designated area) is not appropriate to the 
management of development within green belts, where localised impacts that do not 
threaten the integrity of the green belt must still be carefully considered.  
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
 
No modifications are recommended. 
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Issue 29 Miscellaneous 

Development plan 
reference: General document and process, Glossary Reporter: 

Trevor Croft 

Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference 
number): 
 
Environment and Heritage 
 
PP/0021/0007 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
PP/0108/0002 Scottish Natural Heritage  
 
Glossary 
 
PP/0047/0001 Raith Developments Ltd  
PP/0075/0001 Strutt & Parker  
 
National Legislation and Policy 
 
PP/0021/0026 & 0036 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
PP/0074/0001 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital 
PP/0075/0006 Strutt and Parker  
PP/0088/0011 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership 
 
Defence Presence 
 
PP/0138/0001 Ministry of Defence  
 
Other 
 
PP/0007/0001 Liberton & District Community Council  
PP/0031/0011 Forth Ports Ltd 
 
Provision of the 
development plan to 
which the issue 
relates: 

General document and process, Glossary 

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s): 
 
Environment and Heritage 
 
PP/0021/0007 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: There is no policy to protect 
designated sites and species. There is a lack of emphasis on the issue and clarity as to 
what LDPs should cover in terms of protected sites and species. 
 
PP/0108/0002 Scottish Natural Heritage: Insufficient recognition and representation of 
designated sites for nature conservation and landscapes, European designated sites for 
nature conservation, Special Protection Areas and Special Areas of Conservation.   
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Glossary 
 
PP/0047/0001 Raith Developments Ltd: The Glossary contains omissions and should be 
revised. Define Strategic Development Area in the Glossary. “Small Scale” sites should be 
re-named “Local Scale”, but the definition would remain the same in the SDP. A definition 
of “Intermediate” scale housing development should be included. “Intermediate” scale 
developments could range from 50 or more units to less than 300. 
 
PP/0075/0001 Strutt & Parker: Some definitions in the Glossary should be revised and new 
terms. Definitions of Strategic housing development”, “Major housing development” and 
“Local housing development” added.  Also do not agree with the definition of 
Supplementary Planning Guidance. “Constrained Housing Land Supply” and “Established 
Land Supply” should either be used in the plan, or removed from the Glossary. 
 
National Legislation and Policy 
 
PP/0021/0036 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: The proposed Forth Replacement 
Crossing is unsustainable and will inevitably contribute to increased greenhouse-gas 
emissions, contributing to climate change. The “Strategic Airport Enhancement” is similarly 
unsustainable.  
 
The CCGT power station at Cockenzie, while an improvement on the existing coal-fired 
facility, is similarly at variance with SESPlan’s stated aim (Policy 17) to “Contribute to the 
response to climate change through mitigation and adaptation and promote high quality 
design/development.”  
 
We commend the proposed improvements and additions to the public transport system 
wherever these can make a contribution to lowering traffic volume and private car use.  
 
The flood prevention schemes proposed for Midlothian/Borders should take every 
opportunity to incorporate “soft”, environmentally friendly techniques such as flood-plain 
creation, meandering of river courses, and native-tree planting in catchments and riparian 
zones.  
 
Although we do not object to the national developments in principle, they do need to be 
developed in a manner that will not undermine the integrity of designated sites. 
Opportunities for habitat compensation and mitigation all exist and should be considered 
as part of these developments. 
 
PP/0074/0001 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: The Proposed Plan 
does not comply with Scottish Planning Policy or Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. 
 
PP/0075/0006 Strutt & Parker; Object to the approach taken to the preparation of 
supplementary guidance. Do not feel it complies with Development Planning Regulations 
or Circular. 
 
PP/0088/0011 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership: The Introduction to the Proposed 
Plan paragraph 2 fails to note the importance of the West Edinburgh Planning Framework 
and West Edinburgh Transport Appraisal.  
         
PP/0021/0026 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: The contents page should refer to 
National Planning Framework 2. 
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Defence presence 
 
PP/0138/0001 Ministry of Defence (O/R123): No reference to either the defence presence 
in the region or the potential defence changes in the near future. 
 
Other 
 
PP/0031/0011 Forth Ports Ltd: Welcome the inclusion of the National Renewables 
Infrastructure Plan (N-RIP). 
 
