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Dear Mr Davidson

PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
THE TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (DEVELOPMENT PLANNING)
(SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2008

SUBMISSION OF THE REPORT OF THE EXAMINATION

We refer to our appointment by the Scottish Ministers to conduct the examination of
the above plan. Having satisfied ourselves that the authority’s consultation and
engagement exercises conformed with their participation statement, our examination
of the plan commenced on 7 November 2016. We have completed the examination,
and now submit our report.

In our examination, we considered all 34 issues arising from unresolved
representations which were identified by the authority. In each case, we have taken
account of the original representations, as well as the authority’s summaries of the
representations and the authority’s responses, and we have set out our conclusions
and recommendations in relation to each issue in our report.

The examination process also included a comprehensive series of unaccompanied
site inspections and, for some issues we requested additional information from the
authority and other parties.

A hearing session on housing land supply and associated infrastructure provision
was held on 9 March 2017.

Subject to the limited exceptions as set out in Section 19 of the Town and Country
Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) and in the Town and Country Planning
(Grounds for Declining to Follow Recommendations) (Scotland) Regulations 2009,
the council is now required to make the modifications to the plan as set out in our
recommendations.

The authority should also make any consequential modifications to the text or maps
which arise from these modifications. Separately, the authority will require to make

any necessary adjustments to the final environmental report and to the report on the
appropriate assessment of the plan.
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All those who submitted representations will be informed that the examination has
been completed and that the report has been submitted to the authority. It will
advise them that the report is now available to view at the DPEA website and that it
will also be posted on the authority’s website.

The documents relating to the examination should be retained on the authority’s
website for a period of six weeks following the adoption of the plan by the authority.

It would also be helpful to know when the plan has been adopted and would
appreciate being sent confirmation of this in due course.

Yours sincerely

J Alasdair Edwards Jo-Anne Garrick, Andrew Sikes

Reporter Reporter Reporter
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Examination of conformity with the participation statement

Legislative context

1. Section 19(4) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended)
firstly requires an examination by the appointed person (reporter) of whether the planning
authority has consulted on the proposed local development plan and involved the public in
the way it said it would in its participation statement.

2. Section 20B of the Act requires each planning authority to prepare a development

plan scheme at least annually. The scheme should set out the authority’s programme for
preparing and reviewing its development plan, and must include a participation statement.
This publication should state when, how and with whom consultation on the plan will take
place and the authority’s proposals for public involvement in the plan preparation process.

3. Scottish Government Circular 6/2013 on Development Planning states that “The Act
restricts the Examination to the actions of the authority concerning consultation and public
engagement in respect of the Proposed Plan, rather than the extended plan preparation
process. In carrying out this assessment, Scottish Ministers envisage that the reporter will
only refer to existing published documents such as the Participation Statement itself, the
authority’s statement of conformity with this, and any representations relating to the
authority’s consultation and public involvement activities”.

The participation statement

4. The Midlothian Development Plan Scheme Number 7 (dated March 2015) was current
when the proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan was placed on deposit for
representation on 14 May 2015. This was preceded by other development plan schemes
which included early engagement activities to raise awareness and involve interested
parties in the plan-making process. In particular, the council sought to engage effectively
at the main issues report stage of the Proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan
(including using radio, press releases, social media, library deposits, community drop-in
events, and raising awareness at professional events).

5. The purpose of the seventh development plan scheme was to publicise and seek
representations on the proposed plan containing the council’s settled views on the future
development strategy for Midlothian to 2024. It identified the following methods to engage
with key stakeholders and the public at large:

A 6 week deposit period for representations to be lodged.
Notification of interested parties of the deposit period.

Publication of articles on the proposed plan on the council’'s website.
Advertisement in the Midlothian Advertiser.

Copies to be made available in local libraries and Fairfield House.
Neighbour notification in accordance with legislative requirements.
Negotiation over unresolved representations.

The report of conformity

6. Together with the proposed local development plan, section 18(4)(a)(i) of the Act
requires an authority to submit a report to Scottish Ministers demonstrating the extent that
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the authority has met the needs of section 19(4). On this basis, Midlothian Council has
submitted a ‘Report of Conformity with Participation Statement — August 2016’.

7. The report of conformity confirms that the council ran a representation period of 6
weeks (14 May 2015 to 26 June 2015) to allow for the submission of comments to the
proposed plan. The following actions were undertaken during this period:

¢ Notification to all interested parties registered on the council’s database.

¢ Atrticles published on the council’'s planning web-pages to inform those interested
of the proposed plan.

e Advertisement of the proposed plan and ways to make representation printed in
the local Midlothian Advertiser newspaper.

e Copies of the proposed plan distributed to libraries and the council’s Fairfield
House for public inspection (with instructions to library staff about what the plan is
and why it was being deposited).

¢ Neighbour notification as required by legislation.

e Negotiation with interested parties on unresolved matters.

8. During the six week period a total of 2,766 separate representations were received to
the proposed plan (and associated action programme) from 837 parties.

Conclusions

9. Midlothian Council has met its aim of publishing the proposed plan and providing a
period for representations. The council has met the statutory obligations in relation to the
period for representations, neighbour notification and newspaper notification.

10. Issue 34 (process, consultation etc) provides a summary of representations
containing concerns about the consultation process. None of the representations suggest
that the council has not conformed with its participation statement or engaged in the way it
said it would.

11. Having considered all the evidence, | find that the planning authority has consulted
on the proposed plan and involved the public in the way it said it would in its participation
statement. Being satisfied, | therefore proceed to examine the proposed plan.

9 Alasdair Edwards

Reporter
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Issue 1

Vision, Aims and Objectives

Development plan

Sections 1.1 Introduction, 1.2 The Vision, 1.3

Aims & Objectives and 2.1 National & Regional Reporter:

reference: Alasdair Edwards
Context

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

number):

907992 PP6 John Wishart

908022 PP8 Ruari Cormack

778339 PP21 Midlothian Green Party

778339 PP22 Midlothian Green Party

909771 PP178 Constance Newbould

778510 PP203 Wind Prospect Developments Limited

778510 PP204 Wind Prospect Developments Limited

778510 PP205 Wind Prospect Developments Limited

909847 PP223 Lawfield Estate

909847 PP225 Lawfield Estate

909507 PP287 Scottish Enterprise

909866 PP359 Lel Eory

908990 PP360 Scottish Government

909866 PP398 Lel Eory

909848 PP438 Barratt Homes

909826 PP457 Duncan McAuslan

908022 PP482 Ruari Cormack

909730 PP483 Sara Cormack

780552 PP529 Walter Stone

921821 PP673 Margaret Hodge

922014 PP693 Lasswade District Civic Society

754732 PP914 SEStran

754882 PP923 Melville Golf Centre

766577 PP929 Julian Holbrook

778679 PP966 RSPB Scotland

778679 PP967 RSPB Scotland

826479 PP978 Edinburgh & Lothians Green Belt Network

826479 PP1037 Edinburgh & Lothians Green Belt Network

907142 PP1039 Mirabelle Maslin

909848 PP1045 Barratt Homes

922271 PP1124 Susan Morrison

778853 PP1164 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd/Hallam Land Management Ltd

909847 PP1190 Lawfield Estate

778056 PP1421 SEPA

778056 PP1422 SEPA

922078 PP1463 Anne Dale

922079 PP1476 Anne Holland

778551 PP1484 Tynewater Community Council

922087 PP1492 Anna MacWhirter

922089 PP1504 Christina Harley

922115 PP1564 Andrew Thomson

922118 PP1574 Beth Thomson

922085 PP1582 Andrew Barker
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922086 PP1600 Rachel Davies
779441 PP1620 Jon Grounsell
921337 PP1631 Dawn Robertson
921342 PP1639 Derek Robertson
921686 PP1647 Stewart Y Marshall
921694 PP1655 Elsie Marshall
921697 PP1663 Stuart Davis
921630 PP1665 Joan Faithfull
921698 PP1679 John Owen
921636 PP1681 Emma Moir
921640 PP1695 M A Faithfull
929852 PP1703 Marie Owen
921644 PP1705 S M Croall
921372 PP1716 David Miller
921651 PP1720 R I Pryor

921374 PP1733 Wilma Porteous
921727 PP1735 G Palmer
921376 PP1741 Margaret Miller

921659 PP1748 Susan E Wright
921378 PP1750 Wilma Sweeney
921732 PP1765 Susan Falconer
921380 PP1766 Stuart Barnes
921663 PP1768 R A Pryor
921669 PP1786 Michael Boyd
921742 PP1791 Gudrun Reid
921675 PP1797 Dianne Kennedy
921679 PP1809 George Sweeney
921682 PP1815 David A Porteous
921685 PP1821 Colin Miller
921382 PP1827 Gavin Boyd
921386 PP1833 Kirsty Barnes
921387 PP1839 Vivienne Boyd
921390 PP1845 John F Davidson
921392 PP1851 Eric Smith
921395 PP1857 Annabel Smith
921397 PP1863 Mary M Young
921399 PP1869 James Young
921401 PP1875 John T Cogle
921402 PP1881 Janette D Barnes
921403 PP1887 Jenny Davidson
921404 PP1893 Pamela Thomson
921406 PP1899 Kevin Davidson
921408 PP1905 Hugh Gillespie
921410 PP1911 Jennifer Gillespie
778810 PP1917 John Barton
909886 PP1924 Mary Clapperton
782000 PP1928 Kenneth Purves
921918 PP1931 John Scaife
922025 PP1938 Linda Scaife
921919 PP1945 George Gray
921920 PP1955 Nan Gray
921925 PP1963 Colin Richardson
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921414
921929
782003
921417
921960
921962
921423
776516
783974
921965
921425
921968
921826
921970
921430
921828
921431
921434
776560
754767
921999
921436
921658
921437
921709
921722
921794
921830
921832
921835
921888
921900
921889
921893
921896
922005
922006
921905
922020
922075
921908
921910
921914
921915
921917
909049
921259
921439
921444
921443
921865
921622

PP1972
PP1976
PP1980
PP1988
PP1991
PP2003
PP2014
PP2020
PP2023
PP2031
PP2039
PP2042
PP2053
PP2054
PP2056
PP2071
PP2072
PP2080
PP2088
PP2093
PP2098
PP2101
PP2113
PP2122
PP2126
PP2135
PP2141
PP2143
PP2151
PP2159
PP2166
PP2171
PP2174
PP2181
PP2190
PP2201
PP2209
PP2216
PP2218
PP2227
PP2237
PP2245
PP2251
PP2257
PP2263
PP2270
PP2276
PP2282
PP2288
PP2294
PP2301
PP2317

Edith May Barton
David Binnie

E Purves

Alex McLean
George Mackay
Karen Langham
Marjory McLean
George Barnes
Donald Marshall
Elizabeth Richardson
Myra G Rodger
Avril Thomson
Lorna Reid

Gayle Marshall
David S M Hamilton
Hazel Johnson
Sally Couch

E Hutchison
James Hutchison
Eskbank Amenity Society
Colin Johnson
Karen Miller
Patrick Mark
Robert Scott
Chris Boyle

K Palmer

Patricia Barclay
A F Wardrope
Elizabeth Anderson
Janette Evans
Ann O'Brian
Marshall Scott
Gail Reid

Zoe Campbell
Kenneth A Hyslop
Jan Krwawicz
Marjorie Krwawicz
Carolyn Millar
Simon Evans
Anne Murray
Charles A Millar
Isobel Ritchie
Lewis Jones
Karlyn Durrant
John Blair

Ross Craig
Caroline Sneddon
James Telfer
Lynn MacLeod
Kenneth McLean
Joy Moore

Jim Moir
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921616 PP2330 Alan Mercer

921599 PP2338 Julia Peden

921976 PP2347 Moira Jones

921768 PP2354 Matthew McCreath
921753 PP2360 W R Cunningham
921740 PP2366 A H Cunningham

921971 PP2372 Zow-Htet

921974 PP2380 Rae Watson

921975 PP2386 Christina Watson

922145 PP2399 Eskbank Amenity Society
770249 PP2671 Gladman Developments
909735 PP2702 Midlothian Matters
921821 PP2703 Margaret Hodge

779811 PP2711 lan Holmes

778853 PP2752 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd/Hallam Land Management Ltd
909847 PP2753 Lawfield Estate

754760 PP2795 Shiela Barker

778171 PP2809 Jacqueline Marsh
754735 PP2860 Scottish Natural Heritage

Vision and Aims: 1.1 Introduction, 1.2 The Vision, 1.3 Aims &
Objectives and 2.1 National & Regional Context

Sets the vision for the next ten years, sets out the strategic aims and
objectives of the Plan, and provides information on the
national/regional policy context.

Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue
relates:

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Supports the Proposed Plan’s Vision, Aims & Objectives or National & Regional Context

Support the aims and objectives of the plan. (PP2711 lan Holmes)

Welcomes the three new aims that are not in the current Midlothian Local Plan (2008).
Commitment to a 'robust' response to climate change is particularly supported. Welcomes
commitment to implementation of a Green Network, however it is essential that this does
not lead to a watering down of commitments to protection of the environment and green
spaces that are not part of the network. Considers the Strategic Objectives on pages 2 and
3 are commendable. (PP22 Midlothian Green Party).

Broadly support the Proposed Plan’s Vision and Aims that take into account economic and
population growth and social and environmental issues, focusing on promoting and
managing achievable economic and social sustainable growth (PP923 Melville Golf Centre,
PP2671 Gladman Developments, PP2753 Lawfield Estate, PP6 John Wishart, PP359 Lel
Eory, PP914 SEStran, PP966 RSPB Scotland; PP967 RSPB Scotland).

While supporting the Vision, hopes that Midlothian Council will show that the will to promote
and invest in cycling exists by explicitly mentioning “cycling” in its vision (PP359 Lel Eory).

Broadly support the Vision in terms of delivering a successful growing area reflecting that
South East of Scotland is the key growth area for the country and Midlothian will play its
part in this growth, securing long-term social, economic and environmental benefits.
Support the Council's intention to seek locations for new housing close to good community
facilities, shops and employment opportunities with efficient and high quality public

6
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transport connections (PP223 Lawfield Estate; PP1190 Lawfield Estate; PP1045 Barratt
Homes, PP1164 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Hallam Land Management Ltd).

Scottish Natural Heritage continues to support the Plan's Vision for Midlothian and
welcomes the stated role of green networks in the Vision and Strategic Aims. Considers
aspects of the Vision and related principles will be difficult to deliver given the scale and
location of growth in Midlothian. States Scottish Natural Heritage's representation on the
Proposed Plan aims to clarify and secure opportunities to address these challenges.
Scottish Natural Heritage wishes emphasise the need to ensure the vision for natural
heritage, specifically green networks and biodiversity, is delivered at all stages of the
planning process. States the level of detail at some points is likely to make this more of a
challenge and their comments seek to address this. Considers the 7th bullet point of the
Environmental Objectives identified in paragraph 1.3.2 "Promote sustainable energy
solutions where this can be achieved in a manner acceptable in terms of the local
environment" requires review. States this position reflects some sustainable energy
solutions are likely to have effects beyond their local environment (PP2860 Scottish Natural
Heritage).

The Proposed Plan’s aims are generally supported, although it is clear that in terms of the
first aim - “to implement the requirements of the Strategic Development Plan for South East
Scotland (SESplan)”, the LDP requires to allocate additional housing numbers as both

the five year effective land supply and SESplan targets will not be achieved (PP438 Barratt
Homes).

Broadly support the Aims and Objectives. Encouraged that one of the Council's strategic
aims is "To provide positively for development which secures long-term social, economic
and environmental benefits for existing and new residents...". Submission provides further
detail. Cautions against the Council placing overly restrictive financial burdens on the
private sector in terms of infrastructure delivery, particularly as it is seeking to recover from
the affects of the economic downturn (PP2752 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Hallam Land
Management Ltd).

Strategic objectives are commendable (PP693 Lasswade District Civic Society; PP1582
Andrew Barker; PP1600 Rachel Davies; PP2301 Joy Moore; PP2795 Shiela Barker).

Support the environmental objective to "Safeguard biodiversity and take full account of
development impact on the water environment.” (PP1422 SEPA).

The Strategy for Sustainable Growth section identifies the core regions for development
based on accessibility (main roads linking together the City of Edinburgh with Midlothian).
These are indeed the key spatial areas to be developed to promote sustainable growth
(PP398 Lel Eory).

Objects to the Proposed Plan as insufficient emphasis on sustainability

Objects to the Proposed Plan as there is insufficient emphasis on “sustainability”. (PP929
Julian Holbrook)

Objects to the Proposed Plan as it is predicated on unsustainable population growth

Objects to the Proposed Plan as it is considered the proposed changes are driven by
unsustainable population growth and that policies have been weakened to support this

7
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growth, including MIN3, ECON1 & the town centre section; there is no coherent strategy to
manage population growth, and the new development will create adverse impacts from
increased car use and impact on struggling public services (PP482 Ruari Cormack; PP483
Sara Cormack; PP673 Margaret Hodge; PP929 Julian Holbrook; PP1463 Anne Dale;
PP1476 Anne Holland; PP1492 Anna MacWhirter; PP1504 Christina Harley; PP1564
Andrew Thomson; PP1574 Beth Thomson; PP1631 Dawn Robertson; PP1639 Derek
Robertson; PP1647 Stewart Y Marshall; PP1655 Elsie Marshall; PP1663 Stuart Davis;
PP1665; Joan Faithfull; PP1679 John Owen; PP1681 Emma Moir; PP1695 M A Faithfull;
PP1703 Marie Owen; PP1705 S M Croall; PP1716 David Miller; PP1720 R | Pryor; PP1733
Wilma Porteous; PP1735 G Palmer; PP1741 Margaret Miller; PP1748 Susan E Wright;
PP1750 Wilma Sweeney; PP1765 Susan Falconer; PP1766 Stuart Barnes; PP1768 R A
Pryor; PP1786 Michael Boyd; PP1791 Gudrun Reid; PP1797 Dianne Kennedy; PP1809
George Sweeney; PP1815 David A Porteous; PP1821 Colin Miller; PP1827 Gavin Boyd;
PP1833 Kirsty Barnes; PP1839 Vivienne Boyd; PP1845 John F Davidson; PP1851 Eric
Smith; PP1857 Annabel Smith; PP1863 Mary M Young; PP1869 James Young; PP1875
John T Cogle; PP1881 Janette D Barnes; PP1887 Jenny Davidson; PP1893 Pamela
Thomson; PP1899 Kevin Davidson; PP1905 Hugh Gillespie; PP1911 Jennifer Gillespie;
PP1917 John Barton; PP1924 Mary Clapperton; PP1928 Kenneth Purves; PP1931 John
Scaife; PP1938 Linda Scaife; PP1945 George Gray; PP1955 Nan Gray; PP1963 Colin
Richardson; PP1972 Edith May Barton; PP1976 David Binnie; PP1980 E Purves; PP1988
Alex McLean; PP1991 George Mackay; PP2003 Karen Langham; PP2014 Marjory
McLean; PP2020 George Barnes; PP2023 Donald Marshall; PP2031 Elizabeth
Richardson; PP2039 Myra G Rodger; PP2042 Avril Thomson; PP2053 Lorna Reid;
PP2054 Gayle Marshall; PP2056 David S M Hamilton; PP2071 Hazel Johnson; PP2072
Sally Couch; PP2080 E Hutchison; PP2088 James Hutchison; PP2093 Eskbank Amenity
Society; PP2098 Colin Johnson; PP2101 Karen Miller; PP2113 Patrick Mark; PP2122
Robert Scott; PP2126 Chris Boyle; PP2135 K Palmer; PP2141 Patricia Barclay; PP2143 A
F Wardrope; PP2151 Elizabeth Anderson; PP2159 Janette Evans; PP2166 Ann O'Brian;
PP2171 Marshall Scott; PP2174 Gail Reid; PP2181 Zoe Campbell; PP2190 Kenneth A
Hyslop; PP2201 Jan Krwawicz; PP2209 Marjorie Krwawicz; PP2216 Carolyn Millar;
PP2218 Simon Evans; PP2227 Anne Murray; PP2237 Charles A Millar; PP2245 Isobel
Ritchie; PP2251 Lewis Jones; PP2257 Karlyn Durrant; PP2263 John Blair; PP2270 Ross
Craig; PP2276 Caroline Sneddon; PP2282 James Telfer; PP2288 Lynn MacLeod; PP2294
Kenneth McLean; PP2317 Jim Moir; PP2330 Alan Mercer; PP2338 Julia Peden; PP2347
Moira Jones; PP2354 Matthew McCreath; PP2360 W R Cunningham; PP2366 A H
Cunningham; PP2372 Zow-Htet; PP2380 Rae Watson; PP2386 Christina Watson; PP2399
Eskbank Amenity Society; PP2809 Jacqueline Marsh).

Otherwise objects to the Proposed Plan, Vision, Aims & Obijectives or National & Regional
Context

Objects to the plan as doesn't consider it good for the environment or community (PP1124
Susan Morrison).

In the context of the Proposed Plan’s continued support (paragraph 1.1.5) for development
committed in previous local plans but not yet completed, considers in some instances, such
allocations are unnecessary and unsatisfactory (PP1039 Mirabelle Maslin).

Encouraged that a number of matters from their comments on the Main Issues Report have
been included in the Proposed Plan. However, raises other points and requested text/policy
changes to the Proposed Plan. States these are dealt with in separate topic specific
comments to the Proposed Plan (PP203 Wind Prospect Developments Limited).

8
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Objects to the Proposed Plan because: primary focus of vision is facilitation of economic
and population growth, sustainability only mentioned as last item; vision omits a statement
made in the Main Issues Report, which it is hoped does not signify the Council no longer
considers growth a challenge; and reference to inclusion of “prosperity, quality of life and
wider sustainable development principles” provides no guide to how the Council will make
decisions when it is clear that “prosperity” comes into conflict with “quality of life” or “wider
sustainable development principles” (PP21 Midlothian Green Party).

Strongly desires to see the Plan present an aspirational vision which looks at ways to make
Midlothian a robust, autonomous region rather than merely a dormitory and retail area for
Edinburgh (PP2702 Midlothian Matters).

Whilst professing regeneration of town centres and encompassing green issues, states the
Proposed Plan appears in practice to be completely at odds with both (PP178 Constance
Newbould).

Considers that ‘The Vision’ is lacking in terms of reference to climate change (PP204 Wind
Prospect Developments Limited).

Note that ‘green networks’ are the only aspect of the natural environment identified as
contributing to the Proposed Plan’s Vision. Recognise the importance of green networks
but emphasise it is not the only aspect of Midlothian's natural environment that deserves
and requires attention (PP1421 SEPA).

Welcomes the general aspirations for the economic development of the area, but objects to
the Proposed Plan as would prefer greater emphasis on completion of life sciences
development at The Bush and requests that it be given specific mention in The Vision in
recognition of its Enterprise Area status and its importance for the economic growth of the
area (PP287 Scottish Enterprise).

The Vision refers to a sense of 'renewed vibrancy' and 'striving to meet needs locally’, yet
with the exception of two locations the overall policy for the Tynewater Community Council
area is characterised by a strict restraint on almost any development. It is difficult to see
how any sense of 'vibrancy' and meeting of 'local needs' can be achieved in such a
restrictive environment (PP1484 Tynewater Community Council).

Considers the second paragraph of the Vision, lines 1/2; ‘..a sense of place’ and ‘wherever
possible' are both phrases requiring clarification and strengthening (PP978 Edinburgh &
Lothians Green Belt Network).

Vision and Aims start with prerequisite to build unsustainable quantities of houses in given
areas that will inevitably create a lowering of the quality of life for existing residents, and it
is hard to imagine any current resident supporting the plan in its entirety. The stated
purposes of the plan include: 'ensure the availability of infrastructure to support such
growth' and '‘promote sustainable travel’, and believes the plan fails on both counts (PP529
Walter Stone).

The principal drivers of Midlothian Local Development Plan appear to be a misplaced
commitment to unsustainable population growth, and increased prioritisation of
unsustainable economic growth beyond the capacity of existing infrastructure and public
services. Planning authorities must carry out their development planning functions with the
objective of contributing to sustainable development. While the Council may protest that

9
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they do so, the reality is that the extent of poorly controlled development demonstrates
disdain for this objective (PP2703 Margaret Hodge).

Whilst welcoming and supporting the strategic aim "To respond robustly to the challenges
of mitigating climate change and adapting to its impacts", objects to the Proposed Plan
because should be acknowledgement of the role renewable energy can play in mitigating
and addressing climate change here. Welcomes acknowledgement that the principles of
sustainable development provide the basis for objectives and reference to promoting "
sustainable energy solutions” in Midlothian where “this can be achieved in a manner
acceptable in terms of the local environment” (PP205 Wind Prospect Developments
Limited).

Objects to the Proposed Plan because some of its Strategic Objectives are considered not
borne out in the remainder of the Plan, and are not considered sound given
implementation to date and not evidence-based (PP8 Ruari Cormack).

'Sustainable’ and 'sustainability’ have precise definitions and interpretations derived from
the Brundtland Report, and must be used with care, which in the case of the third strategic
aim and first strategic economic objective may not be so. Regarding the fifth strategic
economic objective, 'seeking' reuse of brownfield land does not give enough emphasis to
its reuse, the plan does not appear to include data on the amount of brownfield
land/unoccupied property with potential for re-development, and it is disappointing that no
reference appears to have been made to the 2008 review of the Edinburgh Green Belt.
Regarding the seventh strategic environmental objective, "where this can be achieved in a
manner acceptable in terms of the local environment" does not convey enough weight to
comply with the definition of 'sustainable' (PP1037 Edinburgh & Lothians Green Belt
Network).

There is a failure to identify and explain Midlothian's special qualities in the objectives, and
those which are given are generic and applicable to any council. The challenges the
county faces during the period of the proposed plan are without precedent and the plan
should focus on how to protect this inheritance whilst also meeting the needs of SESplan.
Without an understanding of the opportunities and threats the county faces it is impossible
to measure how the planning objectives are being met. Within the Vision the only
reference is to the natural environment "providing inspiration”, an objective which can
neither be monitored, assessed, measured or delivered. Furthermore, proper recognition
needs to be given to the opportunities which the outstanding landscape and character
could provide to tourism, employment and the wider economy (PP1620 Jon Grounsell).

Regarding paragraph 2.1.2, the extent to which the plan accords with SESplan and
Scottish Planning Policy is questioned with regard to housing land supply in terms of five
year effective land supply and SESplan targets as outlined within further submissions to the
Proposed Plan (PP225 Lawfield Estate).

This section seems totally focussed on commercial development, with little if any mention
of conservation or environmental issues. It is also rather vague. Section 2.1.4 seems to
indicate that Midlothian has little to no influence on what options are available and that
there is no initiative from within the Council as to how best to progress and evolve. This
sheep like stance is both worrying and disheartening as it provides little hope of reasonable
dialogue as to the predetermined and fixed agenda enforced from outside the area (PP457
Duncan McAuslan).
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In paragraphs 2.1.2 - the wording "where there is no conflict in interest or intent”, should be
removed from the proposed plan. The Planning etc. (Scotland) Act is clear that the
planning authority is to take into account the National Planning Framework in preparing a
local development plan. The policies of National Planning Framework 3 should not be set
aside where there is conflict with the strategic development plan but the issues of conflict
should be dealt with. Although there is no legislative provision the same approach is
expected for policies of Scottish Planning Policy (PP360 Scottish Government)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

None specified but challenge the strategy of the Proposed Plan. (PP483 Sara Cormack;
PP673 Margaret Hodge; PP1463 Anne Dale; PP1476 Anne Holland; PP1492 Anna
MacWhirter; PP1504 Christina Harley; PP1564 Andrew Thomson; PP1574 Beth Thomson;
PP1631 Dawn Robertson; PP1639 Derek Robertson; PP1647 Stewart Y Marshall; PP1655
Elsie Marshall; PP1663 Stuart Davis; PP1665 Joan Faithfull; PP1679 John Owen; PP1681
Emma Moir; PP1695 M A Faithfull;, PP1703 Marie Owen; PP1705 S M Croall; PP1716
David Miller; PP1720 R | Pryor; PP1733 Wilma Porteous; PP1735 G Palmer; PP1741
Margaret Miller; PP1748 Susan E Wright; PP1750 Wilma Sweeney; PP1765 Susan
Falconer; PP1766 Stuart Barnes; PP1768 R A Pryor; PP1786 Michael Boyd; PP1791
Gudrun Reid; PP1797 Dianne Kennedy; PP1809 George Sweeney; PP1815 David A
Porteous; PP1821 Colin Miller; PP1827 Gavin Boyd; PP1833 Kirsty Barnes; PP1839
Vivienne Boyd; PP1845 John F Davidson; PP1851 Eric Smith; PP1857 Annabel Smith;
PP1863 Mary M Young; PP1869 James Young; PP1875 John T Cogle; PP1881 Janette D
Barnes; PP1887 Jenny Davidson; PP1893 Pamela Thomson; PP1899 Kevin Davidson
PP1905 Hugh Gillespie; PP1911 Jennifer Gillespie; PP1917 John Barton; PP1924 Mary
Clapperton; PP1928 Kenneth Purves; PP1931 John Scaife; PP1938 Linda Scaife; PP1945
George Gray; PP1955 Nan Gray; PP1963 Colin Richardson; PP1972 Edith May Barton;
PP1976 David Binnie; PP1980 E Purves; PP1988 Alex McLean; PP1991 George Mackay;
PP2003 Karen Langham; PP2014 Marjory McLean; PP2020 George Barnes; PP2023
Donald Marshall; PP2031 Elizabeth Richardson; PP2039 Myra G Rodger; PP2042 Avril
Thomson; PP2053 Lorna Reid; PP2054 Gayle Marshall; PP2056 David S M Hamilton;
PP2071 Hazel Johnson; PP2072 Sally Couch; PP2080 E Hutchison; PP2088 James
Hutchison; PP2093 Eskbank Amenity Society; PP2098 Colin Johnson; PP2101 Karen
Miller; PP2113 Patrick Mark; PP2122 Robert Scott; PP2126 Chris Boyle; PP2135 K
Palmer; PP2141 Patricia Barclay; PP2143 A F Wardrope; PP2151 Elizabeth Anderson;
PP2159 Janette Evans; PP2166 Ann O'Brian; PP2171 Marshall Scott; PP2174 Gail Reid,;
PP2181 Zoe Campbell; PP2190 Kenneth A Hyslop; PP2201 Jan Krwawicz; PP2209
Marjorie Krwawicz; PP2216 Carolyn Millar; PP2218 Simon Evans; PP2227 Anne Murray;
PP2237 Charles A Millar; PP2245 Isobel Ritchie; PP2251 Lewis Jones; PP2257 Karlyn
Durrant; PP2263 John Blair; PP2270 Ross Craig; PP2276 Caroline Sneddon; PP2282
James Telfer; PP2288 Lynn MacLeod; PP2294 Kenneth McLean; PP2317 Jim Moir;
PP2330 Alan Mercer; PP2338 Julia Peden; PP2347 Moira Jones; PP2354 Matthew
McCreath; PP2360 W R Cunningham; PP2366 A H Cunningham; PP2372 Zow-Htet;
PP2380 Rae Watson; PP2386 Christina Watson; PP2399 Eskbank Amenity Society
PP2809 Jacqueline Marsh)

None specified. (PP6 John Wishart; PP8 Ruari Cormack; PP178 Constance Newbould,;
PP203 Wind Prospect Developments Limited; PP223 + PP2753 Lawfield Estate; PP398 Lel
Eory; PP482 Ruari Cormack; PP529 Walter Stone; PP693 Lasswade District Civic Society;
PP914 SEStran; PP923 Melville Golf Centre; PP929 Julian Holbrook; PP966 + PP967
RSPB Scotland; PP1045 Barratt Homes; PP1124 Susan Morrison; PP1164 + PP2751
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Hallam Land Management Ltd; PP1190 Lawfield Estate;
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PP1421 SEPA; PP1484 Tynewater Community Council; PP1582 Andrew Barker; PP1600
Rachel Davies; PP1620 Jon Grounsell; PP2301 Joy Moore; PP2703 Margaret Hodge;
PP2795 Shiela Barker; PP2671 Gladman Developments; PP2711 lan Holmes).

Supports the Proposed Plan, Vision, Aims & Objectives or National & Regional Context

Considers the Proposed Plan should: provide indication of what 'robust' means in practice,
e.g. through supplementary guidance, linking to Single Midlothian Plan greenhouse gas
reduction targets, and a clear commitment that mitigation is always preferable to
adaptation. States reference should also be made in the plan to duties under Section 44 of
the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. And a commitment to the additional reporting on
climate change activity recommended to public bodies. Requests an additional
‘Environmental Objective’ is made in the plan: “to secure the Council’s commitments to
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions through all aspects of its activities, including
decision-making on individual planning applications.” The plan should make it clear that no
form of fossil fuel extraction or use will be regarded as sustainable. Proposes the plan
applies the same test to other development proposals as applied to sustainable energy in
the ‘Environmental Objectives’ section, i.e. that these developments are promoted “where
this can be achieved in an environmentally acceptable manner”. That text should be
appended to both of the first two Economic Objectives listed in the Proposed Plan. (PP22
Midlothian Green Party)

Hopes that Midlothian Council will show that the will to promote and invest in cycling exists
by explicitly mentioning “cycling” in its vision. (PP359 Lel Eory)

Considers the 7th bullet point of the Environmental Objectives identified in paragraph 1.3.2
"Promote sustainable energy solutions where this can be achieved in a manner acceptable
in terms of the local environment" requires review. For this bullet point to be consistent with
criteria A and B of policy NRG1, the word "local” in front of "environment” in these criteria
should be deleted. See objections to policy NRGL1 for further detail. Further changes are
set out in Scottish Natural Heritage's responses to other parts of the Proposed Plan.
(PP2860 Scottish Natural Heritage)

Recommend the wording is modified to address the Water Framework Directive's '‘enhance’
objective: "Safeguard and enhance biodiversity and take full account of development
impact on the water environment whilst consideration being taken for its improvement."”
(PP1422 SEPA)

Otherwise objects to the Proposed Plan, Vision, Aims & Obijectives or National & Regional
Context

In relation to paragraph 1.1.5 and committed development from previous Midlothian Local
Plans, the Local Development Plan should state these developments will only be supported
if there is a continuing need for them and they are satisfactory. (PP1039 Mirabelle Maslin)

Vision should start with concept of sustainability at its heart, asking ‘can we continue this
trajectory over the plan period and beyond and still meet aims in terms of quality of life,
transition to a low carbon economy and community engagement?' Further clarity is required
as to how the Council will make decisions when it is clear that “prosperity” comes into
conflict with “quality of life” or “wider sustainable development principles”. (PP21 Midlothian
Green Party)
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An aspirational vision which looks at ways to make Midlothian a robust, autonomous region
rather than merely a dormitory and retail area for Edinburgh. (PP2702 Midlothian Matters)

Requests reference is made to the importance of tackling climate change in line with
national policy. (PP204 Wind Prospect Developments Limited)

Requests life sciences at The Bush be given specific mention in The Vision in recognition
of its Enterprise Area status and importance for the economic growth of the area: "The
Biocampus Life Science Enterprise Area will be completed and will act as a strong
economic focus for Midlothian." (PP287 Scottish Enterprise)

Suggests rewording as follows: ‘Whilst demonstrating a renewed vibrancy, our towns and
villages will retain their identities, striving to meet needs locally. A key aim will be to locate
housing close....” second paragraph, line 9: after ‘improved facilities’, insert ‘the effective
protection of the green belt'.... For the avoidance of doubt. (PP978 Edinburgh & Lothians
Green Belt Network)

In relation to the third strategic aim/first strategic economic objective requests: replace
"sustainable” with "secure". Fifth strategic environmental objective requests: replace
"seek" with "prioritise". Seventh strategic environmental objective requests: modify to read
"Promote sustainable energy solutions where their cumulative impacts do not endanger the
local environment."” (PP1037 Edinburgh & Lothians Green Belt Network)

Requests the plan acknowledge the role renewable energy can play in mitigating and
addressing climate change. (PP205 Wind Prospect Developments Limited)

None, subject to allocation of additional housing land. (PP225 Lawfield Estate; PP438
Barratt Homes)

Be innovative and use local knowledge and experience to create a compromise of ideas
and demands that suits the local people who will be affected by the proposed
developments. (PP457 Duncan McAuslan)

In paragraph 2.1.2, the wording "where there is no conflict in interest or intent" should be
removed from the first sentence, so that it reads as: "The Plan takes full account of
SESplan's spatial development strategy and strategic policy framework, the provisions of
the Third National Planning Framework and revised Scottish Planning Policy are given due
consideration”. (PP360 Scottish Government)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

Section 1 Vision and Aims of the Proposed Plan introduces the plan and its aims and
objectives and puts it in the context of the Strategic Development Plan for South East
Scotland. It provides a Vision of how the Council will plan and manage the physical, social
and economic changes over the next ten years that are anticipated. The policy framework
provides the detail for delivering on the plan’s vision and aims and objectives.

Supports the Proposed Plan, Vision, Aims & Objectives or National & Regional Context

The Council welcomes the support shown where it is expressed.
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The Council considers:

e it would be excessive and anomalous to modify the strategic aim as suggested,;

e it would be excessive and anomalous to modify this aim to clarify its statutory
underpinnings. The Reporter(s) will note that the first strategic aim does not refer to
Section 16(6) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997;

e itis not for a local development plan to commit to climate change reporting
arrangements under or to accompany those under The Climate Change (Duties of
Public Bodies: Reporting Requirements) (Scotland) Order 2015;

e itis not for a local development plan to seek to commit the Council to reducing
greenhouse gas emissions across its functions;

¢ there is no Planning justification for seeking to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
arising from all development proposals;

e asserting that no fossil fuel extraction or use will be regarded as sustainable would
be at odds with the wider energy and Planning policy framework with which the Plan
must integrate;

e the inclusion of the phrase “where this can be achieved in an environmentally
acceptable manner” is intended to denote the particular local environmental
quality/amenity issues that can be associated with sustainable energy solutions. In
general, it is contended that these are less an issue in the pursuit of economic
objectives; and

e implementation of a green network will not lead to a watering down of commitment
to the environment and open spaces not included within the green network. The
Council will apply the policy framework equally in the assessment of all development
proposals (PP22 Midlothian Green Party).

The Council considers the brief nature of the Vision does not allow for specific reference to
cycling. (PP359 Lel Eory)

The Council confirms that all three aspects of sustainability are included. (PP966, PP967
RSPB Scotland)

The phrase “the local environment” is simply intended to refer to local environmental
quality/amenity. (PP2860 Scottish Natural Heritage)

The Council does not consider the proposed modification is necessary. The fourth bullet of
the Strategic Aims addresses enhancement of the natural environment. (PP1422 SEPA)

For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the
Proposed Plan in respect of these objections.

Objects to the Proposed Plan as insufficient emphasis on sustainability

The Council considers the Proposed Plan has been prepared with the objective of
optimising the contribution to sustainable development, giving due weight to sustainable
development policy/statutory guidance within the Scottish Planning Policy, whilst ensuring
consistency with the SESplan Strategic Development Plan (June 2013). The
Environmental Assessment (CD086) and development sites assessment (CD020) has
ensured the integration of environmental considerations, in particular with regard to
contributing to sustainable development in the preparation of the Proposed Plan. (PP929
Julian Holbrook)
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For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the
Proposed Plan in respect of this objection.

Objects to the Proposed Plan as it is predicated on unsustainable population growth

The Proposed Plan’s strategy and policy framework have been prepared so as to ensure
consistency with the SESplan Strategic Development Plan’s (June 2013) (CD111)
requirement for contributing towards the growth needs of south-east Scotland, and to
ensure regard and due weight has been given to National Planning Framework 3 and to
Scottish Planning Policy. Paragraph 2.4 clarifies that sustainable travel and transport and
delivery of essential infrastructure are integral to the Plan’s strategy for development. The
Environmental Assessment (CD086) and development sites assessment (CD020) has
ensured the integration of environmental considerations, in particular with regard to
contributing to sustainable development in the preparation of the Proposed Plan. (PP482
Ruari Cormack; PP483 Sara Cormack; PP673 Margaret Hodge; PP929 Julian Holbrook;
PP1463 Anne Dale; PP1476 Anne Holland; PP1492 Anna MacWhirter; PP1504 Christina
Harley; PP1564 Andrew Thomson; PP1574 Beth Thomson; PP1631 Dawn Robertson;
PP1639 Derek Robertson; PP1647 Stewart Y Marshall; PP1655 Elsie Marshall; PP1663
Stuart Davis; PP1665; Joan Faithfull; PP1679 John Owen; PP1681 Emma Moir; PP1695 M
A Faithfull; PP1703 Marie Owen; PP1705 S M Croall; PP1716 David Miller; PP1720 R |
Pryor; PP1733 Wilma Porteous; PP1735 G Palmer; PP1741 Margaret Miller; PP1748
Susan E Wright; PP1750 Wilma Sweeney; PP1765 Susan Falconer; PP1766 Stuart
Barnes; PP1768 R A Pryor; PP1786 Michael Boyd; PP1791 Gudrun Reid; PP1797 Dianne
Kennedy; PP1809 George Sweeney; PP1815 David A Porteous; PP1821 Colin Miller;
PP1827 Gavin Boyd; PP1833 Kirsty Barnes; PP1839 Vivienne Boyd; PP1845 John F
Davidson; PP1851 Eric Smith; PP1857 Annabel Smith; PP1863 Mary M Young; PP1869
James Young; PP1875 John T Cogle; PP1881 Janette D Barnes; PP1887 Jenny Davidson;
PP1893 Pamela Thomson; PP1899 Kevin Davidson; PP1905 Hugh Gillespie; PP1911
Jennifer Gillespie; PP1917 John Barton; PP1924 Mary Clapperton; PP1928 Kenneth
Purves; PP1931 John Scaife; PP1938 Linda Scaife; PP1945 George Gray; PP1955 Nan
Gray; PP1963 Colin Richardson; PP1972 Edith May Barton; PP1976 David Binnie; PP1980
E Purves; PP1988 Alex McLean; PP1991 George Mackay; PP2003 Karen Langham,;
PP2014 Marjory McLean; PP2020 George Barnes; PP2023 Donald Marshall; PP2031
Elizabeth Richardson; PP2039 Myra G Rodger; PP2042 Avril Thomson; PP2053 Lorna
Reid; PP2054 Gayle Marshall; PP2056 David S M Hamilton; PP2071 Hazel Johnson;
PP2072 Sally Couch; PP2080 E Hutchison; PP2088 James Hutchison; PP2093 Eskbank
Amenity Society; PP2098 Colin Johnson; PP2101 Karen Miller; PP2113 Patrick Mark;
PP2122 Robert Scott; PP2126 Chris Boyle; PP2135 K Palmer; PP2141 Patricia Barclay;
PP2143 A F Wardrope; PP2151 Elizabeth Anderson; PP2159 Janette Evans; PP2166 Ann
O'Brian; PP2171 Marshall Scott; PP2174 Gail Reid; PP2181 Zoe Campbell; PP2190
Kenneth A Hyslop; PP2201 Jan Krwawicz; PP2209 Marjorie Krwawicz; PP2216 Carolyn
Millar; PP2218 Simon Evans; PP2227 Anne Murray; PP2237 Charles A Millar; PP2245
Isobel Ritchie; PP2251 Lewis Jones; PP2257 Karlyn Durrant; PP2263 John Blair; PP2270
Ross Craig; PP2276 Caroline Sneddon; PP2282 James Telfer, PP2288 Lynn MaclLeod;
PP2294 Kenneth McLean; PP2317 Jim Moir; PP2330 Alan Mercer; PP2338 Julia Peden;
PP2347 Moira Jones; PP2354 Matthew McCreath; PP2360 W R Cunningham; PP2366 A H
Cunningham; PP2372 Zow-Htet; PP2380 Rae Watson; PP2386 Christina Watson; PP2399
Eskbank Amenity Society; PP2809 Jacqueline Marsh)

For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the
Proposed Plan in respect of these objections.
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Otherwise objects to the Proposed Plan, Vision, Aims & Obijectives or National & Regional
Context

No specific modifications are sought but challenge the strategy of the Proposed Plan.
(PP483 Sara Cormack; PP673 Margaret Hodge; PP1463 Anne Dale; PP1476 Anne
Holland; PP1492 Anna MacWhirter; PP1504 Christina Harley; PP1564 Andrew Thomson;
PP1574 Beth Thomson; PP1631 Dawn Robertson; PP1639 Derek Robertson; PP1647
Stewart Y Marshall; PP1655 Elsie Marshall; PP1663 Stuart Davis; PP1665 Joan Faithfull;
PP1679 John Owen; PP1681 Emma Moir; PP1695 M A Faithfull; PP1703 Marie Owen;
PP1705 S M Croall; PP1716 David Miller; PP1720 R | Pryor; PP1733 Wilma Porteous;
PP1735 G Palmer; PP1741 Margaret Miller; PP1748 Susan E Wright; PP1750 Wilma
Sweeney; PP1765 Susan Falconer; PP1766 Stuart Barnes; PP1768 R A Pryor; PP1786
Michael Boyd; PP1791 Gudrun Reid; PP1797 Dianne Kennedy; PP1809 George Sweeney;
PP1815 David A Porteous; PP1821 Colin Miller; PP1827 Gavin Boyd; PP1833 Kirsty
Barnes; PP1839 Vivienne Boyd; PP1845 John F Davidson; PP1851 Eric Smith; PP1857
Annabel Smith; PP1863 Mary M Young; PP1869 James Young; PP1875 John T Cogle;
PP1881 Janette D Barnes; PP1887 Jenny Davidson; PP1893 Pamela Thomson; PP1899
Kevin Davidson PP1905 Hugh Gillespie; PP1911 Jennifer Gillespie; PP1917 John Barton;
PP1924 Mary Clapperton; PP1928 Kenneth Purves; PP1931 John Scaife; PP1938 Linda
Scaife; PP1945 George Gray; PP1955 Nan Gray; PP1963 Colin Richardson; PP1972 Edith
May Barton; PP1976 David Binnie; PP1980 E Purves; PP1988 Alex McLean; PP1991
George Mackay; PP2003 Karen Langham; PP2014 Marjory McLean; PP2020 George
Barnes; PP2023 Donald Marshall; PP2031 Elizabeth Richardson; PP2039 Myra G Rodger;
PP2042 Avril Thomson; PP2053 Lorna Reid; PP2054 Gayle Marshall; PP2056 David S M
Hamilton; PP2071 Hazel Johnson; PP2072 Sally Couch; PP2080 E Hutchison; PP2088
James Hutchison; PP2093 Eskbank Amenity Society; PP2098 Colin Johnson; PP2101
Karen Miller; PP2113 Patrick Mark; PP2122 Robert Scott; PP2126 Chris Boyle; PP2135 K
Palmer; PP2141 Patricia Barclay; PP2143 A F Wardrope; PP2151 Elizabeth Anderson;
PP2159 Janette Evans; PP2166 Ann O'Brian; PP2171 Marshall Scott; PP2174 Gail Reid;
PP2181 Zoe Campbell; PP2190 Kenneth A Hyslop; PP2201 Jan Krwawicz; PP2209
Marjorie Krwawicz; PP2216 Carolyn Millar; PP2218 Simon Evans; PP2227 Anne Murray;
PP2237 Charles A Millar; PP2245 Isobel Ritchie; PP2251 Lewis Jones; PP2257 Karlyn
Durrant; PP2263 John Blair; PP2270 Ross Craig; PP2276 Caroline Sneddon; PP2282
James Telfer; PP2288 Lynn MacLeod; PP2294 Kenneth McLean; PP2317 Jim Moir;
PP2330 Alan Mercer; PP2338 Julia Peden; PP2347 Moira Jones; PP2354 Matthew
McCreath; PP2360 W R Cunningham; PP2366 A H Cunningham; PP2372 Zow-Htet;
PP2380 Rae Watson; PP2386 Christina Watson; PP2399 Eskbank Amenity Society
PP2809 Jacqueline Marsh)

The Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the Proposed Plan in
respect of these objections.

The Council notes these points. Section 1 Vision and Aims is intended to provide a brief
background to the direction of the plan. In preparing the plan the Council has been mindful
of the Scottish Government’s desire following the 2006 planning reforms for development
plans that are “slimmed down” with reduced content. Where the comments are relevant,
the Council considers these matters are sufficiently addressed in the Proposed Plan.
(PP1124 Susan Morrison; PP203 Wind Prospect Developments Limited; PP178 Constance
Newbold; PP1421 SEPA; PP8 Ruari Cormack; P225 Lawfield Estate; PP457 Duncan
McAuslan; PP1620 John Grounsell)

For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the
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Proposed Plan in respect of these objections.

The prominence given to Midlothian playing its part in the growth of south-east Scotland
reflects the development requirements set out for Midlothian in the SESplan Strategic
Development Plan (June 2013) (CD111). Reference to sustainable development principles
Is included in the Vision’s concluding paragraph to highlight the need to optimise growth’s
contribution to sustainable development. The Council is aware that providing for such
growth is a challenge, but one it considers the Proposed Plan can help meet and address.
The Council requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian Local
Development Plan as a consequence of this representation.

The Council does not underestimate the difficulties in capturing the contribution of
development proposals to the economy whilst recognising the potential impacts, and in
taking this into account in planning decisions. However, the Council considers the
Proposed Plan provides the policy framework basis for informing this decision making
process. (PP21 Midlothian Green Party). For these reasons the Council requests that the
Reporter(s) makes no change to the Proposed Plan in respect of this objection.

