
 
 
LIBERTON & DISTRICT COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
RESPONSE TO SESPlan MAIN ISSUES REPORT     
 
Issue A 
The Vision 
 
Question 1 
Support most of the preferred option which is very aspirational but it sets high targets which would 
be beneficial for the whole SESPlan area if it were to be achieved.  However, it should be modified 
(1) to recognise the need to protect good quality agricultural land steering development to poorer 
/poorest quality land wherever possible and (2)  to recognise the contribution that the Green Belt  / 
undeveloped areas makes to the provision of strategic green space and green networks 
 
Issue B 
A Strategy for Edinburgh and South East Scotland 
 
Question 2 
Option 2 (Distributed Growth) is, in principle, supported as the other two options seek to continue 
the significant releases of Green Belt land especially in the South East of Edinburgh. Option 2 needs 
to be amended to delete references to any releases in the South East of Edinburgh and expanded to 
include the strategic allocations to settlements within surrounding areas as identified as part of 
Option 3.  The large scale of Green Belt releases in South East Edinburgh in SESPlan 1 must not be 
repeated in SESPlan2 as it, together with development permitted on appeal, has resulted in 
coalescences with Midlothian.  South East Edinburgh needs time to assimilate the massive scale of 
housing development given the currently anticipated problems with increased volumes of traffic and 
shortfalls in the supply of public services including health services, education services and public 
transport facilities (eg park and ride).  Development could be promoted closer to the outer edge of 
the Green Belt especially in areas with good public transport access, especially where the capacity of 
the public transport can be expanded to meet planned growth. For example:  Area centred on Drem 
Station, East Lothian East Coast Main Line ; Area centred on lands south of Gorebridge, Waverley 
Line; Area north east of Curriehill Station, Shotts Line; Area between River Almond and Uphall 
Station on Bathgate Line; and, Area  north east of Curriehill Station, Shotts Line; Area between River 
Almond and Uphall Station on Bathgate Line; and, Area between Kirkliston and Linlithgow on Falkirk 
Line.  
 
Issues For Consideration By SESPlan 
 
Many years ago there were proposals for the reclamation of the coastal areas to the north of the city 
between Granton and Leith and at Portobello. Maybe these could be re-evaluated as a potential 
source of development land for future expansion of the city.  
 
Principles for Development 
 
Question 3  
Yes. However, consideration should be given to adding a bullet point re seeking to ensure the 
development potential of areas are fully maximised where appropriate e.g. maximising yield from 
land via higher density housing to minimise land take. Further, re bullet point 2, this appears to 
accept Climate Change. SDP2 should be seeking to work towards factors known to contribute to 
climate change and be seeking to reverse the impact. 
 
Principles to Be Promoted Through LDP Policies 
 
Question 4 
LDPs should promote as many Strategic Principles of Development as possible. 



 
Locations of Significant Business Clusters 
 
Question 5 
Maybe need to consider adding more strategic options along the rail corridors and to the west of 
Edinburgh in proximity to the airport. However, sight must not be lost of potential contribution of 
smaller scale localised opportunities which could be located in emerging strategic development 
areas. 
 
Question 6 
Part of the Visitor Economy strategy must be to market the unique heritage / historic built 
environment which extends throughout the SDP2 area and make it readily accessible to all visitors 
via improved public transport links. 
 
Also consideration should be given to broadening the range of attractions which draw upon a wider 
range of interests to broaden visitor appeal and provide facilities for residents of the SDP2 area alike.  
 
Wind Energy 
 
Question 7 
Not applicable to L&DCC area but policy required to encourage use of renewables like wind which is 
compatible with existing areas. Should be considering potential of hydro given the number of 
reservoirs in the SDP2 area. 
 
Resource Extraction 
 
Question 8 
Given the geology of the L&DCC extraction is not a pressing issue to comment upon but concerns 
could arise if Fracking proposals were to emerge in the vicinity. 
 