PP/0007/0001 Liberton & District Community Council:  
 
Diagrams 
The electronic versions of the diagrams available for download are of a poor quality 
preventing a sufficiently detailed assessment of the proposals.  
 
Consultation Period 
Although compliant with statutory requirements six weeks is inadequate to prepare a 
response. The Community Council is also concerned about the lack of advance notification 
given of the Drop In events. 
  
Modifications sought by those submitting representations: 
 
Environment and Heritage 
 
PP/0021/0007 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: It is interpreted that the RSPB 
seek to have a policy added in which relates to protection of designated sites and species. 
 
PP/0108/0002 Scottish Natural Heritage: A map of designated sites and/or an amended 
Figure 9 identifying SACs and SPAs clearly distinguished from other ‘green space’ and 
Strategic Development Areas. 
 
Glossary 
 
PP/0047/0001 Raith Developments Ltd: Include a definition of Strategic Development Area 
which includes a threshold of housing units, employment land, etc.  “Small Scale” sites 
should be re-named “Local Scale”, but the definition would remain the same in the SDP. 
Include a definition of “Intermediate“ scale housing development. 
 
PP/0075/0001 Strutt & Parker: Remove, or utilise the terms “Constrained Housing Land 
Supply” and “Established Land Supply” in the plan. Provide definitions for “Strategic 
housing development”, “Major housing development” and “Local housing development” 
Ensure a compliant approach is taken to the preparation of supplementary guidance. 
 
National Legislation and Policy 
 
PP/0074/0001 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: Delete Scottish 
Planning Policy from paragraph 1 of page 1(Introduction) and Climate Change (Scotland) 
Act 2009 from paragraph 2 of page 1 (Introduction). 
 
PP/0075/0006 Strutt & Parker: Specify the topics that might be subject to supplementary 
guidance or amend the plan to remove the reference to “supplementary”. 
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PP/0088/0011 Gyle Shopping Centre Ltd Partnership: The Introduction paragraph 2 should 
be amended to include reference to West Edinburgh Planning Framework and West 
Edinburgh Transport Appraisal.  
 
PP/0108/0002 Scottish Natural Heritage: The Introduction should be amended to include 
Habitats Directive and Regulations to the list of legislation relevant to the Plan. 
 
PP/0021/0026 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: It is interpreted that the RSPB 
seek for the contents page to be amended to refer to National Planning Framework 2. 
 
PP/0021/0036 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: None stated. 
 
Defence presence 
 
PP/0138/0001 Ministry of Defence: Text should be added to acknowledge the defence 
presence in the region and that future changes could impact on the area covered by the 
plan. 
 
Other 
 
PP/0031/0011 Forth Ports Ltd; PP/0007/0001 Liberton & District Community Council: No 
modification proposed. 
 
Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority: 
 
Environment and Heritage 
 
PP/0021/0007 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: No modifications proposed or 
recommended. SESplan is committed to preserving, protecting and enhancing (where 
possible) designated sites and species, this will be carried forward through the LDP’s. 
 
PP/0108/0002 Scottish Natural Heritage: No modification proposed or recommended 
however, if the reporters are minded to make a modification in response to this issue then 
this would not be considered to undermine the spatial strategy of the Plan. 
 
Glossary 
 
PP/0047/0001 Raith Developments Ltd; PP/0075/0001 Strutt and Parker: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The definitions within the Glossary support the policies and 
Spatial Strategy of the Proposed Plan (Doc 1) and aid interpretation of these. 
 
National Legislation and Policy 
 
PP/0074/0001 Wemyss & March Estate/Socially Conscious Capital: No modifications 
proposed or recommended. The Proposed Plan (Doc 1) complies with National legislation 
and policy. 
 
PP/0075/0006 Strutt & Parker: No modification proposed or recommended.  The Proposed 
Plan (Doc 1) indicates those topics on which Supplementary Guidance may be prepared.  
Within the context set by the strategy and the policies of the SDP, SESplan will bring 
forward Supplementary Guidance in the event that issues arise related to these topics 
which require an urgent policy response.  The nature and role of any Supplementary 
Guidance will be restricted to those specified in legislation and such guidance will be 
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prepared in accord with statutory requirements. 
 