Section 2.2 of the Proposed Plan clarifies why the Council considers treating such sites as
‘committed’ is necessary and why they remain as committed allocations in the Proposed
Plan. The Council does not consider it appropriate to de-allocate sites that have been
through due plan making process and have been allocated to meet identified former
Structure Plan requirements. For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s)
makes no change to the Proposed Plan in respect of this objection (PP1039 Mirabelle
Maslin).

The Council considers the Proposed Plan presents an aspirational vision, and one where
Midlothian is far more than a dormitory and retail destination for Edinburgh. Whilst it is
envisioned that Midlothian will strive “to meet needs locally”, the pursuit of full economic
autonomy would be unrealistic and inconsistent with the SESplan Strategic Development
Plan’s requirement that Midlothian play its part in the wider growth of south-east Scotland
(June 2013). It would fail to have sufficient regard of National Planning Framework 3 and
strong emphasis it places on the need for significant housing development in south east
Scotland. For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to
the Proposed Plan in respect of this objection. (PP2702 Midlothian Matters)

The Council considers the reference to sustainable development principles in this part of
the Proposed Plan is sufficient. Other sections of the Proposed Plan provide the Council’s
policy framework and position on the role of wind energy. For these reasons the Council
requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the Proposed Plan in respect of this
objection. (PP204 Wind Prospect Developments Limited)

The Council considers specific reference to The Bush in the Vision would unreasonably
skew the economic vision of the document and is unnecessary given the support in the
plan for this area. The Council considers its support for The Bush area is very strong and
clear in the Proposed Plan. For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s)
makes no change to the Proposed Plan in respect of this objection. (PP287 Scottish
Enterprise)

Outwith settlement boundaries in rural and countryside area there is a general presumption
against some forms of development. This has been the consistent approach of the Council
to help maintain Midlothian’s attractive landscape. However, the plan does provide a
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variety of opportunities and policy support for appropriate development in rural and
countryside areas. For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no
change to the Proposed Plan in respect of this objection. (PP1484 Tynewater Community
Council)

Within the context of a brief vision statement, it is not considered appropriate to elaborate
on these terms. The Council considers section 1 of the Proposed Plan sets out a robust
and clear vision for the plan and Midlothian. For these reasons the Council requests that
the Reporter(s) makes no change to the Proposed Plan in respect of this objection. (PP978
Edinburgh & Lothians Green Belt Network)

The growth provided for in the Proposed Plan is consistent with the SESplan Strategic
Development Plan (June 2013), and the strategy seeks to optimise the contribution to
sustainable development, including in terms of accessibility by more sustainable modes of
travel and transport and provision of essential infrastructure. For these reasons the Council
requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the Proposed Plan in respect of these
objections. (PP529 Walter Stone; PP2703 Margaret Hodge)

The Council considers it would be unnecessary and inappropriate to modify this strategic
aim as suggested. These aims are intended to be headline and high level in nature. For
these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the Proposed
Plan in respect of this objection. (PP205 Wind Prospect Developments Limited)

Whilst ‘sustainable development’ has a definition in the Brundtland Report, it remains a
highly contested concept. References to “sustainable” in “sustainable local economy” and
“sustainable business locations” are more helpfully understood as relating to ‘sustainable
economic growth’, with the concern here being both viability and accessibility by
sustainable modes of travel and transport.

The Council’s approach to identifying sites is in line with paragraph 40 of the Scottish
Planning Policy. Where possible, brownfield and urban sites are proposed for allocation.
The proposed modifications are not considered realistic given the growth challenges faced
by Midlothian. Given the scale of requirements for new development identified in the
Strategic Development Plan for Midlothian, there is insufficient brownfield land that can be
used to meet the identified requirements.

Regarding the seventh environmental objective, it is noted that the phrase is not consistent
with the objector’s understanding of ‘sustainable’. The objector appears to interpret
‘sustainable’ in much ‘stronger’ terms than in, for example, Scottish Planning Policy.

For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the
Proposed Plan in respect of this objection. (PP1037 Edinburgh & Lothians Green Belt
Network)

The intention of paragraph 2.1.2 of the Proposed Plan is to clarify that the Plan requires to
be consistent with the SESplan Strategic Development Plan (June 2013), and that it must
take into account the National Planning Framework and Scottish Planning Policy, provided
this would not lead to inconsistency with the SESplan Strategic Development Plan. The
Council’s position is that the Proposed Plan statutorily cannot be inconsistent with the
approved Strategic Development Plan (2013). Therefore if there are inconsistencies or
differences between the Strategic Development Plan and/or National Planning Framework
3 or Scottish Planning Policy, the Local Development Plan must first be consistent with the
Strategic Development Plan. It is considered that the modification proposed by the Scottish
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Government would make the statutory/policy position less clear. This would be because if
the Local Development Plan took full account of National Planning Framework 3 or Scottish
Planning Policy where these documents had inconsistencies with the Strategic
Development Plan, then the Local Development Plan would not be consistent with the
Strategic Development Plan. For these reasons the Council requests that the Reporter(s)
makes no change to the Proposed Plan in respect of this objection. (PP360 Scottish
Government)

Reporter’s conclusions:

Support

1. The examination is restricted to matters raised in unresolved representations to the
proposed local development plan. Therefore, the expressions of support from various
parties are noted but do not require any further consideration. However, many of the
representations of support are generalised and caveated with suggestions to change the
proposed local development plan. Amongst others, these unresolved matters are dealt
with below.

Vision, objectives, and aims context

2. Section 16(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended)
requires local development plans to take into account the National Planning Framework.
And, section 16(6) requires that local development plans are consistent with the strategic
development plan for the area. Consequently, the proposed Midlothian Local Development
Plan should be consistent with the strategic development plan for Edinburgh and South
East Scotland (SESplan) approved in June 2013. SESplan sets out its own vision, aims
and spatial strategy which any local development plan prepared in the area it covers should
ensure consistency with.

3. Section 15(1) of the Act (referring to the form and content of local development plans)
directs that local development plans should include a spatial strategy, being a detailed
statement of the planning authority’s policies and proposals as to the development and use
of land. The section also directs that plans can set out other matters as may be prescribed;
and set out any other matters which the planning authority consider it appropriate to
include.

4. The Town and Country Planning (Development Planning) (Scotland) Regulations 2008
require planning authorities in preparing local development plans to have regard to,
amongst other matters, any strategic development plan; regional transport strategy; local
transport strategy; river basin management plan; and local housing strategy prepared for
the area, as well as the national waste management plan.

5. From the above provisions it follows that the proposed Midlothian Local Development
Plan should be consistent with the content of SESplan, and other relevant documents, as
providing the basis for its own spatial strategy. Subject to consistency, | find that there is
no impediment to the proposed plan setting out its own vision, aims and objectives.

The introduction

6. The proposed plan’s introduction outlines the context for the local development plan
and sets out its purpose. At paragraph 1.1.5 the introduction confirms that the proposed
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plan “builds upon the foundation of previous Local Plans and gives continued support to the
development proposals provided for in the context of previous plans, where these have not
yet been delivered”. A representation seeks to caveat this statement by including
reference to these sites only being supported if “there is a continuing need for them and
they are satisfactory”.

7. As explained in Issue 3 (requirement for new development) SESplan expresses a
housing need for the region of which Midlothian is required to contribute to. This
contribution is to be delivered through previously identified (established/committed), and
new, housing allocations. As described in Issue 2 (committed development), there is a
similar requirement for employment land.

8. As identified in the recently approved housing land audit (2016), unless constrained,
the housing allocations previously identified in Midlothian local plans are considered to be
able to deliver, or capable of delivering, housing during the plan period and contributing to
the SESplan housing requirement. Therefore, at present, there is a continuing need for
existing housing sites. And, to ensure a range and choice of employment land there is a
requirement to maintain existing employment sites alongside allocation of new sites. This
situation may change in the future as | note that paragraph 2.2.4 of the proposed plan
suggests that when the local development plan is reviewed there will be the opportunity to
remove housing sites which have demonstrated no substantive progress towards delivery.
This matter is further dealt with in Issue 2.

9. The question of whether an established site is “satisfactory” in planning terms has been
initially answered by its inclusion as an allocation in a previous local plan. There is
sufficient provision within SESplan and the proposed local development plan (the
development plan) to deal with the detailed matters in consideration of allocations
(including design, access, natural and built environment protection, and infrastructure
provision). Therefore, | find that applying the provisions of the development plan would
ensure that established/committed sites were developed “satisfactorily”. However, as
stated in paragraph 8 above, there would be an opportunity to review any sites there were
deemed “unsatisfactory” in terms of delivery when the next local development plan is
prepared. No modifications to the introductory section of the proposed plan are required in
relation to this matter.

The vision
10. The SESplan vision is:

“By 2020, the Edinburgh City Region is a healthier, more prosperous and sustainable
place which continues to be internationally recognised as an outstanding area in
which to live, work and do business”.

11. The proposed local development plan expresses this vision through its own vision,
strategic aims and strategic objectives (pages 2 and 3 of the plan); as well as spatially
through its policies and proposals for Midlothian. The vision acknowledges that Midlothian
is part of a wider city-region with associated economic and population growth. Despite this,
there is a desire through the vision to retain the qualities of the Midlothian region.
Therefore, | do not agree that the vision promotes Midlothian as simply a dormitory and
retail area for Edinburgh. No change to the vision is required on this matter.

12. 1find that sustainability is central to the proposed plan’s vision where “sustainability” is
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taken in its wider definition as balancing social, economic and environmental matters while
ensuring consistency with the provisions of SESplan and other relevant provisions. This is
evident in the first paragraph of the vision where it is stated that Midlothian will secure
“long-term social, economic and environmental benefits”; and in the final paragraph where
the vision expresses a desire to “work with communities and partners to ensure that
prosperity, quality of life and wider sustainable development principles are central to its
planning decisions”. This suggests that a balanced approach will be taken when reviewing
development proposals in light of the provisions of the development plan; a principle which
is endorsed by Scottish Planning Policy (2014) in its four outcomes for the planning system
(pages 6 and 7 of the national policy). No change to the vision is required in terms of its
reference and approach to sustainability.

13. Expressed outside the vision, SESplan and the proposed local development plan
include environmental protection policies to ensure that development is advanced, unless
otherwise justified, only when any impacts are acceptable. Consequently, there is no need
for the vision to explicitly state that all proposals should only be accepted “where this can
be achieved in an environmentally acceptable manner”.

14. Again, outwith the vision, cycling is mentioned in the strategic objectives of the
proposed plan (as a social objective); at paragraph 4.5.4 (referring to sustainable
transport); and in proposed policies DEV 6 (layout and design of new development) and
TRAN 1 (sustainable travel). The vision also includes reference to “improved facilities” as a
consequence of development. | find that active travel and encouraging cycling is an
integral part of the proposed plan. Therefore, | find that there is no need to specifically
mention “cycling” within the vision.

15. Scottish Planning Policy identifies minerals as a natural asset to be facilitated
sustainably (as shown on page 8); and that minerals “make an important contribution to the
economy, providing materials for construction, energy supply and other uses, and
supporting employment” (paragraph 234). Following national policy, SESplan policy 4
(minerals) includes the requirements to safeguard important mineral resources from
sterilisation; identify areas of search for aggregate minerals and coal; and support and
encourage the use of secondary and recycled aggregates. The proposed local
development plan includes a minerals section with polices covering areas of search;
surface mineral extraction; and onshore oil and gas. Based on the provisions of national
policy, and the provisions of the development plan, | consider that it would be inappropriate
and unreasonable to suggest in the vision for the proposed plan, as promoted in
representation, that “no form of fossil fuel extraction or use would be regarded as
sustainable”. Instead, | find that the provisions of the proposed plan align with other related
planning documents and support the transition to a low carbon economy where the
appropriate facilitation of mineral/aggregate assets is carefully controlled. No change to
the vision is required in relation to this matter.

16. The Bush Bioscience Cluster has its own policy within the proposed plan (policy
ECON 2) which mentions the “Bush Framework Masterplan” and safeguards the area for
the specific purpose of supporting and expanding bioscience research and development.
Several paragraphs are also dedicated to the ‘Midlothian Campus of Edinburgh Science
Triangle’ (paragraphs 4.3.1 to 4.3.3). The vision also includes a statement of support for its
communities and partners “to ensure that prosperity, quality of life and wider sustainable
development principles are central to its planning decisions”. The strategic aims also
include an aim to “support the development of a vibrant, competitive and sustainable local
economy”. In addition, there are a suite of economic objectives which support growing the
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economy and increasing job prospects. These provisions are all generally supportive of
development at The Bush. There is an appropriate and reasonable level of recognition and
support for The Bush area within the plan. Therefore, despite Scottish Enterprise’s
suggestion, | find that there is no need to specifically mention the life science enterprise
area at The Bush within the vision.

17. The Edinburgh and Lothians Green Belt Network suggest the inclusion within the
vision of a phrase stating that the green belt will be protected. The majority of the vision
refers to the benefits of growth with little reference to protection of assets. To align with the
strategic aims and objectives of the proposed plan | consider that part of the vision for
Midlothian does include a desire to protect natural (and built) heritage assets including the
green belt. | find that reference to protection of these assets would be better directed to the
final sentence of the second paragraph of the vision rather than in the section where
benefits to the green network are outlined as suggested by the Edinburgh and Lothian
Green Belt Network.

18. | agree with a representation that the term “sense of place” in relation to settlements is
vague and would be more reasonably defined as settlement “character” (following the text
of proposed policy DEV 6) or settlement “identity” (as suggested in representation).
However, | find that the phrase “wherever possible” in the sentence “wherever possible,
new housing will be located close to...” when describing the location of new housing in
relation to facilities and public transport is reasonable as it acknowledges that the growth
requirements may require housing in less accessible locations to meet demand. No
change to this phrase is therefore necessary.

The strategic aims

19. The Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) requires
development plans to exercise the function of contributing to sustainable development and
to take account of the Scottish Government’s guidance on the subject. Scottish Planning
Policy sets out the government’s guidance, supporting the UK government’s five guiding
principles of sustainable development, including living within environmental limits, ensuring
a strong, healthy and just society, and achieving a sustainable economy. While, section 44
of the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 requires all public bodies when exercising their
functions to contribute to the delivery of climate change targets, and act in a way that is
most sustainable.

20. The proposed plan should be read alongside its development plan counterpart
SESplan which includes an aim to “contribute to the response to climate change through
mitigation and adaptation and promote high quality design / development”. It also
acknowledges at paragraph 15 that “both the urban and rural environments will also need
to withstand and respond to the effects of climate change in the period to 2032”. In tandem
the proposed plan includes a strategic aim to “respond robustly to the challenges of
mitigating climate change and adapting to its impacts”. The objectives, spatial strategy and
policy provisions of the proposed plan then set out in more detail how climate change
mitigation and adaption may occur in relation to planning processes including the design
and layout of new development; accessibility to services/facilities; water systems, drainage,
and flood avoidance; air quality; woodland and tree planting; heat resources; renewable
and low carbon energy; and protection of peat and carbon rich soils. | find that the
provisions of the proposed plan are sufficient to align with the climate change duties set out
in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009; and that there is no need to directly cite the
duties of section 44 of the Act in the plan. | agree with the council that it would be
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inappropriate for the proposed plan to include climate change commitments to be applied
to the public authority as a whole. Further, | find the term “robustly” in the strategic aim
referring to climate change reasonable in conveying a “strong” commitment to dealing with
the matter. No change to the proposed plan is required on this matter.

21. The strategic aim “to support the development of a vibrant, competitive and
sustainable local economy” is reasonable. It conveys a desire to maintain the local
economy now and into the future. I find no justification to replace the word “sustainable” to
“secure” as expressed in representation.

The strateqgic objectives

22. The strategic objectives set out in the proposed plan are broken-down into three
areas: environmental, social and economic objectives. | consider that the objectives are
sufficiently detailed to refer to the Midlothian context. And, although the objectives do not
set specific targets, there is the opportunity to monitor their achievement through the
accompanying action programme and when reviewing the local development plan in the
future. No changes to the objectives are required in relation to these matters.

23. Following my conclusions in paragraph 20 above, | find that there is no need to insert
a new environmental objective, as suggested in representations “to secure the council’s
commitments to the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions through all aspects of its
activities, including decision-making on individual planning applications”. In addition, as |
concluded in paragraph 13 above, | consider that there is no need to append “where this
can be achieved in an environmentally sustainable manner” to the end of the first two
economic objectives (in relation to the creation of business locations).

24. Scottish Planning Policy states at paragraph 40 that “planning should direct the right
development to the right place” suggesting that decisions should be guided by a set of
principles including “considering the re-use or re-development of brownfield land before
new development takes place on greenfield sites”. However, SESplan is more definitive
where, at paragraph 113, it states that “priority in allocating new sites for housing
development should be given to brownfield sites within existing built up areas”. As
SESplan forms part of the statutory development plan | consider that the proposed local
development plan should adhere to its terminology. Consequently, | find that the fifth
environmental objective should be modified to “prioritise” the reuse of brownfield land
rather than “seek” its reuse.

25. Proposed plan policy NRG 1 (renewable energy and low carbon energy projects),
refers to potential impacts on the environment as a whole. Therefore, | agree with Scottish
Natural Heritage that the seventh environmental objective on promoting sustainable energy
solutions should not refer solely to “local” impacts. A modification to remove the word
“local” from this objective is therefore justified. However, | do not agree with Edinburgh and
Lothians Green Belt Network that the word “cumulative” is required to be inserted into the
objective. The wording of the objective is appropriate to encompass any “cumulative”
impacts on the environment, particularly when read alongside criterion | of policy NRG 1
which requires an assessment of cumulative impacts. Furthermore, | find that policy

NRG 1 makes sufficient reference to the ability of energy projects to help meet climate
change targets and, therefore, there is no need to re-iterate this within the environmental
objectives as suggested by Wind Prospect Developments Limited.

26. The European Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC) was transposed into Scottish
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Law through the Water Environment and Water Services (Scotland) Act 2003. Section 2(5)
of the Act confirms that “every public body and office-holder must, in exercising any
functions, have regard to the desirability of protecting the water environment”. Section 1(2)
confirms that “protection of the water environment” includes: “(a) preventing further
deterioration of, and protecting and enhancing, the status of aquatic ecosystems and, with
regard to their water needs, terrestrial ecosystems and wetlands directly depending on
those aquatic ecosystems”. | note that the strategic objectives of the proposed plan include
reference to safeguarding biodiversity and taking account of development impact on the
water environment. | also note that paragraph 5.1.28 of the plan refers to the objective of
river basin management plans in Midlothian to ensure that no water body deteriorates and
that all achieve ‘good’ status. However, to align with the provisions of the Directive and the
Act, | agree with the Scottish Environment Protection Agency that the strategic objective
should make reference to “enhancement” of biodiversity and “improvement” of the water
environment.

Other matters/spatial strategy

27. Rather than providing specific references, many of the representations summarised by
the council in this schedule 4 refer to the overall strategy of the proposed local
development plan. | now turn to these matters.

28. | note that there is no reference to the 2008 Edinburgh Green Belt Review in SESplan
or the proposed plan. A lack of reference to a specific document, which may be
superseded during the lifetime of a plan, is not inappropriate or unreasonable. The
reasoned justification and policy provisions in relation to the amendment of green belt
boundaries and the protection of its boundaries in the future are reasonably included in the
proposed plan in section 5.1 (safeguarding and managing our natural environment).
Further conclusions in relation to unresolved matters concerning the green belt are found in
Issue 12 (green belt).

29. | note that parties consider the growth directed to Midlothian to be “unsustainable” and
that the spatial strategy and policies of the plan have been weakened to accommodate
growth. However, as expressed primarily in Issue 3 (requirement for new development),
and in my conclusions on the introduction of the plan above, SESplan (and its
accompanying supplementary guidance on housing land) sets a housing requirement for
Midlothian to meet. The proposed plan must ensure consistency with the SESplan
requirements for growth. 1 find that through its vision, aims, objectives, spatial strategy and
policies the proposed plan (together with SESplan) provide a coherent plan-led strategy to
accommodate growth and make provision for required infrastructure. These matters are
further discussed throughout this report including Issue 3; Issue 6 (improving transport
connectivity); Issue 8 (town centres and retail); Issue 12 (green belt); Issue 13 (green
network and Newbattle strategic greenspace safeguard); Issue 14 (prime agricultural land
and carbon rich soils); Issue 23 (general delivery issues); and Issue 24 (policy — IMP 1,
IMP 2, IMP 3, IMP 4 and IMP 5).

30. | note the comments from Tynewater Community Council in relation to vibrant
communities and meeting needs locally. The proposed plan identifies committed housing
sites in Edgehead, Cousland and Pathhead totalling 67 homes. | note that these, and
other, settlements in the Tynewater community are surrounded by countryside and other
designations. Proposed policy STRAT 2 (windfall housing sites) would allow new housing
within settlements. And, in specific circumstances, proposed policy RD 1 (development in
the countryside) would allow development outwith settlement boundaries. There is a
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delicate balance to be found between safeguarding the character of small/rural settlements
and allowing sufficient housing to ensure they retain a sustainable population. | consider
that the proposed plan continues to support a reasonable level of housing for these
communities at present but that this could be supplemented through policies STRAT 2 and
RD 1 if required. No change to the plan is required on this basis.

31. Itis suggested in representations that local knowledge and expertise should be used
to create a compromise of ideas and demands that suits local people who would be
influenced by new development. The examination of conformity with the participation
statement at the front of this report, and the conclusions in Issue 34 (process, consultation
etc.), confirm that the council has engaged on the proposed plan in the way it said it would.
In relation to major planning applications there is a process of prior engagement with
communities before applications are submitted together with neighbour notification required
for all developments. There are also mechanisms to ensure consultation with community
councils on applications. Furthermore, there is a requirement on planning authorities to
consult on forthcoming supplementary guidance including masterplans and development
briefs prepared for sites. | find that these mechanisms would be sufficient to ensure that
local knowledge and expertise was used in the future development of sites in Midlothian.
No change to the proposed plan is required on this basis.

32. The council argue that there could be conflicts between national policy and guidance
and the provisions within SESplan. This is reflected in paragraph 2.1.2 where the plan
caveats the national and regional context by stating it has taken the National Planning
Framework and Scottish Planning Policy into account “where there is no conflict of interest
or intent” with SESplan. | consider that any conflict between policy positions would become
apparent at the development management stage where the decision-maker would need to
determine the weight to be applied to statutory and non-statutory provisions.

Paragraph 2.1.2 is not statement of how policy should be implemented but a statement
clarifying that the national and regional planning context has been taken into account in
preparing the proposed plan. Therefore, | find that there is no need to caveat the
statement with the phrase about conflict of interest or intent. A modification is required on
this basis.

Reporter’s recommendations:

Modify the proposed local development plan by:
1. Replacing the first sentence of the second paragraph of The Vision on page 2 with:

“Whilst demonstrating a renewed vibrancy, our towns and villages will retain their character
and identities, striving to meet needs locally.”

2. Replacing the final sentence of the second paragraph of The Vision on page 2 with:

“The natural and built environment will be protected and be an attraction and inspiration to
its communities and visitors alike.”

3. Replacing the fifth Environmental Objective on page 2 with:

“Prioritise the reuse of brownfield land over the development of greenfield, especially
Green Belt, land and the efficient use of land generally.”

25




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

4. Replacing the seventh Environmental Objective on page 3 with:

“Promote sustainable energy solutions where this can be achieved in a manner acceptable
in terms of the environment.”

5. Replacing the ninth Environmental Objective on page 3 with:

“Safeguard and enhance biodiversity and take full account of development impact on the
water environment whilst consideration being taken for its improvement.”

6. Replacing paragraph 2.1.2 on page 4 with:
“The Plan takes full account of SESplan’s spatial development strategy and strategic policy

framework and the provisions of the Third National Planning Framework and the revised
Scottish Planning Policy.”
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Issue 2

Committed Development

Development plan | The Strategy for Sustainable Growth - Reporter:
reference: Committed Alasdair Edwards
Body or person(s) submitting a representation raising the issue (including reference
number):

907759 PP69 Buccleuch Property Group

908875 PPI1 Homes for Scotland

904548 PP121 Gary Jack

907616 PP234 sportscotland

758758 PP258 Paddy Carstairs

778604 PP297 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP298 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP300 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP301 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP303 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP328 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP331 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP332 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP347 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778668 PP353 Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)
909579 PP412 Straiton Park Ltd

909746 PP416 Roy Martin

909848 PP445 Barratt Homes Ltd

754718 PP491 Newtongrange Community Council

907142 PP535 Mirabelle Maslin

921601 PP671 Ross Laird

922009 PP886 Andrew McNab

909848 PP1021 Barratt Homes

907142 PP1043 Mirabelle Maslin

966852 PP1091 ORS plc

922062 PP1210 P W Steele

778056 PP1419 SEPA

778056 PP1420 SEPA

780183 PP1527 Shawfair LLP

780183 PP1530 Shawfair LLP

910215 PP2668 University of Edinburgh

778853 PP2817 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd/Hallam Land Management Ltd
921869 PP2839 Alan Robertson

909352 PP2898 Network Rail

Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue

relates:

Policy STRAT1, paragraphs 2.21 to 2.24
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Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Representations seeking review or reduction of committed sites (not site specific)

Seeks review of committed sites before they are carried forward to the Midlothian Local
Development Plan

Objects to sites in STRATL1 not being reviewed before being included in the Proposed
Plan. Considers that lack of review could mean that sites are allocated in the LDP without
an assessment of possible significant effects in the context of current legislation, policy and
the physical environment. (PP1419, PP1420-SEPA)

Wishes Council to consider withdrawal of support for committed sites that have not come
forward/expansion of paragraph 2.2.4 (refers to potential site de-allocations

Page five of the submission, (section 3.0 The Strategy for Growth), sets out an
acknowledgement in the Proposed Plan from the Council that there has been little progress
in developing some of the identified previous Local Plan committed housing sites. Cautions
against the Council's relaxed view to continuing to identify these sites in the Proposed Plan,
stating their identification does not equate to housing coming forward. Considers that the
Council needs to be flexible in its approach to maintaining an effective five year land
supply. States the Council should consider withdrawal of support for committed housing
sites from previous Local Plans that are not delivering houses. Considers continued
support for these sites should be considered prior to this Local Development Plan cycle,
and not put back another five years. Considers that other sites able to come forward in the
short to medium term, and that accord with the development strategy, should be
considered more favourably. Considers that site Hs16 Seafield Road East, Bilston is able
to come forward in the short to medium term in accordance with the Local Development
Plan's development strategy. (PP2817 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Hallam Land
Management Ltd)

Considers that text in paragraph 2.2.4 should be expanded to reflect thrust of SPP and
PANZ2/2010. Wishes to remind Council of tests of effectiveness in PAN2/2010, and states
that range of sites should be included in plan, with effective site programming to ensure no
shortage of effective housing land occurs. Also considers that Council should engage with
landowners/developers as part of review, and take considered view of site effectiveness.
(PP1530 Shawfair LLP)

Considers that too much economic land has been allocated

Considers that economic land is undeveloped due to overprovision of sites, not the
economic downturn or infrastructure constraints - seeks to illustrate this by reference to site
on north side of Bush Loan. (PP535 Mirabelle Maslin)

Considers that too much land allocated in Penicuik

Objects to committed housing allocations at Penicuik on the following grounds: scale of
development. Considers the scale very large; states there is little provision for infrastructure
improvement for the scale of allocated housing development; development is to north of the
town which may result in retail spending going to Straiton; considers the Proposed Plan
indicates the committed development at north Penicuik will be positive for the town centre,
but considers it will damage the town centre further; considers the town centre could be
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enlarged to encompass the town park and leisure centre; and opportunities exist to create
strategic walking and cycling routes through the town based on a new "Greenway" along
the Loan Burn that passes north-south through central Penicuik. (PP671 Ross Laird)

Objects to the inclusion committed housing allocations at Penicuik (particularly h58) and to
the road safeguards relating to these sites. Considers that the proposed road cuts through
sensitive woodland (resulting in loss of habitat) and considers that the change of use of the
nursery to be cynical and possibly illegal, seeks environmental study on the road given this
impact and close proximity to the Pentland Hills. Raises concerns about loss of farmland as
a result of committed developments and considers that recent attempts to extend the
Pentland Hills Regional Park underline the need for the developer to find an alternative
access or have site de-allocated. (PP2839 Alan Robertson)

Site specific representations

Representations seeking de-allocation or reduction of specific committed sites

Objects to committed development sites East Newtongrange (h34), Lingerwood (h35),
South Mayfield (h38) and Dykeneuk (h49). Considers this will lead to coalescence/ loss of
identity and is not in keeping with other plan objectives, and that brownfield sites should be
prioritised. Considers that development will lead to pollution from car use, loss of habitat,
and strain on an already overburdened infrastructure (which is also threatened by
centralisation proposals). (PP258 Paddy Carstairs)

Concerned about loss of village identity, and wishes coalescence be kept to a minimum.
Wishes 'green separation' between Mayfield and Newtongrange. Considers that proposed
Newbattle Strategic Greenspace does not assist with this objective. Does not agree to the
co-location of committed housing sites h34, h35, h38 and h49. (PP491 Newtongrange
Community Council)

Considers that Oatslie business site (e34) is surplus to requirements, as there has been no
take up at this and other sites since allocated. Considers that site is important to preserve
for agricultural use. (PP1043 Mirabelle Maslin)

Objects to housing sites between Newtongrange and Mayfield for reasons of community
identity (with inadequate landscape buffer), noise, traffic congestion, strain on utilities, and
impact on quality of life. (PP1210 P W Steele)

Seeks changes relating to treatment of sites h34, h35, h38 and h49

Objects to the 'Development Considerations' text for site h49, proposes substitute text
which would have effect of removing requirement to restrict housing development to
northern part of the site with community woodland/open space to the south, as well as
references to footpath linkages, local road improvements, and primary school

capacity. Would also remove reference to planned road enhancements linked to B6482
(which representor objects to separately under PP325). (PP328 Grange Estates
(Newbattle) Ltd)

Wishes removal of safeguarding (in paragraph 8.2.39) for new primary school within site
h38 South Mayfield - considers that case for additional primary school has not been made.
Also considers that recent evidence (from consents on parts of sites h34/h38) is that
detailed planning process yields greater capacities than initial estimates, and that sites h34,

29




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

h35, h38 & h49 should be reviewed with the intention of accepting increases in numbers -
states that this is supported by SPP and no education contribution towards primary school
facilities is required. (PP331 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Objects to text in Table 8.14 relating to sites h34 and h35. Suggests amended text that
would have the effect of requiring the current planning briefs for sites Q and R to be revised
or replaced. Also wishes reference to a review of the sites capacities to be made. Also
wishes text added in respect of h34 to note the site constraints and to note need for
committed effort to develop site. Representor’s proposed new text for h34 deletes
reference to expectation that delivery of southern part of site likely to be delayed due to
ground conditions in neighbouring h38/h49. Representor’s proposed new text for h35
deletes mention of enhancements to local roads. (PP332 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Considers that Council has underestimated the capacity of some sites, in particular for sites
h34, h35, h38 and h49. States that this constrains the sites as Council refuses consent for
the higher numbers as failing to comply with the Brief and the LP capacity. Suggests
revised capacities to be substituted for current capacities in Table 8.12, Table 8.14,
Appendix Table 1A.2 and Appendix Table 1A.4. Also wishes removal of references in
Appendix Table 1A.2 to sites allocated in 2003 plan that do not have extant planning
permission requiring reasoned justification as to why a 25% affordable housing requirement
should not apply to the site. Suggests alternative text that would retain a requirement for
the provision of 5-10% affordable housing. (PP347 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks inclusion of site Hs18 as a committed housing site

Requests that site Hs18 Roslin Institute is included within Appendix 1A of the Proposed
Plan in the schedule of Committed Housing Development sites and supported by policy
STRATL. Considers that as site Hs18 has minded to grant Planning Permission in Principle
(August 2014) status, it should be listed in Appendix 1A as part of the Established Housing
Land Supply and supported by policy STRAT1 Committed Development. (PP353
Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC))

Seeks allocation of economic site at Straiton View (e7) as residential site

Considers that site at Straiton View, identified under Policy STRAT1 as being part of the
Established Economic Land Supply with the site reference e7, should be allocated for
residential development. Considers that 2ha site could provide 50-60 units of housing, that
it is effective and deliverable and is supported by national policy and SDP policy 7.

States that economic site has been allocated for 12 years with no activity since office
development on western part was granted in 2003 - reallocation would be consistent with
SPP. Considers that housing use is compliant with surrounding uses and has defensible
boundaries. Considers that site is effective in terms of tests in PAN 2/2010. Considers that
Midlothian does not have an effective housing land supply. (PP412 Straiton Park Ltd)

Seeks wider range of uses on committed site ell

In respect of committed site el1, wishes proposals map and text references to site to
exclude already developed areas, and in respect of the remaining land, wishes plan

to continue to allow class 4/5 development, but also to allow alternative uses (that would
therefore be assessed on their merits) where they are compatible with surrounding land
uses and in particular the new park and ride site and the soon to open rail station. (PP416
Roy Martin)
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Seeks increase in site capacity of committed site at h41 at Mayfield

Supports inclusion of land at h41 for housing, but for more units than indicated in the
proposed LDP. Considers that site capacity should be amended to approximately 180
units - based on net developable area (6ha) and achievable densities. Considers that
increased density is more efficient use of greenfield site, and meets SG guidance.
Considers that site is effective in terms of PAN2/2010 criteria. Considers that site will
contribute to Mayfield through developer contributions and increased use of local facilities.
States that LDP will not achieve SDP housing requirements, nor provide a 5 year housing
land supply - considers that this site will contribute towards meeting requirements. (PP445,
PP1021 Barratt Homes)

Seeks increase in density and support for care home at h55 Seafield Moor

Supports the continued allocation of committed site h55 Seafield Moor Road, Bilston
(allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan 2008). However, would like the site's capacity to be
increased from 150 to 300 homes and for a care home or other (as described in the
submission) "amenity" use to be included within this existing committed allocation. (PP2668
University of Edinburgh)

Detail site specific matters

Notes blaes pitch at site h12 (former Dalkeith High School) - does not have record as to
whether a replacement facility has been provided elsewhere. Requests that confirmation is
provided that compensatory provision for this facility has already been provided elsewhere,
or, that a note in relation to this allocation is provided to the effect that, in accordance with
SPP paragraph 226, compensatory provision is likely to be required. Considers that this
would provide clarity for a prospective developer and to Sports Scotland in terms of their
role. (PP234 sportscotland)

Supports development of committed site h12, but states that previous planning brief had
referred to the opportunity for the two sites to be developed together. Considers that it is in
the interests of the proper planning of the area for the two sites to be developed in
conjunction with one another. (PP886 Andrew McNab)

Supports inclusion of Shawfair as a committed development under Policy STRATL1.
Supports Council maintaining an established economic and housing land supply. Refers to
status of Shawfair at time of submission, including signing of S75 agreement, and lodging
of MSC application, considers that reference to Shawfair at Appendix 1A, Table 1A.3 and
reference in paragraph should be altered from '‘Minded to Consent' to read 'Consent’
(PP1527 Shawfair LLP)

Other Matters

Seeks Council actions to assist in making sites deliverable

Supports reference to reviewing sites over time to ensure they are deliverable, but
considers that this will in some cases require action from the Council - for example in
reviewing development briefs. (PP91 Homes for Scotland)

Welcomes support in paragraph 1.15 for development proposals not yet delivered.
Considers that the Local Development Plan should have regard to the issues and reasons
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for these sites not coming forward and remaining undelivered to-date. States that Grange
Estates (GE) has interests in East Newtongrange/Lingerwood/South Mayfield - h34, h35,
h38 and h49 and that GE will continue to investigate the constraints to the development of
these committed development sites. This is considered further in other representations.
(PP297 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Welcomes Council's recognition of the need to ensure the delivery of committed
development land. States that Grange Estates has interests in East Newtongrange/
Lingerwood/South Mayfield - h34, h35, h38 and h49 and will continue to investigate the
constraints to the development of these committed development sites. Considers that
Council is not playing their part in assisting in the delivery of committed sites through
continued failure to recognise site specific constraints to development, onerous
development requirements and unrealistic planning briefs. (PP298 Grange Estates
(Newbattle) Ltd)

Considers that Policy STRAT 1 does not itself assist in the delivery of stalled committed
development sites. States that infrastructure constraints and the economic downturn
around 2008 are not the only reasons for sites not progressing. In respect of Grange
Estates interests (sites h34, h35, h38, h49): considers that unrealistic planning briefs,
onerous and unjustified development requirements imposed under previous IMP policies,
challenging ground conditions/ topography and interests of tenant farmers (with secure
agricultural tenancies), have all impacted upon viability. Considers that until the Council
acknowledge the impact of these constraints, then it is optimistic to state that these stalled
committed development sites can be expected to contribute. Considers that Midlothian
Local Development Plan is not assisting in unblocking sites. Development requirements,
set out in Settlement Statements, have in some cases increased and previously identified
constraints such as undeliverable development briefs remain a requirement of the
Midlothian Local Development Plan. Although Council acknowledge infrastructure
constraints to be a cause for the failure to deliver committed development sites, the Local
Development Plan contains no policy or proposals to review/overcome such constraints.
(PP300 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Wishes to see more detail as to how Council proposes to unlock stalled sites. In addition,
wishes reference to increasing housing densities widened to give support for increasing
housing numbers on all sites where it can be shown that they capable of accommodating
more development (having regard to development management standards) - considers that
increasing densities on its own will not be sufficient to unlock stalled sites. (PP303 Grange
Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks removal of reference to potential future de-allocation of sites

Grange Estates (GE) does not accept the statement in paragraph 2.2.4 that work is in
progress to resolve any outstanding infrastructure provision, land assembly and other
delivery matters. With respect to GE promoted sites at h34, h35, h38 and h49; considers
that the Council have not demonstrated a full acceptance of the constraints to

delivery. Considers that the challenging ground conditions are only one constraint and
cannot be addressed within the constraints of the development brief (more commentary on
the constraints to the delivery of these sites is contained within representations on the
settlement statements). (PP301 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)
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Seeks change to nature of housing sites

Considers that (in response to delivery problems at large sites) larger sites should be sub
divided into smaller sites with varying designs and a good range of house types and
tenures. Also notes potential difficulties for providing affordable housing if large sites
removed. (PP121 Gary Jack)

Support

Supports inclusion of site for planned range of activities

Network Rail’s current holdings are formed by two large plots of land, on part of the former
Monktonhall Colliery. The more southern portion is within the Structure Plan core and we
support the inclusion of this site for the planned range of economic and community
activities. (PP2898 Network Rail)

Support for committed development sites continuing to be allocated in the MLDP

Supports the MLDP continuing to allocate site h46 Cowden Cleugh for 100 units. (PP69
Buccleuch Property Group)

Wishes to confirm the effectiveness of site h50. Considers that site meets national,
strategic and local planning policies, and is effective in context of PAN2/2010 guidance.
Refers to planning permission in principle application submitted in January 2015, ongoing
work on supporting assessments, landowners continuing support and ongoing negotiations
with landowners. (PP1091 ORS plc)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Representations seeking review or reduction of committed sites (not site specific)

Seeks review of committed sites before they are carried forward to the Midlothian Local
Development Plan

Objects to sites in STRATL, and seeks review before they are included in the LDP.
(PP1419, PP1420 SEPA)

Wishes Council to consider withdrawal of support for committed sites that have not come
forward/ expansion of paragraph 2.2.4 (refers to potential site de-allocations

Considers that too much economic land has been allocated

Wishes reference in paragraph 2.2.2 amended to indicate that some of the previous
allocations remain undeveloped due to overprovision of sites (PP535 Mirabelle Maslin)

Considers that too much land allocated in Penicuik

Reduce the scale of the committed housing allocations in Penicuik. Seeks creation of
strategic walking and cycling routes through the town based on a new "Greenway" along
the Loan Burn that passes north-south through central Penicuik. Penicuik town centre
could be enlarged to encompass the town park and leisure centre. (PP671 Ross Laird)
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No changes to the proposed plan suggested. (PP2839 Alan Robertson)

Site specific representations

Representations seeking de-allocation or reduction of specific committed sites

Brownfield sites should be prioritised - thrust of objection is that sites h34, h35, h38 and
h49 should be de-allocated. (PP258 Paddy Carstairs)

Wishes a green separation maintained between Newtongrange and Mayfield, and
consequently the co-location of committed housing sites h34, h35, h38 and h49 to be
reconsidered. (PP491 Newtongrange Community Council)

Seeks de-allocation of committed Oatslie business site (e34). (PP1043 Mirabelle Maslin)

No modifications to the proposed plan suggested. (PP1210 P W Steele)

Seeks changes relating to treatment of sites h34, h35, h38 and h49

Proposes substitute text for h49 'Development Considerations' table as follows: ‘h49 - Site
allocated in MLP 2008 (site H7). The design and layout of the site and delivery of the
development should be brought forward within the context of the development briefs for the
adjoining committed development sites (h34 and h35 in Newtongrange, and h38 in
Mayfield — see above). Additional capacity will be required for secondary schools for which
developer contributions will be sought’. (PP328 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Removal of safeguarding (in paragraph 8.2.39) for new primary school within site h38
South Mayfield. Review of capacities at sites h34, h35, h38 & h49. (PP331 Grange Estates
(Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks new text in relation to sites h34 and h35 in table 8.14, as follows: 'h34 East
Newtongrange - Site allocated in MLP 2003 (site Q); part of site under construction, with
early phases complete. The restrictions on capacity, ground conditions, the tenant farmer
and the development requirements have contributed to the difficulty in bringing forward a
development. There is a need for a committed effort to resolve these difficulties to ensure
housing is delivered on this site (and neighbouring committed land) to contribute to housing
land requirements. The previous Brief for the site requires to be revised or replaced.
Furthermore a review of the sites capacity is required given the higher densities and
numbers achieved on the Cruden and Persimmon consents now under construction. This
Is likely to lead to an increase in numbers which will contribute to housing land
requirements. It is important that development of those parts of the site adjacent to
Newtongrange respect the distinctive character of the miners’ rows, in terms of layout and
building materials. The site is adjacent to Mayfield Industrial Estate and the housing
development will require the inclusion of suitable screening/landscaping to address noise
and amenity issues. h35 Lingerwood - Site allocated in MLP 2003 (site R). Delivery of the
site is likely to be delayed as its development is expected to be undertaken alongside that
of neighbouring sites in Mayfield (h38 & h49). The previous Brief for the site requires to be
revised or replaced. Furthermore a review of the sites capacity is required given the higher
densities and numbers achieved on the Cruden and Persimmon consents now under
construction. This is likely to lead to an increase in numbers which will contribute to
housing land requirements'. (PP332 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)
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Seeks all references to capacities at sites h34, h35, h38 and h49 to be amended as
follows: h34, Site Q, East Newtongrange 250 (capacity); h35, Site R, Lingerwood, 140
(capacity); h38, Site U, South Mayfield, 550 (capacity); h49 H7, Dykeneuk, Mayfield, 100
(capacity). Seeks affordable housing references in Appendix Table 1A.2 Sites allocated in
2003 Midlothian Local Plan changed to state: 'For sites allocated but not yet consented,
there remains a requirement for the provision of 5-10% affordable housing'. (PP347
Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks inclusion of site Hs18 as a committed housing site

Include site Hs18 Roslin Institute in Appendix 1A as a Committed Housing Site. (PP353
Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC))

Seeks allocation of economic site at Straiton View (e7) as residential site

Seeks allocation of site at Straiton View for residential development (inference is also that
economic allocation should be withdrawn). (PP412 Straiton Park Ltd)

Seeks wider range of uses on committed site el1l

Site ell, proposals map and text references should exclude already developed areas. In
respect of remaining land, should continue to allow class 4/5 development, but also

allow alternative uses (to be assessed on their merits) where they are compatible with
surrounding land uses. (PP416 Roy Martin)

Seeks increase in site capacity of committed site h41 at Mayfield

Seeks amendment of site capacity to approximately 180 units. (PP445, PP1021 Barratt
Homes)

Seeks increase in density and support for care home at h55 Seafield Moor

Increase allocation of h55 Seafield Moor Road from 150 to 300 homes and for a care home
or other (as described in the submission) "amenity" use to be included within this existing
committed allocation. (PP2668 University of Edinburgh)

Detail site specific matters

Requests that confirmation is provided that compensatory provision for this facility has
already been provided elsewhere, or, that a note in relation to this allocation is provided to
the effect that, in accordance with SPP paragraph 226, compensatory provision is likely to
be required. (PP234 sportscotland)

Suggests additional text for h12 Development Considerations paragraph in table 8.5, viz.
"The site could be developed in conjunction with the site to the south east, a former public
house and brownfield development opportunity'. (PP886 Andrew McNab)

Supports main thrust of policy, but seeks minor amendment to reflect progress with
Shawfair site. (PP1527 Shawfair LLP)
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Other Matters

Seeks Council actions to assist in making sites deliverable

Not expressly set out as objection, but representor considers that in reviewing sites to
ensure deliverability, Council may require to take positive actions. (PP91 Homes for
Scotland)

None sought in relation to this representation, but other related representations from
Grange Estates consider matters relating to non-development of sites. (PP297 Grange
Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

No changes to the proposed plan suggested. (PP298 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)
Considers that policy STRAT 1 should contain commitment to review the approach to
development and infrastructure requirements associated with delivery of committed
development sites. (PP300 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Wishes 2nd bullet point of paragraph 2.3.9 amended to read 'support increased housing
numbers and densities on appropriate sites'. Also wishes to see more detail as to how
Council proposes to unlock stalled sites. (PP303 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks removal of reference to potential future de-allocation of sites

Deletion of text from paragraph 2.2.4 which signals potential future de-allocation of sites
which do not make substantive progress towards delivery over the period of the plan.
(PP301 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks change to nature of housing sites

Modification sought not expressly stated, but seeks larger housing sites subdivided in to
smaller sites with varying designs and a good range of house types and tenures. (PP121
Gary Jack)

Representations indicating support

Supports inclusion of site for planned range of activities

Promotes land within its ownership at Shawfair for longer-term development potential,
including energy/solar or waste water treatment facilities. (PP2898 Network Rail)

Support for committed development sites continuing to be allocated in the MLDP

No change sought — support. (PP69 Buccleuch Property Group)

Wishes to confirm the effectiveness of site Hs7 (objections to implementation requirements
made under PP1101/1102 handled under Implementation Schedule 4 - Issue). (PP1091
ORS plc)
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Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

Previous local plans provided for substantial growth across Midlothian, meeting the needs
of the structure plans in place at the time. Policy STRAT1 states that Midlothian Council
will seek the early implementation of these sites. Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 117)
expects the housing land requirement to be met from a number of sources, but most
notably from the sites in the established housing land supply which are effective or are
expected to become effective within the plan period (Scottish Planning Policy).
Employment sites have much longer lead-in times to development and are subject to a
range of factors affecting investment decisions and demand in comparison to housing land.

The plan is clear that committed development sites are key to ensuring the effective
delivery of the development strategy and the Council is keen to work with developers and
support the development of these sites. To this end the Plan raises the possibility that in 5
years time, when it is next reviewed, support may be removed from housing sites which
have demonstrated no substantive progress towards delivery. Given the different
circumstances facing employment land, the benefits of securing investment that secures
jobs and the increasing pressure facing the Council to reallocate such sites for housing, the
Council is likely to maintain its support for these sites in a subsequent review of the MLDP.

Representations seeking review or reduction of committed sites (not site specific)

Seeks review of committed sites before they are carried forward to the Midlothian Local
Development Plan

Many of the sites allocated in previous plans have been developed, are being developed or
benefit from planning permission. As the Local Development Plan has proceeded to
adoption more sites have entered these categories, and still more are likely to be
consented by the time the plan is adopted.

The previous allocations have benefited from careful scrutiny of environmental factors, and
relevant information has been carried forward to the Settlement Statements in the
Midlothian Local Development Plan Proposed Plan. The Council has taken account of
these environmental constraint factors when allocating sites (evident in the low densities at
some sites). Allocated sites are still required to pass scrutiny through the development
management process. The Council considers that it has provided appropriate policies for
determining planning applications that reflect current legislation and guidance.

The annual Housing Land Audit process also provides a valuable health check on the
status of sites identified in the housing land supply. Issues of programming and constraints
(legacy or new) can be discussed with house builders through the sector’'s umbrella
organisation — Homes for Scotland and sometimes with developers directly. Allied to the
audit process the Council has a duty to prepare and regularly review an Action Programme.
It is anticipated that reviews of the Action Programme will provide a trigger mechanism to
identify and put in place any interventions deemed necessary to remove constraints or re-
programme infrastructure requirements and/or phasing in order to kick start development of
allocated sites.

Scottish Planning Policy (paragraph 117) expects the housing land requirement to be met
from a number of sources, but most notably from the sites in the established housing land
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supply which are effective or are expected to become effective within the plan period
(Scottish Planning Policy). The Strategic Development Plan for South East Scotland (SDP)
2013 (Strategic Development Plan for South East Scotland) recognises the scale of the
potential contribution from committed development sites in tables 3 and 4. The SDP
recognises that in some cases sites may not prove deliverable by 2024, 2032 or at all
(paragraph 109). The SESplan Housing Supplementary Guidance requires LDPs to provide
for a scale of housing that recognises that not all committed sites may be developed by
2024 or 2032.