Waste 
 
Question 9 
Not likely to be an issue that raises strategic issues for the immediate L&DCC area but concerns 
could arise if waste to energy proposals were to emerge in the vicinity. 
 
Housing Land Across the SESPlan Area 
 
Question 10 
None of the Strategies.  The provision of housing land should take account of the need to meet the 
needs of those living in each area and requiring housing and the needs for each area to deliver the 
chosen SESPlan Strategy. L&DCC supports Spatial Strategy Option 2 modified to delete growth in 
South East Edinburgh and possibly allow for some outer edge of Green Belt development in public 
transport corridors.  
 
Housing Land in Edinburgh 
 
Question 11 
None of the Options. The provision of housing land should take account of the need to meet the 
needs of those living in each area and requiring housing and the needs for each area to deliver the 
chosen SESPlan Strategy. L&DCC supports Spatial Strategy Option 2 modified to delete growth in 
South East Edinburgh and possibly allow for some outer edge of Green Belt development in public 
transport corridors.  
 
Further, the MIR should have made it clear that the Options in Issue G (page 26) are not same as the 
Options at Issues B (page 7). 



 
It is worthwhile noting that Table 4.4 shows the breakdown of the preferred option but none of the 
other options. However, it is helpful to see that what can be approximated to the affordable housing 
need i.e. Social Rent and Below Market Rent at 38,760 is 64.9% of the housing need for the period 
2012 – 2029.  It is also noteworthy that the need for the private sector is therefore 35.1% of which 
owner occupier need is only 23.9%. 
 
Converting the a table above into annual rates by sector for 2012 – 2029 results as  follows:  
 
Plan Period  Social Rent    Below Market       Rent in     Owner  Total        
    Rent       Private  Sector    Occupier 
2012 – 2029 1,703  450      376    786  59,600  
 
  

These numbers obviously need to be revised to take into account the numbers shown as being in the 
supply chain and it would have been helpful if the supply at Table 4.4 had been broken down into 
the 4 HNDA categories for the existing supply and for the the actual needs are for new sites to meet 
the supply for the period to 2029 which only appears as a global figure of 23,100.  
 
Information on needs as per HNDA categories for the period 2030 – 2037 should have been included 
in MIR. 
 
We suggest that the SESPlan should require the LDPs to adopt a similar approach, i.e. showing the 
existing supply and projected need by each of the 4 HNDA categories when setting out housing 
supply and needs for each LDP area.  Further, the SESPlan should require that LDPs show how each 
site would contribute to meeting the need for each HNDA needs sector. 
 

A Generous Supply 
 
Question 12 
Provided the backlog of sites which are planned to be released for housing and undeveloped sites 
with planning permission are developed, some scope for flexibility may be acceptable. The flexibility 
should be planned via the LDP process rather than by sites coming forward via the planning appeal 
process. 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
Question 13 
The actual numbers of houses needed to meet the affordable housing needs as per the HNDA 
sectors should have been set out in Issue I at page 29 as drawn from revised tables at Issue G. 
 
Issue I should have shown what the actual yield would be in absolute numbers on the basis of the 
25% tariff on developers seeking to build houses for owner occupation. On the basis of the response 
to Q11 in the period 2012 – 2029 a 25% tariff (20,930 / 4) would deliver 5,232 houses. This would 
leave an unsatisfied need of 33,548 houses. However, these figures obviously have to be revised to 
take into account the sites which are part of the existing supply but it is obvious that there is a 
massive need for affordable housing which will not be met by the 25% tariff set out in Issue G 
 
Further, some consideration should be given to type of housing delivered by the private sector as 
much of it appears to be in the shape of flatted development in the poorer parts of sites. 
 
Setting Housing Targets and Requirements 
 
Question 14 



The provision of housing land should take account of the need to meet the needs of those living in 
each commuter catchment area and requiring housing and the needs for each area to deliver the 
chosen SESPlan Strategy.  
 