PP/0021/0026 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (O/R020); PP/0088/0011 Halliday 
Fraser Munro for Gyle Shopping Centre Limited Partnership (C/R078); PP/0108/0002 
Scottish Natural Heritage: No modification proposed. The references in the Contents page 
and the Introduction are appropriate to the Proposed Plan (Doc 1).   
 
PP/0021/0036 Royal Society for the Protection of Birds: No modification proposed or 
recommended. Comments are noted. 
 
Defence presence 
 
PP/0138/0001 Ministry of Defence: No modification proposed or recommended.  Any 
changes in land use which have implications for the SDP will be identified through 
monitoring and considered in future SDPs.  
 
Other 
 
PP/0031/0011 Forth Ports Ltd: Forth Ports support is noted. 
 
PP/0007/0001 Liberton & District Community Council: No modification proposed or 
recommended.  The comments regarding quality of diagram and consultation period are 
noted.  The period for representations was met statutory requirements.  The Statement of 
Conformity (Doc 2) sets out in more detail SESplan’s approach to participation. 
 
Reporter’s conclusions: 
 
Environment and Heritage 
 
1.   SESplan effectively leaves it to local plans to set out policies for the protection of the 
environment.  This is referred to in policy 1b which sets out, among other things, protecting 
designated nature conservation sites as a development principle.  I consider this sufficient 
to give direction to local development plans at strategic plan level. 
 
2.   I note that the authority raises no objection to the modifications proposed by Scottish 
Natural Heritage regarding mention of European legislation, and the inclusion of 
designated sites, either as an inclusion within figure 9 or as a new figure 10.  I believe that 
reference to European legislation would provide clearer direction for local development 
plans to take these it account.  The question of whether to modify figure 9 is addressed 
under Issue 26. 
 
Glossary 
 
3.   I agree that ‘local’ scale should be used rather than ‘small’ in order to meet with current 
development management terms, thus ensuring consistency.  I am not persuaded there is 
any need for a definition of ‘intermediate’ scale developments.  The figure proposed, 
between 50 and 300 units, could have a very different impact according to location, with 
the upper figure being considered large in many areas.  There is no need to include an 
intermediate definition.  This representation also conflicts with another from the same 
agent, which proposes ‘major’ rather than intermediate.  I find no further change 
necessary. 
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National Legislation and Policy 
 
4.   With regard to supplementary guidance the authority’s response above uses a different 
form of wording to that set out in paragraph 7 of the plan.  In particular it refers to the 
context set by the strategy and policies of the plan.  Circular 1/2009 Development Planning 
refers specifically to the need for supplementary guidance to be indentified in the plan in a 
statement setting out which matters will be dealt with.  The plan does not contain a 
consolidated list, but provided the references to supplementary guidance are clear, and 
tied back to specific policies, this should suffice.  However, paragraph 7 as it stands is 
misleading, and the reference should be modified. 
 
5.   Scottish Planning Policy and National Planning Framework 2 are listed in paragraph 1 
as documents the plan is required to take into account.  This is a factual matter and the 
fact that it is considered the plan may not accord with them does not justify removing them 
from the list. 
 
6.   Proposals for the Forth Replacement Crossing, airport enhancement and Cockenzie 
power station are matters already dealt with outwith the plan, so there is no justification for 
excluding references to these.  No modification is required. 
 
Defence presence 
 
7.   This refers to proposed references under the spatial strategy.  It is accepted that 
defence land use may change within the plan period as the result of forces redeployment.  
Political announcements on these were not available within the period of the examination.  
Defence is just one of many major land uses within the plan area, and does not justify 
specific reference at this time.  I accept the authority’s view that any changes in land use 
that have implications at strategic level will be monitored and considered in future strategic 
plans. 
 
Other 
 
8.   Comments regarding the quality of electronic copies of diagrams are not matters for the 
examination.  Matters relating to the period for representations are dealt with in the 
statement of conformity at the beginning of this report. 
 
Reporter’s recommendations: 
 
1.   Modify paragraph 2 on page 1 by adding to the list: 
 
“The European Habitats Directive and regulations” 
 
2.   In the glossary delete ‘small’ in ‘Small Scale Housing Development’, and replace with 
‘local’. 
 
3.   In paragraph 7 delete the last sentence.  Replace with: 
 
“SESplan will consider the need for supplementary guidance giving further information or 
detail on matters where the need for this has been expressly identified in the plan, tied to 
specific policies.”   
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