Allocation in the Development Plan does not guarantee that a site will be developed at the
density indicated, and there is the potential that at some sites an acceptable solution may
not be found. Paragraph 2.2.4 signals the potential for sites to be removed which have
demonstrated no substantive progress towards delivery, when the LDP is reviewed (this
might encompass any sites that present insoluble environmental difficulties). The Council
considers that it is appropriate to give notice of its future intentions, and to remove
ineffective or unviable sites.

If they are proven to be undevelopable, and a shortage of effective housing land results,
the risk in this situation is borne by Midlothian Council, who would have to consider further
action, as described in paragraph 2.3.9. The Council mitigates this risk through its realistic
site capacity estimates and its land allocations which include a margin over the SDP
requirement (described in the Housing Strategy Schedule 4).

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations (PP1419, PP142 -SEPA).

Wishes Council to consider withdrawal of support for committed sites that have not come
forward/expansion of paragraph 2.2.4 (refers to potential site de-allocations

The Council has allocated Hs16 and expects it to be developed by 2024. The Council
considers that it has an adequate range and choice of sites to meet housing needs
established in the Strategic Development Plan for Edinburgh and South East Scotland.
Matters relating to strategic need and the adequacy of the Council’s allocation are
addressed in issue 3 - Requirement for New Development - Housing Strategy Schedule 4.
The Council considers that it has made realistic assumptions about the scale of growth and
the expected contribution by 2024 from its committed sites.

Paragraph 2.2.4 signals the potential for sites to be removed which have demonstrated no
substantive progress towards delivery, when the LDP is reviewed. The Council considers
that it is appropriate to give notice of its future intentions, and to remove ineffective or
unviable sites. Homes for Scotland in their response to the Proposed Plan, welcomes the
recognition given to reviewing sites over time to ensure they are deliverable.

The option to remove support from allocated housing sites is a change of approach by the
Council and signals its commitment to enabling development to take place and capture the
benefits that new housing and new people bring to a community. Some site owners or
developers may have been content to take little action to develop sites, in the expectation
that they would never be de-allocated. The Council considers it is best to introduce
potential de-allocation in a phased way, by foreshadowing it in this plan, prior to any site
de-allocations in future plans. One potential benefit of raising the possibility of future de-
allocation in this plan may be to stimulate more activity on the part of developers to bring
sites forward.
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The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP1530 Shawfair LLP, PP2817 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd
& Hallam Land Management Ltd)

Considers that too much economic land has been allocated

The Council does not consider that it has allocated too much economic land. This matter is
considered further in issue 33 - Economic Sites. The Strategic Development Plan for South
East Scotland (SDP) 2013 (Strategic Development Plan) requires additional employment
land to be allocated in specified corridors. SDP Policy 2 requires LDPs to support the
delivery of the quantity of the established strategic employment land supply identified in the
SDP. LDPs must also provide a range and choice of marketable sites to meet anticipated
requirements. The LDP must also be consistent with the SDP.

A number of less effective committed economic sites have been deleted from the
established economic land supply. These sites had been part of the established land
supply for a long time and were deemed to have little prospect of attracting investment over
the lifetime of the new plan. The loss of these sites has been in part compensated for by
the allocation of additional sites at key locations with good transport connections (Shawfair
Park, Salter’'s Park and Ashgrove, Loanhead) to augment existing business park locations
and provide a better range and choice of sites to the market, and in the case of Shawfair
Park (and potentially Salter’'s Park) the potential for ancillary uses to support existing and
future businesses and the growing day time workforce. This approach is consistent with
the SDP. Midlothian Council is however taking a cautious view to the potential de-
allocation of further sites, as employment sites have a much longer lead in time to
development due to the irregular pattern of demand and external influences within the
market. Another relevant factor is that coincident to the adoption of the 2008 Midlothian
Local Plan, the country entered a deep and long lasting recession.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP535 Mirabelle Maslin)

Considers that too much land allocated in Penicuik

The Greenlaw site (h25) now has a planning consent (application reference
12/00475/DPP). The Council was minded to grant planning permission for an application
at Deanburn (h26), but this site will likely be included in a larger planning application which
also includes the site allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan 2008 (h58). There is active
developer interest in all of the committed Penicuik sites.

Midlothian Council supports the early implementation of all committed development sites.
If the sites without planning consent were de-allocated, the Council would have to consider
the implications for the 5 year housing land supply, and this might require replacement
sites within the A701 corridor to be found. The Council acknowledges that developments
on the northern side may have a tendency to travel north for shopping rather than use the
town centre, but the Council must assess sites in the round. There has been a lack of
willing site promoters on the south side of the town and the steep increase in levels to the
south of Penicuik makes this area unattractive in landscape terms.

The Council has set out the implementation requirements for new development in Penicuik
in the Proposed Plan Settlement Statements. This includes, amongst other things,
formation of a roundabout junction between the A702 and Mauricewood Road, a north west
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Penicuik link road, education capacity enhancements and town centre improvements.
Policies IMP1 and IMP2 and the associated Supplementary Guidance (SG) will provide the
framework to collect contributions for the necessary supporting facilities and infrastructure.
The Council considers that these provide an adequate basis to accommodate the
development without unacceptable impacts on local services and infrastructure.

Regarding the point on expansion of the town centre and a green network: the Council
considers that the proposed extension does not relate well to the town centre, and would
cover intervening residential streets (the encouragement of town centre uses might have a
significant impact on their amenity). It would seem more appropriate to focus efforts on
maintaining and enhancing the existing town centre area, rather than distribute potential
town centre activities over a wider area. The Council can see no particular benefit to the
park and leisure centre through placing them in the town centre.

The Council notes the suggested formation of new strategic walking and cycling routes
through the town based on a new "Greenway" along the Loan Burn that passes north south
through central Penicuik. The Proposed Plan states that the Council will prepare
Midlothian Green Network Supplementary Guidance. This will allow for more detailed green
network proposals to be considered and prepared by the Council, and then for them to be
subject to public consultation.”

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP671 Ross Laird, PP2839 Alan Robertson)

Site specific representations

Representations seeking de-allocation or reduction of specific committed sites

Development at h34 and h38 has commenced (in part). Midlothian Council supports the
early implementation of all committed development sites. If the sites without planning
consent were de-allocated, the Council would have to consider the implications for the 5
year housing land supply, and this might require replacement sites within the
A7/A68/Borders rail corridor to be found. The Council will seek to overcome the problems
holding back development at this site but if there is no progress over the plan period the
Council may consider removing non-viable sites (as described in paragraph 2.2.24 of the
LDP) but the Council considers it premature to de-allocate at this stage.

The development brief for the South Mayfield/East Newtongrange area (CD132) includes a
linear park feature between Mayfield and the site of the new Primary School, and
landscape buffers around the edge of the sites and the existing industrial area. These
landscape features will help to maintain the separate identities of the two communities.
The planning brief uses different densities and character areas to mitigate the landscape
impact.

These sites are close to existing/proposed facilities to high frequency bus routes (with
potential to be extended further as roads are extended with new development) and to
Newtongrange station. These features will all serve to reduce car use. The development
brief (CD132) addresses the matter of screening and landscaping to address noise and
amenity issues from Mayfield Industrial Estate.

The Council has set out the implementation requirements for new development in Mayfield/
Easthouses and Newtongrange in the Proposed Plan Settlement Statements. Policies
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IMP1 and IMP2 and the associated Supplementary Guidance (SG) provide the framework
to collect contributions for the necessary supporting facilities and infrastructure. The
Council considers that these provide an adequate basis to accommodate the development
without unacceptable impacts on local services and infrastructure.

In respect of de-allocation of the committed Oatslie business site (e34), the Council
expects this to be masterplanned and delivered together with site Ec5, which is allocated in
the Proposed Plan. The Council has allocated this adjacent site to create a combined site
of sufficient scale for modern business needs. It would be premature in the Council’s view
to start de-allocating even before there has been a chance to market the expanded site.

Combined site e34/Ec5 enjoys a good location by the A701, and is close to public transport
and the nearby Bush bioscience cluster. The Council considers that it has identified an
appropriate level of economic land supply. It has deleted some less marketable sites and
allocated new sites to meet Strategic Development Plan requirements. The Strategic
Development Plan for South East Scotland (SDP) 2013 (Strategic Development Plan)
requires an additional 15ha of employment land to be allocated in the A701 corridor, and
Policy 2 requires LDPs to support the delivery of the quantity of the established strategic
employment land supply identified in the SDP. LDPs must also provide a range and choice
of marketable sites to meet anticipated requirements. This matter is considered further in
issue 33 - Economic Sites. The Council considers that employment sites generally have a
longer lead in time to development than housing sites due to the irregular pattern of
demand and external influences within the market.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no changes to the Proposed
Plan in respect of these representations. (PP258 Paddy Carstairs, PP491 Newtongrange
Community Council, PP1043 Mirabelle Maslin, PP1210 P W Steele)

Seeks changes relating to treatment of sites h34, h35, h38 and h49

The Council considers that to meet the needs of South Mayfield and East Newtongrange a
new primary school will be required to support the development of the above sites. A site
has been identified, at the heart of the expanded community (identified on the proposals
map and the planning brief). The Council does not consider it acceptable to remove
reference to the primary school, and a strong case would have to be made by developer
interests to relocate it from its indicated position in the LDP, which the Council considers is
optimal.

In respect of the representor’s suggested new text for sites h34 and h35, the substantive
points relate to:

e the description of factors delaying the site to be expanded to include tenant farmer,
site capacities and developer requirements;

e the inclusion of an express requirement to revise or replace the brief;

e the deletion of the reference to the need to incorporate improvements to local
distributor roads.

Taking these in turn: the Council’'s understanding is that shallow bedrock at neighbouring
site h38 is the principle reason for the developer being unable to bring forward a scheme
meeting the development brief. This matter was considered further in the site investigation
report for the previous planning application (Application 08/00515/FUL - site investigation
report 23 July 2008). While the report suggests that existing ground levels are maintained
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where possible to minimise the extent of rock excavations it does not suggest that it was an
impediment to development. The Council does not possess all of the facts regarding the
status of the tenant farmer, and do not consider it appropriate to make comments on this in
its LDP. The committed effort to resolve the difficulties, referred to in the plan, will give the
parties an opportunity to look further at these matters and also the suggested difficulties
with site densities and developer requirements and viability issues in general. Without
evidence of viability the Council does not consider it appropriate to list site capacity and
developer contributions as reasons for lack of progress, as this has not been
demonstrated. The Council considers that the new distributor road and upgrading of the
B6482 are essential elements of the expansion of South Mayfield/East Newtongrange.
There may be potential to review detailed alignments and phasing as part of any changes
to the approved development brief, but in the Council’s view it would be unacceptable to
delete this requirement from the settlement statements.

It is possible that the further efforts to progress the South Mayfield/East Newtongrange
sites over the lifetime of the LDP, may conclude that they cannot all be delivered over the
allocated extent in a way that is acceptable. In this situation the Council will have to come
to a judgement on the future status of the sites (paragraph 2.2.24 of LDP refers).

In respect of the representor’s suggested new text for site h49, the substantive points
appear to be:

e removal of requirement to restrict housing development to northern part of the site
with community woodland/open space to the south;

e removal of references to local road improvements and footpath linkages;

e removal of references primary school capacity.

Taking these in turn: Site h49 is elevated, and will fill the remaining gap between Mayfield
and Gowkshill on the landward site of Stobhill Road. The proposed form of development
set out in the settlement statement, will to some extent offset these aspects of the site. The
Council also considers that the upgrade of local roads is an essential element of the
expansion of South Mayfield/East Newtongrange. There may be potential to review
detailed alignments and phasing as part of any changes to the approved development
brief, but in the Council’s view it would be unacceptable to delete this requirement from the
settlement statements. The development of local green networks emanates from the
identification of the “Central Scotland Green Network” as a national development priority in
the National Planning Framework 3 (NPF 3). As is required by the NPF3 the Strategic
Development Plan directs that LDPs facilitate the development of green networks locally.
The Council considers the policy framework within the proposed plan and the requirement
for developer contributions towards this is consistent with the SDP and circular 3/2012. It
will also address other policy objectives of the plan including active travel, reduced car
usage and facilitate improved access to the countryside. The development will generate
demand for primary school places, and it is requisite to seek developer contributions
towards the proposed new primary school.

In relation to the representation seeking amendment of site capacities, the Council
acknowledges that there have been difficulties bringing forward the adjoining sites of h34,
h35, h38, and h49. The Proposed Plan states that the Council will work with the developer
to support delivery of this development, which may result in changes to the final layout in
the approved development brief (paragraph 8.2.27). The plan states, however, that there
will be a number of principles which must be adhered to. The Council is aware of the
strong community opposition to coalescence between Newtongrange and Mayfield (the
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brief addresses this through a green separation corridor (CD132). The higher parts of the
sites have potential adverse landscape impacts, while the lower parts adjoin a conservation
area. The approved brief addresses this through different densities and character areas
and the use of landscaping. There will also be a need for land for education and open
space requirements, and improvements to the road network.

The Council expects to work constructively with site promoters to attempt to develop a
practical solution which continues to meet objectives set out in the brief. The Council does
not consider it prudent to change expected house numbers at this stage and in advance of
further work. It may transpire that the higher densities sought by the representor are not
compatible with essential site development principles, or that they may give rise to further
developer requirements making the development less viable. Achievement of higher
densities than programmed at adjacent sites does not indicate that increased site
capacities will be achievable or acceptable elsewhere in South Mayfield. This would have
to be justified through the development management process.

In relation to the representation seeking the retention of the 5-10% affordable housing
requirement for sites allocated but not yet consented, this matter is addressed in the
Affordable Housing Schedule 4 (Issue 9). For sites allocated prior to 2008 the level of
affordable housing provision is set at 5-10%. To date the Council does not retrofit the
current policy requirement of 25% to these sites. However, if an application is received
from an earlier allocation and the proposal exceeds the original number of houses identified
in the relevant plan then the Council will consider applying the 25% requirement to the
additional houses over and above the planned allocations.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP328, PP331, PP332, PP347 Grange Estates
(Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks inclusion of site Hs18 as a committed housing site

The Midlothian Local Development Plan Proposed Plan allocates the site under Policy
STRATS3 to meet the strategic housing land requirement established in the Strategic
Development Plan 2013 (SDP). It is accurate therefore, to list the site in table 3A which
lists the strategic housing land allocations rather than in table 1A which refers to land which
Is already allocated or to large windfall sites. The site is identified as a proposed housing
site and it will be subject of an Examination into the plan. If it is retained following the
Examination it will be included and identified in the adopted plan as a site required to meet
the SDP housing land requirement. Only at the next review would it be regarded as a
committed site and only then if it remains undeveloped at that time.

This site is subject of a planning application (13/0877/PPP) which the Council is minded to
grant, subject to completion of legal agreement. Should the application be granted in the
interim, the Council is of the view that it should continue to be treated as a housing
allocation under STRAT3 and not STRATL, to avoid a situation where the application
lapsed, and the site was left with no support or status. The listing of new allocations in
Appendix 3 also provides clarity as to meeting the SDP requirements (set out in table 2.3).
It is not clear if the representor is seeking this, but the Council considers that it would not
be acceptable to discount the contribution of sites allocated in proposed plans to meeting
the SDP additional housing allowances, where they are approved before the plan can be
adopted.
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The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP353 Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council
(BBSRC))

Seeks allocation of economic site at Straiton View (e7) as a residential site

This proposal for housing on this site, which includes the undeveloped part of economic
site e7 and other land within the settlement boundary has not been assessed through the
development sites assessment process or in preparing the Proposed Plan.

The Council considers that it has allocated enough housing land to meet the SDP
additional housing allowances, and expects that the provisions of Policies STRAT1,
STRAT2 and STRATS3 will deliver the overall housing land requirement. Matters relating to
the strategic need and the adequacy of the Council’s allocation are handled in issue 3 -
Requirement for New Development - Housing Strategy.

The Strategic Development Plan for Edinburgh and South East Scotland (SDP) 2013
(Strategic Development Plan) requires an additional 15ha of employment land to be
allocated in the A701 corridor, and Policy 2 requires LDPs to support the delivery of the
guantity of the established strategic employment land supply identified in the SDP. LDPs
must also provide a range and choice of marketable sites to meet anticipated requirements.
This matter is considered further in the Schedule 4 relating to Economic Sites (Issue 33).
The Council considers that it has identified an appropriate level of economic land supply. It
has deleted some less marketable sites and allocated new sites to meet Strategic
Development Plan requirements. The Council considers that employment sites can have a
long lead in time to development due to the irregular pattern of demand and external
influences within the market.

As a rule residential land values are higher than land for employment uses. The 2015
Department of Communities and Local Government paper ‘Land value estimates for policy
appraisal’ found that residential land values were higher than industrial in most of the
authorities assessed (CD016). The 2002 DTZ Pieda study for the Scottish Executive,
although dated, reached similar conclusions for Scotland (CD023). This can lead to
pressure to seek residential uses on employment land. Promoting economic growth is a
prime objective of the Midlothian Economic Development Framework (CD049) and the
economic recovery plan ‘Ambitious Midlothian’ (CD024). The plan seeks to ensure a
readily available supply of land and a range and choice of sites to support economic growth
over the plan period and beyond, so the Council considers that it is justified in resisting
these pressures.

Part of the economic allocation has been developed, and an access road into the site
formed. The Council envisages similar development on the remainder of the allocation.
The site is allocated for business use only. This will form a buffer between the retail park
loading area and the existing housing area, being compatible with both of the neighbouring
uses.

The Council has concerns that the site will have low amenity for a residential use, with the
visually unattractive retail park loading area on the banking above, and potential noise and
disturbance from its operation. The site slopes downward from the higher ground to the
back of the retail park. Some of this area (which is not allocated under e7 but would be
allocated under this proposal) has been colonised by trees and shrubs, which serve to
mask this use and their loss would be detrimental to the amenity of the area.
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As the residential site proposal is new, and is more extensive than the area previously
allocated, the Council, has been unable to conduct a thorough assessment, including views
of SEPA in respect of flood risk from the May Burn and the downstream culvert where it
flows under Loanhead Road.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP412 Straiton Park Ltd)

Seeks wider range of uses on committed site el1l

The Council can see no merit in redrawing the site boundaries or changing the text to
exclude reference to the already developed parts of the site. Once the site is wholly
developed, it will remain in the local plan proposals map and the established economic land
supply, as existing fully developed industrial sites already are (for example Bilston Glen
industrial estate) and be subject to policies ECON1 and other relevant policies of the plan.
The effect of the suggested change would be to remove parts of the site from the
established land supply, and potentially open it up to other non-employment uses. The
Council does not consider this justified in terms of the economic objectives of the plan, or
the intent of the Strategic Development Plan for South East Scotland (SDP) 2013.

This site is well located for the new Eskbank station. There are sustainability benefits in
having employment sites located close to good public transport (it is generally even more
preferable to have ‘trip ends’ near good public transport than points of origin, as this allows
for greater use of public transport through park and ride). In respect of allowing a wider
range of uses on this site, the Council considers that the Class 4 and Class 5 uses which
are supported, allow for a large range of employment uses.

The Council considers that the representor’s suggested change, (which would allow
development other than Class 4 or 5 provided it was compatible with surrounding land
uses) would not be in keeping with the plan led system. When determining appropriate
uses for the land through the development plan, the Council must consider a wider range of
factors, beyond compatibility with neighbouring uses, including for example the provision of
adequate employment land and support for a town centre first principle for activities likely to
attract large numbers of people (such as retail or commercial leisure).

Site promoters have the opportunity to make the case for alternative uses and a departure
from the plan through the development management process. It is not clear if the
representor has another land use in mind, but the Council considers it appropriate to
handle potential development in a more controlled way by being clear about what uses are
supported at sites in the development plan.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP416 Roy Matrtin)

Seeks increase in site capacity of committed site h41 at Mayfield

The Council considers that the site capacity it has indicated for the site is reasonable and
realistic. The final number of houses will be determined at the planning application stage. It
would be up to the developer to demonstrate that a different number is achievable, while
conforming to all relevant policies, but the Council is not minded to change site capacities
at this stage. The Council is currently considering an application at this site for 199
dwellings (16/00134/DPP).
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The sites attributes are considered in the Dalkeith/Eskbank Settlement Statement of the
Proposed Plan. The elevated nature of site h41 requires development to avoid the highest
parts of the site and incorporate substantial perimeter planting. Additional capacity will be
required at primary and secondary school level for the 60 unit allocation, and the education
solution for the area would have to be substantially re-thought if the promoters higher site
allocation was established.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP445, PP1021 Barratt Homes)

Seeks increase in density and support for care home at h55 Seafield Moor Road

The Council considers that its proposed site allocation of 150 units is a realistic and
reasonable best estimate of what may be expected from this site. The Settlement
Statement in the Midlothian Local Development Plan Proposed Plan (MLDP) refers to the
need for the site to be provided with additional structural planting to mitigate landscape
impact and to accommodate additional space requirements of Bilston Primary School.

An applicant might be able to demonstrate at planning application stage that a higher
density was achievable, which made adequate provision for landscaping, education needs,
and avoidance of flood risk, and was acceptable in all other respects. However the Council
considers it would be an unnecessary risk to base its settlement strategy on speculative
higher densities, as this approach might not provide the necessary housing land if sites fell
short.

The plan does not make express allocation for residential care homes on any of the
allocated sites. It would be for the applicant to justify that an application containing a
residential care home was acceptable at planning application stage. This is generally a
use which is compatible with a residential area, but the Council would have to consider
matters such as (amongst others) the elevated risk from flooding (where inhabitants are
less mobile), roads and parking and the impact of such a development on the site layout.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP2668 University of Edinburgh)

Detail site specific matters

Dalkeith High School (along with St David’s High School and Woodburn Primary School)
was relocated to the Dalkeith Community Campus in 2003. The Campus contains
enhanced sports facilities compared to the schools it replaced (including all weather
external playing surfaces). The facilities are available to the wider community when not
required for education purposes. As compensatory provision was made more than a
decade ago, at the time of the relocation, there is no requirement to make additional
provision now.

The Shawfair settlement now (June 2016) has planning permission and construction is
underway. The Council is content to make factual changes of this manner (at this site and
other locations where their status changes as the plan is proceeding to adoption) as non-
material drafting changes before the plan is adopted.

With respect to the change sought to site h12 (and reference to the adjacent former public
house) the Council considers that because the former public house is in the settlement
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boundary, an application would fall to be considered under Policy DEV2 (Protecting
Amenity within the Built-Up Area). The other applicable policy (ENV8 Protection of River
Valleys) has been changed in the Proposed LDP to give more support for development in
the built-up area. The Council is not convinced that this urban brownfield site needs to be
linked to the ex High School site in order to secure its timeous redevelopment.

The Council is the owner of the ex High School site. A draft development brief for the site
has been produced (CD019). The Council considers that the continued allocation of the
h12 site as committed development on unchanged boundaries is the option most likely to
lead to its quick development. The Settlement Statement text for h12 does not preclude a
joint development with the site promoters of the former public house, so the proposed text
change appears unnecessary. The Council does not consider it advisable to require a joint
approach through the development plan.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
In respect of these representations. (PP234 sportscotland, PP1527 Shawfair LLP, PP886
Andrew McNab)

Other matters

Seeks Council actions to assist in making sites deliverable

In relation to stalled sites, the Council has indicated in the Proposed Plan LDP Settlement
Statements that, in respect of those sites which have encountered development problems,
it will work to resolve the difficulties, and that this may result in changes to the final layouts
from approved development briefs. The Council considers that a blanket support for
'increased housing numbers and densities on appropriate sites' might be unacceptable at
some sites, or even make them less viable by triggering additional developer requirements.
It should be noted that such sites are the exception, and that most sites allocated in
previous Local Plans have been are or are about to be developed. The Settlement
Statements provide a brief summary of the position at each committed site.

In respect of developer contributions, the Council will seek contributions for the
infrastructure and facilities that are required for developments to be implemented
successfully. Developer requirements may change to some extent, if for example factual
evidence on such matters as the pupil product ratio per household justifies it. The
preparation of Developer Contribution Supplementary Guidance will give an opportunity to
refine these matters further. In the Council’s view however the LDP gives the best guide to
the developer requirements that are needed at the time of the plans preparation, and
committing to a review at the same time as the plan is prepared and adopted would not
seem to give the requisite guidance and certainty expected of a development plan.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no changes to the Proposed
Plan in respect of these representations. (PP91 Homes for Scotland, PP297, PP298,
PP300, PP303 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks removal of reference to potential future de-allocation of sites

Paragraph 2.2.4 signals the potential for sites to be removed which have demonstrated no
substantive progress towards delivery, when the LDP is reviewed. The Council considers
that it is appropriate to give notice of its future intentions, and to remove ineffective or

unviable sites. This approach is supported by Homes for Scotland in their representations
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to the MLDP Proposed Plan. In this eventuality, it would be for a future plan to identify
replacement housing land.

It should be stressed that this is not aimed at any particular site. The Council considers
that it must allow for potential de-allocation at sites where a solution cannot be found which
Is viable, meets environmental considerations and can fund necessary infrastructure. Any
de-allocation will not be implemented until the next Local Development Plan — this provides
an opportunity to work to overcome problems at sites which have not come forward.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP301 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks change to nature of housing sites

Not expressly stated, but seeks larger housing sites subdivided in to smaller sites with
varying designs and a good range of house types and tenures

The Council notes the representor’s wish to improve the design of larger housing sites, and
considers that its Quality of Place policies (set out in section 3.3 of the Proposed LDP will
help to achieve this). In addition the Council will require the preparation of development
briefs and masterplans (under the terms of Policy IMP1) for its allocated sites: this will
provide an opportunity to raise standards.

The Council’s affordable housing policy DEV3 (Affordable and Specialist Housing) and
associated Supplementary Guidance will help to ensure that there is a range of tenures on
larger sites.

The Council considers that it has the policy basis in place to meet the objectives of the
Representor and therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed
Plan in respect of this representation. (PP121 Gary Jack)

Support

Supports inclusion of site for planned range of activities

The Council acknowledges Network Rail’s support for the inclusion of the site for the
planned range of economic and community activities. (PP2898 Network Rail)

Support for committed development sites continuing to be allocated in the MLDP

The Council acknowledges the representor’s support for the continuing allocation of site
h46 Cowden Cleugh for 100 units. (PP69 Buccleuch Property Group)

The Council notes the representor’s support for h50 and the supporting statement
regarding its effectiveness. (PP1091 ORS plc)

Reporter’s conclusions:

Support

1. The examination is restricted to matters raised in unresolved representations to the
proposed local development plan. Therefore, the expressions of support from various
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parties are noted but do not require any further consideration.

Review of committed sites

2. Proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan policy STRAT 1 (committed
development) supports the early implementation of all committed development sites. As
information, legislation and regulation have been updated and changed since many of the
committed sites were initially allocated in the 2003 and 2008 Midlothian Local Plans

(and 2003 Shawfair Local Plan), particularly in relation to flood risk and environmental
control, The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) suggest that all of these sites
should have been subject to review as part of the local development plan drafting process.

3. As highlighted by the council, many of the committed sites identified in the proposed
plan have now been completed; are under construction; have extant planning permission;
or are at the application stage. Others are covered by development considerations as set
out in development briefs and masterplans; and/or by developer requirements set out in the
proposed local development plan settlement statements. Specific requirements and
actions for sites are also set out in the proposed plan’s accompanying action programme,
which will be updated regularly to reflect any changing requirements for development sites.
The annual housing land audit also provides an opportunity to “review” the effectiveness of
sites in relation to potential constraints. Furthermore, proposals on committed sites would
be subject to consultation with statutory bodies (including SEPA) and application of
relevant development plan policies that control flood risk and environmental impacts
including strategic development plan for Edinburgh and South East Scotland (SESplan)
policy 15 (water and flooding), and local development plan policies:

DEV 5 (sustainability in new development).

ENV 8 (protection of river valleys).

ENV 9 (flooding).

ENV 10 (water environment).

ENV 12-15 (protection of nature conservation and protected species).
ENV 16 (vacant, derelict and contaminated land).

ENV 17 (air quality).

ENV 18 (noise).

IMP 3 (water and drainage).

4. | consider that the requirement to consult/inform statutory bodies at the application
stage; the provisions of the development plan; and the continual review of the effectiveness
and programming of sites are sufficient to ensure that any issues concerning flood risk,
environmental impacts and other impacts could be suitably controlled at the application
stage for committed sites. | note that this approach may identify a need for previously
unreported mitigation and may result in potential objection from statutory bodies to a site
being consented for development.

5. Committed (or established) sites are significant in contributing to the housing land
requirement (as identified in Issue 3 — requirement for new development) and providing
sufficient land for employment (see Issue 33 — economic sites). Therefore, | find that it
would be inappropriate at this time in the development plan process to require a review of
committed sites. However, | agree with SEPA that the risk of committed sites no longer
being fully supported in relation to emerging requirements (and possibly previously
unknown risks) should be expressed in the proposed plan. A modification to the reasoned
justification is therefore justified.
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De-allocation of committed sites in the future

6. At paragraph 2.2.4 the proposed plan indicates that housing sites which fail to make
substantive progress towards delivery during the plan period will be subject to review and
potential deletion from future plans. The paragraph continues by stating that committed
employment sites would likely continue to be supported due to the longer lead-in times
required to deliver development.

7. The suggestion from Taylor Wimpey UK Limited and Hallam Land Management/Barton
Wilmore in relation to removing support for committed housing sites now, rather than wait
until the next review of the local development plan, is addressed at paragraphs 49-51 in
Issue 3 (requirement for new development).

8. Unresolved representations in relation to proposed housing site Hs16 (Seafield Road,
Bilston) are addressed in Issue 28 (A701 corridor strategic development area — Bilston,
Loanhead, Auchendinny etc) were it is recommended to be retained as a housing proposal.
However, in relation to this allocation, | note that the site is considered to be effective in the
agreed 2016 housing land audit and has programmed completions to 2023 and beyond.
Land is also safeguarded for potential housing development to the north of site Hs16
should it be required in the future (a matter further discussed in Issue 3 of this report).
However, as identified in Issue 3, there is sufficient housing land at present without the
need to allocate further land or consider the release of safeguarded sites.

9. Shawfair LLP argue that paragraph 2.2.4 should reflect the provisions of Scottish
Planning Policy (2014) and Scottish Government planning advice 2/2010 on housing land
audits. | note that Scottish Government policy and advice refers to the “effectiveness” of
sites in relation to their ability to deliver housing within the plan period. The terms of
paragraph 2.2.4 of the proposed plan refer to the “deliverability” of committed sites. |
consider that this is sufficient to forewarn those with an interest in committed sites of the
potential for deletion from future plans if substantive progress towards delivery is not
undertaken. Itis for the council to determine its criteria in relation to judging whether a site
has made substantive progress or not when it comes to review the local development plan.
A site may be “effective” but may have made no progress towards delivery. Conversely, a
site may currently be “ineffective” but substantial work has been undertaken to progress the
site (removal of an infrastructure constraint for example). | find that the terms of
paragraph 2.2.4 are adequate as written.

Economic land allocations

10. Economic sites are also addressed in Issue 33 of this report.

11. SESplan identifies 125 hectares of strategic employment land in the Midlothian/
Borders sub-regional area and a requirement for this area to allocate 25 hectares of
additional employment land. The new allocations are directed to two strategic development
areas in Midlothian - the A7/A68/Borders Rail Corridor (10 hectares) and the A701 Corridor
(15 hectares). SESplan includes a further requirement to allocate 20 hectares within South
East Edinburgh (Shawfair Park).

12. SESplan policy 2 (supply and location of employment land) “supports the development
of a range of marketable sites of the size and quantity to meet the requirements of
business and industry in the SESplan area”. The policy requires local development plans
support the delivery of established strategic employment land; and for plans to provide for a
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range and choice of sites. Paragraph 72 of SESplan requires the promotion of key
employment sectors throughout Midlothian to encourage economic growth. Paragraphs 93
and 94 of the plan also require local development plans to “maintain a supply of
employment land allocations to meet changing demand”; ensure that there is a “generous
range and choice of employment sites” across the SESplan area; and give continued
support for safeguarded employment sites.

13. Paragraph 2.3.14 of the proposed Midlothian Local Development plan identifies that,
further to the need to meet the SESplan requirements, “a key objective of the sustainable
settlement strategy is to promote more local employment opportunities”. This strategy is
being adopted to help reverse the trend of commuting to work outwith Midlothian,
particularly to Edinburgh.

14. At paragraph 4.2.2 the proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan identifies that
there is an established employment land supply of 202 hectares of which 50 hectares is
dedicated to the bioscience sector. The remaining supply is allocated for business and
employment uses. However, as of 2014, only 50 hectares was classified as “immediately
available” with the rest being identified as constrained. Consequently, the council removed
some smaller sites from the established supply and compensated their loss with new
allocations in more accessible and investment attractive locations. This follows advice
contained in Scottish Planning Policy (2014) which suggests that “new sites should be
identified where existing sites no longer meet current needs and market expectations”
(paragraph 103). The introduction of “Assisted Area” status in June 2014 to parts of
Midlothian is also considered by the council to boost the ability of sites to be delivered for
employment.

15. The proposed plan identifies new strategic economic land allocations in Appendix 3B
totalling 48 hectares of land for business and industry; 60 hectares of land for mixed use at
West Straiton (principally commercial/lemployment uses); and 14.4 hectares for
biotechnology uses. These allocations would provide a range and choice of accessible
sites in accordance with SESplan; and are sufficient to meet and exceed the requirement
for 45 hectares of employment land required to be allocated by SESplan.

16. | note the concerns that there is an oversupply of employment land in Midlothian.
However, | find that the council has acted reasonably by removing sites which are no
longer considered viable; compensated their loss with additional allocations; and met the
SESplan requirement for additional employment land on a range of sites. There is an issue
with constrained established sites. However, | agree with the council that this may be as a
result of the economic downturn coinciding with allocation of many of these sites in the
current Midlothian Local Plan in 2008. Since then the economy has improved and positive
interventions (including the assisted area status and promotion of Midlothian through its
Economic Development Framework) to support delivery have occurred. There is the option
to review committed development sites in the future. However, based on the evidence
submitted, | find that the supply of committed/established employment land is not restricting
the promotion/delivery of employment land in Midlothian. Therefore, no change to the
proposed plan is required on this matter.

Penicuik
17. The following paragraphs deal with committed housing sites in Penicuik and

suggestions to expand the town centre and create a new strategic walking/cycling route in
the settlement. Matters concerning newly promoted housing sites in and around Penicuik
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are addressed in Issue 29 (A701 Corridor strategic development area — Penicuik).
Committed housing sites

18. Committed housing sites are located to the north of Penicuik at Greenlaw (site h25);
Deanburn (site h26); North West Penicuik (site h58); Bellmans Depot (site h63); and the
former Jackson Street School (site h64). According to the agreed 2016 housing land audit,
the Greenlaw site was granted planning permission in January 2016 for 458 flats and
houses with construction programmed to begin in 2017/18. Similarly, the council is
“minded to grant” planning permission for 109 houses at Deanburn with the housing land
audit anticipating delivery of houses from 2022/23. Planning permission for 385 houses at
the North West Penicuik site is also at the “minded to grant” stage with completions
predicted in 2018/19. The Bellmans Depot (17 houses) and former Jackson Street School
(14 houses) sites have planning permission and are due to complete by 2017.

19. The developer requirements set out in the settlement statement of the proposed local
development plan, together with the implementation policies of the plan, would ensure that
required infrastructure was in place to support committed housing sites in Penicuik. The
policies of the plan would also ensure that important woodland, landscape and habitat were
protected where necessary. Furthermore, the council acknowledges that some new
residents from these developments may be inclined to shop outside of Penicuik. However,
for the reasons stated below, I find that the need for housing land is sufficient to outweigh
any impact on the town centre that may occur from new residents choosing to shop
elsewhere.

20. | note that the expansion to the north of the settlement would total some 900 homes.
However, as indicated in Issue 3 (requirement for new development) the committed
housing sites allocated across Midlothian contribute significantly to meeting the SESplan
housing land requirement for 12,490 houses across Midlothian to 2024. De-allocation of
these sites, as suggested in representations, would require additional land for housing to
be found elsewhere in the A701 Corridor; and, as described in paragraph 18 above, the
committed housing sites in Penicuik are at an advanced stage in the planning process.
Consequently, removal of support for them in the proposed plan would be unreasonable.

Town centre expansion

21. Paragraph 62 of Scottish Planning Policy (2014) suggests that development plans
identify town centres which display a diverse mix of uses, including shopping; a high level
of accessibility; qualities of character and identity which create a sense of place and further
the well-being of communities; wider economic and social activity during the day and
evening; and integration with residential areas.

22. The existing boundary of Penicuik Town Centre primarily relates to shopping and
other commercial/leisure activities along John Street and the A701. | accept that parkland
and the leisure centre located to the north of the existing town centre further the well-being
of the community and provide character, identity and activity. However, | do not agree with
Mr Laird’s suggestion that these areas should be incorporated within the town centre
boundary as the park and leisure centre are separated from the existing town centre by
residential development along Jackson Street and Wilson Street. Amendment of the town
centre boundary to incorporate the park and centre would result in an elongated and vastly
expanded designation where a range of commercial and related uses could be considered.
Consequently, | find that the existing town centre boundary should be retained.
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Strategic walking and cycling route — Loan Burn

23. Proposed local development plan policy ENV 2 (Midlothian green network) supports
the delivery of green network opportunities, including foot and cycle paths. | agree with the
council that the suggestion of a strategic walking and cycling route through Penicuik could
be suitably addressed in forthcoming supplementary guidance on green networks without
the need to modify the proposed plan to include a route along Loan Burn.

Site specific matters

24. The following paragraphs address site specific issues raised in connection with
committed housing and employment sites.

East Newtongrange (h34); Lingerwood (h35); South Mayfield (h38); Dykeneuk (h49)

25. The proposed local development plan identifies committed housing sites incorporating
farmland to the south of Mayfield; east of Newtongrange; and north of Gowkshill. With the
exception of Dykeneuk (site h49), these sites were first allocated in the 2003 Midlothian
Local Plan and provide an expansion area of over 75 hectares. A development brief to
guide development of the area was approved by the council in April 2005.

26. East Newtongrange (site h34) is promoted with an indicative capacity of 133 houses;
with the agreed 2016 housing land audit suggesting parts of the site are under construction
(and the proposed plan identifying that parts are also complete). Lingerwood (site h35) is
allocated for some 137 houses in the plan. The housing land audit notes that planning
permission has not been consented and that delivery of housing on this site is not
anticipated until after 2023. South Mayfield (site h38) has an indicative capacity of 474
houses in the proposed plan with the housing land audit suggesting completions

from 2020/21 on the remainder of the site (as some development has occurred). The site
at Dykeneuk (h49) is shown with an indicative capacity of 50 houses. This site does not
have planning permission with the housing land audit predicting delivery post 2023.

27. These four committed housing allocations would provide an expansion of some 800
houses. | note that some of these established sites have yet to deliver housing.
Nevertheless, as identified in Issue 3 (requirement for new development) the supply of
housing land from established sites will make a significant contribution to the SESplan
housing land requirement for 12,490 houses across Midlothian to 2024. Those sites which
are constrained at present may become “effective” during the plan period as impediments
to development are resolved. Furthermore, there will be a requirement for further housing
beyond 2024 which these sites may contribute towards. Removal of these sites may
require housing land to be found elsewhere in the A701 Corridor strategic development
area. Consequently, | find that there is a strategic requirement to retain these sites for
housing development at present. However, | note that support for the sites may be
removed on review of the local development plan in the future should there be a failure to
make substantive progress towards delivery.

28. In relation to development impact, | find that the provisions of the development brief
for the area, together with the developer requirements within the settlement statements and
implementation policies of the proposed plan, would be sufficient to ensure: the avoidance
of physical coalescence between existing settlements; the loss of important habitat; harmful
impact to amenity (including noise and air pollution); the control of traffic; and the provision
of adequate green space. No change to the plan is required to address these issues.
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29. In relation to site capacity, Grange Estates (Newbattle) Limited suggests increasing
the capacity of h34 to 250 houses; h35 to 140 houses; h38 to 550 houses; and h49 to 100
houses. These changes would increase the capacity of the overall expansion area from
around 800 to over 1,000 houses. | note that the capacities stated in the proposed plan
can be subject to review because, as noted in Issue 3, many sites have a lower capacity
than would likely be realised once planning permission was granted. | further note that the
development brief for the area suggested a capacity of 175 houses for East Newtongrange
(site h34) — 38 houses above that set in the proposed plan. In addition, the housing land
audit of 2016 suggests a remaining capacity of only 439 houses for South Mayfield (site
h38). | am also aware that the sites are constrained to some extent by sloping land;
ground conditions; neighbouring industrial uses; and the Newtongrange Conservation Area
which may impact on the density and layout of development. In review of the above, |
consider that it is appropriate for the capacities of sites h34, h35, h38 and h49 to remain
unmodified. In any case, there would be an opportunity through the planning application
process to change the capacities where justified.

30. Grange Estates (Newbattle) Limited also suggests the addition of text to indicate that
the committed sites which did not have extant planning permission would only be subject to
a 5-10% affordable housing contribution. As per my conclusions on this matter in Issue 5
(affordable and specialist housing), | find that the plan should not be modified in this way.
Again, there would be an opportunity at the application stage to negotiate a different
contribution if justified.

31. Turning to the development considerations for committed sites, | find that the council
is fully committed to the early implementation of committed sites through policy STRAT 1
(committed development). The settlement statements for Mayfield/Easthouses and
Newtongrange also fully support (as a key planning objective) the delivery of housing on
committed sites. Consequently, | do not find it necessary (or appropriate) for the
development considerations for site h34 to refer to specific restrictions that Grange Estates
(Newbattle) Limited suggests in relation to tenancy issues and developer requirements; or,
for the reasons stated in paragraph 29 above, the matter of capacity. The issue of ground
conditions is referred within the development considerations as written. However, | agree
with Grange Estates (Newbattle) Limited that consideration should be given to preparing a
revised development brief. The current brief is over 12 years old during which time
circumstances and approaches to design/layout may have changed. It also omits
reference to site h49 (Dykeneuk). | note that the council’'s response endorses this
approach where it states “there may be potential to review detailed alignments and phasing
as part of any changes to the approved development brief”. Consequential changes to the
development considerations of sites h35, h38 and h49 are also necessary to reflect this
modification.

32. | agree with the council that omission of references for the need for improved local
distributor roads on site h35 (Lingerwood) or site h49 (Dykeneuk), as suggested by Grange
Estates (Newbattle) Limited, is unjustified. Any negotiation in relation to improvements, or
changes in road layout, could be suitably controlled at the application stage.

33. As indicated in Issue 3 of this report, the council has been proactive in relation to
identifying education requirements in Midlothian as a result of housing growth. There is no
information from Grange Estates (Newbattle) Limited to justify the removal of requirements
for primary school contributions in relation to site h49. Similarly, although I note that the
developer is experiencing difficulty in delivering housing on the site, there is limited
justification to remove the allocation of a primary school from site h38. However, | note that
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paragraph 8.2.39 of the proposed plan states in relation to this allocation that “options will
be reviewed to meet development as it progresses, but the MLDP continues to safeguard a
provisional site within site h38 South Mayfield should this be required”. Therefore, there is
provision in the plan to allow the safeguard to be removed should it be demonstrated that it
is not required. No change to the proposed plan is required to address this matter.

Oatslie (e34)

34. Established economic land supply site €34 is located to the west of Roslin. The five
hectare site is bound by Penicuik Road (the B7006) to the north; the A701 and Gowkley
Moss Roundabout to the west; safeguarded employment site Ec5 (Oatslie expansion) to
the east; and farmland to the south. Although allocated in the 2008 Midlothian Local Plan
for business use the site is also covered by the green belt designation and identified as
prime agricultural land. The development considerations for the site identified in the
proposed local development plan suggest that the site “should remain in the Green Belt
until both sites are fully developed” (referring also to the neighbouring Ec5 safeguard). The
site is well located in terms of the road network and access to public transport. Robust
landscaping (as required by the proposed plan) would ensure that the qualities of the green
belt in this location could be safeguarded. Furthermore, the site would make an important
contribution to the SESplan requirements to safeguard existing and promote further
employment land in Midlothian (see paragraph 10-16 above). Consequently, I find that the
site should be retained at present. As explained elsewhere in these conclusions, there
would be an opportunity to re-assess the support given to this (and the adjoining site) when
the local development plan is reviewed.

Roslin Institute (Hs18)

35. The suggestion from the Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council to include
housing site Hs18 (Roslin Institute) as a committed development site (rather than a newly
allocated site) is addressed in Issue 30 (A701 Corridor strategic development area —
Roslin).

Straiton View (e7)

36. Straiton Park Limited suggest that established economic land supply site e7 at
Straiton View be re-designated as a housing site. The site is partially developed for
business use with the majority occupied at the time of my site inspection (March 2017).
The site is bound by the Straiton Retail Park and tree planting to the north; further planting
to the east (with housing site h54 further east); an established housing development to the
south; and Sainsbury’s superstore to the west.

37. As concluded in paragraphs 10-16 above, there is a need to retain existing
employment land in accordance with SESplan to ensure the provision of a range and
choice of sites. Furthermore, as concluded in Issue 3 of this report, there is no need for
additional housing land to meet the SESplan housing land requirement at this time. In
addition, | note that the site has not been fully assessed by the council in preparation of the
proposed plan for housing and that there may be issues concerning amenity and flood risk.
For these reasons, | find that site e7 should not be re-allocated to allow delivery of 50-60
houses. This conclusion would not prevent an application being assessed against the
provisions of local development plan policies STRAT 2 (windfall housing sites) and

ECON 1 (existing employment locations).
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Hardengreen Industrial Estate (el11)

38. Site ell is an established employment site for business and general industry. As
observed at my site inspection (and evident from the proposals map) the site is split into
two parts by the Edinburgh College building and associated parking. The northern part of
the site is wholly developed as business and general industrial uses. The southern part
has been developed as a solar farm and parking for the Eskbank railway station. There are
no areas of site el1 that remain undeveloped. Despite this, | agree with the council that in
order to provide adequate protection for established employment uses that site e11 should
continue to be identified and safeguarded in the proposed plan. No alternative uses are
suggested in representations about this site. However, | consider that any other potential
uses on the site could be suitably addressed using policy ECON 1 (existing employment
locations), and others, at the application stage.

Mayfield (h41)

39. Established housing site h41 (North Mayfield) is identified in the proposed plan (within
table 1A.2 on page 152) with a total capacity of zero. However, the Midlothian Local Plan
(2003) identifies the site with a capacity of 60 units through policy HOUS3 (safeguarded
housing sites). The supporting text in the 2003 plan suggests that “the numbers to be
accommodated at the latter will be limited by the need to avoid the highest parts of the site
and to provide substantial perimeter planting to create a long-term settlement edge”. |
further note that the site is identified with a capacity of 63 units in the agreed 2016 housing
land audit with completions anticipated from 2019/20; and that the settlement statements
section of the proposed plan identifies the site with an outstanding capacity of 63 houses. |
also note that a planning application for 199 houses on the site is being considered by the
council.

40. Barratt Homes suggest that the capacity of allocation h41 is increased to 180 houses
on the six hectare site. As | explained in Issue 3, the capacity of sites may be subject to
change at the application stage based on detailed design and layout information. Typically,
the capacity of sites has increased across Midlothian. A density of 10.5 houses to the
hectare (63/6) would be particularly low; but equally a density of 30 houses to the hectare
(180/6) may be considered high for a sub-urban location. Due to the potential restrictions
of the site (in terms of elevation and the need for robust landscaping) I find that the 63
houses as promoted in the housing land audit and proposed plan settlement statement to
be reasonable. Any change to this could be suitably addressed at the application stage.

Seafield Moor (h55)

41. Established housing site h55 is allocated in the proposed plan for 150 houses. The
agreed 2016 housing land audit suggests that this allocation means that the site would be
developed at a density of 18.6 houses to the hectare. The development considerations for
the site suggest that the capacity has been chosen to “provide scope, through the
development brief and planning application process, for provision of substantial structural
planting to mitigate landscape impact”.

42. The grassland site is bound by Seafield Moor Road (the A703) to the west; Seafield
Road to the north; the A701 to the south; and housing development and parkland
(associated with Bilston Primary School) to the east. An open waterway is located on the
site. Views to the Pentland Hills in the north are available from the site; and the site
provides a highly visible “entrance” to Bilston from the A701 and Seafield Moor Road. | find
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that due to the location of the site; the need for structural planting; the presence of a water
feature; and the need to integrate the site with its surroundings that the capacity of 150
houses is reasonable. However, the development brief for the site and subsequent
planning application would allow a revision of this capacity if justified. In addition, any
addition of a care home (or other amenity uses) could be considered through the
development brief and planning application process. | consider that there is no justification
to prescribe these uses for the site based on the submissions presented to the
examination.

Former Dalkeith High School (h12)

43. The council has confirmed that compensatory sports pitch provision for the blaes
pitches at the former Dalkeith High School was provided in 2003 at the Dalkeith Community
Campus. Consequently, the proposed plan does not need to refer to any requirement for
compensatory provision in relation to the development of site h12.

44. Land to the south-east of the former Dalkeith High School includes vacant land and a
former public house. The council’s draft development brief for the former high school site
notes that “from a planning perspective, the council acknowledges there are merits in
developing this land outwith its ownership in conjunction with the site of the former high
school. However, it should be noted that development of the former high school site is not
dependent upon the inclusion of this adjacent land”. | agree with this statement. The fact
that the former school site is wholly within the council’s ownership means that
redevelopment of the site may be more likely than if the site was required to be developed
together with adjacent sites outwith its ownership. The development considerations for site
h12 set out in the proposed local development plan require a masterplan to be prepared for
the site which could include potential links to the adjacent sites. Furthermore, the policies
of the proposed plan would support development of the vacant land and former public
house to compatible uses within the urban area should these come forward. | find that the
development considerations for site h12 should remain unchanged and not refer to the
need to develop the former high school in tandem with land to the south-east.