Town Centres 
 
Question 15 
No Comment. 
 
Strategic Green Networks 
 
Question 16 
The Green Networks appear to be focussed on development areas. Recognition should be given to 
the contribution to Green Networks which are and / or can be made by undeveloped areas (which 
should remain undeveloped), especially the Green belt which surrounds Edinburgh. 
 
LFP Transport Policy Direction 
 
Question 17 
Whilst the aims are commendable, recognition must be given to the need to use cars and the 
network improved to ensure that it remains a viable option where other means are not an realistic 
option. The Preferred Option should, perhaps be amended by deleting “or can be made” and 
inserting amending the next part to read “highly accessible and with potential for services to be 
expanded to provide more public transport capacity.”  
 
Regional Walking & Cycling Network 
 
Question 18 
Figure 5.2 needs to show greater provision for walking and cycling within the city of Edinburgh and 
in the vicinity of the major employment locations and in the planned strategic development areas. 
This would increase the contribution of these modes to implementing the desired reduction in 
dependence on cars. 
 
Prioritising Strategic Transport Infrastructure 
 
Question 19 
Consideration required as  to how best ease car movements on the radial routes into and out of 
Edinburgh, especially at peak times. Also need to consider improving existing bus / tram services, for 
example bus / tram priority measures could capitalise on the bus lane network and speed up road 
based public transport.   
 
The issue of additional tram links / routes requires separate debate, given the failure to deliver the 
full original route to Leith, before any further proposals are promoted. 
 
Infrastructure Delivery 
 
Question 20 
The provision of infrastructure should ensure its timeous delivery of planned development. 
Mechanisms must ensure that appropriate funding is available to facilitate timeous delivery. Must 
also consider the timeous provision of public services such as medical and dental practices as this is a 
matter of much public concern. 
 
Funding Transport Infrastructure 
 
Question 21  



The provision of infrastructure should ensure the timeous delivery of planned development. 
Mechanisms must ensure that appropriate funding is available to facilitate timeous delivery. 
  
Assessing the Five year Effective Land Suppy 
 
Question  22 
Support the Preferred Option. Need should reflect realistic housing delivery rates as many areas of 
planned development remain undeveloped. 
 
Climate Change 
 
Question 23 
SDP2 should be addressing how it can reduce the causes of climate change rather than merely 
accepting that development should adapt to it. 
 
Development Planning and Community Planning 
 
Question 24 
Recognition of non geographic interest communities is required. The SESPlan (and LDPs) needs to 
identify these communities and their needs and aspirations which could be met via the planning 
process. 
 
Strategic Environmental Assessment 
 
Question 25 
The Strategic Environmental Assessment should not just consider the impact of the plan but should 
be used as a tool to determine how the plan might be modified to make it the development it 
proposed more environmentally acceptable. 
 
Other Issues 
 
Question 26 
None 
 
How to Get Involved 
 
Question 27 
Community Councils must ascertain and co-ordinate local opinions. Local opinions can only be 
formed by those aware of the Plan, its proposals and how the various issues / options would impinge 
on them. More effort must be made by SESPlan to inform those living in areas where there is  
potential impacts of development set out in the various options. 
 
The Plan must be advertised widely throughout the Plan area, Copies of the documents should be 
made available to allow people to examine them – both hard copies and electronic versions 
(CD/DVD) and submissions should be accepted in all formats, not just on line. Public events must be 
staged throughout the Plan area where people can be helped to understand the plan and discuss the 
implications which are of concern to them. 
 
Posters, site notices, newspaper and radio advertisements, are all means of making people aware.  
These must not be merely statutory notices. They should eye catching advertising type productions. 
 
Efforts should be made to secure items on local radio and local television which could be used to 
inform the public of the plan. 
 
DRAFT REV5 After Planning Sub  and Peter  plus re-read of MIR  7.8.2015 
 



 
 
 
 
 