Shawfair

45. The agreed 2016 housing land audit shows Shawfair with full planning permission and
under construction; Shawfair (“Millerhill”) with outline (planning permission in principle)
consent from August 2014; and Shawfair Phase 2 with outline consent from 2014.
Therefore, | agree with Shawfair LLP that the status of site h43 (Shawfair) in Appendix
Table 1A.3 — Sites allocated in 2003 Shawfair Local Plan — should be amended to reflect
this progression.

Other matters

Council actions to assist in making sites deliverable

46. As previously expressed in these conclusions, the proposed local development plan
would not prevent the review of site capacity at the planning application stage where
justified. In addition, any developer requirements could be reviewed at the planning
application stage taking account of matters including site conditions and development
viability. The matter of potential de-allocation of sites is dealt with in paragraphs 6 to 9
above. | note that the proposed plan is supportive of the early implementation and delivery
of committed development sites as reflected in policy STRAT 1 and the settlement

57




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

statements. Revised actions may be required in relation to ageing development briefs for
sites. To this end, | have recommended the potential review or revision of the brief
covering committed sites around Newtongrange and Mayfield. No other change to the
proposed plan is required in relation to council actions to assist the delivery of sites.

Nature of housing sites

47. The policies contained in section 3.3 of the proposed plan (quality of place) together
with policy DEV 3 (affordable and specialist housing), and the requirement for masterplans
and/or development briefs for sites, would be sufficient to ensure that larger sites provide a
range and choice of housing types and tenures. Therefore, no change to the plan is
required in relation to the concerns of Mr McNab.

Reporter’'s recommendations:

Modify the proposed local development plan by:

1. Inserting a new paragraph 2.2.5 to section 2.2 ‘Existing Development Commitments’ on
page 5 as follows:

“2.2.5 There have been some legislative and regulatory changes, as well as identified
changes to the physical environment (including updated flood risk mapping), since
committed sites were allocated. In order to ensure compliance with legislation, and the
provisions of the development plan, the council will require proposals for development on
committed sites to be supported by up-to-date information on the physical environment and
flood risk. This will allow informed consultation with statutory bodies and ensure that an
appropriate response to any identified or potential environmental harm or flood risk is
taken.”

2. Replacing the second sentence of the development considerations for site h38 (South
Mayfield) on page 104 with:

“There is a development brief for the site (and sites h34 and h35 in Newtongrange) which
requires to be revised or replaced. The design and layout of development should also
relate to adjacent site h49 at Dykeneuk. The developer has experienced...”

3. Replacing the third sentence of the development considerations for site h49 (Dykeneuk,
Mayfield) on page 105 with:

“The design and layout of the site and delivery of the development should be brought
forward within the context of the development brief for the adjoining committed
development sites (h34, h35 and h38) or any revised or replacement development brief for
the area.”

4. Adding a new final sentence to the development considerations for site h34 (East
Newtongrange) on page 109 as follows:

“There is a requirement for this brief to be revised or replaced.”
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5. Adding a new final sentence to the development consideration for site h35
(Lingerwood) on page 109 as follows:

“There is a requirement for this brief to be revised or replaced.”

6. Amending the status for site h43 (Shawfair) within ‘Appendix Table 1A.3 Sites allocated
in 2003 Shawfair Local Plan’ on page 152 from “M/C” to “Consent”.
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Issue 3

Requirement for New Development — Housing Strategy

Development plan

The Strategy for Sustainable Growth

Reporter:

reference: Alasdair Edwards

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

number):

906008 PP16 Moorfoot Community Council

778339 PP23 Midlothian Green Party

908634 PP34 Philip Burton

908722 PP39 David Sugden

909035 PP76 Maire Devlin

909143 PP87 Tony Gray

908875 PP95 Homes for Scotland

909222 PP97 Allan Piper

909031 PP99 Newbattle Abbey Trust

908025 PP109 Edward Angus

904548 PP120 Gary Jack

770249 PP145 Gladman Developments

908022 PP153 Ruari Cormack

909730 PP154 Sara Cormack

909771 PP186 Constance Newbould

909801 PP191 H Tibbetts

909801 PP196 H Tibbetts

909847 PP224 Lawfield Estate

909847 PP226 Lawfield Estate

909847 PP227 Lawfield Estate

909847 PP228 Lawfield Estate

909735 PP244 Midlothian Matters

909735 PP245 Midlothian Matters

909863 PP271 Alasdair Ferguson

909734 PP273 Katherine Reid

909734 PP274 Katherine Reid

909863 PP284 Alasdair Ferguson

909863 PP285 Alasdair Ferguson

909507 PP288 Scottish Enterprise

754797 PP337 APT Planning & Development Ltd

774360 PP339 Buchanan

778668 PP354 Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council
(BBSRC)

909846 PP424 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council

909848 PP431 Barratt Homes

909846 PP446 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council

909605 PP452 Jane Tallents

909824 PP459 Brian Larkin

909826 PP466 Duncan McAuslan

779467 PP471 John Sharp

779467 PP473 John Sharp

921678 PP559 Malcolm McGregor

909730 PP562 Sara Cormack
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921260
921296
779397
779397
921821
922014
783974
783971
921865
921960
778171
754882
766577
921869
921869
921869
778967
909848
826479
907142
777783
908022
922155
754760
779397
778581
922078
778372
778417
922079
778551
778551
922087
922089
922094
922108
922115
922118
922085
779436
921337
921342
921686
921694
921697
921630
921698
921636
921640
929852
921644
921372

PP606
PP614
PP637
PP660
PP672
PP694
PP862
PP863
PP873
PP883
PP910
PP924
PP930
PP947
PP948
PP949
PP1018
PP1020
PP1033
PP1044
PP1060
PP1071
PP1109
PP1136
PP1158
PP1385
PP1464
PP1470
PP1474
PP1480
PP1489
PP1490
PP1499
PP1507
PP1517
PP1550
PP1566
PP1576
PP1583
PP1618
PP1632
PP1640
PP1648
PP1656
PP1664
PP1666
PP1680
PP1683
PP1696
PP1704
PP1707
PP1717

Nancy McLean

Sarah Barron

Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
Margaret Hodge

Lasswade District Civic Society
Donald Marshall

Isobel Marshall

Joy Moore

George Mackay

Jacqueline Marsh

Melville Golf Centre

Julian Holbrook

Alan Robertson

Alan Robertson

Alan Robertson

Taylor Wimpey East Scotland

Barratt Homes

Edinburgh and Lothian Green Network
Mirabelle Maslin

Damhead and District Community Council
Ruari Cormack

Rowan Nemitz

Shiela Barker

Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
Hallam Land Management

Anne Dale

Bruce Hobbs

Celia Hobbs

Anne Holland

Tynewater Community Council
Tynewater Community Council

Anna MacWhirter

Christina Harley

Geoffrey Alderson

Patricia Dimarco

Andrew Thomson

Beth Thomson

Andrew Barker

Ritchie Family & Barratt David Wilson Homes
Dawn Robertson

Derek Robertson

Stewart Y Marshall

Elsie Marshall

Stuart Davis

Joan Faithfull

John Owen

Emma Moir

M A Faithfull

Marie Owen

S M Croall

David Miller
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921651 PP1723 R | Pryor
921374 PP1734 Wilma Porteous
921727 PP1736 G Palmer
921376 PP1743 Margaret Miller
921659 PP1749 Susan E Wright
921378 PP1754 Wilma Sweeney
921732 PP1767 Susan Falconer
921380 PP1769 Stuart Barnes
921663 PP1770 R A Pryor
921669 PP1788 Michael Boyd
921742 PP1795 Gudrun Reid
921675 PP1800 Dianne Kennedy
921679 PP1810 George Sweeney
921682 PP1816 David A Porteous
921685 PP1822 Colin Miller
921382 PP1828 Gavin Boyd
921386 PP1834 Kirsty Barnes
921387 PP1840 Vivienne Boyd
921390 PP1846 John F Davidson
921392 PP1852 Eric Smith
921395 PP1858 Annabel Smith
921397 PP1864 Mary M Young
921399 PP1870 James Young
921401 PP1876 John T Cogle
921402 PP1882 Janette D Barnes
921403 PP1888 Jenny Davidson
921404 PP1894 Pamela Thomson
921406 PP1900 Kevin Davidson
921408 PP1906 Hugh Gillespie
921410 PP1912 Jennifer Gillespie
778810 PP1918 John Barton
909886 PP1925 Mary Clapperton
921918 PP1932 John Scaife
782000 PP1936 Kenneth Purves
922025 PP1939 Linda Scaife
921919 PP1946 George Gray
921920 PP1956 Nan Gray
921925 PP1964 Colin Richardson
921414 PP1973 Edith May Barton
921929 PP1977 David Binnie
782003 PP1985 E Purves
921417 PP1989 Alex McLean
921960 PP1994 George Mackay
921962 PP2004 Karen Langham
921423 PP2015 Marjory McLean
776516 PP2021 George Barnes
783974 PP2028 Donald Marshall
921965 PP2032 Elizabeth Richardson
921425 PP2040 Myra G Rodger
921968 PP2043 Avril Thomson
921970 PP2055 Gayle Marshall
921826 PP2057 Lorna Reid
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921430 PP2059 David S M Hamilton
921828 PP2073 Hazel Johnson
921431 PP2074 Sally Couch
921434 PP2081 E Hutchison
776560 PP2089 James Hutchison
754767 PP2095 Eskbank Amenity Society
921436 PP2105 Karen Miller
921999 PP2111 Colin Johnson
921658 PP2115 Patrick Mark
921437 PP2124 Robert Scott
921709 PP2127 Chris Boyle
921722 PP2136 K Palmer

921794 PP2142 Patricia Barclay
921830 PP2148 A F Wardrope
921832 PP2153 Elizabeth Anderson
921835 PP2160 Janette Evans
921888 PP2168 Ann O'Brian
921889 PP2175 Gail Reid

921900 PP2178 Marshall Scott
921893 PP2182 Zoe Campbell
921896 PP2191 Kenneth A Hyslop
922005 PP2202 Jan Krwawicz
922006 PP2210 Marjorie Krwawicz
922020 PP2219 Simon Evans
921905 PP2220 Carolyn Millar
922075 PP2228 Anne Murray
921908 PP2238 Charles A Millar
921910 PP2246 Isobel Ritchie
921914 PP2252 Lewis Jones
921915 PP2258 Karlyn Durrant
921917 PP2264 John Blair
909049 PP2271 Ross Craig
921259 PP2277 Caroline Sneddon
921439 PP2283 James Telfer
921444 PP2289 Lynn MacLeod
921443 PP2295 Kenneth McLean
921865 PP2303 Joy Moore
921622 PP2320 Jim Moir

921616 PP2331 Alan Mercer
921599 PP2339 Julia Peden
921976 PP2348 Moira Jones
921768 PP2355 Matthew McCreath
921753 PP2361 W R Cunningham
921740 PP2367 A H Cunningham
921971 PP2373 Zow-Htet

921974 PP2381 Rae Watson
921975 PP2387 Christina Watson
922145 PP2402 Eskbank Amenity Society
908626 PP2704 Ailsa Carlisle
908634 PP2709 Philip Burton
909143 PP2710 Tony Gray
909143 PP2713 Tony Gray
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761187 PP2714 Constance Newbould

909846 PP2715 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council
909820 PP2738 Helen Armstrong

922128 PP2744 Clarendon Planning and Development Ltd
909730 PP2745 Sara Cormack

909735 PP2756 Midlothian Matters

921854 PP2757 Mary E Berry

754767 PP2775 Eskbank Amenity Society

766577 PP2793 Julian Holbrook

766577 PP2794 Julian Holbrook

778585 PP2833 Claire Houston

965285 PP2848 Aileen E Angus

909222 PP2886 Allan Piper

Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue
relates:

Section 2.3 Housing, paragraphs 2.3.1 — 2.3.15

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Scale and impact of the development strateqy (standard letter)

A number of “standard letter” representations signed by individuals and groups were
received objecting to the scale and impact of the proposed development strategy and
raising specific concerns regarding:

physical & visual coalescence,;

risk of losing landscape character, amenity open space & Green Belt;
adverse impact on River Valleys;

negative impact on general quality of life in communities;
unsustainable pressure on community infrastructure & public services

(PP883 George Mackay, PP910 Jacqueline Marsh, PP1480 Anne Holland, PP1566
Andrew Thomson, PP1576 Beth Thomson, PP1632 Dawn Robertson, PP1640 Derek
Robertson, PP1648 Stewart Y Marshall, PP1656 Elsie Marshall, PP1664 Stuart Davis,
PP1666 Joan Faithfull, PP1680 John Owen, PP1683 Emma Moir, PP1696 M A Faithfull,
PP1704 Marie Owen, PP1707 S M Croall, PP1717 David Miller, PP1723 R | Pryor, PP1734
Wilma Porteous, PP1736 G Palmer, PP1743 Margaret Miller, PP1749 Susan E. Wright,
PP1754 Wilma Sweeney, PP1767 Susan Falconer, PP1769 Stuart Barnes, PP1770 R A
Pryor, PP1788 Michael Boyd, PP1795 Gudrun Reid, PP1800 Dianne Kennedy, PP1810
George Sweeney, PP1816 David A Porteous, PP1822 Colin Miller, PP1828 Gavin Boyd,
PP1834 Kirsty Barnes, PP1840 Vivienne Boyd, PP1846 John F Davidson, PP1852 Eric
Smith, PP1858 Annabel Smith, PP1864 Mary M Young, PP1870 James Young, PP1876
John T Cogle, PP1882 Janette D Barnes, PP1888 Jenny Davidson, PP1894 Pamela
Thomson, PP1900 Kevin Davidson, PP1906 Hugh Gillespie, PP1912 Jennifer Gillespie,
PP1918 John Barton, PP1925 Mary Clapperton, PP1932 John Scaife, PP1936 Kenneth
Purves, PP1939 Linda Scaife, PP1946 George Gray, PP1956 Nan Gray, PP1964 Colin
Richardson, PP1973 Edith May Barton, PP1977 David Binnie, PP1985 E Purves, PP1989
Alex McLean, PP1994 George Mackay, PP2004 Karen Langham, PP2015 Marjory
McLean, PP2021 George Barnes, PP2028 Donald Marshall, PP2032 Elizabeth
Richardson, PP2040 Myra G Rodger, PP2043 Avril Thomson, PP2055 Gayle Marshall,
PP2057 Lorna Reid, PP2059 David S M Hamilton, PP2073, Hazel Johnson, PP2074 Sally
Couch, PP2081 E Hutchison, PP2089 James Hutchison, PP2095 Eskbank Amenity
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Society, PP2105 Karen Miller, PP2111 Colin Johnson, PP2115 Patrick Mark, PP2124
Robert Scott, PP2127 Chris Boyle, PP2136 K Palmer, PP2142 Patricia Barclay, PP2148 A
F Wardrope, PP2153 Elizabeth Anderson, PP2160 Janette Evans, PP2168 Ann O'Brian,
PP2175 Gail Reid, PP2178 Marshall Scott, PP2182 Zoe Campbell, PP2191 Kenneth A
Hyslop, PP2202 Jan Krwawicz, PP2210 Marjorie Krwawicz, PP2219 Simon Evans,
PP2220 Carolyn Millar, PP2228 Anne Murray, PP2238 Charles A Millar, PP2246 Isobel
Ritchie, PP2252 Lewis Jones, PP2258 Karlyn Durrant, PP2264 John Blair, PP2271 Ross
Craig, PP2277 Caroline Sneddon, PP2283 James Telfer, PP2289 Lynn MacLeod, PP2295
Kenneth McLean, PP2320 Jim Moir, PP2331 Alan Mercer, PP2339 Julia Peden, PP2348
Moira Jones, PP2355 Matthew McCreath, PP2361 W R Cunningham, PP2367 A H
Cunningham, PP2373 Zow-Htet, PP2381 Rae Watson, PP2387 Christina Watson, PP2745
Sara Cormack)

Scale and impact of the development strateqy (non-standard objections)

In addition to the representations above more representations were received of a non
standard nature which also raised concern about the scale of the proposed development
strategy. Some of the submissions here raise the same or similar concerns to those listed
above but the majority expand on these points or introduce new ones. Given the volume of
submissions the nature of the representations have been summarised in a series of bullet
points below:

e Strategy based on encouraging in-migration (pp2715) with resulting problems for
infrastructure/public services;

e Lack of provision of social/affordable housing;

e Concerned about the design and general quality of the new housing;

e Population projections from National Records of Scotland do not support the
population growth anticipated in the Proposed Plan — based on assumed house
building;

e Concern about capacity of house building industry to sustain increase from 600
house per annum to 950;

e Rising population not met by local job creation resulting in out-commuting;

¢ Impact of scale of development has not been taken into account with regards to
infrastructure, services, etc. Lack of GPs and capacity of existing (and new) schools,
concern that other public bodies have not costed the implications of the scale of
growth proposed and there is no infrastructure plan to accompany the LDP. Plan
should not be approved until infrastructure and service needs are addressed;

¢ Increase in traffic, congestion and the potential deterioration of air quality generally
arising from scale of growth proposed;

e Concern at loss of green spaces, greenfield land, and adverse impact on local
amenity;

e Scale of growth makes loss of Green Belt, Prime Agricultural Land and habitats
unavoidable. Should prioritise the use of brownfield sites, consider reusing vacant
properties and encourage windfall sites. Strategy should prioritise protection of the
green, prime agricultural land, habitat and delivery of sustainable transport before
more house building;

¢ Need for cross boundary approach to addressing cumulative transport impact of
development (pp2710) particularly in the A701 corridor. Development in Midlothian
and Edinburgh is contributing to traffic problems, erosion of the green belt and the
risk of coalescence with city making Midlothian a suburb of Edinburgh;

e Concerned that policy TRAN1 does not apply to all sites;

e Scale of growth proposed is not required to meet Midlothian’s own needs but is in
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part meeting shortfall in Edinburgh. Housing requirements should be recalculated.
No justification for allocating more land for housing than is required by SESplan;

e Strategy would increase population by 46% which is not considered sustainable;

e Strategy is flawed due to the lack of progress on committed sites due to
overprovision of housing land,;

e Proposed Plan should encourage more direct input from communities and
individuals into preparing the plan;

e Objects to STRATZ2 — Does not make sense. All development will lead to loss of
greenspace around existing settlements

e Scale of growth in Bonnyrigg — all new estates need a range of services and
facilities. Concerned not enough of these are being provided (pp660)

e Arguments for scale of growth are not sound

e Concern about loss of rural environment to development — Wellington Primary
School (PP947) — dealt with in issue 11

e Proposed plan risks undermining cohesion and quality of life for a number of towns
and communities — cites policies RP20 and DEV2 already been breached

e Alternative strategy proposed — move away from concentrated development on large
sites, community based, smaller scale brownfield development, support sustainable
development in rural area and approach to transport not based on road building

(PP16 Moorfoot Community Council, PP23 Midlothian Green Party, PP34, PP2709 Philip
Burton, PP39 David Sugden, PP76 Maire Devlin, PP87, PP2710, PP2713 Tony Gray,
PP97, PP2886 Allan Piper, PP109 Edward Angus, PP153 Ruari Cormack, PP154 Sara
Cormack, PP186, PP2714 Constance Newbould, PP191, PP196 H Tibbetts, PP244,
PP245, PP2756 Midlothian Matters, PP271, PP284, PP285 Alasdair Ferguson, PP273,
PP274 Katherine Reid, PP339 Buchanan, PP424, PP446, PP2715 Eskbank & Newbattle
Community Council, PP452 Jane Tallents, PP459 Brian Larkin, PP466 Duncan McAuslan,
PP471, PP473 John Sharp, PP559 Malcolm McGregor, PP606 Nancy McLean, PP614
Sarah Barron, PP637, PP660 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council, PP672
Margaret Hodge, PP694 Lasswade District Civic Society, PP862 Donald Marshall, PP863
Isobel Marshall, PP873, PP2303 Joy Moore, PP930, PP2793, PP2794 Julian Holbrook,
PP947, PP948, PP949 Alan Robertson, PP1033 Edinburgh & Lothian Green Network,
PP1044 Mirabelle Maslin, PP1060 Damhead and District Community Council, PP1071
Ruari Cormack, PP1109 Rowan Nemitz, PP1136 Shiela Barker, PP1158 Bonnyrigg and
Lasswade Community Council, PP1464 Anne Dale, PP1470 Bruce Hobbs, PP1474 Celia
Hobbs, PP1499 Anna MacWhirter, PP1507 Christina Harley, PP1517 Geoffrey Alderson,
PP1550 Patricia Dimarco, PP1583 Andrew Barker, PP2402, PP2775 Eskbank Amenity
Society, PP2704 Ailsa Carlisle, PP2738 Helen Armstrong, PP2757 Mary E Berry, PP2833
Claire Houston, PP2848 Aileen E Angus

Questions deliverability of projected completions, 5-year effective housing land supply and
provision of flexibility allowance

Welcomes Council's intention to review sites over time for deliverability, but notes that may
require positive action from the Council e.g. review of briefs. Considers that LDP does not
provide detail on how the requirements in the two periods in the SDP (2009-19 and 2019-
24) will be met. Considers that no provision is made for generosity allowance - asserts that
this should be added to the housing land requirement already identified in the SESplan SG.
This approach is being followed by other SESplan authorities and is endorsed by Scottish
Government in their response to Fife LDP. On the basis of 10% generosity allowance
(although HfS would support higher generosity allowance given slower implementation at
historic allocations) the housing land requirement rises to 8888 (2009-19), and 4851 (2019-
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24). States that the LDP meets the requirement set out in the SDP SPG, but does not
meet the increased requirement arising from generosity allowance. Additional sites for 526
units required, preferably in the period to 2019. HfS advocate updating the supply picture
based on latest HLA, they state that this increases the shortfall to 895 in period to 2019, or
252 by 2024. Sites should be identified that can be developed quickly, to meet at a
minimum, 252 units. HfS wish additional text to ensure maintenance of a 5 year supply
based on annual assessment of the programming in the HLA, and presumption in favour of
development that contributes to sustainable development with any applications being
determined against SESplan policy 7. (PP95 Homes for Scotland)

Considers that LDP does not take into account the SPP requirement for generous supply
(10-20% over target). If this generosity margin were to be added then the housing land
requirement set out in the plan will not be sufficient and further housing allocations would
be required. (PP145 Gladman Developments)

Considers that LDP does not define programmed completions into pre-2019 and 2019-24
periods, as required by SPP and SESplan, nor provide for a 10%-20% generosity
allowance as per SPP. Considers that LDP Action Programme projected programming
(1,085 completions by 2019 and a further 2,195 completions between 2019-24) is overly
optimistic. Refers to Homes For Scotland representation, applying 2014 HLA and including
a 10% generosity allowance and adding the LDP site programming, which asserts that
there is still a shortfall of ¢.900 units in the period to 2019. Whilst a proportion of this
shortfall is recovered in the 2019-24 period, representor considers that there is shortfall of
€.250 units for the overall period to 2024. Considers that with likely adoption date of LDP,
new LDP sites are unlikely to achieve planning consents until late 2016/early 2017:
therefore at best, new sites could only contribute from 2017/18 onwards which would allow
just two years contribution to the 2009-19 SESplan period. Considers that with the 10%
generosity allowance (and taking account of completions up to 2014) there is a ‘net’
requirement of 6,445 units between 2014-19. With 2014 HLA effective housing land supply
of 4,351 units (and adding 120 unit windfall allowance), there remains a net shortfall of
1,974 units in the period to 2019. Based upon Homes For Scotland standard completion
rate (24 units per annum by one developer or 48 units per annum on larger sites with two
developers), 476 units could be delivered from Proposed LDP sites by 2019 - resulting in
a shortfall of just under 1,500 units. Using similar approach a shortfall of ¢.300 units is
expected for 2019-24. The reliance on a number of large-scale sites is also of concern as is
the slow take-up of committed sites. The LDP spatial strategy is generally supported but
additional, deliverable sites are required within identified Strategic Development Areas.
(PP224, PP226, PP227, PP228 Lawfield Estate)

Considers that Midlothian will miss housing targets and should seek to complement its
existing allocations with a range of further sites capable of delivering in short term, in
accordance with SDP Policy 7 [makes case for site at Dewarton, considered under
separate cover]. (PP337 APT Planning & Development Ltd)

Considers that LDP does not define programmed completions into pre-2019 and 2019-24
periods, as required by SPP and SESplan, nor provide for a 10%-20% generosity
allowance as per SPP. Considers that LDP Action Programme projected programming
(1,085 completions by 2019 and a further 2,195 completions between 2019-24) is overly
optimistic. Refers to Homes For Scotland representation, applying 2014 HLA and including
a 10% generosity allowance and adding the LDP site programming, which asserts that
there is still a shortfall of ¢.900 units in the period to 2019. Whilst a proportion of this
shortfall is recovered in the 2019-24 period, representor considers that there is shortfall of
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¢.250 units for the overall period to 2024. Considers that with likely adoption date of LDP,
new LDP sites are unlikely to achieve planning consents until late 2016/early 2017:
therefore at best, new sites could only contribute from 2017/18 onwards which would allow
just two years contribution to the 2009-19 SESplan period. Considers that with the 10%
generosity allowance (and taking account of completions up to 2014) there is a ‘net’
requirement of 6,445 units between 2014-19. With 2014 HLA effective housing land supply
of 4,351 units (and adding 120 unit windfall allowance), there remains a net shortfall of
1,974 units in the period to 2019. Based upon Homes For Scotland standard completion
rate (24 units per annum by one developer or 48 units per annum on larger sites with two
developers), 476 units could be delivered from Proposed LDP sites by 2019 - resulting in
a shortfall of just under 1,500 units. Using similar approach a shortfall of ¢.300 units is
expected for 2019-24. The reliance on a number of large-scale sites is also of concern.
(PP431 Barratt Homes)

Concerned that the LDP does not appear to take into account the SPP requirement to
increase supply by 10-20% to give generous allowance. Believes the housing allocations
are insufficient when compared against this required generosity margin. Considers the
more housing the better as far as economic prosperity is concerned. (PP924 Melville Golf
Centre)

In connection with case for Stobs Farm 2 (addressed under separate cover) makes
representation on housing supply and demand. Considers that the proposed LDP is not
consistent with SDP, its SG, or SPP. Considers that the necessary generosity allowance
has not been applied (states that it is incumbent on the LDP to apply a generosity margin
with explanation for the extent chosen), and that housing requirements are required to be
reassessed by the SDP SG, using the most up to date Housing Land Audit information (in
this case HLA 2014). Considers also that the LDP fails to indicate into which period (2009-
19) or (2019-24) the additional housing land allowance would be required. Representor
provides their own assessment of housing land needed for the LDP, finds shortfall of 895
from 2009-19, surplus 643 from 2019-24, with overall shortfall of 253 from 2009-24.
(PP1018 Taylor Wimpey East Scotland)

Comments on housing land are part of wider representation seeking higher density at
committed site (handled under separate cover). Queries extent to which proposed LDP
accords with SDP and SPP. Considers that there is a lack of delivery in committed sites.
Considers that proposed LDP does not programme completions into 2009-2019 and 2019-
24 as required by SDP/SPP or provide a generosity allowance as per SPP. Considers that
LDP delivery schedules are overly optimistic. Refers to Homes for Scotland analysis which
indicates that there is a shortfall in the period to 2019, which although partly recovered
2019-24 still leaves an overall shortfall of c250 units. States that if the LDP is adopted in
timescale set out in DPS7, new sites would at best only contribute from 2017/18 onwards,
allowing only two years contribution to 2009-19 SESplan period - representor estimates the
shortfall in the period to 2019 (before taking into account LDP sites) to be 1973 units
(adding 10% generosity allowance to SESplan requirement, and based on 2014 HLA); and
suggests that only around 500 units are likely to be built at proposed LDP sites by 2019,
giving shortfall of 1500 units. Considers that realistic take up from LDP sites could lead to
a further shortfall of 300 units in the period 2019-24. (PP1020 Barratt Homes)

Considers that it is the Scottish Government's position that LDPS in city regions can

only meet SPP requirements if a generosity allowance of 10-20% is added to the housing
land requirement identified in the SDP. States that this requirement has been followed by
the other authorities in the SESplan area. Considers that there is a housing land
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requirement of 8888 units (with a 10% generosity allowance), and that the Council needs to
modify the plan to find land with capacity to deliver 842 homes by 2019. Considers that
development strategy will not maintain a 5 year effective housing land supply at all times as
required by SDP/SPP, and that additional effective housing sites that are capable of being
effective in short term to 2019 are required; these should be allocated prior to submission
of the plan for examination. If not, the housing land supply policies will be considered out
of date in terms of SPP paragraph 125, and a presumption in favour of development that
contributes to sustainable development will apply. Policy STRAT2. Considers that in
accord with SESplan provisions, Council will need to support windfall development on
unallocated sites to ensure a 5 year supply at all times, suggests that if this is not done the
presumption in favour of sustainable development will come into play, leading to locational
decisions being made by appeal. Considers that Policy STRATZ2 seeks to depart from
SESplan policy 7, by only supporting windfall development within built-up areas. (PP1385
Hallam Land Management)

Questions degree to which LDP accords with SDP and SESplan. States that there has
been a lack of delivery with sites allocated previously, considers that this is due to
allocation of large sites with major infrastructure requirements - believes that this smaller
scale development can provide greater range/choice in longer term. States that LDP does
not define completions into 2009-19 and 2019-24 periods as required by the SDP/SPP, nor
provide 10-20% generosity allowance required by SPP. Refers to Homes for Scotland
representation, which asserts that there is a shortfall of ¢.900 units in the period to 2019,
partially recovered in the 2019-24 period, but with an overall shortfall of 250 units.
Considers it likely that new sites could only contribute from 2017/18 onwards which would
allow only two years contribution to the SESplan 2009-19 period. Notes that SDP 2009-19
requirement is for 8080 units, and adds a 10% generosity allowance to get 8888. Using
housing land completions from HLAs (2443 up to 2014) results in net requirement of 6445
units 2014-19, and with effective land supply of 4351 units (2014 HLA) gives a shortfall of
1974 units in period to 2019. Using Homes for Scotland standard completion rates of 24
per one developer site or 48 with two developers, representor considers that less than 500
units are likely to be developed on the LDP sites, resulting in a shortfall of nearly 1500
units. The representor considers that an estimated 1800 units could be delivered from
proposed LDP sites in the period to 2019-2024, along with 2700 from committed sites.
Representor considers the requirement is 4851 (by taking SDP requirement and

adding 10%), leading to shortfall of ¢.300 units in the later period. The reliance on large
scale sites is raised as a concern (and lack of developer at Redheugh is noted). The LDP
spatial strategy is generally supported, but representor seeks additional deliverable sites
within the SDAs. (PP1618 Ritchie Family & Barratt David Wilson Homes)

Considers that LDP requires to allocate additional land to meet 5 year land supply and SDP
targets. (PP2744 Clarendon Planning and Development Ltd)

Other matters

Considers Trust may at some point promote residential development on part of estate,
proceeds to be used to maintain the estate, which could include listed building. Considers
that LDP in respect of windfall development is not compatible with SDP Policy 7. (PP99-
Newbattle Abbey Trust)

Objects to non-allocation of site at The Paddock, Harvieston, south of Gorebridge, with
capacity up to 10 units. States that site has necessary infrastructure either in place or
shortly in place. Considers that strategy of large allocations has encountered infrastructure
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constraints and glut of such sites. Raises concerns about quality of development delivered
by large house builders. (PP120 Gary Jack)

Considers that figure 2.1 should be relocated to start of section, and that cross-border
infrastructure and development sites with significance for the wider region should be
indicated on this map. (PP288 Scottish Enterprise)

Policy STRAT2 should be modified to reflect the definition of ‘Windfall’ as set out in the
approved SESPIlan Strategic Development Plan (June 2013), so that other windfall sites,
not necessarily falling within the urban boundary/ settlement envelope, but otherwise
acceptable in planning terms, would be supported by policy STRAT 2. (PP354,
Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC))

Considers overall policy for Tynewater area, (with only two exceptions) restrictive on almost
any development. (PP1489 Tynewater Community Council)

STRAT 3. Considers that village envelopes are very tightly drawn. Windfall developments
have on occasion been inappropriately high density - the Tynewater villages could make a
small but positive contribution if boundaries less tightly drawn. (PP1490 Tynewater
Community Council)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Scale and impact of the development strateqy (standard letter)

No changes to the proposed plan suggested. (PP883 George Mackay, PP910 Jacqueline
Marsh, PP1480 Anne Holland, PP1566 Andrew Thomson, PP1576 Beth Thomson, PP1632
Dawn Robertson, PP1640 Derek Robertson, PP1648 Stewart Y Marshall, PP1656 Elsie
Marshall, PP1664 Stuart Davis, PP1666 Joan Faithfull, PP1680 John Owen, PP1683
Emma Moir, PP1696 M A Faithfull, PP1704 Marie Owen, PP1707 S M Croall, PP1717
David Miller, PP1723 R | Pryor, PP1734 Wilma Porteous, PP1736 G Palmer, PP1743
Margaret Miller, PP1749 Susan E Wright, PP1754 Wilma Sweeney, PP1767 Susan
Falconer, PP1769 Stuart Barnes, PP1770 R A Pryor, PP1788 Michael Boyd, PP1795
Gudrun Reid, PP1800 Dianne Kennedy, PP1810 George Sweeney, PP1816 David A
Porteous, PP1822 Colin Miller, PP1828 Gavin Boyd, PP1834 Kirsty Barnes, PP1840
Vivienne Boyd, PP1846 John F Davidson, PP1852 Eric Smith, PP1858 Annabel Smith,
PP1864 Mary M Young, PP1870 James Young, PP1876 John T Cogle, PP1882 Janette D
Barnes, PP1888 Jenny Davidson, PP1894 Pamela Thomson, PP1900 Kevin Davidson,
PP1906 Hugh Gillespie, PP1912 Jennifer Gillespie, PP1918 John Barton, PP1925 Mary
Clapperton, PP1932 John Scaife, PP1936 Kenneth Purves, PP1939 Linda Scaife, PP1946
George Gray, PP1956 Nan Gray, PP1964 Colin Richardson, PP1973 Edith May Barton,
PP1977 David Binnie, PP1985 E Purves, PP1989 Alex McLean, PP1994 George Mackay,
PP2004 Karen Langham, PP2015 Marjory McLean, PP2021 George Barnes, PP2028
Donald Marshall, PP2032 Elizabeth Richardson, PP2040 Myra G Rodger, PP2043 Avril
Thomson, PP2055 Gayle Marshall, PP2057 Lorna Reid, PP2059 David S M Hamilton,
PP2073, Hazel Johnson, PP2074 Sally Couch, PP2081 E Hutchison, PP2089 James
Hutchison, PP2095 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2105 Karen Miller, PP2111 Colin
Johnson, PP2115 Patrick Mark, PP2124 Robert Scott, PP2127 Chris Boyle, PP2136 K
Palmer, PP2142 Patricia Barclay, PP2148 A F Wardrope, PP2153 Elizabeth Anderson,
PP2160 Janette Evans, PP2168 Ann O'Brian, PP2175 Gail Reid, PP2178 Marshall Scott,
PP2182 Zoe Campbell, PP2191 Kenneth A Hyslop, PP2202 Jan Krwawicz, PP2210
Marjorie Krwawicz, PP2219 Simon Evans, PP2220 Carolyn Millar, PP2228 Anne Murray,
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PP2238 Charles A Millar, PP2246 Isobel Ritchie, PP2252 Lewis Jones, PP2258 Karlyn
Durrant, PP2264 John Blair, PP2271 Ross Craig, PP2277 Caroline Sneddon, PP2283
James Telfer, PP2289 Lynn MacLeod, PP2295 Kenneth McLean, PP2320 Jim Maoir,
PP2331 Alan Mercer, PP2339 Julia Peden, PP2348 Moira Jones, PP2355 Matthew
McCreath, PP2361 W R Cunningham, PP2367 A H Cunningham, PP2373 Zow-Htet,
PP2381 Rae Watson, PP2387 Christina Watson, PP2745 Sara Cormack)

Scale and impact of the development strateqy (non-standard objections)

Modifications sought to address concerns in terms of: impact on infrastructure and public
services, provision of social/ affordable housing and enforcement of standards on
sustainability of housing. (PP16 Moorfoot Community Council)

Give serious consideration to a “Plan B” strategy, to be applied in the event that the
programmed scale of housing development does not materialise. (PP23 Midlothian Green
Party)

Development should not commence until provision is made in schools, health centre, roads
etc to accommodate it. (PP34 Philip Burton)

Seeks slow down in housing growth (especially that portion which meets Edinburgh
demand), protection of remaining greenspaces, reconsideration of A701 alignment. (PP39
David Sugden)

Scale of development should be less, and scale/density around existing communities
should be smaller and more sensitive to those communities. (PP76 Maire Devlin)

The LDP should address the effects of cross boundary issues (green belt, coalescence and
transport infrastructure/assessment) at paragraph 8.3.11 as a key issue. (PP87 Tony Gray)

Recent residential developments have not taken account of local amenity/character and
policies in the plan should be amended to rectify this; opposes loss of Green Belt and
agricultural land to development; plan does not adequately deal with integrating with road
network, public transport, business premises and green areas; plan should support
ecologically driven developments. (PP97 Allan Piper)

Seeks provision of detailed/ costed infrastructure plan to accompany MLDP. Seeks detail
in plan as to how ongoing costs are to be addressed, and emissions mitigated. (PP109
Edward Angus)

Seeks deletion of Hs12 and safeguarding of farmland on grounds (amongst others) that too
much land has been allocated. (PP153 Ruari Cormack)

Modifications sought viz. population estimates from new development, a detailed/
costed infrastructure plan and recurring costs apportioned to all relevant public service
organisations, detail on air quality consequences and statement on what is to be done to
mitigate emissions/pollutants from road vehicles. (PP154, PP562 Sara Cormack, PP637
Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council, PP1071 Ruari Cormack)

Use brownfield sites and those allocated in 2008 plan and not developed, to meet SESplan
requirements (in preference to agricultural land). (PP186 Constance Newbould)
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Seeks reconsideration of scale of growth and balance between greenfield and brownfield
sites. Infers reduction in the scale of housing proposed at Bonnyrigg. (PP191, PP196 H
Tibbetts)

Seeks modifications to TRAN1.Clarity sought over whether TRANL1 is applicable to
previously allocated sites. Consider that roads should be re-prioritised to support
walking/cycling; dedicated routes to encourage walking/cycling; Separation of
cycling/walking routes from roads. (PP244 Midlothian Matters)

Considers that approach of helping meet part of Edinburgh's need in Midlothian should
cease, and that the identified housing need of 9347 new houses by 2032 from HNDA2
should be used as the basis for housing requirements. (PP245 Midlothian Matters)
Seeks review of plan, with more input from local people. (PP271 Alasdair Ferguson)

Seeks significant reduction in quantity of new housing identified by plan. (PP273 Katherine
Reid)

Considers that development of windfall sites should be encouraged wherever possible.
Inference is also that the strategy and the housing land allocations should be changed to
avoid greenfield (especially prime agricultural land) locations. (PP274 Katherine Reid)

Review of plan to consider how loss of agricultural land can be avoided by development
strategy. (PP285 Alasdair Ferguson)

Seeks change to strategy underpinning plan. (PP339 Buchanan)

The number of identified sites for development should be reduced. (PP424 Eskbank &
Newbattle Community Council)

Considers that proposals to address infrastructure and services are needed before
approval of the plan. (PP446 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council)

Seeks change in policy, so that only housing that is required for county's own needs is
supported. (PP452 Jane Tallents)

Seeks change in policy, so that only housing that is required for county's own needs is
supported. (PP459 Brian Larkin)

Plan should be scrapped and replaced by one focussed on sustainability and residents
needs. (PP471 John Sharp)

Seeks a map of brownfield land for Midlothian, for development to be forced onto this

land, cessation of development on greenfield land and land banking, and wishes incentives
for development on brownfield land. (PP473 John Sharp)

Review of scale of development indicated in the LDP. (PP559 Malcolm McGregor)

Seeks emphasis on brownfield development, with better education/health and green
spaces. (PP606 Nancy McLean)

Seeks a recalculation of the housing requirements and the resultant required allocations.
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Wishes change in emphasis, with greater focus on brownfield sites. (PP614 Sarah Barron)
Suggests inclusion of small retail units and community facilities within new estates. New
schools need to be designed with potential of extension taken account of. Need clear
allocation of green corridors away from roads for people to walk. (PP660 Bonnyrigg and
Lasswade Community Council)

Requests the Proposed Plan prioritise reducing existing high levels of commuting through
robust policies on shopping, housing, retail and employment to build a region where people
to choose to live, learn, work, shop, grow food and play. Requests the Local Development
Plan prioritise protection of Green Belt and open spaces, both in urban areas and
restricting urban spread into the countryside and river valley. This should be rigorously
enforced within consistent transparent and representative community planning practice.
(PP672 Margaret Hodge)

Seeks halt to new development to protect green, agricultural and recreation spaces that
remain. (PP873 Joy Moore)

Seeks more emphasis in housing strategy on brownfield land and considers that plan
should assess the quantity of such land (including unoccupied properties/long term offices)
that could be used for housing. (PP1033 Edinburgh and Lothian Green Network)

In respect of committed development, previous allocations should only be supported if
there is a continuing need for them and they are satisfactory. (PP1044 Mirabelle Maslin)

Specific change sought in respect of Hs16, considered in separate report, inference of
representation is also that strategy should be revisited in respect of implications from
higher densities on sites, and balance between brownfield and greenfield land. (PP1060
Damhead and District Community Council)

Reduction in proposed scale of housing growth. (PP1109 Rowan Nemitz)

In respect of housing strategy; Seeks allocation of council houses, with numbers, locations
and timings specified; Seeks a costed infrastructure and service plan and further work on
environmental implications of strategy; also; inference of representation is that too much
land has been allocated for housing. (PP1158 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community
Council)

Eskbank Amenity Society seeks a review of the Local Development Plan LDP strategy and
reductions in housing allocations. (PP2402 Eskbank Amenity Society)

Seeks a cessation to new house building, until sufficient provision is made in
services. (PP2709 Philip Burton)

Reassessment of transport implications. (PP2710 Tony Gray)
Seeks LDP to address the effects of cross boundary issues. (PP2713 Tony Gray)

Seeks reduction in the number of identified sites for development. (PP2715 Eskbank &
Newbattle Community Council)

Seeks rewriting of plan to address matters listed above. (PP2738 Helen Armstrong)
Wishes to ensure that MLDP is reconsidered to prevent over ambitious development.
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Where land is allocated wishes constraints of greenbelt, coalescence, and transport
sustainability to be respected. (PP2756 Midlothian Matters)

Seeks approach to housing strategy where smaller non-agricultural areas are used, with
different types of houses for different groups. (PP2757 Mary E Berry)

Requests the Proposed Plan prioritise existing reducing high levels of commuting through
robust policies on shopping, housing, retail and employment to build a region where people
to choose to live, learn, work, shop, grow food and play. Requests the Local Development
Plan prioritise protection of green spaces and open spaces, both in urban areas and
restricting urban spread into the countryside and river valley. Requests this be rigorously
enforced within consistent transparent and representative community planning practice.
(PP2793, PP2794 Julian Holbrook)

Seeks provision of detailed/costed infrastructure plan to accompany MLDP. Seeks detail in
plan as to how ongoing costs are to be addressed, and emissions mitigated. (PP2848
Aileen E Angus)

No changes to the proposed plan suggested. (PP1517 Geoffrey Alderson)

Questions deliverability of projected completions, 5-year effective housing land supply and
provision of flexibility allowance

Seeks following modifications: the housing land supply position be updated to account for
HLA 2014. Information added to the plan to clarify how the housing land requirement will be
met in each of the two SESplan periods - minimum of 10% generosity allowance to be
applied, (using interpretation set out in HfS submission). Identify sites for, as a minimum,
an additional 252 homes on land that can be developed quickly. Add text confirming the
Council's recognition of the SPP presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development. (PP95 Homes for Scotland)

The housing land supply in the plan should be increased by a minimum of 10% to accord
with the SPP requirement for a generous supply. The plan should include a specific policy,
reiterating SESplan Policy 7 to address any shortfall in the five-year effective housing-land
supply that arises. This issue which should not be left to supporting text/Action Plan to
address. The text in LDP para 2.3.9 is not clear or precise enough in terms of triggers for
action in relation to a housing land shortfall. (PP145 Gladman Developments)

Wishes LDP to: Identify the split between 2009-19 and 2019-24 allocations. Add minimum
10% flexibility allowance to SESplan requirements as per SPP Revise LDP site
programming based upon realistic phasing and start dates in relation to LDP approval
considers that revised figures will lead to requirement for additional housing sites to be
allocated. (PP227 Lawfield Estate, PP431 Barratt Homes)

Seeks allocation of additional land to meet needs [Dewarton proposal considered under
separate cover]. (PP337 APT Planning & Development Ltd)

Considers that further housing allocations are required. (PP924 Melville Golf Centre)

Seeks amendment to remedy housing land shortfall found in representors housing land
paper. (PP1018 Taylor Wimpey East Scotland)
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Seeks additional housing land (in course of representation seeking higher density at
committed site). (PP1020 Barratt Homes)

Seeks replacement of tables 2.2. 2.3, and 2.4 with new table 2.2, that sets out representors
interpretation/understanding of land supply situation - proposes new figures for further
allocations based on this approach of 842 (2009-19), notes a surplus of 122 from 2019-24,
and an overall further allocation requirement of 720 from 2009-24. Seeks removal of
reference in paragraph 2.3.4 to constrained sites coming forward (considers that this is
contrary to SDP policy 5, and that Council has confirmed that no completions on
constrained sites are anticipated before 2024). Seeks removal of last sentence of
paragraph 2.3.5 (which refers to presumption against development outwith built-up areas)
with new text providing support for appropriate greenfield housing where there is a shortfall
in the 5 year effective housing land supply. Seeks removal of paragraph 2.3.6 (which
relates to table 2.3, removal of which is also sought by representor, see above). Seeks
deletion of first three sentences of paragraph 2.3.7 on the grounds that statements are
wrong, and Midlothian does not have a generous supply of housing land. Seeks deletion of
first sentence of paragraph 2.3.8 and 2.3.9, and deletion of last bullet point of paragraph
2.3.9 (which refers to support for early development of longer term sites) and insertion of
new text supporting additional windfall sites, including appropriate greenfield housing sites,
where there is a shortfall in the effective housing land supply. Suggests alteration to policy
STRAT2, to insert new paragraph which states that in circumstances where there is a
shortfall in the 5 year effective housing land supply, the Council will support appropriate
greenfield housing proposals where they are in accord with the provisions of SDP policy 7,
and SPP. (PP1385 Hallam Land Management)

Seeks additional deliverable sites within the SDAs, of which Barleyknowe Road is one.
(PP1618 Ritchie Family & Barratt David Wilson Homes)

Seeks allocation of additional land for housing. (PP2744 Clarendon Planning and
Development Ltd)

No changes to the plan suggested. (PP284 Alasdair Ferguson, PP466 Duncan McAuslan,
PP694 Lasswade District Civic Society PP862 Donald Marshall, PP863 Isobel Marshall,
PP930 Julian Holbrook, PP947, PP948, PP949 Alan Robertson, PP1136 Shiela Barker,
PP1464 Anne Dale, PP1470 Bruce Hobbs, PP1474 Celia Hobbs, PP1499 Anna
MacWhirter, PP1507 Christina Harley, PP1550 Patricia Dimarco, PP1583 Andrew Barker,
PP2303 Joy Moore, PP2704 Ailsa Carlisle, PP2714 Constance Newbould, PP2775
Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2833 Claire Houston, PP2886 Allan Piper, PP1489
Tynewater Community Council)

Other matters

Allocate site at The Paddock, Harvieston, south of Gorebridge, as part of strategy to
encourage smaller scaled housing developments. (PP120 Gary Jack)

Considers that further joint working between landowners and the Council is required to
deliver committed housing sites. Supports the LDP Spatial Strategy but seeks additional
deliverable housing allocations. (PP224, PP226, PP228 Lawfield Estate)

Wishes figure 2.1 to be altered to: Add a wider context to Figure 2.1 to include cross-
boundary/infrastructure connections, and other strategic sites important to the economic
growth of the area, and Reordering the LDP such that Figure 2.1 appears at the start of
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Section 2. (PP288 Scottish Enterprise)

States the Council should consider withdrawal of support for committed housing sites from
previous Local Plans that are not delivering houses, but more immediately than indicated in
plan. Considers that other sites able to come forward in the short to medium term, and
that accord with the development strategy, should be considered more favourably (site
Hs16 Seafield Road East is one such). (PP2817 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd & Hallam Land
Management Ltd)

Seeks looser boundaries around villages in the Tynewater area. (PP1490 Tynewater
Community Council)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

This schedule 4 addresses issues raised in respect of the housing strategy section of
the proposed plan. Matters relating to a specific site or sites are addressed in issues 2
and 26 — 33.

The proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan has been prepared in the context of the
approved Strategic Development Plan for South East Scotland (SDP). It has identified a
significant level of growth and a housing land requirement well in excess of the areas own
need and demand (as set out in the Housing Need and Demand Assessment (HNDA) for
SDP1). The SDP requires the Council to identify land for an additional 2,550 houses. The
Council considers that Midlothian meets that requirement and, to be consistent with the
SDP, the Council has set out a strategy that allocates land for 3,760 houses up to 2024
and identifies a further potential 1,395 houses to be safeguarded for development beyond
2024 to help maintain an effective housing land supply beyond the plan period. It also
identifies additional housing development opportunities which, due to potential constraints
may not come forward. Therefore these sites are not relied upon in the proposed plan to
meet the strategic requirement. However, if they do, the number of houses completed will
be counted towards the strategic land requirement.

House completions for the year to March 2016 were 641 and this reflects an improving
picture over the last few years. The Council is optimistic that current market conditions and
the capacity of the house building sector is moving in the right direction and that the higher
levels of completions can continue or increase over the plan period. The start of house
building in earnest at Shawfair earlier this year will provide further impetus to the annual
completions.

The preparation and consultation of Housing Land Audit (HLA) 15 and 16 was delayed due
to organisational and staff resource changes within the Council and delays in publishing the
Proposed Plan until after the General Election in May 2015. This meant that the new
allocations in the Proposed Plan could not be incorporated into HLA 15 as planned but
HLAL6 instead. Both audits are currently with Homes for Scotland (HfS) and the Council
anticipate a meeting to discuss and agree the audits in October.

In preparing the proposed plan and identifying the proposed development strategy the
Council acknowledges the challenge of meeting the significant growth targets agreed
through the SDP and at the same time managing and mitigating some of the physical and
environmental impacts arising or likely to arise from the proposed development. This
comes at a time when a large proportion of committed development from previous plans is
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being developed or is about to start. Planned growth is beginning to impact on
communities across Midlothian, travel patterns and demands for, and demands on,
services and facilities. Midlothian’s proximity to Edinburgh is making it an attractive place
for people to move to, a fact reflected in the 2011 census and reinforced by subsequent
population projections. Therefore the Council appreciates and acknowledges the level of
concern expressed by individuals and groups who have made representations to the
proposed plan and acknowledges the issues raised in respect of the strategic context and
principles/objectives of the strategy and the impact this is having locally in many
communities.

Scale and impact of the development strateqy (standard letter)

The requirement for new housing and employment land in Midlothian is determined by the
Strategic Development for South East Scotland. The Proposed Midlothian Local
Development Plan (MLDP) has to be consistent with the SDP and identify sites to meet this
requirement. The fact that most of the main towns in Midlothian are grouped in close
proximity across the northern part of the County (close to the City bypass) and given the
scale of development proposed then there is a high risk of coalescence. The Council
introduced a policy on coalescence in the 2008 Midlothian Local Plan and it is keen to
maintain this policy to protect the setting of communities. In the settlement statement
section of the proposed plan the Council identifies sites and locations (in the requirements
table) where mitigation measures may be necessary to address coalescence. These
measures principally involve landscaping but also include requirements for development
briefs and/or master plans to promote good design and layout of sites. In addition the
existence of green belt/designated countryside between settlements as well as the
Newbattle strategic green space will all help to preserve appropriate buffers and minimise
potential adverse impact. Given the scale of proposed development the Council considers
the plan provides a sufficient policy framework and settlement strategy to manage issues of
coalescence.

In terms of the possible risk of losing landscape character, amenity open space and green
belt the Council considers that the plan provides a strong framework to address these
matters. In allocating sites for development in the plan the Council assesses each site and
identifies any mitigation measures needed as a consequence of the proposed
development. The requirements for the allocated sites are listed in the requirements table
of each settlement statement in section 8 of the plan. The plan includes new open space
standards based on an assessment of the quantity, quality and accessibility of existing
open spaces within a given area. The plan views open space as a community asset and
the purpose of the policy is to assess and identify appropriate local solutions to improve
existing spaces (amenity, function and usability) or create new ones, not simply allocate
new spaces solely on the traditional quantity per head of population standard. The Council
considers the new approach will address some of the concerns raised in the
representations.

In respect of loss green belt the Council acknowledges that some loss is to be expected
given the scale of growth required by the SDP and the settlement pattern in Midlothian but
it has sought to follow Government guidance and identify brownfield sites first then
greenfield then green belt. Midlothian does not have much brownfield land readily
available to develop or in locations that could meet the aims and objectives of the plan,
particularly in terms of sustainable development. The Proposed Plan requires the
preparation of development briefs or master plans for the allocated sites. In the case of
green belt sites the Council would seek to secure appropriate landscape and visual impact
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mitigation measures through this process.

The River Valley policy was also introduced in the 2008 Midlothian Local Plan. Generally it
has been regarded as a successful policy. The Council consider that there are relatively
few development sites which will impact on the designation. Some concern has been
raised about the exclusion of the policy in urban envelopes but the Council believes that
the policy would be contrary to policy DEV2 in this context and any conflict or mitigation
can be successfully managed through design briefs and or the planning application
process.

Following years of constraint the housing market in Midlothian is demonstrating sustained
activity and there is building activity in each of the main Midlothian communities. The
Council acknowledges the concerns about impacts on infrastructure and services but
contends that new housing is contributing and will continue to contribute to necessary
infrastructure and facilities to support its provision and the growing communities. These
requirements are set out in the implementation and settlement statement sections of the
Proposed Plan. The Council also acknowledges recent concerns about NHS facilities. The
Council has consulted the NHS and is aware that they are reviewing the situation and the
local centre catchment areas and will be prioritising investment to address capacity issues
in some areas. A new GP practice was recently announced for Newtongrange (to open in
2017). While no new development is proposed in Newtongrange the new facility will
obviously address issues facing the existing community but also may allow for adjustments
to neighbouring practice catchments or practice lists in Mayfield/Gorebridge and Bonnyrigg
to relieve any ongoing capacity issues there.

The Council considers that there have been many changes that do offer positive impacts
on the general quality of life in communities despite the claims in the representations. The
reintroduction of Borders Rail presents a new and additional form of public transport that
will extend travel choices to many and help reduce the reliance on car travel. Equally the
proposed A701 relief road and A702 link will also enable long standing transport planning
objectives (improved public transport & new active travel measures) to be realised on a
congested part of the road network in the A701 corridor. The new community at Shawfair
is now under construction and will help bolster the housing land supply and introduce a mix
of developers and house types to an already active housing market. New policy
designations are introduced in the Proposed Plan including; Special Landscape Areas,
historic battlefields and the proposed Midlothian strategic greenspace which will have a
prominent role in the development of Midlothian’s green network. The historic built
environment has also benefited and improved as a result of the Townscape Heritage
Initiative and the Conservation Area Renewal Initiatives implemented in Dalkeith and
currently underway in Gorebridge (CARS only). The Council have recently submitted a bid
for a CARS scheme for Penicuik.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP883 George Mackay, PP910 Jacqueline Marsh,
PP1480 Anne Holland, PP1566 Andrew Thomson, PP1576 Beth Thomson, PP1632 Dawn
Robertson, PP1640 Derek Robertson, PP1648 Stewart Y Marshall, PP1656 Elsie Marshall,
PP1664 Stuart Davis, PP1666 Joan Faithfull, PP1680 John Owen, PP1683 Emma Moir,
PP1696 M A Faithfull, PP1704 Marie Owen, PP1707 S M Croall, PP1717 David Miller,
PP1723 R | Pryor, PP1734 Wilma Porteous, PP1736 G Palmer, PP1743 Margaret Miller,
PP1749 Susan E Wright, PP1754 Wilma Sweeney, PP1767 Susan Falconer, PP1769
Stuart Barnes, PP1770 R A Pryor, PP1788 Michael Boyd, PP1795 Gudrun Reid, PP1800
Dianne Kennedy, PP1810 George Sweeney, PP1816 David A Porteous, PP1822 Colin
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Miller, PP1828 Gavin Boyd, PP1834 Kirsty Barnes, PP1840 Vivienne Boyd, PP1846 John
F Davidson, PP1852 Eric Smith, PP1858 Annabel Smith, PP1864 Mary M Young, PP1870
James Young, PP1876 John T Cogle, PP1882 Janette D Barnes, PP1888 Jenny Davidson,
PP1894 Pamela Thomson, PP1900 Kevin Davidson, PP1906 Hugh Gillespie, PP1912
Jennifer Gillespie, PP1918 John Barton, PP1925 Mary Clapperton, PP1932 John Scaife,
PP1936 Kenneth Purves, PP1939 Linda Scaife, PP1946 George Gray, PP1956 Nan Gray,
PP1964 Colin Richardson, PP1973 Edith May Barton, PP1977 David Binnie, PP1985 E
Purves, PP1989 Alex McLean, PP1994 George Mackay, PP2004 Karen Langham, PP2015
Marjory McLean, PP2021 George Barnes, PP2028 Donald Marshall, PP2032 Elizabeth
Richardson, PP2040 Myra G Rodger, PP2043 Avril Thomson, PP2055 Gayle Marshall,
PP2057 Lorna Reid, PP2059 David S M Hamilton, PP2073, Hazel Johnson, PP2074 Sally
Couch, PP2081 E Hutchison, PP2089 James Hutchison, PP2095 Eskbank Amenity
Society, PP2105 Karen Miller, PP2111 Colin Johnson, PP2115 Patrick Mark, PP2124
Robert Scott, PP2127 Chris Boyle, PP2136 K Palmer, PP2142 Patricia Barclay, PP2148 A
F Wardrope, PP2153 Elizabeth Anderson, PP2160 Janette Evans, PP2168 Ann O'Brian,
PP2175 Gail Reid, PP2178 Marshall Scott, PP2182 Zoe Campbell, PP2191 Kenneth A
Hyslop, PP2202 Jan Krwawicz, PP2210 Marjorie Krwawicz, PP2219 Simon Evans,
PP2220 Carolyn Millar, PP2228 Anne Murray, PP2238 Charles A Millar, PP2246 Isobel
Ritchie, PP2252 Lewis Jones, PP2258 Karlyn Durrant, PP2264 John Blair, PP2271 Ross
Craig, PP2277 Caroline Sneddon, PP2283 James Telfer, PP2289 Lynn MacLeod, PP2295
Kenneth McLean, PP2320 Jim Moir, PP2331 Alan Mercer, PP2339 Julia Peden, PP2348
Moira Jones, PP2355 Matthew McCreath, PP2361 W R Cunningham, PP2367 A H
Cunningham, PP2373 Zow-Htet, PP2381 Rae Watson, PP2387 Christina Watson, PP2745
Sara Cormack)

Scale and impact of the development strateqy (non-standard objections)

In the previous response to the standard letters (pages 19-21) the Council considers it has
addressed some of the issues raised in these non-standard letters (coalescence, amenity
and green belt/greenspace, pressure on infrastructure and facilities and the negative
impact new growth is having on the general quality of life in communities) so will focus on
the remaining comments made. The reference to the adverse impact of growth on the
range of services in Bonnyrigg is addressed in issue 32.

Population and migration

The Census is the credited source for demographic information and between censuses
projections and mid-year estimates attempt to update the population position. It is the
basis for development planning purposes.

Census Scotland 2011 re-affirmed that for the first time in a long time the population of
Midlothian was growing as a consequence of natural growth (births over deaths) and in-
migration and not solely due to in-migration. House building contributes to population
growth in any given settlement but the Council doesn’t accept that it is the sole cause. The
Council is satisfied that the Census results and the NRS mid-year estimates and population
projections for Midlothian represent a fair and reasonable picture of current circumstances.

Housing requirement

The housing land requirement is established at the Strategic Development Plan level and is
guided by a Housing Need and Demand Assessment (HNDA). The Council acknowledges
that the land requirement in the SDP is more than the HNDA identified for Midlothian but

79




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

there is also an expectation that Midlothian makes a significant contribution to the wider
development needs and aspirations of South East Scotland. The Midlothian Local
Development Plan must be consistent with the SDP and identify how it will meet the
strategic housing land requirement. The Council considers that the proximity to Edinburgh,
the well established bus links with the City and now Borders Rail puts Midlothian in a good
place to make such a contribution.

In meeting the strategic housing land requirement the Council acknowledges the role
windfall housing developments can make to the overall housing land supply and does take
account of these through the annual housing land audit process.

Policy STRAT2 provides support for windfall housing developments. Equally brownfield
sites (previously developed sites) can also contribute to meeting the housing land
requirement. However, Midlothian does not have a large amount of brownfield land readily
available which would meet the Council’s site selection criteria (CD020) or sustainable
development criteria. Together these sites would not be sufficient to meet the strategic
housing requirement and even with a reasonably large supply of housing land the SDP still
requires the Council to allocate new land for housing.

Despite the scale of housing proposed the Council considers that the housing strategy
represents a reasonable and balanced distribution of sites and sets out the necessary
infrastructure requirements to support this level of growth.

Commuting

Proximity to Edinburgh and the strong job market that the City provides will contribute to be
an attraction to people living in Midlothian and generate outward commuting. The
Proposed Plan acknowledges this and has put in place a development framework that
seeks to reduce this by allocating economic land in locations that are serviced by (or could
be) by good public transport connections and are of a scale and location that is likely to be
more attractive to investment and development. Through its economic recovery plan
“Ambitious Midlothian” the Council is keen to promote and support development that
generates new job generating opportunities in Midlothian. The Proposed Plan also
supports and promotes sustainable travel (TRAN1) and seeks to develop an active travel
network across the County which prioritises walking, cycling and public transport initiatives.
This will provide alternative travel choices for those that do commute and potentially reduce
the need to travel by car. The reintroduction of Borders Rail will also greatly assist in this
objective. The increasingly diverse nature of employment opportunities combined with
varying work patterns and people having more than one job or several jobs over their
career means that predicting and responding to travel patterns and demands becomes
increasingly difficult. The Council considers that providing sustainable travel choices will
help reduce the need to travel by car and therefore make commuting a more sustainable
practice.

Traffic and congestion/need for cross boundary approach

Transport issues are included and addressed in the Strategic Development Plan for South
East Scotland (and its associated Action Programme) and reflects the issues and
infrastructure required to manage planned growth. A cross boundary transport study has
been commissioned by Transport Scotland looking at the impacts of growth coming
through SDP1 on the strategic road network. This involves all SESplan planning and
transport authorities. Results of the study are not expected until the Autumn but the
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Proposed Plan acknowledges the study and the potential for subsequent infrastructure
requirements and interventions to be addressed at Local Development Plan level.

The transport modelling work carried out at the Main Issues Report stage (CD150)
indicated that many parts of the road network were at or over capacity and would require
intervention to resolve. The transport appraisal of the Proposed Plan identified the A701
relief road and A702 link as the preferred solution to capacity and congestion issues in the
A701 corridor. Issue 6 Improving Connectivity — Transport covers this project in more
detail. The project will enable the existing stretch of the A701 to be dedicated to active
travel and public transport provision and provide an opportunity for the Council to realise
some of its transport objectives which have been constrained through lack of road space
capacity.

TRAN1

The Council considers that policy TRAN1 together with policy IMP1 ensures that transport
considerations for all sites are satisfactorily addressed.

Lack of progress on committed sites

The Council considers there are some committed sites that have taken longer than initially
thought to develop but remains confident that these will come forward and, through policy
STRAT 1 makes clear that these sites are still expected to contribute to the strategic
housing land requirement. The Council is committed to supporting developers in this
respect (STRAT1) but appreciates that inaction cannot go on indefinitely and so has
indicated in the proposed plan that at the next review period, sites which cannot
demonstrate progress (pre-app discussions or application as a minimum) may be subject of
review and potential de-allocation. However, it is relevant that many of the committed sites
that have been developed or are still under construction have received consent for an
increased number of houses than originally planned. In particular the development at
Hopefield which is now approaching the final phases is expected to deliver in excess of
1300 units when finally finished. It was allocated for 1000 houses in the 2008 local plan.
On the larger sites the Council has observed that a number of amendment applications are
being submitted as developers react to changing market conditions and customer
requirements. This includes replacing consented units with smaller house types either by
reducing the number of bedrooms and/or reducing the overall footprint of the house but
keeping the same number of bedrooms. In any event this has the net result of increasing
the numbers across the site.

Community input

The Council considers that it has consulted widely in the plan preparation process and has
tried either to accommodate local concerns or explain why it has not agreed with certain
representations. The Council is currently reviewing the way in which it engages and
serves/supports communities and this will inform future development plan related
consultations.

Rural development/loss of land at Wellington PS

The former Wellington Primary School is included in the plan as an additional housing

opportunity site. It has constraints (principally road access) and there is uncertainty if these
can be overcome and the site delivered in the plan period. To this end the site is not relied
on to meet the strategic housing requirements but if it is developed then the agreed number
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of units would be counted toward the strategic requirement. Part of the site is brownfield
and the Council considers there is merit in bringing the site back into active use. The
potential to include adjoining land may assist in overcoming the constraints.

Affordable Housing

The Council acknowledges the comments made about the lack of social/affordable
housing. The Council is addressing the provision of affordable housing through its own
social housing programme, liaising with other Registered Social Landlords with
development programmes and also through contributions and/or provision by private
builders on allocated and windfall sites (policy DEV3). To date the Council has built 924
affordable homes for rent across Midlothian. In September the Council will consider
options for the next phase of its social housing programme which it is hoped will deliver
approximately 340 more homes. Specific issues relating to affordable housing are
addressed in detail in issue 5 — Affordable and Specialist Housing.

Alternative strategy proposed

The Council acknowledges the alternative strategy suggested but does not consider there
would be sufficient brownfield sites to make it a viable proposition. Furthermore the
proposed greater number of smaller sites distributed over a larger area including rural
areas would adversely impact on the sustainable development credentials of a proposal.
The Council considers the current strategy to be a better sustainable and deliverable
balance and one that is supported by existing infrastructure or has the scale to support
investment in the new infrastructure required to deliver it.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP16 Moorfoot Community Council, PP23 Midlothian
Green Party, PP34 Philip Burton, PP39 David Sugden, PP76 Maire Devlin, PP87, PP2710,
PP2713 Tony Gray, PP97, PP2866 Allan Piper, PP109 Edward Angus, PP153, PP1071
Ruari Cormack, PP154, PP562 Sara Cormack, PP186, PP2714 Constance Newbould,
PP191; PP196 H Tibbetts, PP244, PP245, PP2756 Midlothian Matters, PP271, PP284,
PP285 Alasdair Ferguson, PP273, PP274 Katherine Reid, PP339 Buchanan, PP424,
PP446 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council, PP452 Jane Tallents, PP459 Brian
Larkin, PP466 Duncan McAuslan, PP471, PP473 John Sharp, PP559 Malcolm McGregor,
PP606 Nancy McLean, PP614 Sarah Barron, PP637, PP660 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade
Community Council, PP672 Margaret Hodge, PP694 Lasswade District Civic Society,
PP862 Donald Marshall, PP863 Isobel Marshall, PP873, PP2303 Joy Moore, PP930,
PP2793, PP2794 Julian Holbrook, PP947, PP948, PP949 Alan Robertson, PP1033
Edinburgh & Lothian Green Network, PP1044 Mirabelle Maslin, PP1060 Damhead and
District Community Council, PP1109 Rowan Nemitz, PP1136 Shiela Barker, PP1158
Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council, PP1464 Anne Dale, PP1470 Bruce Hobbs,
PP1474 Celia Hobbs, PP1499 Anna MacWhirter, PP1507 Christina Harley, PP1517
Geoffrey Alderson, PP1550 Patricia Dimarco, PP1583 Andrew Barker, PP2402, PP2715,
PP2775 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2704 Ailsa Carlisle, PP2709 Philip Burton, PP2738
Helen Armstrong, PP2757 Mary E Berry, PP2833 Claire Houston, PP2848 Aileen E Angus)

Questions deliverability of projected completions, 5-year effective housing land supply and
lack of generosity allowance

House completions in Midlothian have risen steadily since 2009 to reach 641 in 2015/2016
(see table below). Windfall applications are by nature more unpredictable to estimate but
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over the last ten years have averaged 185 completions per annum.

Year House Completions
2015-2016 641
2014-2015 589
2013-2014 603
2012-2013 558
2011-2012 418
2010-2011 459
2009-2010 417

Source — Midlothian Council 2016

The Council is encouraged by these figures and considers they demonstrate that not only
is Midlothian an active housing market area and an attractive place to live but also that
house builders are beginning to increase the rate of production and demonstrate the
capacity of the sector to respond to the challenging housing requirements of SDP1. With
the start of house building in Shawfair in 2016 this will bring further opportunity to increase
annual house completions. Given the scale of Shawfair its development will most likely be
divided amongst several developers. The Council anticipate as construction gains
momentum completions could be around 200 units per year. On this basis the Council
considers that overall annual completions could reach 800 units per year or more. At this
rate the SESplan requirement would be met over the plan period, however the current
practice of reallocating any shortfall in any given year over the remaining plan period only
increases the requirement in future years. The replacement SDP2, currently at Proposed
Plan stage, seeks to introduce annualised housing supply targets which will simplify the
programming process and remove much of the conjecture over calculating the effective five
year housing land supply.

The Housing Land Audit (HLA) provides a snap shot of the housing market and the
potential delivery of housing land in Midlothian. The programmed completions are agreed
in conjunction with Homes for Scotland and are based on developers’ feedback. In
previous audits the number of sites considered to be constrained has been relatively small
and remained consistently small, around 145 units, from HLA12 onwards.

The representations on land supply relate to the supply situation identified in HLA 14
(CD147). The Council had intended to publish the Proposed Plan in early 2015 and
incorporate the Proposed Plan sites into the next housing audit HLA15 (CD148) but
matters outwith Council control delayed publication and resulted in the proposed sites
being included in draft HLA16.

The sites in the proposed plan will increase the established supply from 11,553 (HLA14) to
16,010 (HLA16) and result in an effective land supply of 15,871 houses. The draft HLA15
and HLA16 are currently with HfS for comment and the Council anticipates a follow-up
meeting in October to review comments and hopefully reach a consensus on the up to date
housing land supply position. HLA16 will be the base from which the Council starts
implementation of the proposed plan. Assuming the supply figures and effective sites
remain largely unchanged then the onus to deliver rests, in the first instance with the house
builders. The draft HLA16 identifies an effective housing land supply for the period
2016/17 to 2020/21 of 6,733 set against a requirement of 4,188 which is the equivalent of
an 8 year effective housing land supply (effective land supply calculation in Draft Planning
and Delivery Advice: Housing and Infrastructure (CD022, table 1, page 5). In this context
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the Council considers that the concerns expressed in the representations about the
assumed shortfall in the effective supply and the requests for additional sites do not reflect
current circumstances. If the feedback from developers is taken at face value and the level
of effective sites remains the same or relatively similar as at present then the Council does
not consider additional sites are necessary to achieve an effective 5 year land supply and
the arguments based on HLA14 are not relevant.

The Proposed MLDP is accompanied by an Action Programme. It will act as a barometer
to measure the performance of the plan. If there are issues with the land supply then the
Action Programme is a central part of the mechanism with which to identify appropriate
measures to remedy the problem. The housing allocations phasing programme highlighted
in the Proposed Action Programme (CD139, page 23 and 24) was predicated on the plan
being adopted in 2015 and draft HLA15 (CD148). This will be reviewed and amended to
reflect the delay in submitting the plan to Ministers and, if necessary, as a result of changes
arising from the outcome of the Examination. Nonetheless the Council has encouraged
developers to engage with the Planning Authority in tandem with the Examination and
adoption process.

The Proposed SDP2 was approved by the SESplan Joint Committee for publication in June
2016 (subject to ratification by SESplan partners). In respect of future housing
requirements it highlights the healthy housing land supplies established through adopted
and emerging LDP1 allocations and suggests that most SESplan Council areas are likely to
be able to meet the proposed housing supply target from their established housing land
supplies. The Housing Need and Demand Assessment supporting SDP2 identifies a
significant shift in the type of housing required from SDP1. Approximately 64% of the
overall housing requirement is for social or below market rent affordable housing as
opposed to market housing.

The Council notes Homes for Scotland’s (HfS) support for reviewing the deliverability of
sites over time. The Council considers that the Action Programme and Housing Land Audit
(HLA) process to be central to this issue. The Council considers the use of development
briefs for allocated sites is a positive approach to ensuring good practice in site design and
layout. It is keen to work with developers to ensure this happens. However the Council
would also encourage developers to be proactive with delivering their sites, particularly
long standing ones. The vast majority of sites allocated in the plan are promoted by
developers in the first instance and their implementation is largely controlled by developers.
The annual Housing Land Audit (HLA) process provides an opportunity for both parties to
undertake such a review and identify any adjustments to the start, programming and/or
finish dates of allocated sites and any amendments would then feed through to the Action
Programme at the next scheduled review.

The Council considers that paragraph 2.3.4 of the Proposed Plan (CD112) is clear as to
how the strategic housing land requirement will be met across the three SESplan Strategic
Development Areas in Midlothian (South East Edinburgh (Shawfair), A7/A68 Borders Ralil
Corridor and A701 corridor). In addition the Action Programme contains a phased
programme of the proposed housing sites grouped by each plan period (2009-19 and
2019-2024). The Council considers the plan and action programme give sufficient clarity on
the deliverability of the proposed sites and are consistent with the approach set out in the
SESplan supplementary guidance on housing land (November 2014).

The Council considers there are some committed sites that have taken longer than initially
thought to develop but remains confident that these will come forward and, through policy
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STRAT 1 makes clear that these sites are still expected to contribute to the strategic
housing land requirement. The Council is committed to supporting developers in this
respect (STRATL1) but appreciates that inaction cannot go on indefinitely and so has
indicated in the proposed plan that at the next review period, sites which cannot
demonstrate progress (pre-app discussions or application as a minimum) may be subject of
review and potential de-allocation. However, it is relevant that many of the committed sites
that have been developed or are still under construction have received consent for an
increased number of houses than originally planned. In particular the development at
Hopefield which is now approaching the final phases is expected to deliver in excess of
1300 units when finally finished. It was allocated for 1000 houses in the 2008 local plan.
On the larger sites the Council has observed that a number of amendment applications are
being submitted as developers react to changing market conditions and customer
requirements. This includes replacing consented units with smaller house types either by
reducing the number of bedrooms and/or reducing the overall footprint of the house but
keeping the same number of bedrooms. In any event this has the net result of increasing
the numbers across the site.

The Council does not consider that the issue of “generosity” applies to the approved SDP1.
It also disagrees that it hasn't allocated sufficient land or sites in the proposed plan.

The current Strategic Development Plan (SDP) for South East Scotland was approved in
June 2013 and coincided with the publication of the draft replacement Scottish Planning
Policy (SPP). The draft SPP introduced a requirement that SDPs should identify a Housing
Supply Target (HST) and include a generosity allowance (10 — 20%) to make up the overall
housing land requirement. The Proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan is required to
be consistent with the SDP. The Council considers that only where the SDP has set
housing supply targets can the LDP translate them at local level. SESplan SDP1 does not
set a HST but an overall housing land requirement, and therefore to be consistent with the
SDP the Proposed MLDP must identify sites to meet this requirement. The Council did
write by email to the Scottish Government in January 2015 requesting clarification on this
point but did not receive a response. The Council did not receive any representations from
the Government on the issue of generosity or any other aspect of the housing strategy
section.

Notwithstanding the above, the Proposed Plan allocates sites for 3,760 houses in the plan
period and up to 2024. This is substantially more (47%) than the SESplan housing land
requirement (2,550 units) and Midlothian’s own housing needs - 2,200 units (HNDA for
SDP1). In addition to the 3,760 units the Proposed Plan also identifies potential for an extra
1,395 units beyond 2024 on a number of extended sites (HsO, Hsl1, Hs7, Hs12 and Hs16).
This will provide a degree of extra flexibility in the land supply beyond the plan period and
ensure that the SESplan housing requirement can be met. These site extensions are
safeguarded for future development and if they are supported through the Examination
then the extended sites could be brought forward through the next development plan if
required. Furthermore the plan also identifies additional housing development
opportunities (CD112, appendix 3c, sites AHs1, AHs2, AHs3, AHs4 and AHs5). Given the
nature and characteristics of these sites, all of them have development uncertainties and
consequently they are not relied upon to meet the required housing allocations. However,
if they are developed then the resulting housing units will nevertheless contribute to
meeting the SESplan housing requirement. These sites could potentially deliver between
420 and 610 additional units.

In its report to Council on 24 June 2014 the Council acknowledged the then forthcoming

85




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

SPP and requirement for a generosity allowance (CD151, paragraph 3.4) and confirms that
it has factored this in to the land requirement figures. The Council therefore considers that
the Proposed Plan is consistent with the requirements of SPP and SDP1 and that no
additional sites need to be added to the land supply.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the proposed plan in
respect of these representations. (PP95 Homes for Scotland, PP145 Gladman
Developments, PP227 Lawfield Estate, PP337 APT Planning & Development Ltd, PP431,
PP1020 Barratt Homes, PP924 Melville Golf Centre, PP1018 Taylor Wimpey East
Scotland, PP1385 Hallam Land Management, PP1618 Ritchie Family & Barratt David
Wilson Homes, PP2744 Clarendon Planning and Development Ltd)

Other matters

The Council considers that it has allocated enough housing land to meet the strategic
housing land requirement and that policy STRAT2 is consistent with the Strategic
Development Plan for South East Scotland (SDP) 2013. Policy STRAT 2 reflects the
environmental objectives of the plan, in supporting re-use of brownfield land in built-up
areas. This is consistent with Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) and SDP1 (Strategic
Development Plan, paragraph 113 refers). Paragraph 2.3.9 of the Proposed Plan refers to
maintaining an effective 5 year housing land supply and lists a number of actions and
options that the Council could consider in the event that a shortfall is identified. The
Council considers this is consistent with the provisions of SDP policy 7. In addition the
Proposed Plan also allows for development in the countryside, in a controlled way, through
policy RD1 - Development in the Countryside and policy ECON 7 supports the continued
use and development of Midlothian’s further education facilities, including Newbattle Abbey
College.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representation. (PP99-Newbattle Abbey Trust, PP354, Biotechnology
and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)

The Council does not consider that any additional sites are required. The site for ten units
suggested to the south of Gorebridge is a new one, has not been subject to any site
assessment. The Council acknowledges that small sites can very often be developed
quicker than larger sites and can contribute to the overall range and choice of sites in the
housing land supply. However, given the scale of housing land in the proposed plan the
Council is of the view that this site would offer little by way of delivering that requirement.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the proposed plan in
respect of this representation. (PP120 Gary Jack)

The Council considers that the Strategy for Sustainable Growth section of the plan is
clearly and logically laid out and does not support the suggestion of moving table 2.1 to the
start of the section. The suggestion that cross boundary infrastructure should also be
identified on the strategy map is not valid. The cross boundary transport study has not yet
concluded and therefore no cross boundary transport interventions have been confirmed or
committed that would enable these to be mapped. Likewise a mechanism for ensuring
developer contributions are secured for these requirements is still under consideration by
the SESplan partner authorities. However, Borders Rail is a major piece of cross boundary
infrastructure which is now operational and is identified on the map in table 2.1. Passenger
numbers in its first year of operation have exceeded initial estimates and the Government
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and the Borders Rail authorities are working collaboratively to maximise the wider
economic benefits to the Edinburgh City Region.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the proposed plan in
respect of this representation. (PP288 Scottish Enterprise)

The Council considers that the key principle of the plan in respect of rural development is
sustainability. The Council considers that it has conceded to small scale extensions in
some of the larger villages in the current local plan (Pathhead and North Middleton) but
considers the contribution these can make to the strategic land requirement are, in most
cases limited. A lot of the smaller villages have limited capacity in terms of services and
facilities, particularly schools. The scale of development required to support even a small
convenience facility would most likely require significantly larger allocations than perhaps
suggested. The Council is concerned that relaxation of the boundaries would result in
more car based journeys to access services and schools and be contrary to the aims and
objectives of the plan.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the proposed plan in
respect of these representations. (PP1489, PP1490 Tynewater Community Council)

Reporter’s conclusions:

Preamble

1. In addition to the unresolved representations and supporting examination documents,
the following conclusions have been informed by further written exchanges between invited
parties and discussions during a hearing session held at the St John’s and Kings Park
Church, Dalkeith on Thursday 9 March 2017.

2. All of the unresolved issues raised in representations have been addressed in the
conclusions below. However, in order to provide a coherent and flowing response the
conclusions do not follow the headings provided in the council’s summary and response
above.

Housing land supply context

3. The Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) requires local
development plans to be “consistent” with strategic development plans. Consequently, the
proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan is required to be consistent with the
provisions of the Strategic Development Plan for Edinburgh and South East Scotland
(SESplan) approved in June 2013.

4. SESplan (through policy 5 on housing land) identifies that “for the period from 2009

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”. The policy also directs that supplementary
guidance should set out how much of that requirement should be met in each of the six
local development plan areas including Midlothian. The policy further states that “subject to
any justifiable allowance for anticipated housing 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”. In addition, it states that those existing sites which are
assessed as constrained, but also capable of delivering housing completions in the
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period 2024 to 2032 should be safeguarded for future housing development.

5. To support SESplan, statutory supplementary guidance on housing land was adopted
in November 2014. Taking into account allowances for constrained sites, demolitions

and windfall, the supplementary guidance identifies that 83,207 homes of the 107,545
required by 2024 could be met by existing housing allocations throughout the region.

The supplementary guidance confirms that the housing land requirement for Midlothian

Is 12,490 homes between 2009 and 2024 (8,080 to 2019; and 4,410 to 2024). It states that
most of this requirement is expected to be built on land which is already committed for
development so that, in Midlothian, additional land is only required to accommodate 2,550
new homes to 2024.

6. Following the provisions of SESplan (paragraph 113), the supplementary guidance on
housing land prioritises brownfield land ahead of greenfield sites but highlights that no
significant brownfield opportunities were identified in 2014 when the guidance was
adopted. It therefore directs housing to land within SDAs; and only then to sites outwith
SDAs. Table 3.2 (additional allowances within and outwith SDAS) in the supplementary
guidance confirms that Midlothian could accommodate the 2,550 homes in its three
strategic development areas (SDASs) as follows: 450 homes in the South East Wedge
SDA,; 1,350 homes in the A7/A68/Borders Rail corridor SDA; and 750 homes in the A701
corridor SDA. However, paragraph 3.8 of the supplementary guidance states that the
assumption regarding the scale of likely completions on existing sites must be re-assessed
in local development plans (which aligns with a commitment stated in paragraph 23 of
SESplan); and that “any changes in this figure will have implications for the amount of
additional housing land needed. Where necessary, alternative housing sites will need to be
allocated”.

Setting a “housing land requirement”

7. Scottish Planning Policy (2014) requires strategic development plans to set a housing
supply target as evidenced from a housing needs and demand assessment (HNDA). The
target is a policy view of the number of homes the authority agree will be delivered over the
periods of the development plan and local housing strategy, taking into account wider
economic, social and environmental factors, issues of capacity, resource and deliverability.
A 10-20% “generous margin” is to be added to the housing supply target to obtain a
“housing land requirement”. The housing land requirement is to be met by effective, or
capable of becoming effective, housing allocations identified in local development plans.

8. However, SESplan was prepared and approved by Scottish Ministers prior to the
publication of Scottish Planning Policy in 2014. Consequently, SESplan was subject to the
provisions of the previous Scottish Planning Policy published in 2010. That version of
Scottish Planning Policy stated that “in city regions 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” (paragraph 72). In addition, it
required the allocation of “a generous supply of land for housing in the development plan”
to give the flexibility necessary for the continued delivery of new housing. Unlike the 2014
version of Scottish Planning Policy, it did not suggest that any specific margin of generosity
be added.

9. Paragraph 115 of SESplan (and policies 6 and 7 on housing land flexibility and
maintaining a five year housing land supply) states that “allocating a generous supply of
land for housing in the development plan will give the flexibility necessary for the continued
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delivery of housing”; and 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”. These provisions echo the terms of Scottish Planning Policy (2010). As
identified in the conclusions below, the allocations confirmed through the proposed
Midlothian Local Development Plan would ensure the maintenance of a 5 years’ effective
housing land supply; and, consequently, a generous supply of land for housing.

10. Furthermore, | note that paragraph 26 of SESplan states that “in order to provide a
generous supply of land, the SDP identifies the total housing requirement for the SESplan
area...”. Paragraphs 108 to 113 of SESplan are entitled “housing land requirement”.
Policy 5 of SESplan refers to “housing requirements”. In addition, section 3 of the SESplan
supplementary guidance on housing land is entitled “housing land requirement”; and table
3.1 within the supplementary guidance sets out the “housing land requirement by local
development plan area”.

11. The “housing land requirement” for Midlothian of 12,490 homes is set out in
supplementary guidance and | agree with the council that, based on the findings set out
above, it would be inappropriate to re-interpret the requirement for Midlothian now as a
“housing supply target” to which a “generous margin” should be added.

12. While | have concluded that no generous margin is added | note that at the hearing it
was agreed that the housing allocations in Midlothian are generally “low density”. A report
cited by the council suggested an increase in site capacity averaging around 20% (some as
high as 30%) when a masterplan, development brief or planning application was
considered. Indeed, through our examination of the proposed plan we have found many
sites to be allocated at a low density. Consequently, there is a degree of flexibility over-
and-above the housing allocations which can likely be relied upon.

13. Although the application of a margin of generosity has been supported following the
examination of some other local development plans, circumstances are seldom identical. A
different strategic development plan with different provisions will justify a different
approach. Indeed, where justified in the circumstances, different approaches have been
taken in relation to local development plans even within the SESplan area. Each
examination should be undertaken on its own merits based on the evidence submitted.

Provision for housing 10 years post-adoption

14. Scottish Planning Policy (2014) requires local development plans “to allocate a range
of sites which are effective or expected to become effective in the plan period to meet the
housing land requirement of the strategic development plan up to year 10 from the
expected year of adoption”. The proposed local development plan is now anticipated for
adoption in 2017. Therefore, in accordance with Scottish Planning Policy, the proposed
plan should allocate housing land up to the year 2027.

15. However, the SESplan supplementary guidance on housing land only provides a
“housing land requirement” for the period to 2024. Although a universal figure of 45,999
houses is identified as potentially being required across Edinburgh and South East
Scotland between 2024 and 2032 this is not allocated specifically to authorities through
SESplan or the supplementary guidance.

16. Other local development plans in the SESplan area (including Edinburgh, Fife and
Scottish Borders) have calculated an additional housing land requirement for the 10 year
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period beyond adoption using a range of methodologies. Four methodologies were
discussed at the hearing session in relation to the proposed Midlothian Local Development
Plan including using: (1) the annual housing need for Midlothian set out in the housing
need and demand assessment which supported SESplan of 34 homes per year; (2) the
annual figure of 882 homes as derived from the housing land requirement for Midlothian for
the period 2019 to 2024 of 4,410 homes; (3) the annual housing requirement set by the
proposed strategic development plan for Edinburgh and South East Scotland (SESplan 2)
of 587 homes; and (4) the annual housing supply target of 565 homes set out in the
Midlothian Local Housing Strategy 2013-2017. These methods would provide an additional
housing land requirement of between 102 and 2,646 homes in the period 2024

to 2027.

17. The council agreed with others at the hearing session that the proposed plan could
allocate land to 2027. However, as per section 16(6) of the Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended), there is a requirement for the proposed local
development plan to ensure consistency with the strategic development plan; which, in this
case, only provides a housing land requirement to 2024.

18. Furthermore, | find that there are considerable differences between the methodologies
considered at the hearing session with none providing certainty of the specific housing land
requirement for Midlothian which may be needed in the future. It would be inappropriate at
this time to use the proposed SESplan 2 figures to calculate an additional housing land
requirement to 2027. However, SESplan 2 will be the statutory document which will
confirm the actual housing supply target for Midlothian for the period beyond 2024 from
which a generous margin can be added and a final housing land requirement be calculated.
SESplan 2 is due for examination in Summer 2017 and approval in 2018. Therefore, the
local development plan for Midlothian would need to be reviewed in order to reflect the
provisions of SESplan 2 and the housing supply target it sets. Until that time, there is
sufficient housing land (as demonstrated in Table 2 below) to ensure the maintenance of
an effective housing land supply. Therefore, I find that as approval of SESplan 2 is
relatively close it is unnecessary for this examination to predict the potential housing supply
target/housing land requirement for the period between 2024 and 2027.

19. In any event, as required by SESplan, the proposed plan safeguards land with
potential to deliver housing in the period 2024 to 2032 (over 1,000 homes). There is also a
significant amount of housing land in the established supply (3,500 homes identified in the
agreed 2016 housing land audit) which is currently constrained but may, as discussed in
the hearing session, become available once constraints are resolved. In addition, as
identified in paragraph 12 above, there is flexibility in housing sites to deliver higher
densities than anticipated in the proposed plan. Furthermore, the provisions of SESplan
policy 7 would allow the release of housing land in the event that a 5-year effective housing
land supply was not maintained (together with the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy -
see paragraph 42 below). Consequently, I find that there is sufficient provision to ensure
continuity in the housing land supply across Midlothian in the period beyond 2024 without
the need to predict the housing land requirement to 2027.

Re-assessment of the continuing effectiveness of sites

20. | note the concerns of local residents with respect to the level of growth for Midlothian
aligned to the protection of green space, open space, farmland, infrastructure provision and
maintenance of settlement character and identity. These were key considerations in the
council’'s assessment of sites when determining where to allocate new land for housing. At
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the hearing the council highlighted the difficulties of providing housing land in a small
authority with challenging geography where the majority of settlements are located in
relatively close proximity in the north along strategic transport (rail/road) routes. However,
there are safeguards within the proposed plan to ensure that sites are properly designed
and take account of residential amenity (sunlight, daylight, overshadowing, and privacy);
sufficient school capacity; provision of new or upgraded road infrastructure; waste; water,;
flooding; open space provision; habitat and wildlife protection; and coalescence.

21. The SESplan supplementary guidance on housing land notes that meeting the
housing requirement will be challenging with a need for significant transport and strategic
infrastructure assets and an increase in the rate of housing completions if the requirement
Is to be met. With the aforementioned provisions of the proposed plan, and the active use
of the accompanying action programme, | consider that the required housing can be
satisfactorily accommodated and appropriately planned-for to meet the housing land
requirement and contribute to the city-region needs and demands.

22. Despite this challenge there remains a direction from SESplan (at paragraph 23), and
the SESplan supplementary guidance on housing land, to re-assess the “extent to which
sites already identified for housing (i.e. the 83,207 units) remain capable of delivering
house completions by 2024” within local development plans.

23. The council suggests in its further written submissions that it has carried out a
re-assessment. Although the annual housing land audit (last agreed in 2016) provides a
basis for a re-assessment there is no suggestion of a re-assessment within the proposed
plan or any illustration of a re-assessment provided in any supporting paper. | have
therefore carried out the requisite re-assessment in Table 1 below using the 2016 housing
land audit taking account of housing completions; the established housing supply that is
effective or expected to become effective in the plan period; and, where appropriately
evidenced, the contribution from windfall sites.

Completions

24. All parties attending the hearing session agreed that 3,652 homes were built in
Midlothian between 2009 and 2016.

Established housing land supply

25. Extrapolation of data from the agreed 2016 housing land audit provides the
established housing land supply that is effective (or expected to become effective during
the plan period). The audit only predicts programming up to the year 2022/23. However,
in its written response Hallam Land Management provided projected completions for the
year 2023/24 which no party has disputed. | find the projections for this year reasonable.
In relation to this matter, | note that Hallam Land Management has indicated that site Hs4
(274) at “Thornybank Green” be included as a new LDP allocation with 39 housing units.
However, this site is a continuation of established housing site allocated for 101 houses
(site h67 East of Thornybank, Dalkeith) predicted to deliver before 2019 (as shown on
page 153 of the proposed plan). Consequently, | find that the established supply should be
increased by 39 units from 2,156 to 2,195. Conversely, this means that the new LDP
allocations (dealt with later) are to be reduced by 39 units in the 2009 to 2019 period.
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Windfall

26. Housing from windfall sites (those not previously identified) can also be taken into
account in meeting the housing land requirement where, according to Scottish Planning
Policy, the expected contribution “must be realistic and based on clear evidence of past
completions and sound assumptions about future trends” (paragraph 117). | note that the
technical note for the SESplan supplementary guidance on housing land identifies an
assumed windfall in Midlothian of 400 homes between 2009 and 2019; 320 homes in the
period 2019 to 2024; and 340 in the period 2024 to 2032. This formed part of the
assessment which identified that a further 24,338 homes would be required across the
SESplan area; of which Midlothian was directed to find 2,550 additional homes to 2024.
The technical note uses an “estimate of windfall” and refers to the housing calculations
being based on local authority 2012 housing land audit information but is unclear as the
actual basis of the windfall assumptions. In this context, | consider it appropriate that a re-
calculation of the windfall assumption is made using a wider range of data.

27. In the written submissions the council indicate that windfall could contribute up to 189
homes per year based on 10 years of housing land audit data from 2007 to 2016.
Following analysis presented in the Hallam Land Management written response the council
conceded at the hearing session that the actual windfall allowance over this period
averaged 152 homes per year. However, this average includes a windfall of 411 homes

in 2009 which some parties consider to be unrealistic. | agree that inclusion of this entry is
several hundred homes above any other entry and therefore artificially increases the
average windfall over the 10 year period. Removal of this entry retains nine years’ of
windfall housing data which amounts to 1,111 homes or an average of 123 homes per
year. | find that there is adequate support in the form of the housing land audit records to
find this windfall assumption reasonable and appropriate.

Re-assessment

Table 1. Re-assessment of housing land supply

2009-2019 | 2019-2024 | 2009-2024
Housing Land Requirement 8,080+ 4,410+ 12,490
Minus
Completions (2009-2016)*> 3,652 0 3,652
Established land supply*® 2,195 3,125 5,320
Projected windfall** 369 615 984
Equals
Total housing land supply 6,216 3,740 9,956
+/- Housing Land Requirement | -1,864 -670 -2,534

* _ Using the SESplan supplementary guidance on housing land figures.

*2 _ As expressed in the agreed 2016 housing land audit.

*3 _ As extrapolated from the agreed 2016 housing land audit.

** _ An average of 123 homes per year based on 9 years of housing land audit data.

28. The re-assessment shown in Table 1 above indicates that the proposed local
development plan is required to allocate 2,534 housing units (16 less than anticipated by
the SESplan supplementary guidance on housing land of 2,550) to meet the housing land
requirement to 2024.

29. The proposed local development plan allocates additional land which would,
according to the agreed 2016 housing land audit (and augmented figures supplied by
Hallam Land Management for the year 2023/24) deliver 3,041 homes by 2024; a figure 507
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homes (or 20%) above the re-assessed requirement 2,534 homes. Additionally, | again
note that the indicative capacity of the land allocated for housing is lower than would likely
be delivered; and, therefore, there is an additional degree of flexibility over and above the
re-assessed housing land requirement.

30. The newly allocated land for housing has been identified following a robust analysis by
the council which included an assessment of promoted housing sites to inform the Main
Issues Report (2013); a strategic environmental assessment of sites; and support and
programming through the draft action programme and agreed 2016 housing land audit.
Many sites proposed for housing in the proposed plan are also supported by landowners/
developers; have been subject to public consultation; and could be supported by available
or planned infrastructure. Sites are also allocated across the three strategic development
areas, as required by SESplan, ensuring a range and choice of housing locations. Based
on this approach | consider that the new housing allocations are effective or are capable of
becoming effective during the plan period.

31. Table 2 below demonstrates that following adoption of the proposed local
development plan there would be sufficient housing land to meet, and exceed, the housing
land requirement over the plan period to 2024. | note that there would be a shortfall in the
housing land supply in the initial years following adoption of the local development plan.
However, there would be a surplus above the housing land requirement in the period
beyond 2019 as sites allocated in the proposed plan start to deliver. Again, this calculation
does not take into account the potential increases in site capacity or the ability of currently
constrained sites in the established supply to deliver housing in the plan period.

Table 2: Housing land supply with new LDP allocations

2009-2019 | 2019-2024 | 2009-2024
Housing Land Requirement 8,080+ 4,410+ 12,490
Minus
Completions (2009-2016)*2 3,652 0 3,652
Established land supply*® 2,195 3,125 5,320
New LDP allocations** 475 2,566 3,041
Projected windfall*® 369 615 984
Equals
Total housing land supply 6,691 6,306 12,997
+/- Housing Land Requirement | -1,389 1,896 507

*! _ Using the SESplan supplementary guidance on housing land figures.

2 _ As expressed in the agreed 2016 housing land audit.

3 _ As extrapolated from the agreed 2016 housing land audit.

4 _ As taken from the Hallam Land Management written submission response (and extrapolated from the
agreed 2016 housing land audit programming).

*>_ An average of 123 homes per year based on 9 years of housing land audit data.

32. Therefore, despite potential changes in the housing situation, | consider that the
provision of housing in Midlothian through the proposed plan (both committed and new
housing sites) is resilient, reasonable and appropriate to meet the housing land
requirement.

Maintenance of a five-year effective housing land supply

33. Further to meeting the housing land requirement, a policy principle of Scottish
Planning Policy is that the planning system should maintain “at least a 5-year supply of
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effective housing land at all times” (paragraph 110); and that local development plans
should “provide for a minimum of 5 years effective land supply at all times”.

34. As noted in paragraph 9 of these conclusions SESplan requires the maintenance of

a 5-year effective housing land supply to ensure a continuing generous supply of housing.
This statement is further reflected in SESplan policy 6 (housing land flexibility) which allows
future phases of sites to be brought forward in advance to support the provision of a 5-year
effective housing land supply. Similarly, policy 7 (maintaining a five year housing land
supply) provides three criteria to assess the acceptability of greenfield housing
development proposals “to maintain a five years’ effective housing land supply”.

35. Itis clear from national and regional policy that significant importance is placed on the
maintenance of a 5-years’ effective housing land supply at all times.

36. The only Scottish Government published method to calculate a 5 year effective
housing land supply is contained in the ‘Draft Planning Delivery Advice: Housing and
Infrastructure’ advice note of 2016 as follows:

Table 3: 5-Year Effective Land Supply Calculation

5-year effective = | 5-year effective housing land supply (units) | x5
land supply (years) 5-year housing supply target (units)

37. The council suggests in its response above that there would be an 8 years’ effective
housing land supply from 2017 to 2021. However, in its further written response in
advance of the hearing session the council revised this figure to a 6.7 years’ effective
housing land supply. The council’s calculation uses the method shown in the draft advice
note as follows:

Table 4. 5-Year Effective Housing Land Supply 2017-2021

5-year effective = | 5,629* = | 134 | x5 | = | 6.7years
land supply (years) 4,188**

* Programmed completions from 2016/17 to 2020/21 from the agreed housing land audit 2016.
** 3 years at 808 homes and 2 years at 882 homes derived from the housing land requirement.

38. | note that this method of calculation uses the housing supply target (using Scottish
Planning Policy terminology) and not the housing land requirement figure which would be
higher as it would include a margin for generosity. Consequently, as the council’s figure
uses the housing land requirement as its basis, the calculation underestimates the actual
effective housing land supply and incorporates a further degree of flexibility.

39. Conversely, a different calculation is supplied by Hallam Land Management which
suggests that a 5-year effective housing land supply would not be met at any time following
adoption of the proposed local development plan. This calculation adds the outstanding
housing land requirement from previous years as, it is argued, only 3,652 homes of the
required 8,080 requirement have been completed to date. Consequently, there is an
outstanding requirement of 4,428 homes which need to be delivered in the period to 2019 —
an annual housing requirement of 1,476 homes instead of the 808 and 882 homes used in
the council’s calculation. | have used this revised figure in the draft advice note
methodology below demonstrating a 4.6 years’ effective housing land supply.
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Table 5: 5-Years Effective Housing Land Supply 2017-2021 (alternative)

5-year effective = | 5629* = 1091 | x5| = | 4.6years
land supply (years) 6,192**

* Programmed completions from 2016/17 to 2020/21 from the agreed housing land audit 2016.
** 3 years at 1,476 homes and 2 years at 882 homes derived from the housing land requirement and
outstanding housing requirements carried forward from previous years.

40. Although the alternative calculation shows that a 5-year effective housing land supply
would not be maintained on adoption of the proposed local development plan it, again,
uses the housing land requirement as its basis rather than the housing supply target.
Consequently, it underestimates the amount of effective housing land that would be
provided. It also takes no account of windfall which is predicted to make a contribution of
over 600 homes over the 5 year period. And, it takes no account of the likely potential
increases in housing capacity over that anticipated in the proposed plan. In addition, the
carrying forward of outstanding supply is not used in the draft Scottish Government advice
methodology. For these reasons, | consider that even if the alternative calculation was to
be endorsed the established housing land supply and additional housing land supply
allocated through the proposed plan would be sufficient to ensure the maintenance of a 5-
year effective housing land supply as required by Scottish Planning Policy and SESplan.

Policy provision for the maintenance of a 5-year effective housing land supply

41. Calculation of the 5-year effective housing land supply is subject to change and the
results in the tables above reflect a snapshot of the housing land supply situation based on
the current housing requirements and predicted programming of housing delivery. As |
have concluded that a 5-years’ effective housing land supply would be maintained
additional sites are not required to be allocated at this time to supplement the effective
housing land supply. However, there should be a policy mechanism to allow the release of
housing land to ensure the maintenance of a 5-year effective housing land supply.

42. Paragraph 115 of Scottish Planning Policy also suggests that “where a shortfall in

the 5-year effective housing land supply emerges, development plan policies for the supply
of housing land will not be considered up-to-date, and paragraphs 32-35 will be relevant.”
Paragraphs 32-35 provide a presumption in favour of development that contributes to
sustainable development and criteria to assess proposals. This presumption is given
significant weight as a material consideration where a plan is considered to be out-of-date.
And, paragraph 125 states that where a shortfall in the 5-years’ effective housing land
supply emerges, the development plan policies for the supply of housing land will not be
considered up-to-date.

43. Paragraph 2.3.9 of the proposed local development plan states that “the council must
maintain a five-year effective supply of land at all times”; and that “the effectiveness of the
land supply will be kept under review throughout the lifetime of the Plan” with the action
programme cited as the tool to ‘trigger’ a response should the supply drop below five years.
Proposed policy STRAT 2 (windfall housing sites) also supports housing proposals within
the built-up area. However, this approach fails to provide a bespoke local mechanism to
deal with housing proposals on unallocated sites in greenfield locations.

44. At a regional level SESplan policy 6 allows safeguarded sites to be brought forward to
help maintain an effective housing land supply; while policy 7 provides criteria to assess
greenfield housing proposals either within or outwith strategic development areas to
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maintain a 5-years’ effective housing land supply. The criteria include: 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.

45. | find that although there is provision through Scottish Planning Policy to assess
proposals where a 5-year effective housing land supply is not maintained these would be a
material consideration rather than as part of the statutory development plan. However,
policy 7 of SESplan provides a clear statutory footing to assess greenfield housing
proposals. As part of the development plan this policy would be used to assess any
greenfield housing proposal submitted in Midlothian without the need to replicate its
provisions in the local development plan. Despite this, | find that reference to the potential
release of greenfield housing land where a failure to maintain a 5-year effective housing
land supply emerges should be made more explicit in the supporting text of the local
development plan.

Expressing the housing land supply situation in the proposed plan

46. As written, section 2.3 of the proposed plan entitled ‘requirement for new
development’ would be inconsistent with the conclusions above and the resulting
recommendations to modify the plan. Therefore, | find that section 2.3 should be modified
to explain the re-assessment of the housing land supply; provide an explanation of how the
housing land requirement is anticipated to be met together with the insertion of a simple
table as an illustration; and changes to ensure the maintenance of a 5-year effective
housing land supply at all times. The recommended adjustments to section 2.3 should
provide clarity to users of the plan in relation to housing land supply matters.
Consequential changes are also required to Appendix 3A and the settlement statements to
update the indicative capacities of the new housing allocations reflecting the programming
of the 2016 housing land audit.

Other matters

47. Many individuals and groups have expressed common concerns regarding the need
for additional housing across Midlothian and the consequential pressures on the quality of
life; loss of land; and impact on infrastructure. These matters, among others, are
addressed below.

Community involvement in plan-making

48. Some parties have expressed concern about community consultation on the proposed
local development plan. This matter is dealt with below in Issue 34 (process, consultation
etc) at paragraphs 11 and 12.

The need for additional housing in Midlothian

49. | note that the population of Midlothian will increase in tandem with increased house-
building and that there are associated pressures on communities as a result of growth.
However, as expressed earlier in these conclusions, there is a statutory requirement for the
proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan to be consistent with the provisions of the
approved SESplan Strategic Development Plan. It is necessary for Midlothian to contribute
to the housing need and demand of the region which is influenced by in-migration to
Edinburgh and its neighbouring authorities; which, as acknowledged by the council, means
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providing land for housing beyond that of its own needs and demands. As demonstrated in
the conclusions above, it is expected that the housing land requirement for Midlothian will
be met over the plan period. And, as identified in paragraphs 20 and 21 above, there are
sufficient provisions within the development plan to ensure that development is located in
the right location and integrates successfully with existing communities.

Lack of progress on committed housing sites

50. The proposed local development plan indicates that housing sites which fail to make
progress during the plan period will be subject to review and potential deletion from future
plans (see section 2.2 entitled ‘existing development commitments’). The council has
suggested that one indicator in the review of sites would be whether pre-application
discussions had taken place. | also note that, as discussed at the hearing session, there
are some factors (known and unknown) which could restrict or help release sites to
development over the plan period.

51. Taylor Wimpey UK Limited and Hallam Land Management Limited suggest the
deletion of some committed sites from the established housing land supply in favour of
other sites that could come forward in the short to medium term. As identified in
paragraph 18 above, there are some 3,500 homes allocated in the established supply that
are not currently anticipated to deliver within the plan period. However, these could come
forward if constraints on their delivery were lifted.

52. Based on the above findings, | consider it would be unreasonable and inappropriate to
delete committed housing sites brought forward from previous local plans simply on the
basis that other sites may deliver housing sooner without considered site-specific reasons.
Through this examination we have addressed unresolved representations relating to
housing allocations but, based on the evidence submitted, have concluded that none
should be deleted from the proposed plan. Also, as concluded in the sections above, the
established and newly allocated housing land should be sufficient to ensure that the
housing land requirement is met without the need for additional allocations. The indication
in the proposed plan to review sites means that there will be an opportunity for those with
an interest in sites to push forward progress on delivery or face the site being de-allocated
in the future. No change to the proposed plan is required on this basis. Further discussion
on committed sites is provided in Issue 2 (committed development); and the specific site
endorsed by Taylor Wimpey UK Limited and Hallam Land Management Limited at Seafield
Road East (site Hs16) is addressed in Issue 28 (A701 corridor strategic development

area — Bilston, Loanhead and Auchendinny etc).

Loss of land

53. Further to my conclusions in paragraphs 20 and 21 above, although the council has
pursued a brownfield first approach there is insufficient land within current settlement
boundaries or on previously developed land to avoid the loss of greenfield sites to housing
(and other uses). The land allocated for housing has been directed (as required by
SESplan) to the strategic development areas which are best served by infrastructure and
location in relation to Edinburgh and other service centres. This approach is reasonable in
relation to the aim of minimising the impact of development while recognising that
accommodating growth is necessary. The alternative strategy suggested in
representations of community-based small-scale brownfield housing development would
not be sufficient to meet the housing land requirement set by SESplan but such
developments would still be consistent with the strategy and policies set out in the
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development plan.

54. The policies of the development plan are sufficient to ensure that the loss of greenfield
sites is minimised where possible and that adequate green/open/play space is provided
within new developments. | am also satisfied that the policies of the development plan
would ensure that the layout of development would follow the established landscape
character of the area and protect river valley features. No change to the proposed plan is
required in relation to these matters.

Impacts arising from growth

55. The council acknowledge that there is high risk of coalescence in Midlothian.
However, | agree with the council that proposed plan policy DEV 1 (community identity and
coalescence) - dealt within in Issue 4 (open space, design and coalescence) of this
examination report — provides adequate protection to ensure that development proposals
include a strong landscape framework to avoid communities being physically merged. In
addition, the site-specific requirements set out in the settlement statements in the proposed
plan give a strong indication of where there are risks of coalescence and the need for a
robust response. | find that these provisions are appropriate and reasonable to protect the
character of existing communities.

56. New development will be subject to policies which protect the amenity of existing
residents (policy DEV 2 — protecting amenity within the built-up area) and ensure
integration with existing communities/developments (policy DEV 6 — layout and design of
new development). | find these provisions adequate to ensure the impacts on existing
communities in terms of design including materials, build heights, drainage, privacy,
daylight, and access are adequately controlled. | also note that policy TCR 2 (location of
new retail and commercial leisure facilities), and the implementation policies of the plan
would support, where justified, shopping and community facilities to serve new residents.

57. Similarly, the design, transport and implementation policies of the proposed plan
(together with the settlement statements and accompanying action programme) would
ensure that new development provides sufficient infrastructure where required and makes
good use of existing services and amenities including the Borders Rail and new/upgraded
road provision. Potential congestion, additional impact on services from commuting, and
air pollution would be subject to any transport appraisals conducted at the application stage
for sites where mitigation could be used if required and deemed acceptable. The proposals
for more active and sustainable forms of travel (improved bus routes, rail connections,
cycling, and walking) would all help in reducing congestion and air pollution. Transport
matters are further discussed in Issue 6 (improving transport connectivity) and Issue 7 (site
Ec3 and A701 relief road). However, | find that there is sufficient provision in the
development plan to deal satisfactorily with transport matters associated with housing
without any need for revision.

58. In relation to health care provision, the council’s written response to a further
information request through this examination confirmed that “the National Health Service
(NHS) is concerned about the adequacy of health care services and facilities to fully
accommodate the strategic housing requirement”. However, during the main issues report
stage “the NHS did not indicate that there would be any significant issues that would
prevent the delivery of the strategic housing requirement”. The council response further
notes that the primary concern of the NHS is not necessarily physical healthcare facilities
but principally internal resource issues (workforce and funding constraints). | note that to
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address healthcare pressures the Midlothian Integration Joint Board and local general
practices are taking action, namely:

e Establishing two new practices (2017 and 2024) in Newtongrange and Shawfair
Town Centre.

e Extending two practice buildings (2017 and 2019) in Loanhead and Danderhall.

e Developing a strategic programme for general practice to co-ordinate action to
respond to current pressures.

59. | further note that the proposed plan (through policy IMP 4 — health centres) supports
new and expanded healthcare facilities where there is an identified need. | also note that
the council considers that, where reasonable and proportionate, contributions towards
healthcare facilities could be sought from developers where new physical space or
expanded facilities are necessary as a result of development.

60. 1 find that the council has demonstrated a working relationship with the NHS in
seeking to understand the healthcare pressures in Midlothian and support the provision of
new or expanded facilities through the provisions of the development plan to combat
increased demand for services arising from growth. No change to the proposed plan is
therefore required on this matter.

61. | now turn to education capacity and provision. It is clear from the council’s further
written submissions on this matter that the planning authority has been in discussions with
the education authority throughout the production of the proposed local development plan
to ensure that growth can be suitably accommodated. During the hearing session, the
council’s witness on education confirmed that the level of housing growth required by
SESplan could be adequately accommodated but that further housing beyond that required
would present “challenges”. As indicated above, there is no need at this time to allocate
further housing land.

62. The implementation policies of the proposed plan, together with the detailed
settlement statements and accompanying action programme, would ensure that the
required education infrastructure was provided to accommodate pupil growth throughout
Midlothian. Education is an item cited as being “essential infrastructure” in the proposed
plan to which contributions may be sought. 1 find that the provisions of the proposed plan
would be sufficient to ensure that adequate provision was made to accommodate new pupil
growth.

63. However, | note that since the proposed plan was published (2015) the council has
experienced uplift in pupils in certain areas. Consequently, the council has reviewed its
position in relation to education provision in order to meet the anticipated growth from new
housing development. The review refers to the need for additional facilities in Bonnyrigg;
Dalkeith; Mayfield; and Gorebridge. | sought further written information on this matter from
the council with respect to how these additional facilities should be shown in the proposed
plan. The council provided a detailed response indicating modifications to proposed policy
IMP 2 (essential infrastructure required to enable new development to take place); the
settlement statements (linking requirements to particular housing developments); and an
update to the council’s schedule of land ownership.

64. Although it is acknowledged that the development plan should be the starting-point for
addressing infrastructure needs landowners and developers expressed concern regarding
the additional facilities required by the council. In reply Homes for Scotland, and other
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interested parties, suggested that the newly arising educational need proposed by the
council should not be included in the proposed plan as:

e The settled view of the council has not been officially amended to support the
proposed modifications.

¢ No education appraisal or background papers (including pupil rolls; forecasts; site
appraisal; catchment review) have been submitted to justify the need for additional
requirements.

e The process of introducing additional requirements late in the examination process
provides uncertainty to landowners, developers and communities.

e No environmental information has been provided to support the inclusion of the
additional education facilities.

e The proposed Action Programme does not include the requirements.

65. In any case, it is also argued by Hallam Land Management that there is sufficient
education capacity in Midlothian to accommodate growth without the need for additional
facilities. However, the provisions of Scottish Government Circular 3/2012 on Planning
Obligations and Good Neighbour Agreements would facilitate any additional education
requirements at the planning application stage if proven to be necessary and justified.

66. To properly plan for future provision | consider it generally appropriate that the local
development plan represents the most up-to-date position in relation to education
requirements. This position is supported by Scottish Government Circular 3/2012 which
endorses a plan-led approach (early disclosure of infrastructure needs) stating that “broad
principles, including the items for which contributions will be sought and the occasions
when they will be sought should be set out in the SDP or LDP, where they will have been
subject to scrutiny at examination”.

67. In this case a period of almost two years has passed since the council approved the
proposed plan for publication (settled its view on matters). Therefore, it is reasonable to
find that education needs may have changed over that period. However, | agree with
Homes for Scotland (and others) that the council has not “officially” changed its settled view
with an endorsement from a committee/full council to modify the proposed plan to account
for additional education facilities. This position would not necessarily prevent a change to
the proposed plan though the examination process though.

68. | agree with objecting parties that there is a lack of supporting information to justify
substantive modification to the proposed plan and the consequential changes to the
development requirements for sites. This situation means that housing sites previously
considered “effective” may have to be re-assessed in relation to delivery; and the newly
arising requirements provide a level of uncertainty to those with development interests and
communities. Similarly, limited information has been supplied by the council in relation to
the actual siting of some of the additional educational infrastructure. And, although there
are provisions to allow environmental assessment of any recommended changes to the
proposed plan following the examination, the changes now proposed by the council have
not been subject to strategic environmental assessment (including an assessment of
alternatives) from the outset of the plan-making process.

69. The proposed action programme would be reviewed following adoption of the local
development plan to take account of any revisions, and subsequently monitored and
reviewed. Therefore, additional education facilities could be accounted for in the action
programme going forward.
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70. On balancing the above, and with respect to the particular circumstances, | find that it
would be unreasonable and inappropriate for the detailed modifications supplied by the
council through the examination process in relation to additional education facilities to be
recommended for inclusion in the proposed plan. However, | return to my previous finding
that there is sufficient provision within the proposed plan (and in Scottish Government
advice) to support the requirement for education contributions associated with proposed
development where justified and reasonable through the planning application process.

Lack of affordable housing provision

71. Proposed plan policy DEV 3 (affordable and specialist housing) requires residential
proposals to provide a contribution of 25% affordable housing. There are exceptions for
windfall sites below 15 homes (or less than 0.5 hectares); and for sites below 50 homes
(or between 0.5 to 1.6 hectares). A reasoned justification is required for any other
exceptions, including on committed sites where previous local plans required a lower
contribution level - a matter dealt with in Issue 5 (affordable and specialist housing). There
is therefore a clear policy position that affordable housing should be provided on all
residential sites across Midlothian.

72. In addition, the Strategic Housing Investment Plan for Midlothian indicates that
revenue from the Scottish Government should provide additional affordable housing
products. The council itself has an on-going programme of building council housing across
Midlothian. | find that the provisions of the proposed plan, together with on-going
investment, is reasonable in terms of providing affordable accommodation in Midlothian in
tandem with the provision of market housing (which may include more “affordable”
products). No change to the proposed plan is required to enable further affordable homes
to come forward.

Specific sites

73. Other specific matters are dealt with separately in this examination report. The
suggestion of loosening the village boundaries in the Tynewater area is addressed in

Issue 1 (vision, aims and objectives). Potential increases in the capacity of committed
sites, including site h41 at Mayfield, is dealt with in Issue 2 (committed development). The
potential loss of the rural environment in relation to Wellington School is referred in

Issue 11 (rural development). The suggestions to allocate land for housing at ‘The
Paddock’ (Harvieston), a site in Dewarton, and a site at Barleyknowe Road (Gorebridge)
are dealt with in Issue 31 (A7-A68 borders rail corridor — other settlements). The scale of
growth in Bonnyrigg and the proposal to delete site Hs12 (Hopefield Farm 2) are addressed
in Issue 32 (A7/A68 borders rail corridor strategic development area - Bonnyrigg).

Figure 2.1 — Midlothian Strategy for Development

74. Scottish Enterprise suggest moving figure 2.1 (which shows spatially the strategy for
development across Midlothian) to the beginning of section 2 of the proposed plan. |
accept that moving the figure to the beginning could act as a useful visual introduction.
However, without the introductory text and reasoned justification throughout section 2 the
figure would be hard to interpret if positioned at the beginning. | find that the figure should
remain at the end of the section.

75. Scottish Enterprise also considers that further detail including cross-boundary
infrastructure connections and other strategic sites important to the economic growth of the
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area should be illustrated on figure 2.1. Although this information would be useful for
context the purpose of figure 2.1 in the proposed local development plan is to show the
strategy for Midlothian not the wider region. And, in any event, | find that the wider strategic
relationships are adequately shown in SESplan figure 1 (the spatial strategy) and figure 2
(strategic infrastructure). No change to the proposed plan is required on this basis.

Brownfield land and infrastructure costing

76. | note that some representations seek the provision of a plan showing brownfield land
across Midlothian; and a detailed cost/infrastructure plan. | consider that the council’s
vacant and derelict land survey includes useful information on previously developed land
without the need to provide this within the proposed plan. Similarly, | consider that the
production of the accompanying action programme (which sets out specific infrastructure
needs and programming) provides sufficient detail on the infrastructure required to support
development across Midlothian. Furthermore, | consider that as the proposed plan refers
to spatial elements it would be inappropriate for it to provide specific cost analysis of
required infrastructure elements. However, this could be provided elsewhere at the
discretion of the council if deemed useful and necessary for publication.

Reporter’'s recommendations:

Modify the proposed local development plan by:

1. Replacing the final sentence of paragraph 2.3.5 under section 2.3 ‘Requirement for
New Development’ on page 6 with the following:

“Outwith the built-up areas, there will be a general presumption against housing
development unless a deficit in the 5 year effective housing land supply emerges.”

2. Replacing paragraph 2.3.6 under section 2.3 ‘Requirement for New Development’ on
page 6 with the following:

“2.3.6 To meet the Midlothian requirement to 2024 (12,490 houses), the SESplan
Supplementary Guidance on Housing Land predicted a requirement to identify additional
housing land to accommodate 2,550 houses through the MLDP, spread across three
Strategic Development Areas. As required by SESplan this assumption was re-assessed
during production of the local development plan (at the examination stage) producing a
revised need for 2,534 houses. Consequently, new allocations (listed in Appendix 3A of
this Plan) have been allocated in the three Strategic Development Areas across Midlothian
to meet this need. The Midlothian housing requirement and a prediction of how the
housing requirement will be met over the lifetime of the plan through completions,
committed housing (the established supply), new allocations, and windfall is as follows:

2009-2019 | 2019-2024 | 2009-2024
Housing Land Requirement 8,080 4,410 12,490
Minus
Completions (2009-2016)* 3,652 0 3,652
Established land supply* 2,195 3,125 5,320
New LDP allocations* 475 2,566 3,041
Projected windfall* 369 615 984
Equals
Total housing land supply 6,691 6,306 12,997

* Using the agreed 2016 housing land audit for completions and programming; and an average windfall

allowance of 123 homes per year based on 9 years of historic housing land audit data.
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Table 2.3 Midlothian Housing Land Requirement and Housing Land Supply 2009-
2024

3. Deleting ‘Table 2.3 SESplan additional housing allowances’ from page 6 under section
2.3 ‘Requirement for New Development'.

4. Deleting the last sentence beginning “The combined contribution...” of paragraph 2.3.7
under section 2.3 ‘Requirement for New Development’ on page 6.

5. Deleting ‘Table 2.4 MLDP new housing land provision’ from page 7 under section 2.3
‘Requirement for New Development’.

6. Inserting a new paragraph 2.3.10 under section 2.3 ‘Requirement for New
Development’ on page 7 as follows:

“2.3.10 These actions should enable the release of further housing. However, where there
is an identified deficit in the five year effective housing land supply there will be a
requirement to ensure the continued delivery of housing to meet the housing land
requirement. Therefore, housing proposals on greenfield/green belt locations may be
acceptable where it is demonstrated that they will augment the 5-year effective housing
land supply following the provisions of SESplan policy 7.”

7. Amending the paragraph numbering by changing paragraph 2.3.10 to 2.3.11 and 2.3.11
to 2.3.12 under section 2.3 ‘Requirement for New Development’.

8. Replacing the table in Appendix 3A Strategic Housing Land Allocations with the
following:

Indicative | Indicative | Safeguarded
Capacity | Capacity | Capacity
(to 2024) | (post (beyond
2024) 2024)

South East Edinburgh/Shawfair Strategic Development Area

HsO Cauldcoats 320 30 200

Hsl Newton Farm 225 255 220

A7/A68/Borders Rail Corridor Strategic Development Area

Hs2 Larkfield West, Eskbank 60

Hs3 Larkfield South, Eskbank 35

Hs4 Thornybank East, Dalkeith 82

Hs5 Thornybank North, Dalkeith 30

Hs7 Redheugh West (Phase 2), 150 50 400

Gorebridge

Hs8 Stobhill Road, Gorebridge 80

Hs9 Broomieknowe, Bonnyrigg 56

Hs10 Dalhousie Mains, Bonnyrigg | 300

Hsll Dalhousie South, Bonnyrigg | 175 185

Hs12 Hopefield Farm 2, Bonnyrigg | 375 375

Hs13 Polton Street, Bonnyrigg 18

Hs14 Rosewell North 60

A701 Corridor Strategic Development Area

Hs15 Edgefield Road, Loanhead 41

Hs16 Seafield Road, Bilston 330 20 200
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Hs17 Pentland Plants, by Bilston 75
Hs18 Roslin Institute, Roslin 180 20
Hs19 Roslin Expansion 75 185
Hs20 Auchendinny 342 8
Hs21 Eastfield Farm Road, 12
Penicuik
Hs22 Kirkhill Road, Penicuik 20
TOTALS 3,041 753 1,395

9. Amending the settlement statements to reflect changes in programming of new housing
allocations following the changes shown in amended Appendix 3A (recommendation 8
above).
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Issue 4 Open Space, Design & Coalescence
Development plan | Sections 3.1 Accomodating Growth in Our Reporter:
reference: Communities and 3.3 Quality of Place Jo-Anne Garrick

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

906008 PP17 Moorfoot Community Council

778339 PP24 Midlothian Green Party

904548 PP122 Gary Jack

904548 PP125 Gary Jack

909251 PP142 Eric Blackmore

909771 PP179 Constance Newbould

909771 PP181 Constance Newbould

909801 PP192 H Tibbetts

907616 PP232 sportscotland

907616 PP235 sportscotland

907616 PP236 sportscotland

907616 PP237 sportscotland

907616 PP238 sportscotland

907616 PP239 sportscotland

907616 PP240 sportscotland

907616 PP242 sportscotland

909735 PP246 Midlothian Matters

909735 PP248 Midlothian Matters

909735 PP250 Midlothian Matters

909735 PP251 Midlothian Matters

909735 PP252 Midlothian Matters

909734 PP275 Katherine Reid

909734 PP277 Katherine Reid

778604 PP305 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP306 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP308 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP309 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

909846 PP425 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council
909846 PP426 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council
909895 PP458 Paul de Roo

782016 PP503 City of Edinburgh Council

907142 PP539 Mirabelle Maslin

921296 PP615 Sarah Barron

779397 PP655 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
779397 PP657 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
779397 PP658 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
779397 PP659 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
921821 PP674 Margaret Hodge

921821 PP675 Margaret Hodge

922014 PP695 Lasswade District Civic Society

922014 PP696 Lasswade District Civic Society

922014 PP698 Lasswade District Civic Society

754728 PP903 Historic Scotland
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754732
766577
921869
907142
909848
909848
909847
909847
907142
778056
778551
778551
778551
922108
922108
922085
922085
922085
922086
922086
921865
921865
921865
922145
922145
909735
921296
778056
922085
922086
921865
754767
754767
909735
909801
754760
754760
754718
754735
754735
909222
909222

PP916

PP931

PP946

PP1052
PP1062
PP1065
PP1191
PP1193
PP1418
PP1423
PP1495
PP1496
PP1498
PP1553
PP1554
PP1584
PP1585
PP1587
PP1602
PP1605
PP2304
PP2305
PP2307
PP2403
PP2404
PP2656
PP2657
PP2658
PP2760
PP2761
PP2762
PP2765
PP2766
PP2781
PP2788
PP2796
PP2797
PP2858
PP2865
PP2877
PP2887
PP2888

SEStran

Julian Holbrook

Alan Robertson

Mirabelle Maslin

Barratt Homes

Barratt Homes

Lawfield Estate

Lawfield Estate

Mirabelle Maslin

SEPA

Tynewater Community Council
Tynewater Community Council
Tynewater Community Council
Patricia Dimarco

Patricia Dimarco

Andrew Barker

Andrew Barker

Andrew Barker

Rachel Davies

Rachel Davies

Joy Moore

Joy Moore

Joy Moore

Eskbank Amenity Society
Eskbank Amenity Society
Midlothian Matters

Sarah Barron

SEPA

Andrew Barker

Rachel Davies

Joy Moore

Eskbank Amenity Society
Eskbank Amenity Society
Midlothian Matters

H Tibbetts

Shiela Barker

Shiela Barker
Newtongrange Community Council
Scottish Natural Heritage
Scottish Natural Heritage
Allan Piper

Allan Piper

Provision of the
development plan to
which the issue

relates:

Policies DEV1 Community Identity and Coalescence; DEV2
Protecting Amenity within the Built-Up Area; DEV4 Residential
Park Homes; DEV5 Sustainability in New Development; DEV6
Layout and Design of New Development; DEV7 Landscaping in
New Development; DEV8 Open Spaces; DEV9 Open Space
Standards and DEV10 Outdoor Sports Facilities
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Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Policy DEV1 Community Identity and Coalescence

Considers the proposals in the Proposed Plan will contravene policy DEV1 as the number
of houses and sites proposed will cause coalescence. (PP181 Constance Newbould)

Concerned about the loss of community identity and coalescence (PP192 H Tibbetts,
PP658 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council)

States much new housing in Midlothian has been for owner occupiers on greenfield
additions to existing communities, and their design does not encourage integration or use
of existing facilities by incomers. (PP615 Sarah Barron)

Considers the massive housing allocations risk undermining cohesion and quality of life by
loss of open space and merging of Edinburgh with Midlothian towns and cities. States
many of the Green Belt, woodland and river valley boundaries have been lost despite the
protective policies of the Midlothian Local Plan (2008). The Proposed Plan reduces the
gaps between some settlements to small strips of grass or roads. (PP674 Margaret Hodge,
PP931 Julian Holbrook)

States policy DEV1 seeks to prevent coalescence at the cost of supporting sustainable
development and that Scottish Planning Policy (2014) introduces a presumption in favour
of development that contributes to sustainable development. Considers the policy is
negatively worded and could undermine the policy presumption established by Scottish
Planning Policy. States the term coalescence is not acknowledged in Scottish Planning
Policy. (PP305 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

States two of Midlothian Matters key themes are: 1. Protect the rural and historical
character of Midlothian, and 2. Protect and encourage strong communities. States policy
DEV1 is welcome as considers it recognises the importance of these key themes. States
the identity and characteristics of Midlothian's existing communities must be maintained.
Requests that Local Development Plan goes further than just recommending mitigation
measures. Considers landscaped buffer zones and/or narrow strips of grassland peppered
with trees is insufficient to prevent coalescence. Considers site Hs9 Broomieknowe
increases coalescence by further eroding the separation between Eskbank and Bonnyrigg.
States site Hs9 is contrary to a 2013 Scottish Natural Heritage Report and policy ENV7 of
the Proposed Plan. (PP246 Midlothian Matters)

Welcomes policy DEV1. Concerned that the intent of the policy will be reduced by the
phrase "reduce the impression of coalescence" (referring to paragraph 3.1.4). Considers it
essential to prevent coalescence and not that the impression of coalescence has occurred.
Eskbank and Newbattle Community Council's concerns are heightened by proposals in the
Proposed Plan that will eliminate boundaries between several distinct communities. A
policy is needed that does not permit coalescence, even if it were possible to reduce the
perception of coalescence. The separate identities of communities needs to be protected,
not the illusion of meaningful separation. (PP426 Eskbank & Newbattle Community
Council)

Seeks strengthening of policy DEV1 on coalescence. (PP695 Lasswade District Civic
Society, PP1584 Andrew Barker; PP1602 Rachel Davies; PP2304 Joy Moore, PP2796
Shiela Barker, PP2887 Allan Piper)
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Refers to further coalescence of Midlothian communities through the Proposed Plan and
loss of green boundaries and agricultural land. Refers to protective policies in the
Midlothian Local Plan (2008) not being adhered to. Objects to the Bonnyrigg proposed
housing sites Broomieknowe (Hs9), Dalhousie Mains (Hs10) and Dalhousie South (Hs11)
sites and Eskbank sites Larkfield West (Hs2) and Larkfield South West (Hs3). (PP2403,
PP2765 Eskbank Amenity Society).

Concerned about the loss of community identity and coalescence. Policy DEV 1 should be
strengthened to combat coalescence by requiring and defining the minimum acceptable
width of “landscaped buffer zones and other community woodland”. (PP2788 H Tibbetts)

Concerned about loss of village identity, and wishes coalescence be kept to a minimum.
Wishes 'green separation’ between Mayfield and Newtongrange. Considers that proposed
Newbattle Strategic Greenspace assists with this objective. Does not agree to the co-
location of committed housing sites h34, h35, h38 and h49. (PP2858 Newtongrange
Community Council)

Supportive of policy DEV1

States policy DEV1 is generally supported. (PP1062 Barratt Homes, PP1191 Lawfield
Estate

Policy DEV2 Protecting Amenity within the Built-Up Area

The Proposed Plan risks undermining cohesion and quality of life for a number of existing
towns and communities. States the massive housing allocations in the Proposed Plan will
increase damage to communities' amenities. Considers the Midlothian Local Plan (2008)
policy RP20 equivalent in the Proposed Plan, policy DEV2, has already been breached at a
number of sites and villages across Midlothian. Considers the Local Development Plan
should prioritise protection of Green Belt and open spaces, both in urban areas and
restricting urban spread into the countryside and river valley. This should be rigorously
enforced within consistent transparent and representative community planning practice.
States it is now accepted that ready access to green spaces and nature are essential to
people's mental and physical health. (PP675 Margaret Hodge)

States the equivalent policy in the adopted Midlothian Local Plan (2008) (policy RP20) has
been breached in a number of locations in different parts of Midlothian. Consider the
Proposed Plan's strategy risks undermining cohesion and quality of life in a number of
Midlothian communities by removing rural margins and placing strain on community
infrastructure. (PP2404, PP2766 Eskbank Amenity Society)

Objects to policy DEV2 as it is considered that it should have a presumption in favour of
development. (PP306 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Policy DEV4 Residential Park Homes

Considers that whilst Midlothian supports both parks Pentland Park is on unstable ground
and is unsafe. Not so long ago the ground opened up and a caravan sank into the hole.
(PP179 Constance Newbould)
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Policies DEV5-DEV7 Sustainability, Layout and Design of New Development

Objects to policy DEV5 and considers that criterion C should have additional text to ensure
that standards met are a legal requirement under Water Environment (Controlled Activities)
(Scotland) Regulations 2011 rather than best practice. (PP1423 SEPA)

Considers that the language in policy DEVS is too weak and should be strengthened.
(PP1052 Mirabelle Maslin)

Welcomes the intent of policies DEV5 and DEV6 but regret that Supplementary Guidance
not available. Expresses concern that previous policy on spacing between houses not
location specific. (PP1495; PP1496 Tynewater Community Council)

Objects to policy DEVS due to lack of reference to flooding matters. (PP2658 SEPA)

Raises concerns regarding criteria J and N in policy DEV6. Criterion J should be clearer in
allowing for factoring rather than Council maintenance, particularly with regard with the
associated footnote. Criterion N should exempt development from providing cycle parking
should private garages or rear gardens be included. (PP308 Grange Estates (Newbattle)
Ltd)

Objects to policy DEV6 due to the lack of general standards for lighting. Considers that this
is a serious omission as badly designed lighting can have detrimental effect by causing
glare and night-time light pollution, making it impossible to see the night sky. Can also be
energy inefficient. (PP1418 Mirabelle Maslin)

Objects to policy DEV7 due to the requirement for a 30m landscape buffer. Considers that
each site has its own characteristics and standardised tree planting cannot be justified in
landscape terms. (PP309 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Objects to provision in policy DEV7 regarding 30m tree belts as it is considered impractical
in almost all potential development sites within Tynewater. (PP1498 Tynewater Community
Council)

Seeks to ensure that policies DEV2-DEV10 are not diluted. (PP696; PP698 Lasswade
District Civic Society, PP1585; PP1587, PP2760, Andrew Barker; PP1605, PP2761 Rachel
Davies; PP2762, PP2305, PP2307 Joy Moore; PP2797 Shiela Barker; PP2888 Allan Piper)

While welcoming principles of placemaking set out in the plan, believes that this could be
strengthened by adding a requirement for local/community food growing. Many open
spaces in new developments are underused. Council should use current experience in
promoting community food growing and schools and hospitals and apply it to new housing
developments. (PP24 Midlothian Green Party)

Considers that in order to meet the Council's design aspirations, standard house designs
will not always provide an acceptable solution. Therefore developers should be required to
be flexible with these taking into account the local vernacular. Considers that the large
scale allocations in the plan do not promote this and that smaller sites would be more
appropriate. (PP122 Gary Jack)

Welcomes the principles of landscaping in new housing developments but cautions against
the creation of "green deserts" which are not equivalent to the loss of natural landscapes
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with their native biodiversity and potential for play and relaxation by local communities.
States a tendency to plant low maintenance, prickly shrubs may visually supply some
greenery, but it is very different from a natural urban/rural buffer. (PP251 Midlothian
Matters)

Considers that new build development should be in keeping with existing buildings in
particular to height and finish. (PP275 Katherine Reid)

States existing woods and established hedgerows on development sites should be
maintained and should not be allowed to be dug up and destroyed. States planted
hedgerows in Midlothian are a mix of hawthorn, blackthorn, native maple, bramble, dog
rose and are source of shelter and feeding for wider range of birds including migratory birds
throughout the year. (PP277 Katherine Reid)

Supportive of the aims of sustainable place making but feel that this should be more clearly
defined. Consider that there is difficulty in achieving this aim given the need to allocate new
housing. Regards new developments to be typically located further away from public
transport, employment, shops, community facilities and designed for private car use. Will
require clear/robust means of ensuring that developers comply with these aims. (PP425
Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council)

Concerned that housing developments are designed to accommodate as many units as
possible. (PP458 Paul de Roo)

Considers that the language in the Quality of Place section of the plan (3.3) is too weak
and should be strengthened. (PP539 Mirabelle Maslin)

Additional requirements should be made in the plan to ensure that new housing is future
proofed. (PP655 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council)

Considers that new housing development should have appropriately sized shops; a small
meeting hall for small baby/toddler groups and residents meetings (or community schools);
green amenity corridors away from roads for walking that has ‘common land' protected
status; adequate residential parking; drainage system and additional council staff for
maintenance. (PP657 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council);

Propose that design policies should make provision for cycling and walking facilities. The
SEStran 'Cycling Infrastructure: Design Guidance and Best Practice’ document outlines
basic design principles which could be incorporated/referred to by the plan. (PP916
SEStran)

Considers that the design and materials of new building tends to be poor, all of these
houses are the same and that there should be greater use of green technology. (PP1553;
PP1554 Patricia Dimarco)

Concerned about relationship between new housing development and access to public
transport. While it is recognised the policy DEV6 (amongst others) go some way towards
addressing this, there is nothing that requires all new developments to be sited and
designed such that the requirement for car use is minimised, only 'major’' developments
need accord with this. Consider that many new housing developments do not make any
attempt to avoid the need for car use. (PP2656 Midlothian Matters)
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States much new housing in Midlothian has been for owner occupiers on greenfield
additions to existing communities, and their design does not encourage integration or use
of existing facilities by incomers. Considers that new developments can be characterised
as private developments tacked on to existing settlements with focus on access
arrangements (frequently road based) on the opposite side of the existing settlement.
Considers there has been overwhelming private houses with little mix of tenure of housing
types. Considers these developments lend themselves/the occupiers less likely to use local
shops and facilities and achieving social integration. (PP2657 Sarah Barron)

Supports policies DEV5-DEV7 Sustainability, Layout and Design of New Development

Supportive of policy DEV5 in light of need to reduce environmental impact. Feel the
reference to broadband access important due of lack of it at Hopefield. (PP248 Midlothian
Matters)

Supportive of policy DEV6 but consider that the manner in which sites have been allocated
may make implementing it difficult. (PP125 Gary Jack)

Supportive of policy DEV6, particularly with regards to provision for footpaths and cycle
paths. (PP250 Midlothian Matters)

Welcomes provision in policy DEV6 relating to incorporating historic buildings into the
layout of new developments. (PP903 Historic Scotland)

Emphasis on sustainable development and high quality placemaking set out in policies
DEV5-9 are generally supported. Consider the site being promoted at Mayfield can be
planned/designed to meet these. (PP1065 Barratt Homes, PP1193 Lawfield Estate)

Supports the commitment to sustainable place-making in the MLDP and policy DEV6.
Quiality of Place Supplementary Guidance is noted and would seek input into its
preparation. (PP2865 Scottish Natural Heritage)

Welcomes commitment to sustainable place-making in policy DEV6 and feel it will help to
embed a design-led approach to planning in Midlothian. (PP2877 Scottish Natural
Heritage)

Considers that recent experience with housing developments is that developers are very
reluctant to incorporate features that meet the principles of 'sustainable placemaking.
Welcomes reference for Redheugh to provision of allotments or space for local food
growing, and considers that this requirement should be county-wide. (PP17 Moorfoot
Community Council)

Sets out themes that 'Midlothian Matters' is focussed on, including improving quality of life
by providing good amenities. Considers that garden centred housing and permaculture
creation within housing developments would be a positive feature. (PP2781 Midlothian
Matters)

Policies DEV8-DEV10 Open Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities

Objects to the lack of any assessment of play space requirements for site AHs3 in line with
the open space standards in the plan. (PP142 Eric Blackmore)
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Considers that housing growth on scale proposed without infrastructure plan will lead to
[amongst other things] inadequate recreation facilities. Refers to meeting of Bonnyrigg and
Lasswade Community Council which resolved that defined proportion of land (3%) be kept
as parkland in keeping with 'Fields in Trust recommendations. (PP659 Bonnyrigg and
Lasswade Community Council)

Objection references sections 4.9 and 5.1 of the plan but the focus of submission appears
to be on open space, recreation and playing fields so has been categorised as relating to
section 3.3 which addresses these issues. Objects to the loss and erosion of open spaces,
playing fields and recreation facilities in general to continued house building over the years.
Does not consider the plan makes suitable provision for such facilities given the increased
population projected as a result of the planned development. Is concerned about the trend
to sell off these facilities or transfer management to other bodies. The Council should be
more proactive about funding the management and maintenance of these assets (use of
Heritage Lottery funds). Considers there is a need for a new public park in Penicuik and
suggests that provision is made at Mauricewood (the allocated housing site h26-
Deanburn). (PP946 Alan Robertson)

Supports Policies DEV8-DEV10 Open Space and Outdoor Sports Facilities

Supports policy DEV8. (PP252 Midlothian Matters)

Supports policy DEV10. Sets out role of Sportscotland in planning process, stresses that
irrespective of comments at this stage, sportscotland may still comment further at the
planning application stage and that SPP policy protection applies. In relation to new
education provision for Bonnyrigg, Newtongrange, Rosewell, Loanhead, Bilston and
Penicuik/Auchedinny - recommends that sportscotland’s detailed design guidance for
schools sport provision is used to inform school design. Considers that this can help
achieve appropriate facilities for school and community use. (PP232; PP235; PP236;
PP237; PP238; PP239; PP240; PP242 sportscotland)

Other matters

Raises concerns that the committed sites in the wider Millerhill area may cause conflict with
the Energy From Waste Facility. (PP503 City of Edinburgh Council)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Policy DEV1 Community Identity and Coalescence

No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested (PP181 Constance Newbould, PP658
Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council)

Considers sustainable place making should be defined in the plan. Policy DEV1 should be
strengthened to ensure against coalescence by requiring and defining minimum acceptable
width of "landscape buffer zones and other community woodland". Considers community
woodland could be planted now in anticipation of development sites already in the pipeline.
(PP615 Sarah Barron)

The Proposed Plan policies should be strengthened to prioritise protection of communities
and surrounding green boundaries and agricultural land. (PP674 Margaret Hodge, PP931
Julian Holbrook)
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Delete policy DEV1 from the Proposed Plan. (PP305 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

States new developments must be of a proportion and design to be able to become an
organic part of existing communities. Considers too often housing estates are tacked on to
existing communities with no integration. Refers to the proposals at Auchendinny.
Considers the policy must go further in strengthening the importance of community and the
integration of new developments into those communities. (PP246 Midlothian Matters)

Requests a clear policy preventing, not mitigating, coalescence. (PP426 Eskbank &
Newbattle Community Council)

Policy DEV1 should require and define the minimum acceptable width of 'landscape buffer
zones and other community woodland.' (PP695 Lasswade District Civic Society, PP1584
Andrew Barker; PP1602 Rachel Davies; PP2304 Joy Moore, PP2788 H Tibbetts, PP2796
Shiela Barker, PP2887 Allan Piper)

Strengthened policies which create robust identifiable settlements and settlement
boundaries. The plan should prioritise reducing existing commuting and creating an
attractive region for people to live and work in. (PP2403, PP2765 Eskbank Amenity
Society)

Wishes a green separation maintained between Newtongrange and Mayfield, and
consequently the co-location of committed housing sites h34, h35, h38 and h49 to be
reconsidered. (PP2858 Newtongrange Community Council)

Supportive of policy DEV1

No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested (PP1062 Barratt Homes, PP1191
Lawfield Estate)

Policy DEV2 Protecting Amenity within the Built-Up Area

States policies DEV2 - DEV10 must not be diluted. (PP192 H Tibbetts)

Requests the Proposed Plan prioritise reducing existing high levels of commuting through
robust policies on shopping, housing, retail and employment to build a region where people
to choose to live, learn, work, shop, grow food and play. Requests the Local Development
Plan prioritise protection Green Belt and open spaces, both in urban areas and restricting
urban spread into the countryside and river valley. Requests this be rigorously enforced
within consistent transparent and representative community planning practice. (PP675
Margaret Hodge)

Policies protecting Green Belt, open spaces and restricting development in the countryside
and river valleys should be prioritised and rigorously enforced within consistent transparent
and representative community planning practice. (PP2404, PP2766 Eskbank Amenity
Society)

Proposes change to DEV?2 to say the following:
'‘Development within existing and future built-up areas, and in particular within residential

areas, will be supported where it does not detract materially from the existing character or
amenity of the area.' (PP306 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)
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Policy DEV4 Residential Park Homes

No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested. (PP179 Constance Newbould)

Policies DEV5-DEV7 Sustainability, Layout and Design of New Development

Considers that requirement for allotments or space for local food growing should be county-
wide, perhaps through policies DEV5 and/or DEV6. (PP17 Moorfoot Community Council)

Policy DEV5: 'The Council will expect..." should be replaced with 'All development
proposals must have regard...' (PP1052 Mirabelle Maslin)

Change to criterion C of policy DEV5 as follows: 'C. treating and conserving water on site in
line with best practice and in compliance with CIRIA guidance on sustainable urban
drainage systems .' (PP1423 SEPA)

Seeks additional criterion to policy DEV5: 'I. where flood risk has been identified to a site
for new development or where new development will increase flood risk elsewhere, the
layout of the site will be designed to reduce flood risk on or off site." (PP2658 SEPA)

DEV 6 - Suggests wording along the following lines: 'All external lighting that is part of
proposed development must be designed to minimise light pollution. Light sources must be
shielded so that they are not visible from adjoining land. The intensity of the light source
must be the minimum necessary to achieve the intended lighting effect. Light pollution
cause by reflection from illuminated surfaces must be avoided or minimised.' (PP1418
Mirabelle Maslin)

Seeks inclusion of community food growing in the sustainable place making section of the
plan. (PP24 Midlothian Green Party)

No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested (PP122, PP125 Gary Jack, PP248
Midlothian Matters)

Concerned the criterion H focuses too much on the negative impact of open space. Needs
to be recognition that young people need communal areas. (PP250 Midlothian Matters)

Asks the Council to promote and support innovative garden centred housing and
permaculture creation in housing developments to enhance the rural landscape. (PP251
Midlothian Matters)

Considers that new build development should be in keeping with existing buildings in
particular to height and finish. (PP275 Katherine Reid)

Requests stronger requirement for developers to maintain existing woods and hedgerows
on development sites. (PP277 Katherine Reid)

Amend Policy DEV 6, criteria J & N as follows:

J.*2 \Where new open space is provided, arrangements for its long-term maintenance
(which could include factoring) shall be agreed with the Council as part of any planning
permission.

N. cycle parking and bin stores shall be incorporated into the layout of developments
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(except where the development consists of houses with private rear garden space).
(PP308 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Amend DEV 7 (E) to read as follows:

... where a site abuts the countryside, incorporate tree belts of sufficient width, but no less
than 10m, to define the urban edge... (PP309 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

A+DS should be a consultee on major planning aplications/sensitive sites. (PP425 Eskbank
& Newbattle Community Council)

Focus should be on creating sustainable/attractive living space first and then add housing
to complement it. (PP458 Paul de Roo)

In paragraph 3.3.4 & 3.3.6 reference to 'seeks to' should be deleted and replaced by 'will'.
In paragraph 3.3.6 reference to 'As a minimum' in this paragraph should be replaced with
‘All new developments must meet basic... In addition the must meet the six key design
elements.’ (PP539 Mirabelle Maslin)

Modern amenities such as fast broadband access, smart metering and access to
renewable/community energy should be minimum standards. Every development should be
required to provide a traffic impact analysis to minimise congestion and toxic fumes from
cars. (PP655 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council)

All new housing developments should have appropriately sized shops and meeting areas,
green amenity corridors and adequate parking and drainage (PP657 Bonnyrigg and
Lasswade Community Council)

Seeks to ensure that policies DEV2-DEV10 are not diluted. No change to the plan
proposed. (PP696; PP698 Lasswade District Civic Society)

Suggest that consideration is also given to any existing key view of and from such
buildings. (PP903 Historic Scotland)

Suggest incorporation of SEStran's 'Cycling Infrastructure: Design Guidance and Best
Practice' into design policies. (PP916 SEStran)

No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested (PP1065 Barratt Homes, PP1193
Lawfield Estate)

No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested (PP1495; PP1496 Tynewater
Community Council)

Considers that the policy should be qualified to take account of the scale of new
development. (PP1498 Tynewater Community Council)

Suggests a greater use of green technology in new build housing. (PP1553; PP1554
Patricia Dimarco)

Supports Lasswade District Civic Society letter. Seeks to ensure that policies DEV2-DEV10
are not diluted. (PP1585; PP1587 Andrew Barker; PP1605 Rachel Davies; PP2305,
PP2307 Joy Moore; PP2797 Shiela Barker; PP2888 Allan Piper)
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More up to date design standards should be made applicable to sites allocated in previous
plans, particularly with regard to minimising the use of cars. (PP2656 Midlothian Matters)

Considers sustainable place making should be defined in the plan. (PP2657 Sarah Barron)
No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested but seek additional action in Action
Programme on preparing Quality of Place SG and would with to be a partner in its

production. (PP2877 Scottish Natural Heritage)

Seeks garden centred housing and permaculture creation within housing developments.
(PP2781 Midlothian Matters)

Policies DEV8-DEV10 Open Space

The area needs to be assessed for 'Play Area’, as per Appendix 4, and the present area to
be retained/enhanced as per Midlothian's policy. (PP142 Eric Blackmore)

No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested — support (PP252 Midlothian Matters)

No modifications to the Proposed Plan suggested. (PP232; PP235; PP236; PP237,
PP238; PP239; PP240; PP242 sportscotland)

Seeks infrastructure plan to address recreation requirements and for defined proportion of
land (3%) be kept as parkland. (PP659 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council)

Seeks the provision of a new public park in Penicuik on the committed housing site at
Mauricewood - site h26 Deanburn. (PP946 Alan Robertson)

Does not want policies DEV2-DEV10 to be diluted. No change to the plan proposed.
(PP2760 Andrew Barker; PP2761 Rachel Davies; PP2762 Joy Moore)

Other matters

Suggest the Midlothian Council masterplan the wider Millerhill area to ensure committed
sites and the Energy From Waste Facility can co-exist. (PP503 City of Edinburgh Council)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

The proposed plan acknowledges that Midlothian is making a significant contribution to the
wider Edinburgh City region growth requirements, principally as it is well placed to do so
given its proximity to the City and good transport connections. That said, the challenge for
the plan is to ensure the benefits associated with new housing and economic
developments are secured without significant negative impacts on the communities in
which they are located.

Community identity, coalescence, housing choices and protecting amenity are all issues
that can affect the attractiveness of a place to live and work. Likewise designing places
with sustainable principles in mind, achieving high standards of layout and building design
as well as landscape design are also factors. The proposed plan seeks to provide an
appropriate policy framework which will encourage good practice in developing quality
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places.

Open space is a valuable community asset that has as significant a role to play in the
make-up of a community as housing land, employment land, town centres etc. The Council
has mapped and provided policy protection to the key open spaces across communities,
including outdoor sports facilities. For the first time, based on the Council's open space
audit and strategy, the Council has introduced new standards for the provision and
maintenance of open spaces.

Policy DEV1 Community Identity and Coalescence

Given the scale of development that Midlothian is required to accommodate by the SDP
and the location of the major settlements at the northern end of the council area, it is
accepted that coalescence is a potential problem when selecting sites for development.
This was considered during the site selection process as outlined in the Development Sites
Assessment Technical Note (page 5) (CD020). Where possible the Council has sought to
choose sites that minimise the possible effect of coalescence and to identify mitigating
measures where there is the risk of a site contributing to coalescence. Policy DEV1
establishes the principle and the settlement statements include specific landscaping
interventions for sites.

While the representor’s concerns regarding coalescence are acknowledged, it is
considered that avoiding all coalescence is not possible given the development pressures
and the geography of Midlothian. The Council considers that the proposed plan includes
appropriate measures for mitigating coalescence and therefore requests that the
Reporter(s) make no changes in respect of these representations (PP181 Constance
Newbould; PP192 H Tibbetts; PP615 Sarah Barron; PP658 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade
Community Council; PP674 Margaret Hodge)

The Council considers that, notwithstanding the lack of explicit reference to coalescence in
the SPP, Midlothian Council has a responsibility to consider the social, economic and
environmental effect of its decisions in light of local circumstances. It is plain that the main
settlements in Midlothian are in close proximity and that there are concerns from local
residents with regard to the implications of this. In this context, taking coalescence into
account when assessing sites and putting in place mitigation measures where coalescence
may be an issue is considered a responsible course of action. The Council requests that
the Reporter(s) make no changes to the plan in respect of this representation.

(PP305 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

The Council has sought to avoid sites that have a coalescence risk but to meet the scale
of the development pressures this is not always possible given the geography of
Midlothian. The Council will seek to further mitigate any impact through landscaping and
site design solutions. It is considered that visual coalescence is the only tangible impact of
coalescence which can be assessed, while loss of community identity resulting from it,
while important, is harder to assess and more subjective depending on the individuals
perspective.

With regards to changes seeking a tighter definition of the mitigating landscape features
that policy DEV1 would entall, it is considered that the Settlement Statements provide more
detailed site specific measures while policy DEV7 sets a minimum of 30m width for a
landscaped boundary facing the countryside. The Council considers that this is sufficient
and request that the Reporter(s) make no modifications to the plan in respect of these
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representations. (PP246 Midlothian Matters; PP426 Eskbank & Newbattle Community
Council; PP695 Lasswade District Civic Society; PP931 Julian Holbrook; PP1584 Andrew
Barker; PP1602 Rachel Davies; PP2304 Joy Moore; PP2403, PP2765 Eskbank Amenity
Society; PP2788 H Tibbetts; PP2796 Shiela Barker; PP2858 Newtongrange Community
Council; PP2887 Allan Piper)

The support for policy DEV1 is noted. The Council considers that there is no need to
modify the plan in light of these representations. (PP1062 Barratt Homes; PP1191 Lawfield
Estate)

Policy DEV2 Protecting Amenity within the Built-Up Area

While it is appreciated that civic groups (such as Eskbank Amenity Society) or members of
the public do not always agree with decisions the Council makes on planning applications,
this is considered to be the result of weighing different and sometimes competing matters,
which is essentially a matter of judgement. The Council is of the opinion that policy RP20 in
the Midlothian Local Plan (2008) (CD054) has been implemented consistently. In respect of
the suggestion to reword the policy to be more proactive the point is acknowledged but the
Council considers that with such a short policy the message is clear however it is
presented.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no modifications to the plan in
respect of these representations. (PP675 Margaret Hodge ; PP2404 Eskbank Amenity
Society; PP2766 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP306 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Policy DEV4 Residential Park Homes

Much of the area to the west of the A701 has problems with ground conditions, which have
been investigated by the Council as part of its Environmental Health remit. However, the
Council does not believe that there is a need to amend policy DEV4 to take account of this
as its purpose is to provide certainty to the many residents living at Residential Park
Homes that they will not lose their homes to alternative development. The Council therefore
requests that the Reporter(s) make no modifications to the plan in respect of this
representation. (PP179 Constance Newbould)

Policies DEV5-DEV7 Sustainability, Layout and Design of New Development

The general support for these policies is noted.

The Council does not consider that higher density of development is necessarily a bad
thing as it can help reduce the need to allocate further sites. Furthermore, where a site is in
a more accessible location in terms of public transport it makes sense to maximise the
potential patronage. Provided that the development is of a good design and is compatible
with other policies in the plan, an increased density need not be a problem.

The Council does not consider that there is a substantial difference between its text in
DEV5 (‘The Council will expect...’) and the representor’s suggested change (‘All
development proposals must have regard...”), and it does not expect that such a change
would have a material effect on the operation of policy DEV5.

SEPA'’s concerns regarding the reference to flooding in policy DEV5 are partly addressed
through criterion C. This is supplemented by policy ENV9 Flooding and the provisions in
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the settlement statements. The Council considers that applications for planning permission
have to be assessed against the plan as a whole and that references to flooding throughout
the plan would represent unessessary repetition.

While the concerns regarding ‘future proofing’ new housing by providing services such as
super-fast broadband are noted, the Council does not feel that it would be possible to
compel this through the planning application process. Services such as this are a matter
that need to be agreed between the housebuilder and operators such as BT, which are
outwith the Council’s control. With regard to renewables, it is considered that polices NRG3
and NRG4 will assist in this regard.

Criterion M of policy DEV6 requires new development to provide street lighting that meets
the Council’s standards. With regard to light pollution, the Council considers that its policy
approach is appropriate. This matter is considered further in the Schedule 4 for Issue 18
(Other Natural Environment).

The Council is not in favour of including specific references to documents produced by
outside bodies when the principles expressed in them can be reflected in the text of the
plan and its policies. Changes were made to the current Midlothian Local Plan following
representations by the key agencies to mention many documents, which subsequently
became out of date or hard to find when determining planning applications, and made the
plan needlessly complicated to read due to prolific referencing. The proposed changes
from sportsscotland and SEPA are therefore not supported.

The Council does not see the need to dilute standards established in the 2003 Midlothian
Local Plan (CDO055) on spacing between houses and landscaping for the Tynewater
Community Council area. It is not clear what the merit of this would be, as this has not
prevented new housing being delivered in the 13 years that these have been in place.

The accessibility of sites to public transport was assessed in the selection of sites during
the site assessment process as outlined in the Development Sites Assessment Technical
Note (CDO020, page 3-4). Furthermore criterion L of policy DEV6 makes provision for
accessibility of buses within the layout of new developments to ensure that they can reach
the houses themselves.

With regard to the relationship between new developments and the communities which
they extend, the Council considers that there a limitations on what can be done through the
planning system. Nonetheless criteria A and D of policy DEV6 seek to ensure that the
layout of development should complement or enhance the character of adjoining urban
area and that existing pedestrian routes are taken into account. It is considered that this
makes provision for better integration insofar as the planning system can do so.

The need for providing quality of life for new residents through the provision of amenities,
open spaces and gardens is addressed by criteria J and K of policy DEV6.

With regards to those representations seeking more scope for community food growing,
this is addressed by criterion H of Policy DEV7. The Council is in agreement with those
representors who state that standard house types may not be appropriate on every site,
and the plan addresses this concern in paragraph 3.3.8. It is not clear how the manner in
which the sites have been chosen would make delivering well designed housing more
difficult.

Concerns regarding the use of non-native species are noted, however criterion D of polcy
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DEV 7 identifies a preference for native species in the landscape treatment of new
developments. In general the settlement statements, which give some more detail on how
the sites should be developed, state that existing landscape features should be retained
and incorporated into the new development.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no modifications to the plan in
respect of these representations. (PP17 Moorfoot Community Council; PP24 Midlothian
Green Party; PP122, PP125 Gary Jack; PP248, PP250, PP251, PP2656, PP2781
Midlothian Matters; PP275, PP277 Katherine Reid; PP425 Eskbank & Newbattle
Community Council; PP458 Paul de Roo; PP539, PP1052, PP1418 Mirabelle Maslin;
PP655, PP657 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council; PP675 Margaret Hodge;
PP696, PP698 Lasswade District Civic Society; PP903 Historic Scotland; PP916 SEStran;
PP1065 Barratt Homes; PP1193 Lawfield Estate; PP1423 SEPA; PP1495, PP1496,
PP1498 Tynewater Community Council; PP1553, PP1554 Patricia Dimarco; PP1585,
PP1587 Andrew Barker; PP1605 Rachel Davies; PP2305, PP2307 Joy Moore; PP2797
Shiela Barker; PP2888 Allan Piper; PP2657 Sarah Barron; PP2658 SEPA; PP2865,
PP2877 Scottish Natural Heritage)

In relation to the concerns raised by Grange Estates, the Council considers that the criteria
in policy DEV6 do not preclude the use of factoring companies, only that long-term funding
and maintainance requirements are agreed with the Council prior to the approval of the
development. In relation to the 30m landscaping belt, the Council considers that this
provision is necessary to provide effective screening and allow for the growth of larger
trees to maturity without impinging on neighbouring houses and gardens. The Council
therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no modification to the proposed plan with
respect to these representations (PP308, PP309 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Policies DEV8-DEV10 Open Space

With regards to the proposed allocation AHs3 Belwood Crescent, the Council considers
that the application of policies DEV8-DEV10 will involve the assessment of any loss of
open space provision and any mitigation measures that may be required. Furthermore,
policy IMP1 requires that a masterplan is prepared which takes account of open space
provision. The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no modification to the
proposed plan with respect to this representation (PP142 Eric Blackmore)

The support for policy DEVS8 is noted.(PP252 Midlothian Matters; PP232, PP235, PP236,
PP237, PP238, PP239, PP240, PP242 sportscotland)

The impact that development on infrastructure and services has been considered with
respect to all issues in the preparation of the plan. The plan makes provision to mitigate
any needs that arise from new development. In relation to the affect on open space, it is
important to note that Open Space Standards identified in policy DEV 9 and Appendix 4 of
the Proposed Plan apply to different types of open space, not just playing fields and are
based on an assessment of the quantity, quality and accessibility of existing open spaces
within (or adjacent to) a community. In respect of sports pitch provision the Council is
undertaking a review of its Sports Pitch Needs Assessment. (PP659 Bonnyrigg and
Lasswade Community Council; PP946 Alan Robertson)

The support for these policies is noted, the Council is of the view that no modifications are
required. (PP2760 Andrew Barker; PP2761 Rachel Davies; PP2762 Joy Moore)
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Other matters

Midlothian Council considers that as the first phase of the Zero Waste Project has been
completed (the Anaerobic Digestion plant) and is about to become operational and the
second phase has detailed planning consent (which was issued with consideration of the
adjoining committed sites), that there is no risk of committed sites causing a sterilising
affect. Furthermore, given the location of the development at the northern tip of Millerhill
(see Danderhall/Shawfair Settlement Statement map, page 88) it is considered that the
committed site in closest proximity is Whitehill Mains (e26), which as an economic site will
raise fewer amenity concerns than a committed housing site would. This Council therefore
requests that the Reporter(s) make no modifications to the plan in respect of this
representation. (PP503 City of Edinburgh Council)

Reporter’s conclusions:

Community identity and coalescence

1. A number of representations express concern that proposed Midlothian Local
Development Plan policy DEV 1 (community identity and coalescence) should be
strengthened to: prioritise protection of communities; embed requirements on scale of
development and design; reduce the need to travel; protect green belt boundaries; and
protect prime agricultural land. However, other policies within the proposed local
development plan address these issues, for example:

e policy DEV 5 (sustainability in new development) includes criteria to ensure
accessibility;

e policy DEV 6 (layout and design of new development) includes criteria to manage
the impact of new development on residential amenity and integrate it into its
surroundings;

e policy ENV 1 (green belt) includes criteria to control new development in the green
belt;

e policy ENV 4 (prime agricultural land) seeks to ensure development does not result
in the loss of prime agricultural land, unless defined criteria are met.

Therefore, | find that no amendments are necessary in respect of these representations.

2. A representation requests that policy DEV 1 is deleted as it does not comply with the
presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out in Scottish Planning Policy
(2014). Paragraph 2 of Scottish Planning Policy highlights that the planning system should
take a positive approach to enabling high-quality development. When describing the
presumption in favour of development that contributes to sustainable development,
paragraph 30 of the national policy goes on to state that development plans should
positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of the plan area in a way
which is flexible enough to adapt to changing circumstances over time. The wording of
policy DEV 1 does not propose a positive approach. | therefore find an amendment is
required to the policy to ensure it consistency with Scottish Planning Policy.

3. Eskbank and Newbattle Community Council request that policy DEV 1 is modified to
prevent coalescence rather than mitigating against it. Whilst | acknowledge these
concerns, | agree with the council that given the development pressures, and the
geography of the area, it is not always possible to avoid coalescence. | therefore find that it
is appropriate for policy DEV 1 to refer to appropriate mitigation measures.
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Protecting amenity within the built-up area

4. A number of representations express concern that the approach of the proposed plan
undermines the requirements of policy DEV 2 (protecting amenity within the built-up area).
In addition, that the development strategy of the proposed plan risks undermining the
cohesion and quality of life of a number of existing towns and communities. The
representations consider that the policy should ensure the protection of green belt and
open spaces within urban areas and prevent urban sprawl. Whilst | acknowledge these
concerns, as explained within paragraph 1 above, there are a number of policies within the
proposed plan that will manage the impact of new development on the issues raised. This
matter is also addressed in Issue 1 (vision, aims and objectives) above. | therefore find
that no amendments are necessary in respect of these representations.

5. A representation suggests that policy DEV 2 should be reworded in order to comply
with the presumption in favour of sustainable development as set out within Scottish
Planning Policy. | agree that, as written, the policy does not propose a positive approach
as required by paragraphs 2 and 30 of Scottish Planning Policy (see paragraph 4 above). |
therefore find that an amendment is required to the policy to ensure consistency with
Scottish Planning Policy.

6. A representation requests a modification to policy DEV 2 to ensure that new build
development should be in keeping with existing buildings, in particular to height and finish.
Policy DEV 6 includes a number of criteria to manage the design of new development.
Criterion ‘A’ identifies that the layout of new development should complement or enhance
the character of any adjoining or nearby urban area. In addition, criterion ‘C’ requires good
guality materials to be used. | therefore find that no amendments are required in respect of
this representation.

Sustainability, layout and design of new development

7. A number of representations request that policy DEV 5 (sustainability in new
development) and/or policy DEV 6 (layout and design in new development) should include
a requirement for allotments or space for local food growing. As a specific reference is
made within criteria ‘H’ of policy DEV 7 (landscaping in new development) to promoting,
where appropriate, community food growing. 1 find that no amendments are required in
respect of these representations.

8. A representation considers that policy DEV 5 should be strengthened to require all new
development proposals to have regard to the principles of sustainability. Paragraph 28 of
Scottish Planning Policy states that the planning system should support economically,
environmentally and socially sustainable places by enabling development that balances the
costs and benefits of a proposal over the longer term with the aim being to achieve the right
development in the right place; it is not to allow development at any cost. | find that policy
DEV 5 aligns with Scottish Planning Policy in that it states that the council will expect
development proposals to have regard to the identified principles of sustainability. |
therefore find that no amendment is required in respect of this representation.

9. The Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) requests that criterion ‘C’ of policy
DEV 5 is amended to ensure compliance with best practice and other guidance with regard
to sustainable urban drainage. Paragraph 255 of Scottish Planning Policy requires the
planning system to promote the avoidance of increased surface water flooding through
requirements for sustainable drainage systems. | therefore agree that the wording of the
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policy does not clearly highlight that there is a requirement to comply. An amendment to
policy DEV 5 is therefore required. However, as best practice and guidance could change,
| find that it unnecessary to refer specifically to Construction Industry Research and
Information Association guidance.

10. SEPA also requests an additional criterion is added to policy DEV 5 to address issues
of flooding. | acknowledge the council’s argument that applications for planning permission
have to be assessed against the plan as a whole and that references to flooding throughout
the proposed plan would create unnecessary repetition. Matters related to flooding and the
water environment are addressed in Issue 16 (flooding) below. However, | note that policy
DEV 5 does include a number of criteria which are identified as ‘principles of sustainability’.
Paragraph 29 of Scottish Planning Policy identifies a number of principles in respect of
sustainable development; this includes taking account of flood risk. | therefore find that a
further amendment is required to ensure compliance with Scottish Planning Policy.

11. Midlothian Matters express concern that criterion ‘H’ of policy DEV 6 focuses too
much on the negative impact of open space in relation to congregation and social
disturbance and should instead recognise that young people need communal areas. The
criterion refers to open space for different age groups, not specifically young people. In
addition, the policy is flexible enough to address any identified need for the provision of
communal areas for young people as part of a development. | therefore find that no
modification is required in respect of this representation.

12. Midlothian Matters also express concern that the green spaces created around new
developments have no character and are not equivalent to lost natural landscapes. Whilst |
acknowledge these concerns, | consider that this matter is addressed within the
requirements within policies DEV 6 and DEV 7, particularly those to: ensure locally
prominent landscape features are reflected in the layout of the development; that new open
space should complement and/or contribute to existing open space provision and the
proposed green network; the design of the scheme should complement the existing
landscape; and where a site abuts countryside, proposals should incorporate tree belts and
access to the countryside. | therefore find that no modification is required in respect of this
representation.

13. Grange Estates express concerns with regard to criteria ‘J’ of policy DEV 6, identifying
that long-term maintenance with the council is not the only method of maintaining open
space. Whilst | note these concerns, | do not consider the policy would limit any long-term
maintenance arrangements to only being with the council. The footnote to criteria ‘J’
clearly states that arrangements shall be agreed with the council, not made with the
council. This is in accordance with paragraph 46 of Scottish Government Planning Advice
Note 65: Planning and Open Spaces (2008) which states that councils should work with
developers and other bodies to seek the best mechanisms and funding for the long-term
maintenance of new open spaces. | therefore find that no modification is required in
respect of this representation.

14. Grange Estates identify further concerns with regard to the requirement of criteria ‘N’
of policy DEV 6 with regard to the provision of cycle parking and bin stores. The
representation states that the policy should be revised to clarify that this requirement would
not apply when the development consists of houses with private rear garden space.
Scottish Planning Policy is clear that the planning system should promote sustainable
transport and active travel; paragraph 270 identifies that it should support patterns of
development which provide safe and convenient opportunities for walking and cycling for
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both active travel and recreation.

15. With regard to the issue of the provision of bin stores, paragraph 190 of Scottish
Planning Policy requires that all new development, including residential, commercial and
industrial properties should include provision for waste separation and collection to meet
the requirements of the Waste (Scotland) Regulations.

16. Whilst I acknowledge the concerns expressed by Grange Estates, | find that given the
requirements of Scottish Planning Policy, it is appropriate for new residential development,
including that with rear gardens, to have access to cycle parking and bin stores.
Depending on the nature of the development this could either be part of the new residential
curtilages or a shared area. | therefore find that no modifications are required in response
to this representation.

17. Eskbank and Newbattle Community Council state that they consider it is necessary for
a clear and robust system to be put in place that forces developers to comply with the
council’'s aims and request that Architecture and Design Scotland are identified as a
consultee on major applications and sensitive sites. The Town and Country Planning
(Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended) requires that planning applications are determined in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
The proposed plan translates the council’s aims into planning policies and therefore, once
adopted, the policies will be used as the starting point for the determination of planning
applications. Should the council wish to seek advice from Architecture and Design
Scotland it can do so, there is no requirement to include reference to this within the
proposed plan. | therefore find that no modification is required in respect of this
representation.

18. Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council consider that additional requirements
should be included within the proposed plan to ensure that new housing is future proofed
and includes modern amenities, such as: fast broadband access, smart metering and
access to renewable energy or community energy. In addition, that new housing should be
required to provide a traffic impact analysis with solutions to minimise congestion, control
emissions and prioritise walking and cycling routes. A number of the policies within the
proposed plan address the issues identified within this representation, such as: DEV 5,
criteria ‘H’ for broadband and other digital technologies; NRG 1 (renewable and low carbon
energy projects) and NRG 3 (energy use and low and zero carbon generating technology);
and TRAN 1 (sustainable travel). | therefore find that no amendment is required in respect
of this element of the representation.

19. In addition, Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council state that all new housing
estates need to incorporate appropriately sized shops. Whilst policies DEV 5 and DEV 6
do not specifically refer to new retail facilities, the site-specific policies within section 8 of
the proposed plan identify where the council consider there is a need to provide new
facilities as part of housing schemes. | therefore find that no modification is required in
respect of this representation.

20. Historic Environment Scotland request that criterion ‘B’ of policy DEV 6 makes
reference to consideration of any existing key views of and from historic buildings.
Criterion ‘B’ is flexible in its wording to allow the consideration of existing key views from
historic buildings to inform the layout and design of new development, in that it states that
“historic buildings should be reflected in the layout of the development”. The provisions of
proposed policy ENV 22 (listed buildings) may also be applicable in some cases where the
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setting of a listed building (including important views) would be addressed. | therefore find
that no modification is required in respect of this representation.

21. SEStran state that as the proposed plan includes design principles with regard to the
design of buildings and places, they request a similar approach to the provision of cycling
and walking facilities. Paragraph 273 of Scottish Planning Policy requires development
plans to: support development in locations that allow access to local amenities by walking,
cycling and public transport; identify active travel networks; and promote opportunities for
travel by more sustainable modes. There is no requirement to provide specific design
standards for the provision of cycling and walking facilities. | therefore find that no
modification is required in respect of this representation.

Landscaping in new development

22. A representation requests that policy DEV 7(landscaping in new development) should
include a stronger requirement for developers to maintain existing woods and hedgerows
on development sites. Policy ENV 11 (woodland, trees and hedges) provides a strong
requirement for existing woods and established hedgerows to be maintained as part of
development proposals where their removal would only be permitted where it is clearly
demonstrated that significant and clearly defined benefits will be achieved. | therefore find
that no modification is required in respect of this representation.

23. A number of representations express concerns that criteria ‘E’ of policy DEV 7 which
requires tree belts of at least 30 metres to be planted, where a site abuts the countryside,
does not acknowledge that each site has its own characteristics. In addition, that it is not
appropriate to adopt a standardised approach to define the urban edge where it cannot be
justified in landscape terms. The council consider that a 30 metre landscaping belt is
necessary to provide effective screening and allow for the growth of larger trees to maturity.

24. Scottish Planning Policy clearly sets out in paragraph 202 that the siting and design of
development should take account of local landscape character. Whilst | acknowledge the
view of the council, in the context of Scottish Planning Policy, | conclude that landscaping
requirements should be informed by an assessment of the local area. | therefore find than
an amendment is required to policy DEV 7 to ensure consistency with Scottish Planning
Policy.

Open space

25. A representation expresses concern that site AHs3 (Belwood Crescent, Penicuik) has
not been assessed against the requirements of policy DEV 9 (open space standards). This
matter is covered in Issue 29 (A701 corridor strategic development area - Penicuik).

26. A representation seeks the provision of a new public park in Penicuik on site h26
(Deanburn). This matter is covered in Issue 29 (A701 corridor strategic development area -
Penicuik).

Other matters

27. A number of representations suggest that the term ‘sustainable place making’ is not
clearly defined within the proposed plan. Paragraph 1.3.2 of the proposed plan sets out the
strategic objectives, highlighting that the sustainable place-making factors and the wider
principles of sustainable development provide the basis for the environmental, social and
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economic objectives underpinning the proposed plans policies and proposals. These
factors and principles have clearly informed the plan objectives. | therefore find that no
amendments are necessary in respect of these representations.

28. The matter raised by Ms Maslin regarding light pollution is covered in Issue 18 (other
natural environment).

29. A representation expresses concern that section 3.3 (quality of place) of the proposed
plan needs to provide greater emphasis on creating a sustainable and attractive living
space first, then add housing to complement this. Whilst | acknowledge this concern, |
consider that the policies within section 3.3 of the proposed plan have been included to
seek to ensure that new housing development is sustainable and will provide a quality
living environment. | therefore find that no modification is required in respect of this
representation.

30. A representation suggests that it is not appropriate for paragraph 3.3.4 of the
proposed plan only to “seek to establish minimum design standards” but that it should
establish such standards. The representation further expresses concern regarding
paragraph 3.3.6 of the proposed plan which also states that the plan “seeks to ensure” that
design principles are incorporated into all development and that reference to developments
meeting minimum requirements is not appropriate.

31. A local development plan should set out policies to guide development. | therefore
agree, with regard to the first and second points made by the representee, that
amendments are required to ensure clarity as the proposed plan does establish design
standards and through the development management process will ensure they are
incorporated. However, with regard to the third point, | consider the terminology used is
appropriate; the policies within section 3.3 of the proposed plan do set out minimum
requirements. | therefore find that no amendment is required in respect of this element of
the representation.

Supportive comments

32. The examination of development plans is restricted to matters raised in unresolved
representations. Therefore, the expressions of support from various parties are noted but
do not require further consideration.

Reporter’'s recommendations:

Modify the proposed local development plan by:

1. Deleting the first sentence of policy DEV 1 (community identity and coalescence) on
page 12 and replacing with:

“Development will be supported where it does not result in the physical or visual
coalescence of neighbouring communities. Where coalescence may occur, the
development must include mitigation measures to maintain visual separation and protect
community identity.”

2. Amending policy DEV 2 (protecting amenity within the built-up area) on page 13 by
deleting “not” and replacing “where” with “unless”.
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3. Amending criterion ‘C’ in policy DEV 5 (sustainability in new development) on page 16
by replacing the word “line” with “accordance”.

4. Amending policy DEV 5 (sustainability in new development) on page 16 by adding a
new criterion ‘I’ which states:

“where flood risk has been identified on a development site or where a development
proposal will increase flood risk elsewhere, the layout of the site will be designed to
reduce flood risk on or off site, in accordance with policy ENV 9.”

5. Adding the following text to the end of the second sentence of policy DEV 7
(landscaping in new development) on page 18:

“be informed by the results of an appropriately detailed landscape assessment, to ensure
the landscaping proposals”

6. Replacing criterion ‘E’ of policy DEV 7 (landscaping in new development) on page 18
with:

“provide effective screening. Where the development abuts the countryside an effective
tree belt will be required to define the urban edge, allow for future growth of the trees and
promote pedestrian access to the countryside beyond and wider path networks;”

7. Amending paragraph 3.3.4 on page 15 by deleting “seeks to” and replacing “establish”
with “defines”.

8. Amending paragraph 3.3.6 on page 15 by replacing “seeks to” with “will”.
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Issue 5 Affordable and Specialist Housing
Development plan | Policy DEV 3, paragraphs 3.2.2 - 3.2.7 and Reporter:
reference: Proposal STRAT 3 Alasdair Edwards

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

908875 PP92 Homes for Scotland

909847 PP229 Lawfield Estate

909735 PP247 Midlothian Matters

909734 PP276 Katherine Reid

778604 PP302 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778604 PP307 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd

778668 PP357 Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)
909890 PP403 Rosebery Estates

909846 PP449 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council
909730 PP568 Sara Cormack

779397 PP644 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
766577 PP932 Julian Holbrook

909848 PP1063 Barratt Homes

908022 PP1069 Ruari Cormack

779397 PP1162 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
780183 PP1533 Shawfair LLP

922145 PP2418 Eskbank Amenity Society
754760 PP2716 Shiela Barker

922085 PP2717 Andrew Barker

921865 PP2719 Joy Moore

922086 PP2723 Rachel Davies

908025 PP2731 Edward Angus

909820 PP2737 Helen Armstrong

922014 PP2759 Lasswade District Civic Society
906008 PP2787 Moorfoot Community Council
778339 PP2822 Midlothian Green Party
965285 PP2843 Aileen E Angus

Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue
relates:

Affordable and Specialist Housing (Section 3.2, paragraphs 3.2.2 -
3.2.7). Provides policy for securing affordable and specialist housing
from new residential development.

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Affordable Housing Requirement from the Midlothian Local Plan (2003)

Homes for Scotland has no objection to policy DEV 3 and supports the flexibility the policy
provides for lower affordable housing contributions from sites where this is justified to the
Council. Homes for Scotland notes the requirement in policy DEV 3 for sites allocated in
the Midlothian Local Plan (2003), not possessing a planning consent, is to provide a 25%
affordable housing requirement unless justified otherwise to the Council. States the
requirement in the Midlothian Local Plan (2003) had been for 5-10% affordable housing
from sites. Homes for Scotland notes this increase from 5-10% to 25% and considers the
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flexibility in policy DEV 3 is all the more essential, particularly in respect of longer-standing
sites which have been purchased and prepared basis of the previous lower figure (the 5-
10% figure). (PP92 Homes for Scotland)

Grange Estates has no objections to the proposed affordable housing requirements for new
housing allocations made within the Proposed Plan (paragraph 3.2.5), and supports the
policy flexibility for lower contributions to be made where this has been justified to the
Council. Grange Estates objects to the application of a 25% affordable housing
requirement applying to all housing sites allocated in previous Local Plans that do not have
an extant planning consent (paragraph 3.2.6). State the Proposed Plan is predicated upon
committed development from previous Local Plans. Further state the commitments and
land deals associated with these opportunities will have been undertaken upon the
development requirements applying at the time of their allocation. Refers to paragraph
1.1.5 of the Proposed Plan stating "This Plan builds upon the foundation of previous Local
Plans and gives continued support to the development proposals provided for in the
context of previous plans, where these have not yet been delivered." Objector refers to the
Midlothian Local Plan (2008) maintaining the affordable housing requirement of committed
sites (i.e. those allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan (2003)) at the same level as when
they were first allocated. Objector states sites allocated in the 2003 Midlothian Local Plan
which have yet to be developed are clearly constrained by infrastructure and viability.
Considers that increasing the affordable housing requirement from the Midlothian Local
Plan (2003) requirement of 5%-10% up to 25% will only create an additional obstacle to
delivery of these committed sites. (PP307 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Sites allocated in the 2003 Local Plan should be required to provide more affordable
housing, with some only being subject to 5% provision, which is inadequate. Considers that
recent experience with housing developments is that developers are very reluctant to
incorporate features that meet the principles of sustainable place making. (PP2787
Moorfoot Community Council)

Raises particular concerns regarding sites allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan (2003)
having a requirement for 5-10% affordable housing, which can then also be reduced.
States no grounds are set out in policy DEV 3 for when less than 25% can be justified.
(PP2822 Midlothian Green Party)

Increasing the provision of Housing for an Ageing Population

Midlothian Matters welcomes Policy DEV 3 which recognises a need for more social and
low price rental housing. States there is/will be a need for smaller houses to reflect an
ageing demographic. Considers there are insufficient local facilities and amenities in the
new Hopefield, Bonnyrigg and Arniston, Gorebridge developments. States this leads to
awkward bus journeys and car trips to amenities. Wishes these factors to be considered in
future developments. (PP247 Midlothian Matters)

Does not object to a 25% affordable housing requirement in policy DEV 3. However,
considers that within the 25% there should be a stated percentage requirement for housing
for older people, especially sheltered type housing. Refers to the Midlothian Housing Plan
to 2017 (assumed to be Midlothian Council’'s 2013-2017 Local Housing Strategy)
identifying that only one new Council care home and one new sheltered housing will be
built in this period. (PP276 Katherine Reid)
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Changes to Proposal STRAT 3 Strateqic Housing Land Allocations

Proposal STRAT 3 should be amended to allow for a range of options in respect of the
delivery of affordable housing including the use of commuted sums for the provision of off-
site affordable housing as per PAN 2/2010 Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits
(Planning Advice Note 2/2010: Affordable Housing and Housing Land Audits). (PP302
Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding use of Commuted Sums

Requests that Proposed Plan policy DEV 3 is amended to ensure that, where a commuted
sum is required, then it is proportionate to the costs involved in providing land sufficient to
deliver 25% of the total number of homes consented, as affordable homes, in an alternative
location offsite, within the same Housing Market Area. (PP357 Biotechnology and
Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding transfer of land to Midlothian Council or a Reqistered
Social Landlord for the delivery of affordable housing in on and off-site locations

Requests that Proposed Plan policy DEV 3 is amended to ensure that, where serviced land
is transferred to the Council or a Registered Social Landlord (RSL) for the delivery of
affordable homes onsite, that the land transferred should be proportionate to that which is
required for the delivery of 25% of the total number of homes consented as affordable
homes. The Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council (BBSRC) would
suggest that the proportion should be reasonably based on a viable affordable housing
scheme layout based on a typical Council or RSL model for development and agreeable to
all parties. Considers such an approach in line with paragraph 129 of Scottish Planning
Policy (Scottish Planning Policy) and paragraphs 14 and 22 of PAN2/2010 Affordable
Housing and Housing Land Audits (Planning Advice Note 2/2010: Affordable Housing and
Housing Land Audits). Although the BBSRC appreciates that the matter of delivering
affordable housing will be set out in greater detail in future supplementary guidance, it
considers that policy DEV 3 should nevertheless be explicit in its approach to the delivery
of affordable housing both onsite and offsite. State further detail can be added through
supplementary guidance at the appropriate time. (PP357 Biotechnology and Bioscience
Research Council (BBSRC)

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding consideration of abnormal costs and the provision of
affordable housing

Requests that Proposed Plan policy DEV 3 is amended to consider the issue of abnormal
development costs. Considers this should be a matter for consideration when affordable
housing contributions are being calculated and it should be explicit in policy DEV 3. (PP357
Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)

Increasing the Supply of Affordable Homes and Social Housing in Midlothian

Considers the proposals for affordable housing in the Proposed Plan are inadequate.
Refers to the Council's housing waiting list having over 4000 people on it and that even
after completion of the Council's new build social housing programme, the Council will only
have 600 homes to let a year. (PP449 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council, PP932
Julian Holbrook)
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The Proposed Plan does not articulate any provision for social housing (other than
affordable homes) to be built by the Council in the eight year period of the Plan. Paragraph
3.2.4 of the plan does not recognise there are currently 4500 people on the Council
housing waiting list for social housing in Midlothian. Considers the Proposed Plan assumes
those on the waiting list will never aspire to owning a private dwelling, such as those
prescribed/identified in the Proposed Plan. (PP568 Sara Cormack, PP644, PP1162
Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council, PP1069 Ruari Cormack, PP2731 Edward
Angus, PP2843 Aileen E Angus)

Considers the need in Midlothian is for social housing and that there is no need for the
large scale of proposed new housing. (PP2418 Eskbank Amenity Society)

Requests a smaller number of houses be allocated, and that they should all be affordable
homes. Considers this would much better meet Midlothian's needs. (PP2737 Helen
Armstrong)

Considers that the provisions for affordable housing in the proposed plan are inadequate
and there is a very large housing waiting list. Considers it is clear that the onus must be on
private developers to make provision for affordable housing. (PP2787 Moorfoot Community
Council, PP2822 Midlothian Green Party)

Providing a Definition of Affordable Housing

The term "affordable housing" should be defined in the plan. (PP449 Eskbank & Newbattle
Community Council, PP932 Julian Holbrook, PP2787 Moorfoot Community Council,
PP2822 Midlothian Green Party).

Securing Affordable Housing through Application of Policy DEV 3

Availability of affordable housing in the immediate locality of a site should be taken into
account in the application of policy DEV 3. (PP229 Lawfield Estate, PP1063 Barratt
Homes)

The Proposed Plan should articulate how the demand for affordable housing will be met.
(PP449 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council, PP932 Julian Holbrook)

The requirements of policy DEV 3 should be met and not diluted in its application.
(PP2759 Lasswade District Civic Society, PP2716 Shiela Barker, PP2717 Andrew Barker,
PP2719 Joy Moore, PP2723 Rachel Davies)

Compliance of Policy DEV 3 with Scottish Planning Policy (2014)

States that while being largely supportive of Policy DEV 3, considers it could better reflect
Scottish Planning Policy (Scottish Planning Policy) if reworded to read "should be generally
no more than 25% of the total number of houses". (PP1533 Shawfair LLP)

Request that policy DEV 3 includes a note of the necessity for it (the policy) to remain
flexible in its application in order to adequately respond to changing circumstances, needs
and demands. (PP1533 Shawfair LLP)

Considers the plan does not meet requirements of Scottish Planning Policy (Scottish
Planning Policy) with regard to the socially owned sector. (PP2822 Midlothian Green Party)
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Support for policy DEV 3

Supports the approach taken to affordable housing in policy DEV 3, in particular the
exemption of developments less than 15 units from contributing. (PP403 Rosebery Estates)

Homes for Scotland has no objection to policy DEV 3 and supports the flexibility the policy
provides for lower affordable housing contributions from sites where this is justified to the
Council. (PP92 Homes for Scotland)

Generally supports the Council's move to a 25% affordable housing requirement in policy
DEV 3. Supports the definition of affordable housing set out in the 2012 Supplementary
Planning Guidance on Affordable Housing prepared by the Council to help inform the
application of the affordable housing requirements of the Midlothian Local Plan (2008).
(PP229 Lawfield Estate, PP1063 Barratt Homes)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

None specified. (PP92 Homes for Scotland, PP403 Rosebery Estates, PP2759 Lasswade
District Civic Society, PP2716 Shiela Barker, PP2717 Andrew Barker, PP2719 Joy Moore,
PP2723 Rachel Davies)

Affordable Housing requirement from the Midlothian Local Plan (2003)

Delete the following text from policy DEV 3; "This policy supersedes previous Local Plan
provisions for affordable housing; for sites allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan 2003 that
do not yet benefit from planning permission, the Council will require reasoned justification
in relation to current housing needs as to why a 25% affordable housing requirement
should not apply to the site." Add; "For sites allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan 2003
that do not yet benefit from planning permission, the requirement for the provision of 5% -
10% affordable housing units will remain." Delete accompanying text in paragraph 3.2.6.
(PP307 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

The 5/10% affordable housing requirement of the Midlothian Local Plan (2003) should be
removed as it is too small a requirement for affordable housing from new housing
development. (PP2787 Moorfoot Community Council, PP2822 Midlothian Green Party)

Increasing the provision of Housing for an Ageing Population

There should be more provision in the Local Development Plan to meet the housing needs
and requirements of an ageing population. (PP247 Midlothian Matters, PP276 Katherine
Reid)

Changes to Proposal STRAT 3 Strateqic Housing Land Allocations

Amend the second paragraph of proposal STRAT3 to read ...."with respect to the
proportion of affordable housing to be provided in association with these allocated sites,"....
(PP302 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding use of Commuted Sums

Requests that policy DEV 3 is amended to ensure that, where a commuted sum is
required, it is proportionate to the costs involved in providing land sufficient to deliver 25%
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of the total number of homes consented, as affordable homes, in an alternative location
offsite, within the same Housing Market Area. (PP357 Biotechnology and Bioscience
Research Council (BBSRC)

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding transfer of land to Midlothian Council or a Reqistered
Social Landlord for the delivery of affordable housing in on and off-site locations

Requests that policy DEV 3 Affordable and Specialist Housing is amended to ensure that,
where serviced land is transferred to the Council or a Registered Social Landlord (RSL) for
the delivery of affordable homes onsite, that the land transferred should be proportionate to
that which is required for the delivery of 25% of the total number of homes consented as
affordable homes. The Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research Council would
suggest that the proportion should be reasonably based on a viable affordable housing
scheme layout based on a typical Council or RSL model for development and agreeable to
all parties. (PP357 Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding consideration of abnormal costs and the provision of
affordable housing

Abnormal development costs should be a matter for consideration when affordable housing
contributions are being calculated and this should be explicit in policy DEV 3. (PP357
Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)

Increasing the Supply of Affordable Homes and Social Housing in Midlothian

The Local Development Plan should be making provision for more affordable housing,
including social housing, in Midlothian. (PP449 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council,
PP932 Julian Holbrook, PP2418 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2787 Moorfoot Community
Council, PP2822 Midlothian Green Party)

Other than affordable housing, the Local Development Plan makes no provision for social
housing to be built by the Council. Paragraph 3.2.4 of the plan does not recognise there are
currently 4500 people on the Council housing waiting list for social housing in Midlothian.
The Local Development Plan should allocate land for social/council housing and provide
details of how many and where and when they will be built. This is needed to help create a
balanced community. (PP568 Sara Cormack, PP644, PP1162 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade
Community Council, PP1069 Ruari Cormack, PP2731 Edward Angus, PP2843 Aileen E
Angus)

A smaller number of homes should be allocated in Midlothian and all new homes should be
affordable homes. This would better meet Midlothian’s needs. (PP2737 Helen Armstrong)

Providing a Definition of Affordable Housing

The Local Development Plan should provide a definition of affordable housing. (PP449
Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council, PP932 Julian Holbrook, PP2787 Moorfoot
Community Council, PP2822 Midlothian Green Party)

Securing Affordable Housing through application of Policy DEV 3

The policy framework should take into account the availability of affordable housing in the
immediate locality of a site in the application of policy DEV 3. (PP229 Lawfield Estate and
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PP1063 Barratt Homes)

The Local Development Plan should articulate how demand for affordable housing will be
met. (PP449 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council, PP932 Julian Holbrook, PP357
Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)

Compliance of Policy DEV 3 with Scottish Planning Policy (2014)

Amend Policy DEV 3 to better reflect Scottish Planning Policy (Scottish Planning Policy) in
stating the affordable housing requirement "should be generally no more than 25% of the
total number of houses". (PP1533 Shawfair LLP)

Policy DEV 3 should include a note of the necessity for it (the policy) to remain flexible in its
application in order to adequately respond to changing circumstances, needs and
demands. (PP1533 Shawfair LLP)

Requests the Local Development Plan should be amended to meet the requirements of
Scottish Planning Policy (Scottish Planning Policy) for what the objector describes as the
socially owned sector. (PP2822 Midlothian Green Party)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

The Proposed Plan sets out a Council requirement for 25% of homes in new housing
developments above 14 units or 0.5 hectares in size to be affordable homes. As indicated
in paragraph 3.2.3 of the proposed Plan, the SESplan Housing Needs and Demand
Assessment identified an affordable housing need of 1,053 homes in Midlothian between
2009 and 2032. By contrast the provision for market housing is nearly 50% higher than the
identified need of 2,200 up to 2024 (3,760). In this context, and given that the Council’s
housing waiting list stands at 4,782 at April 2016 (it was 4,337 at July 2014 at the time of
preparing the Proposed Plan) the Council, considers that the 25% requirement is entirely
justified. It is also consistent with Scottish Planning Policy.

The Proposed Plan removes the affordable housing requirement of between 5 and 10%
(current Midlothian Local Plan (2008) position) from sites allocated in the Midlothian Local
Plan (2003) that do not have planning consent. The Council considers it reasonable and
appropriate to require the 25% affordable provision from these sites given the scale of the
identified affordable housing need and that the sites were allocated 13 years ago but, for
whatever reason, have not been or are still in the process of being developed.

Affordable Housing Requirement from the Midlothian Local Plan 2003

Midlothian Council notes Homes for Scotland does not object to policy DEV3 and

wishes the flexibility in the policy to be retained, particularly given the requirement for

sites allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan (2003) not possessing a planning consent to
have a 25% affordable housing requirement, unless otherwise justified to the Council.
Policy DEV 3 and paragraph 3.2.6 of the Proposed Plan identify that the 25% affordable
housing requirement will apply to those housing sites allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan
(2003) and which don’t have a planning consent unless justified otherwise to the Council.
The policy clearly gives an applicant with such a site the opportunity to provide reasoned
justification why the 25% requirement should not apply. This could include development
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viability issues affecting the site. The sixth bullet of paragraph 3.2.7 also identifies that the
Supplementary Guidance on Affordable and Specialist Housing (to accompany the Local
Development Plan) will provide more detailed information on the possibilities, flexibility and
circumstances in which providing lower than the required levels of affordable housing may
be acceptable and how that is demonstrated to the Council. This approach is consistent
with the Council’s currently adopted supplementary planning guidance [CD048] and
paragraph 129 of Scottish Planning Policy (2014).

The previous 5 to 10% requirement is significantly lower than 25%. Scottish Planning
Policy at paragraph 129 clearly states that 25% of the output of any site is a level of
affordable housing provision which should not generally be exceeded. The Council
considers that the SESplan Housing Needs and Demand Assessment which identified an
affordable housing need of 1,053 affordable homes in Midlothian between 2009 and 2032,
and the Council Housing waiting list (4,782 people at April 2016 and 4,337 in July 2014 at
the time of preparing the Proposed Plan) justify a 25% affordable housing requirement. The
Council also considers it reasonable and fully justified to update the requirement, given the
evidence of need and demand for affordable housing, for sites that, despite being identified
in adopted local plans since 2003, do not yet have a planning consent.

Proposed Plan policy DEV3 and paragraph 3.2.6 [CD112] remove the presumption and
replaces the affordable housing requirement for those sites identified in the Midlothian
Local Plan (2003) (which do not have planning consent) from 5 -10% to 25%. The policy
states that there will be a 25% affordable housing requirement from such sites unless a
reasoned justification seeking a lower requirement has been made to satisfaction of the
Council. The Council considers supplementary guidance the appropriate location for setting
out the circumstances where the Council will consider allowing a lower level of affordable
housing requirement. In line with Planning reforms since 2006, the Council has sought to
reduce the content of the Local Development Plan and address matters relating to the
detail of policy requirements through supplementary guidance. The Council considers it
unreasonable and impractical to seek higher levels of affordable housing from sites
identified in the Midlothian Local Plan (2003) that have a planning consent.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations. (PP92 Homes for Scotland,
PP307 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd, PP2787 Moorfoot Community Council, PP2822
Midlothian Green Party)

Increasing the provision of Housing for an Ageing Population

While Building Standards will have a very important role in this matter, paragraph 3.2.5 of
the Proposed Plan sets out that the Council will work with private and public sector housing
providers to encourage design of new housing to take into account the requirements of an
ageing population. Paragraph 3.2.5 also sets out that the Council will consider on a case by
case basis how provision of housing types, which can be referred to as extra care housing,
specialist need housing or housing for varying need, might be considered to contribute to
meeting affordable housing requirements of policy DEV 3. Paragraph 3.2.5 is clear that
provision of care homes would not constitute meeting the affordable housing requirement
of a development.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations. (PP247 Midlothian Matters,
PP276 Dr Katherine Reid)
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Changes to Proposal STRAT 3 Strateqic Housing Land Allocations

Proposal STRAT 3 relates to the identification of strategic housing allocations and not the
identification of specific requirements for these sites. It refers the reader to other policies,
including policy DEV 3, for detail on the requirements of new development. The Council
considers it unnecessary and inappropriate to include the information requested by the
objector in Proposal STRAT3. The Council considers the Supplementary Guidance on
Affordable and Specialist Housing the appropriate location for identifying the range of
tenures of affordable housing that will be supported by the Council, indicating when the use
of commuted sums and/or of-site provision of affordable housing would be appropriate.
Paragraph 3.2.7 of the Proposed Plan identifies that these matters will be addressed in the
replacement Supplementary Guidance Affordable and Specialist Housing. As background
information and an example of the Council’s position to date, these matters are currently
addressed in the Council’'s adopted Supplementary Guidance on Affordable Housing
[CDO048] for the Midlothian Local Plan (2008) [CD054].

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of this representation. (PP302 Grange Estates
(Newbattle) Ltd)

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding use of Commuted Sums

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding transfer of land to Midlothian Council or a Reqgistered
Social Landlord for the delivery of affordable housing in on and off-site locations; and

Changes to Policy DEV 3 regarding consideration of abnormal costs and the provision of
affordable housing

The above three points raised by the objector (ref. PP357) will be addressed in the
supplementary guidance identified in paragraph 3.2.7 of the Proposed Plan. The fifth bullet
point of paragraph 3.2.7 identifies the supplementary guidance will address the scope for
commuted sums; transfer of land will be addressed through the second bullet point
“possible delivery mechanisms”, and abnormal costs will be addressed through the sixth
bullet point relating to scope for providing lower than required levels of affordable housing.

The Council does not consider it appropriate to provide further information on these matters
in policy DEV 3 and that they should be provided in the supplementary guidance. The
Council considers providing this information in policy DEV 3 would unnecessarily lengthen
the content of the policy and the plan. As an example and background information the
Council’s adopted Supplementary Guidance on Affordable Housing [CD048] for the
Midlothian Local Plan (2008) provides information on these matters.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these three representations. (PP357 Biotechnology
and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC)

Increasing the Supply of Affordable Homes and Social Housing in Midlothian

Policy DEV 3 identifies a 25% requirement of all new homes identified in the Proposed Plan
to be affordable homes. Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 129 identifies 25% as being a
level of affordable housing requirement from a site which should not generally be
exceeded. The Council considers exceeding the 25% requirement would not conform with
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paragraph 129 of Scottish Planning Policy. It considers that the SESplan Housing Needs
and Demand Assessment and the Council Housing waiting list support the 25% affordable
housing requirement.

New Supplementary Guidance Affordable and Specialist Housing will be prepared setting
out mechanisms for the delivery of the affordable housing requirement in the Proposed
Plan. This is expected to allow for the potential transfer of land to the Council which it could
use for part of its social housing programme. As background information the current
Affordable Housing Supplementary Guidance for the Midlothian Local Plan 2008 sets out
how land could be transferred to the Council [CD048].

The current funding environment makes providing further increases in the supply of social
rented accommodation difficult. The Council has agreed to launch a third phase of its social
housing programme. This is expected to deliver a further 240 social rented homes over and
above the approximate 1275 homes delivered in the first two phases of the programme.
The location of the homes making up the third phase of Council’'s Social Housing
Programme has not been confirmed. In accordance with PAN 2/2010 Affordable Housing
and Housing Land Audits the new Supplementary Guidance will set out a flexible approach
to considering a variety of affordable housing tenures to meet the affordable housing
requirements of policy DEV 3. As background information the Council’s adopted
Supplementary Guidance on Affordable Housing addresses the requirements in the
Midlothian Local Plan (2008) [CD048] and sets out the approach and degree of flexibility
the Council has taken to date in considering different tenures of affordable housing for
planned and windfall sites. The proposed supplementary guidance will provide further
information on the flexibility the Council will give in order to help meet affordable housing
requirements.

Paragraph 3.2.3 of the Proposed Plan sets out the number of people on the Council’s
housing waiting list as at the time of writing (July 2014). The published number will date but
the ongoing Housing Waiting list is monitored by the Council. The Council considers the
SESplan Housing Need and Demand Assessment and the Council’s housing waiting list as
at July 2014 justify a 25% affordable housing requirement in line with Scottish Planning
Policy (Scottish Planning Policy). Scottish Planning Policy is clear in paragraph 129 that the
25% level should generally not be exceeded.

In allocating land to meet housing requirements and to provide a generous supply of
housing land as required by Scottish Planning Policy, the Council has not allocated land
specifically for affordable housing due to concerns on how deliverable such developments
would be, particularly on private land. The Council has extensively used land within its
ownership for the homes it has provided through its social housing programme, as well as
requiring market allocations to make appropriate provision in line with Scottish Planning
Policy.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no changes to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations. (PP449 Eskbank & Newbattle
Community Council, PP568 Sara Cormack, PP644, PP1162 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade
Community Council, PP932 Julian Holbrook, PP1069 Ruari Cormack, PP2418 Eskbank
Amenity Society, PP2731 Edward Angus, PP2737 Helen Armstrong, PP2787 Moorfoot
Community Council, PP2822 Midlothian Green Party, PP2843 Aileen E Angus).
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Providing a Definition of Affordable Housing

The Proposed Plan at paragraph 3.2.3 provides the definition of affordable housing set out
in paragraph 126 of Scottish Planning Policy (2014) (Scottish Planning Policy ). The
Council considers it inappropriate and impractical to provide a financial value of what is an
affordable home as affordability will vary between individuals. Additionally different
affordable housing providers will have different eligibility criteria for accessing affordable
housing. This would provide further issues regarding providing a definition.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no changes to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations. (PP449 Eskbank & Newbattle
Community Council, PP932 Julian Holbrook,PP2787 Moorfoot Community Council,
PP2822 Midlothian Green Party)

Securing Affordable Housing through Application of Policy DEV 3

The Council’s position is the affordable housing requirement in the Proposed Plan is
justified by the Housing Needs and Demand Assessment and the Council Housing waiting
list. The Council considers the need and demand evidenced in these two sources fully
justifies a 25% requirement, in line with paragraph 129 of Scottish Planning Policy (Scottish
Planning Policy), from all new housing developments where policy DEV 3 is applicable.

The new Supplementary Guidance Affordable and Specialist Housing will provide details of
the mechanisms to be used to secure affordable housing. As background information and
example, the Council’'s adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance on Affordable Housing
for the Midlothian Local Plan (2008) sets out the Council’'s approach to securing affordable
housing requirements from that plan [CD048]. Policy DEV 3 of the Proposed Plan requires
an affordable housing contribution from new housing development, which in accordance
with Scottish Planning Policy, does not exceed 25% of the total number of homes proposed
on a site.

The Council notes the representations regarding securing the full affordable housing
requirement from new developments. The requirements of all relevant policies in the Local
Development Plan will be considered in the assessment of proposals.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) makes no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations. (PP229 Lawfield Estate,
PP357 Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council (BBSRC), PP449 Eskbank &
Newbattle Community Council, PP932 Julian Holbrook, PP1063 Barratt Homes, PP2759
Lasswade District Civic Society, PP2716 Shiela Barker, PP2717 Andrew Barker, PP2719
Joy Moore, PP2723 Rachel Davies).

Compliance of Policy DEV 3 with Scottish Planning Policy (2014)

The Council considers the Proposed Plan and policy DEV 3 conform with and reflect the
affordable housing requirements of Scottish Planning Policy (Scottish Planning Policy). The
policy requirement does not exceed the 25% figure set out in Scottish Planning Policy, but
provides support in principle for applicants that wish to do so. Policy DEV 3 and new
Supplementary Guidance Affordable and Specialist Housing will provide a supportive
context for a variety of affordable housing tenures to be delivered.

The Council considers the Proposed Plan provides sufficient flexibility. New Supplementary
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Guidance on Affordable and Specialist Housing will be produced covering the matters
raised in paragraph 3.2.7 of the Proposed Plan. As set out in paragraph 3.2.7 this will
include information on delivery mechanisms to meet the requirements of the policy,
including types of affordable housing that will be supported, use of commuted sums,
provision of affordable homes in off-site locations, and reduction in affordable housing
requirements where this is fully justified to the Council. Policy DEV 3 sets out that lower
levels of affordable housing requirement may be acceptable to the Council where this has
been fully justified. The Council considers the Proposed Plan meets the affordable/social
housing requirements of Scottish Planning Policy.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) makes no changes to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations. (PP1533 Shawfair LLP,
PP2822 Midlothian Green Party).

Reporter’s conclusions:

Support

1. The examination is restricted to matters raised in unresolved representations to the
proposed local development plan. Therefore, the expressions of support from various
parties are noted but do not require any further consideration. However, many of the
representations of support are generalised and caveated with suggestions to change the
proposed local development plan. Amongst others, these unresolved matters are dealt
with below.

Affordable housing requirement from the Midlothian Local Plan (2003)

2. Policy HOUSS (affordable and special needs housing) of the 2003 Midlothian Local
Plan required specific housing proposals to provide 5-10% affordable or special needs
housing; or less than 5% in circumstances where the capacity of the land was limited. This
approach followed guidance contained in Scottish Office National Planning Policy
Guidance 3 which accepted the principle of providing a target or quota for affordable
housing. The adopted 2008 Midlothian Local Plan provided an exception for housing sites
previously committed for development through the 2003 local plan and Shawfair Local Plan
(also 2003). The proposed local development plan, which requires a 25% affordable
housing contribution, provides an exception for previously allocated sites which have extant
planning permission.

3. | note that some land deals concerning committed housing sites may have been based
on the provision of a 5-10% affordable housing contribution. However, circumstances have
changed in the 14 years since the adoption of the 2003 local plan including:

e The publication of Scottish Planning Policy (2014) which requires affordable housing
contributions within market housing sites of generally no more than 25% of the total
number of houses.

e A continued need for affordable housing in Midlothian identified in the housing need
and demand assessment for Edinburgh and South East Edinburgh Strategic
Development Plan (SESplan) of 1,053 houses between 2009 and 2032.

e An increasing council waiting list for housing (rising from 4,337 in July 2014 to 4,782
in April 2016).

e The publication of SESplan which affirms the benchmark set in Scottish Planning
Policy that 25% of the total number of units to be provided on each site across the
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region, unless otherwise justified, are affordable.

4. Application of the 25% contribution to the 3,041 new houses proposed through the
proposed local development plan would provide around 760 affordable houses to 2024. In
addition, the council has suggested in its response above that a third phase of its social
housing programme would provide a further 240 houses (albeit that the location and
programming of this third phase is yet to be agreed). These would provide almost 1,000
affordable houses. However, there may be justifiable circumstances which mean that the
full 25% contribution is reduced on market sites. The trends regarding waiting lists also
point to a greater need for affordable housing. Therefore, despite the anticipated
contributions set out above, there would likely remain an outstanding need for affordable
housing across Midlothian.

5. Based on the above conclusions, | find that removing the earlier exemption for sites
previously allocated in the 2003 local plan is justified to help meet the current affordable
housing need in Midlothian. In any event, | note that the provisions of proposed local
development plan policy DEV 3 (affordable and specialist housing) would allow for a lower
affordable housing contribution where this is fully justified which, | suggest, may include the
financial viability of delivering housing on a previously allocated site predicated on past
affordable housing contribution requirements. Consequently, | find that the final sentence
of policy DEV 3 referring to sites allocated in the Midlothian Local Plan (2003) being
required to make a 25% contribution should remain.

Increasing the provision of housing for an ageing population

6. The proposed plan includes a clear acknowledgement at paragraph 3.2.5 that “there
will be significant implications for the current and future housing stock from the growing
number of older people in Midlothian”. The paragraph continues by endorsing an approach
to ensuring that the layout, accessibility and adaptability of housing meets the needs of
older people; and that specialist housing would contribute towards the 25% affordable
housing requirement. | consider that the plan provides adequate provision to encourage
the development of housing for older people.

7. | note the concern regarding “awkward” trips to amenities from new housing locations.
However, new housing proposals identified in the proposed plan are located in areas,
where possible, which are well related to existing major transport connections and public
transport routes to help minimise the need to travel by private car to facilities and
amenities. This principle applies to all housing, not just that provided for older people. No
change to the plan is required on this basis.

Proposal STRAT 3 (strategic housing land allocations)

8. Proposal STRAT 3 provides support to new housing proposals allocated through the
proposed plan (as shown in Appendix 3A of the plan). The proposal states that “reference
should be made to policy DEV 3 with respect to the proportion of affordable housing to be
provided on these allocated sites,...”. As referred to in paragraph 3 above, Scottish
Planning Policy suggests that affordable housing contributions be made “within” market
housing sites. Similarly, Scottish Government planning advice note 2/2010 on affordable
housing and housing land audits confirms that “affordable housing should ideally be
integrated into the proposed development”; and that “exceptionally, a site may be
unsuitable for affordable housing...in such circumstances developers may offer to provide
the contribution on another viable site within their ownership or in some cases provide a
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commuted sum”. The onus is therefore on the provision of affordable housing on or within
a market housing sites. | therefore do not support the suggestion that the reference within
policy STRAT 3 be changed to read “...with respect to the proportion of affordable housing
to be provided in association with these allocated sites,...".

Increasing the supply of affordable/social housing across Midlothian

9. The waiting list for housing, and the level of affordable housing need as identified
through the SESplan housing need and demand assessment, are stated in paragraph 3.2.3
of the proposed plan. However, it would be reasonable for the waiting list information to be
updated in response to unresolved representations which suggest that the number of
people on the list should be made explicit. A modification is therefore justified on this
matter.

10. As identified in Issue 1 (vision, aims and objectives) and Issue 3 (requirement for new
development) of this report, SESplan sets the spatial strategy and housing land
requirement for Edinburgh and South East Scotland of which the Midlothian Local
Development Plan must be consistent with and contribute to. Consequently, as there is a
requirement for further market (as well as affordable) housing it would not be reasonable to
adopt the suggestion made in representations to provide only small-scale affordable
housing developments to meet the housing need and demand. Major developments (those
above 50 houses) are necessary to ensure that sufficient market and affordable housing is
delivered across Midlothian. Furthermore, the onus is primarily on the private sector
(through the 25% contribution requirement of policy DEV 3) to help deliver needed
affordable housing products including discount sale, shared equity, and release of land to
the council and/or social registered landlords. And, as suggested in paragraph 4 above,
the application of the 25% requirement on committed and new market housing sites should
be sufficient to meet the identified need for affordable housing in Midlothian. Therefore, |
find that the proposed plan does not need to be modified in order to increase the supply of
affordable/social housing across Midlothian. However, | agree with parties who suggest
that the plan should articulate how the affordable housing need is anticipated to be met.
This would provide further clarity in relation to the matter and support the requirement for
the 25% affordable housing contribution.

Providing a definition of “affordable housing”

11. The first sentence of paragraph 3.2.2 of the proposed plan states the definition of
“affordable housing” as used in the glossary of Scottish Planning Policy (2014). | consider
this definition to be sufficient. However, | find a minor modification to show that it is a direct
guote would provide clarity to those reading the plan that it is copied from national policy.

Policy DEV 3 (affordable and specialist housing) — various matters

12. As noted in paragraph 3 above, Scottish Planning Policy suggests that affordable
housing contributions should generally be no more than 25%. This statement, therefore,
allows planning authorities to make a judgement about the level of affordable housing it
may require across the authority area; or, indeed, specific parts of the authority if there are
areas of concentrated or low need. In relation to the proposed plan, paragraph 3.2.3
provides evidence of need (related to waiting lists and the SESplan housing need and
demand assessment) which led the council to adopt a Midlothian-wide 25% contribution
requirement. Despite representations suggesting the contrary, | find this approach
acceptable and in accordance with the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy.
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13. Representations from the Biotechnology and Bioscience Research Council suggest
the insertion of text in policy DEV 3 referring to commuted sums, abnormal costs, and the
transfer of land to the council or a registered social landlord. While these matters are not
directly addressed within policy DEV 3 paragraph 3.2.7 of the proposed plan provides
sufficient provisions to ensure that these matters are adequately dealt with at the
application stage. The paragraph confirms that supplementary guidance will be produced
which would include statutory guidance on, amongst other matters:

e possible delivery mechanisms;
e the potential for meeting the required provision in off-site locations; and
e the scope for commuted sums.

14. Therefore, | find that no change to the proposed policy DEV 3 is required with regard
to abnormal costs and transfer of land. However, as a potential policy exception, it would
be appropriate for policy DEV 3 to refer specifically to commuted sums. This would align
with the policy on affordable housing set out in the Midlothian Local Plan (2008). A minor
modification to the policy is required on this basis.

15. Although some representations suggest that the 25% contribution requirement should
not be diluted in any circumstances there can be some circumstances where flexibility in
the proportion of affordable housing could be justified. This, as suggested in
representations, could include development finance or proximity to a high concentration of
existing affordable/social housing stock. However, | again find that the provisions of
paragraph 3.2.7, and emerging supplementary guidance which will address “possible
opportunities for providing lower than the required levels of affordable housing”, are
sufficient without the need to modify policy DEV 3 to make specific reference to the need to
accommodate flexibility in the contribution level. In any case, policy DEV 3 specifically
states that providing lower levels of the affordable housing requirement may be acceptable
where this has been fully justified.

Reporter’s recommendations:

Modify the proposed local development plan by:

1. Replacing the first sentence of paragraph 3.2.3 within section 3.2 ‘Providing for
Housing Choices’ on page 13 with the following:

“Affordable housing is “housing of a reasonable quality that is affordable to people on
modest incomes” (Scottish Planning Policy, 2014)".

2. Updating the waiting list information within the third sentence of paragraph 3.2.3 in
section 3.2 ‘Providing for Housing Choices’ on page 13 with the following:

“This assessed need and the Council’s housing waiting list (4,782 households in April
2016)...”

3. Adding a sentence to the end of paragraph 3.2.2 within section 3.2 ‘Providing for
Housing Choices’ on page 13 as follows:

“The application of the 25% requirement to committed, windfall, and strategic housing land
allocations should ensure that the need for 1,053 affordable houses identified in the HNDA
Is met together with improving the supply of housing for those on the waiting list across
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Midlothian.”

4. Replacing the first sentence of the third paragraph of policy DEV 3 (affordable and
specialist housing) on page 14 as follows:

“Providing lower levels of the affordable housing requirement, or a commuted sum, may be
acceptable where this has been fully justified to the Council.”
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Issue 6

Improving Transport Connectivity

Development plan

Promoting Economic Growth - Improving
Connectivity Section

Reporter:

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

778339 PP25 Midlothian Green Party

908626 PP38 Ailsa Carlisle

782016 PP83 City of Edinburgh Council
782016 PP84 City of Edinburgh Council
755135 PP105 David Wardrop-White

909143 PP114 Tony Gray

770249 PP146 Gladman Developments
909742 PP168 Kate Holbrook

909770 PP174 Scottish Borders Council
909771 PP180 Constance Newbould

909771 PP190 Constance Newbould

909735 PP256 Midlothian Matters

909735 PP262 Midlothian Matters

778604 PP310 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd
774360 PP344 Buchanan

908990 PP379 Scottish Government

908990 PP380 Scottish Government

908990 PP381 Scottish Government

908990 PP382 Scottish Government

908990 PP383 Scottish Government

908990 PP385 Scottish Government

908990 PP390 Scottish Government

909894 PP422 Alison Bowden

909866 PP441 Lel Eory

909895 PP453 Paul de Roo

909826 PP478 Duncan McAuslan

782016 PP502 City of Edinburgh Council
910215 PP505 University of Edinburgh

907142 PP537 Mirabelle Maslin

908022 PP546 Ruari Cormack

909730 PP564 Sara Cormack

776119 PP577 Helen M Mitchell

907464 PP592 John Oldham

921296 PP616 Sarah Barron

779397 PP650 Bonnyrigg & Lasswade Community Council
921821 PP678 Margaret Hodge

922014 PP699 Lasswade District Civic Society
778171 PP911 Jacqueline Marsh

921601 PP913 Ross Laird

754732 PP918 SEStran

754882 PP925 Melville Golf Centre

766577 PP936 Julian Holbrook

766577 PP937 Julian Holbrook

777783 PP1064 Damhead and District Community Council
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779397
922078
922079
778551
778551
778551
922115
922118
922085
922086
921337
921342
921686
921694
921630
921697
921698
921636
921640
921644
929852
921372
921651
921374
921376
921659
921727
921378
921732
921663
921380
921669
921742
921675
921679
921682
921685
921382
921386
921387
921390
921392
921395
921397
921399
921401
921402
921403
921404
921406
921408
921410

PP1160
PP1467
PP1483
PP1503
PP1513
PP1516
PP1571
PP1581
PP1588
PP1606
PP1635
PP1643
PP1651
PP1659
PP1670
PP1673
PP1687
PP1688
PP1699
PP1711
PP1712
PP1725
PP1729
PP1739
PP1746
PP1753
PP1759
PP1762
PP1774
PP1777
PP1784
PP1793
PP1802
PP1805
PP1813
PP1819
PP1825
PP1831
PP1837
PP1843
PP1849
PP1855
PP1861
PP1867
PP1873
PP1879
PP1885
PP1891
PP1897
PP1903
PP1909
PP1915

Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council
Anne Dale

Anne Holland
Tynewater Community Council
Tynewater Community Council
Tynewater Community Council
Andrew Thomson
Beth Thomson
Andrew Barker
Rachel Davies
Dawn Robertson
Derek Robertson
Stewart Y Marshall
Elsie Marshall
Joan Faithfull
Stuart Davis
John Owen
Emma Moir

M A Faithfull

S M Croall

Marie Owen
David Miller

R | Pryor

Wilma Porteous
Margaret Miller
Susan E Wright
G Palmer

Wilma Sweeney
Susan Falconer
R A Pryor

Stuart Barnes
Michael Boyd
Gudrun Reid
Dianne Kennedy
George Sweeney
David A Porteous
Colin Miller
Gavin Boyd
Kirsty Barnes
Vivienne Boyd
John F Davidson
Eric Smith
Annabel Smith
Mary M Young
James Young
John T Cogle
Janette D Barnes
Jenny Davidson
Pamela Thomson
Kevin Davidson
Hugh Gillespie
Jennifer Gillespie
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778810 PP1921 John Barton
909886 PP1929 Mary Clapperton
921918 PP1935 John Scaife
922025 PP1942 Linda Scaife
921919 PP1949 George Gray
782000 PP1954 Kenneth Purves
921920 PP1959 Nan Gray

921925 PP1967 Colin Richardson
921414 PP1978 Edith May Barton
921929 PP1983 David Binnie
921417 PP1993 Alex McLean
921960 PP1998 George Mackay
921962 PP2008 Karen Langham
782003 PP2009 E Purves

921423 PP2018 Marjory McLean
776516 PP2026 George Barnes
783974 PP2034 Donald Marshall
921965 PP2036 Elizabeth Richardson
921425 PP2049 Myra G Rodger
921968 PP2050 Avril Thomson
921970 PP2061 Gayle Marshall
921826 PP2063 Lorna Reid
921430 PP2067 David S. M. Hamilton
921431 PP2077 Sally Couch
921434 PP2084 E Hutchison
921828 PP2087 Hazel Johnson
776560 PP2094 James Hutchison
754767 PP2100 Eskbank Amenity Society
921999 PP2103 Colin Johnson
921436 PP2112 Karen Miller
921658 PP2119 Patrick Mark
921437 PP2130 Robert Scott
921709 PP2133 Chris Boyle
921722 PP2139 K Palmer

921794 PP2146 Patricia Barclay
921832 PP2156 Elizabeth Anderson
921835 PP2163 Janette Evans
921830 PP2164 A F Wardrope
921888 PP2172 Ann O'Brian
921889 PP2179 Gail Reid

921893 PP2186 Zoe Campbell
921900 PP2189 Marshall Scott
921896 PP2195 Kenneth A Hyslop
922005 PP2205 Jan Krwawicz
922006 PP2213 Marjorie Krwawicz
922020 PP2224 Simon Evans
921905 PP2229 Carolyn Millar
922075 PP2233 Anne Murray
921908 PP2241 Charles A Millar
921910 PP2249 Isobel Ritchie
921914 PP2255 Lewis Jones
921915 PP2261 Karen Durrant
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921917 PP2268 John Blair

909049 PP2274 Ross Craig

921259 PP2280 Caroline Sneddon
921439 PP2286 James Telfer

921444 PP2292 Lynn MacLeod

921443 PP2298 Kenneth McLean

921865 PP2308 Joy Moore

921622 PP2324 Jim Moir

921616 PP2334 Alan Mercer

921599 PP2342 Julia Peden

921976 PP2351 Moira Jones

921768 PP2356 Matthew McCreath
921753 PP2364 W R Cunningham
921740 PP2368 A H Cunningham

921971 PP2376 Zow-Htet

921974 PP2384 Rae Watson

921975 PP2390 Christina Watson

922145 PP2408 Eskbank Amenity Society
922145 PP2410 Eskbank Amenity Society
908025 PP2732 Edward Angus

909820 PP2739 Helen Armstrong

909730 PP2750 Sara Cormack

754767 PP2773 Eskbank Amenity Society
907634 PP2784 Pentland Studios Ltd
921296 PP2791 Sarah Barron

754760 PP2798 Shiela Barker

778853 PP2818 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Hallam Land Management Ltd
922151 PP2826 Peter Clark

965285 PP2844 Aileen E Angus

754735 PP2863 Scottish Natural Heritage
754735 PP2864 Scottish Natural Heritage
909222 PP2889 Allan Piper

Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue
relates:

Section 4.5, Policies TRAN 1, TRAN 2 and TRAN 3, (pages 26-29)

Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Strateqy/TRAN1

Objects to wording in paragraph 4.5.8. Considers that the wording should be changed to
say that the cross-boundary study is an assessment of the current SDP and not SDP2.
(PP379 Scottish Government)

Considers that while the scale of planned housing is significant, the modifications to
transport infrastructure is very limited, with major routes in Midlothian and Edinburgh
already being overly congested. (PP592 John Oldham)

Considers that the MLDP has no specific policy commitments to reduce road traffic in
Midlothian. While Borders Railway referenced, no figures for reducing traffic compared with
net increase in traffic from development. (PP616 Sarah Barron)
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Considers that the plan focuses on new roads; proposals in A701/A702 will attract more
traffic to already congested areas; need to reduce demand for road transport; Council
needs to re-assess the impact of car ownership & traffic growth in communities; need to
include a traffic management policy; the increasing distance from new housing of public
transport, shops, job opportunities & community facilities encourages car use. (PP678
Margaret Hodge, PP911 Jacqueline Marsh, PP937 Julian Holbrook, PP1635 Dawn
Robertson, PP1643 Derek Robertson, PP1651 Stewart Y Marshall, PP1659 Elsie Marshall,
PP1670 Joan Faithfull, PP1673 Stuart Davis, PP1687 John Owen, PP1688 Emma Moir,
PP1699 M A Faithfull, PP1711 S M Croall, PP1712 Marie Owen, PP1725 David Miller,
PP1729 R | Pryor, PP1739 Wilma Porteous, PP1746 Margaret Miller, PP1753 Susan E
Wright, PP1759 G Palmer, PP1762 Wilma Sweeney, PP1774 Susan Falconer, PP1777 R
A Pryor, PP1784 Stuart Barnes, PP1793 Michael Boyd, PP1802 Gudrun Reid, PP1805
Dianne Kennedy, PP1813 George Sweeney, PP1819 David A Porteous, PP1825 Colin
Miller, PP1831Gavin Boyd, PP1837 Kirsty Barnes, PP1843 Vivienne Boyd, PP1849 John F
Davidson, PP1855 Eric Smith, PP1861 Annabel Smith, PP1867 Mary M Young, PP1873
James Young, PP1879 John T Cogle, PP1885 Janette D Barnes, PP1891 Jenny Davidson,
PP1897 Pamela Thomson, PP1903 Kevin Davidson, PP1909 Hugh Gillespie, PP1915
Jennifer Gillespie, PP1921 John Barton, PP1929 Mary Clapperton, PP1935 John Scaife,
PP1942 Linda Scaife, PP1949 George Gray, PP1954 Kenneth Purves, PP1959 Nan Gray,
PP1967 Colin Richardson, PP1978 Edith May Barton, PP1983 David Binnie, PP1993 Alex
McLean, PP1998 George Mackay, PP2008 Karen Langham, PP2009 E Purves, PP2018
Marjory McLean, PP2026 George Barnes, PP2034 Donald Marshall, PP2036 Elizabeth
Richardson, PP2049 Myra G Rodger, PP2050 Avril Thomson, PP2061 Gayle Marshall,
PP2063 Lorna Reid, PP2067 David S M Hamilton, PP2077 Sally Couch, PP2084 E
Hutchison, PP2087 Hazel Johnson, PP2094 James Hutchison, PP2100 Eskbank Amenity
Society, PP2103 Colin Johnson, PP2112 Karen Miller, PP2119 Patrick Mark, PP2130
Robert Scott, PP2133 Chris Boyle, PP2139 K Palmer, PP2146 Patricia Barclay, PP2156
Elizabeth Anderson, PP2163 Janette Evans, PP2164 A F Wardrope, PP2172 Ann O'Brian,
PP2179 Gail Reid, PP2186 Zoe Campbell, PP2189 Marshall Scott, PP2195 Kenneth A
Hyslop, PP2205 Jan Krwawicz, PP2213 Marjorie Krwawicz, PP2224 Simon Evans,
PP2229 Carolyn Millar, PP2233 Anne Murray, PP2241 Charles A Millar, PP2249 Isobel
Ritchie, PP2255 Lewis Jones, PP2261 Karen Durrant, PP2268 John Blair, PP2274 Ross
Craig, PP2280 Caroline Sneddon, PP2286 James Telfer, PP2292 Lynn MacLeod, PP2298
Kenneth McLean, PP2308 Joy Moore, PP2324 Jim Moir, PP2334 Alan Mercer, PP2342
Julia Peden, PP2351 Moira Jones, PP2356 Matthew McCreath, PP2364 W R Cunningham,
PP2368 A H Cunningham, PP2376 Zow-Htet, PP2384 Rae Watson, PP2390 Christina
Watson, PP2408 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2750 Sara Cormack)

Welcomes intent of TRAN1 but regrets evidence of practical policy/guidance on how
objectives might be achieved. For example, where traffic generating development is
approved, what scope local communities to continue to use affected roads. (PP1513
Tynewater Community Council)

Supports the approach to sustainable travel as set out in policy TRAN1 and its supporting
text, particularly the role of Midlothian's green network in supporting active travel choices.
(PP2863 Scottish Natural Heritage)

Transport Appraisal

Questions the evidence base of the MLDP regarding transport. Considers that the Local
Transport Strategy is out of date; Queries why the Transport Options Appraisal does not
assess the cumulative effect of all developments in the plan. (PP25 Midlothian Green
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Party)

Considers that the LDP Transport Options Appraisal does not assess the cumulative
impact of the development strategy on the road network. Raises particular concerns
regarding the effect that extending Straiton will have on the A720, A701, the junction
between them or the proposed relief road. (PP83 City of Edinburgh Council)

Considers that the Transport Options Appraisal does not look at the cumulative impacts of
the proposed development sites in the MLDP. (PP84 City of Edinburgh Council)

Concerned that the LDP and Transport Options Appraisal (TOA) does not assess the
impact of the A701 Relief Road on the A720/A701 junction. In addition, the TOA does not
assess impact of West Straiton on A720, the A701, the proposed A701 relief road or
A720/A701 junction. (PP502 City of Edinburgh Council)

Questions the Transport Options Appraisal and whether it is an appropriate evidence base
for the MLDP. Considers that the TOA has not taken account of cross boundary traffic
flows between Midlothian and Edinburgh or with neighbouring SDP areas; the TOA does
not take account of all of the development proposed in the plan. (PP114 Tony Gray)

With reference to cross-boundary transport study (mentioned in paragraph 4.5.8 of

the MLDP), considers that the results of this study are to guide investment in to strategic
network across entire SESplan region, therefore its outcomes should be incorporated into
LDP. (PP918 SEStran)

Considers that the Local Transport Strategy dated 2007-2010 was relied upon when
producing the MLDP, therefore the transport appraisal in the MLDP is incomplete or out-of-
date. Asserts that the MLDP articulates issues from around 8 years ago which no longer
have any bearing on present or future traffic volumes. (PP546 Ruari Cormack; PP564
Sara Cormack; PP616, PP2791 Sarah Barron; PP650, PP1160 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade
Community Council; PP2732 Edward Angus; PP2844 Aileen E Angus).

A701 Relief Road

Does not accept the rationale for the A701 relief road, and considers that it may be
unnecessary if West Straiton does not go ahead; concern about loss of Green Belt and
prime agricultural land if A701 relief road goes ahead. (PP25 Midlothian Green Party)

Objects to the proposed A701 relief road. Considers that the proposal is not a relief road
but rather and link road to the A720; questions the extent of study in relation to the ground
conditions and the implications for the cost of the scheme; concerned about loss of Green
Belt and views to Pentland Hills; given the extent of change in the area, suggests that the
proposal should be suspended for approx 10 years while implications become apparent;
does not consider that the road would help as the current traffic problems relate to tailbacks
from the City Bypass junctions; concerned about the impact on the community of Damhead
as well as on habitats such as Straiton Bing. (PP38 Ailsa Carlisle)

Objects to the proposed A701 relief road due to the loss of prime agricultural land. Believes
that this proposal is in direct contradiction to policy ENV4, which is supported. (PP168
Kate Holbrook)

Objects to proposed A701 relief road. Considers that there is no justification for the loss of
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agricultural land; road will not solve traffic problems as this arises from tailbacks from the
bypass; ground conditions, particularly at Hillend, will make the road expensive to build and
possibly impossible; would prefer more investment in A701, A702 and A703. (PP180
Constance Newbould)

Considers that proposed A701 relief road will have a huge negative impact on the
Damhead area destroy the amenity of the area, particularly in close proximity to Pentland
Hills. (PP190 Constance Newbould)

Objects to the proposed A701 relief road. Considers that the proposal should be dropped
until a transport appraisal can be prepared; concerned at the impact the proposal will have
on Damhead, particularly the rural character and wildlife; considers that the proposal will
simply take traffic to the same congested area and that most people using the A701/A702
travel to the west of Scotland and would not likely use it; questions how the road is to be
funded, particularly in light of ground conditions; considers road would not provide the
access needs for the Bush; considers that it is not clear what effect recent planning
decisions will have on the areas and road should be delayed for at least 10 years so that
affects can be assessed; concerned at loss of wildlife/habitats, particularly Straiton Bing;
archaeological finds in area of the road need to be fully investigated. (PP344 Buchanan)

Objects to proposed A701 Relief Road, considers that its impact on rural community and
prime agricultural land contradicts policies RD1 and ENV4. (PP478 Duncan McAuslan)

Supports the proposed investment in road infrastructure and the A701 Relief road. (PP505
University of Edinburgh)

Objects to A701 Relief Road. Considers that calling it a relief road is misleading as traffic
from Roslin will continue to use existing road, which is closer; runs contrary to
Government's carbon reduction plans; no alternative transport options considered; involves
loss of Green Belt and prime agricultural land. (PP537 Mirabelle Maslin)

Objects to the proposed A701 Relief Road, considers that it represents attempt to destroy
the Green Belt and Damhead. (PP577 Helen M Mitchell)

Considers that A701 Relief Road will increase traffic rather than reduce it. (PP616 Sarah
Barron)

Objects to the proposed A701 Relief Road. Considers that the LDP Transport Options
Appraisal produced by Systra shows no major or moderate benefits and shows no benefits
with regard to impact on environment; regards the appraisal as underestimating the effects
and not considering alternative solutions. (PP936 Julian Holbrook)

Objects to the proposed A701 Relief Road. Considers that the Council is culpable in
preventing the delivery of the consented scheme as they approved the Asda store at
Straiton; traffic increase is result of committed and proposed land allocations in the plan;
identification of route creates and artificial boundary that will increase pressure for
development on land along the A701; land is prime agricultural land and Green Belt; runs
contrary to objectives of the Transport Options Appraisal (TOA) produced by Systra, in
particular: to protect health of population - considers that road will likely increase road
usage with knock-on effect of greater air pollution; mitigate effect of transport system on
built/natural environment - Damhead area is characterised by small holding and new routes
would effectively carve through these areas, resulting in significant impact on livelihoods of
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rural businesses, such as farming and horse riding/stabling; loss of prime agricultural land;
local knowledge indicates that would increase flooding due to surface run-off; likely to cross
areas of archaeological value; to reduce number of casualties - road likely to increase
traffic volumes resulting in more car use and subsequent increase in accidents (highlights
Transport Appraisal Appendix); local topography indicates that roundabout joining A702
with A703 would create a blind bend behind a small rise; to stabilise traffic growth in line
with national targets and secure more reliable journey times - road likely to increase traffic;
objective to secure reliable journey times focused on car journeys is contrary to SPP and
PANT75; lack of evidence that road will increase public transport use (cites Appendix);
widen travel choices and make travel by more sustainable modes more attractive/improve
integration between all modes of transport - considers that existing scheme would have
been more cost effective with less environmental impact, as would the creation of
dedicated/segregated cycle route in countryside around area proposed; proposal would
bypass Straiton Park & Ride (Appendix cited); to enhance connections between areas in
Midlothian and beyond - Midlothian already served by good transport links sufficient to
provide for needs of population (existing & projected); Bush has recently had improved
road network with traffic controlled junction on A703; congestion issues on junctions on the
Bypass are due to their current design, which TOA does not look at for comparative
purposes; no apparent attempt to consider improving junction capacities on Bypass to deal
with congestion/delay times; projected changes in peak time traffic is not considered
sufficient to justify proposal; reduce social exclusion by improving accessibility to
jobs/education/services - considers that given road will increase traffic, that this will only
benefit a particular sector of society. (PP1064 Damhead and District Community Council)

Objects to the proposed A701 Relief Road and proposed development at West Straiton site
Ec3. (PP2410, PP2773 Eskbank Amenity Society)

Considers the A701 Relief Road and the development that will pay for it are completely
unsustainable and unnecessary. Believes the relief road will increase congestion, pollution
and carbon emissions, lead to permanent loss of agricultural land, remove wildlife habitat,
deprive the local and wider community of valuable green space and take business away
from local shops. (PP2739-Helen Armstrong)

Objects to the realignment of the A701 relief road. Considers that the route options
identified in the proposed plan would impact on the viability and deliverability of the
proposed application because - the route would reduce the overall size of the site; the
amount of land lost would mean that phase 2 of the proposal could not be constructed; the
route would form an unacceptable level of background noise and visual impacts for outdoor
filming; and the route would run through the proposed development meaning that the
proposed uses could not co-exist on the site. Suggests that an alternative route to the west
of Cameron Wood (appendix 2 of the supporting statement) would support the whole
proposal, create a significant buffer between the road and the development and only result
in a slight loss of woodland (0.079Ha). This would be mitigated by the addition of 1.92 Ha
of new planting and a woodland management programme proposed through the planning
application. (PP2784 Pentland Studios Ltd)

Promotes a change to the route of the A701 Relief Road that the objector considers will
bring more value to site Hs16, and thereby assist with the delivery of the relief road.
Requests the site boundary of site Hs16 be revisited as per the submission made by Taylor
Wimpey and Hallam Land Management. Request the Local Development Plan provides
recognition that the delivery of a first phase of development on site Hs16, unaffected by the
safeguarded route of the A701 Relief Road, is not prevented from coming forward in
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advance of delivery of the new road. Request reference is made in the plan to this point.
Promotes a change to the route of the A701 Relief Road that the objector considers will
bring more value to site Hs16, and thereby assist with the delivery of the relief road.
Requests the site boundary of site Hs16 be revisited as per the submission made by Taylor
Wimpey and Hallam Land Management. Highlight that Taylor Wimpey and Hallam Land
Management control a further 5 ha. of land on the north eastern edge of the part of Hs16
safeguarded for longer term development. Considers this area compliments site Hs16 and
gives greater flexibility for master planning of the area and the route of the A701 Relief
Road. Consider this extra 5 ha well located in terms of public transport and facilities in the
A701 Corridor. (PP2818 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Hallam Land Management Ltd)

TRANZ2

Questions commitment to Dalkeith Tramline; considers Millerhill-Loanhead rail safeguard is
a misnomer. (PP25 Midlothian Green Party)

Considers that with TRANZ2 outlining 20 projects primarily focused on vehicle use and 1
primarily focused on bikes, the Council could be accused of lacking commitment to
sustainable travel. While it is accepted that many focused on vehicles could also benefit
cyclists, believes that the Council is underestimating the demand for segregated cycle
routes in the next decade. Considers that existing routes will become congested and new
bicycle routes need to be identified. (PP105 David Wardrop-White)

While welcoming the principle of policy TRANZ2, considers that projects outlined need to be
designed, costed and consulted upon and are dependent on forthcoming Supplementary
Guidance. Given that these are necessary for early delivery of the plan, the Council should
commit to delivery early in plan-period, with costs recouped as developments come
forward, to avoid delay in delivery of the plan. (PP146 Gladman Developments)

Suggests that the interventions identified in policy TRANZ2 should be highlighted on a
diagram in the plan. (PP174 Scottish Borders Council)

Objects to the lack of detail relating to the A7 Urbanisation in policy TRAN2. (PP310
Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Objects to inclusion of Newton Farm link road and Redheugh Station in policy TRAN2.
Considers that, as neither of these proposals have the approval of Transport Scotland,
including them in the plan is contrary to SPP. (PP380 Scottish Government)

Considers that the proposed plan is overly focused on improvements to roads rather than
promoting other transport option and reducing CO2. While TRAN1 promotes sustainable
travel, this is not reflected in the projects listed in policy TRAN2. (PP256 Midlothian
Matters)

Raises concerns regarding current traffic problems in Lasswade and considers that it is not
clear whether/how the proposals in policy TRANZ2 will assist or be addressed by
developers. (PP699 Lasswade District Civic Society; PP1467 Anne Dale; PP1483 Anne
Holland; PP1571 Andrew Thomson; PP1581 Beth Thomson; PP1588 Andrew Barker;
PP1606 Rachel Davies; PP2308 Joy Moore; PP2798 Shiela Barker; PP2889 Allan Piper)

While supportive of policy TRAN2 and recognising the need for infrastructure to support
delivery of development, concerned that projects identified have not yet been designed
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costed and consulted on and dependant on unpublished supplementary guidance.
Considers that this puts delivery at risk as well as associated growth. (PP925 Melville Golf
Centre)

Concerned that TRANZ2 makes no mention of integrating Borders Railway into other public
transport networks. Safeguarding cycling/walking routes to ‘complement Borders Rail'
seems un-ambitious. (PP1516 Tynewater Community Council)

Very concerned at the impact of the new housing on road traffic in Midlothian. Considers
there is insufficient information about the transport proposals in policy TRAN2 to
understand how the issues will be addressed in transportation assessments, or by Council
criteria for refusing development. Considers insufficient information is available in the plan
about impacts on the A7, considers the A701 Relief Road unnecessary and will only
increase the level of traffic on Midlothian's roads, and disappointed proposals for further
railway development in Midlothian to Penicuik have been dropped. (PP2791 Sarah Barron)

Objects to the exclusion of any reference to the safe crossing of the Edinburgh City bypass
for pedestrians or cyclists from the requirements set out in TRANZ2. Suggests the inclusion
of an additional transport intervention under this policy. (PP2864 Scottish Natural Heritage)

TRAN3

Objects to the inclusion in policy TRANS of the grade separation of the Sheriffhall
roundabout. Considers that the plan does not recognise the impact that the LDP strategy
will have on the A720 or the wider trunk road network; approach is contrary to SPP.
(PP381 Scottish Government)

Objects to the inclusion of Sheriffhall grade separation in policy TRAN3.
Considers that, as this proposal does not have the approval of Transport Scotland,
including it in the plan is contrary to SPP. (PP390 Scottish Government)

Cycling

Considers that the plan does not make sufficient provision for cycling and that it should
explicitly say that all new developments need to be sited and designed such that the
requirement for car use in minimised. Objects to TRAN1 only being applicable to major
development in this regard; consider that recent developments do not make such provision
and that this is a principle outlined in Scottish Planning Policy. (PP262 Midlothian Matters)

Considers that there is a need to segregated cycle routes as this would ensure safe, traffic
free routes for cyclists. Though the current provision is welcome, it can be seen from other
countries that segregated routes result in greater use. (PP422 Alison Bowden)

Raises concerns regarding the safe access of attractions in the northern Lothians by bike.
Consider that the Pentland Hills is an ideal place for hillwalking and cycling and, as a
father, feels that it is important for these to be safely accessible by bike. (PP441 Lel Eory)

Suggests that there should be a stronger emphasis on segregated cycling lanes in the
MLDP and cites the Netherlands as a good example of what can achieved. (PP453 Paul de
Ro0)

Considers that the transport section provides insufficient focus on cycling provision within

153




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

towns, with the focus being on travel between towns. Connecting bus services to the Royal
Infirmary from the west of Midlothian is considered a priority. (PP913 Ross Laird)

Promotes further cycling between Midlothian and Edinburgh, and references extension of
cycle paths from Lasswade Road/Loanhead cycle path to the Bush Estate, via Roslin.
(PP2826 Peter Clark)

Other

Objects to inclusion of Redheugh Station in the settlement statements. Considers that,
as this proposal does not have the approval of Transport Scotland, including it in the plan is
contrary to SPP. (PP385 Scottish Government)

Concerned that plan for Penicuik Rail dropped. (PP616 Sarah Barron)

Paragraph 4.1.4 rightly acknowledges the economic significance of the re-opening of the
Borders Railway but the MLDP does not contain any policy to encourage the development
and safeguarding of the station sites and their immediate surroundings. (PP1503
Tynewater Community Council)

Objects to inclusion of Newton Farm link road in policy IMP2. Considers that, as this
proposal does not have the approval of Transport Scotland, including it in the plan is
contrary to SPP. (PP382 Scottish Government)

Objects to inclusion of Newton Farm link road in the settlement statements. Considers that,
as this proposal does not have the approval of Transport Scotland, including it in the plan is
contrary to SPP. (PP383 Scottish Government)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Strateqy/TRAN1

Plan should explicitly say that all new developments need to be sited and designed such
that the requirement for car use in minimised, rather than just for major developments.
(PP262 Midlothian Matters)

The wording should be changed to say that the cross-boundary study is an assessment of
the current SDP and not SDP2. (PP379 Scottish Government)

Request that further action is taken to make sure transport infrastructure development
anticipates housing development. (PP592 John Oldham)

Council should commit to delivery of schemes early in the plan period, recouping costs as
developments come forward. (PP925 Melville Golf Centre)

Reprioritise pedestrian/cyclist needs and improve road safety. (PP1160 Bonnyrigg and
Lasswade Community Council)

MLDP should seek to integrate Borders Rail with public transport network. (PP1516
Tynewater Community Council)

Considers that the solution lies in re-evaluating the relationships between new housing,
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shopping and employment areas, with a focus on reducing demand for road transport. Until
Transport options appraisal and Supplementary Guidance are available, there should be a
suspension of MLDP process and a memorandum on allocation of additional housing sites.
(PP678 Margaret Hodge, PP911 Jacqueline Marsh, PP937 Julian Holbrook, PP1635 Dawn
Robertson, PP1643 Derek Robertson, PP1651 Stewart Y Marshall, PP1659-Elsie Marshall,
PP1670 Joan Faithfull, PP1673 Stuart Davis, PP1687 John Owen, PP1688 Emma Moir,
PP1699 M A Faithfull, PP1711 S M Croall, PP1712 Marie Owen, PP1725 David Miller,
PP1729 R | Pryor, PP1739 Wilma Porteous, PP1746 Margaret Miller, PP1753 Susan E
Wright, PP1759 G Palmer, PP1762 Wilma Sweeney, PP1774 Susan Falconer, PP1777 R
A Pryor, PP1784 Stuart Barnes, PP1793 Michael Boyd, PP1802 Gudrun Reid, PP1805
Dianne Kennedy, PP1813 George Sweeney, PP1819 David A Porteous, PP1825 Colin
Miller, PP1831 Gavin Boyd, PP1837 Kirsty Barnes, PP1843 Vivienne Boyd, PP1849 John
F Davidson, PP1855 Eric Smith, PP1861 Annabel Smith, PP1867 Mary M Young, PP1873
James Young, PP1879 John T Cogle, PP1885 Janette D Barnes, PP1891 Jenny Davidson,
PP1897 Pamela Thomson, PP1903 Kevin Davidson, PP1909 Hugh Gillespie, PP1915
Jennifer Gillespie, PP1921 John Barton, PP1929 Mary Clapperton, PP1935 John Scaife,
PP1942 Linda Scaife, PP1949 George Gray, PP1954 Kenneth Purves, PP1959 Nan Gray,
PP1967 Colin Richardson, PP1978 Edith May Barton, PP1983 David Binnie, PP1993 Alex
McLean, PP1998 George Mackay, PP2008 Karen Langham, PP2009 E Purves, PP2018
Marjory McLean, PP2026 George Barnes, PP2034 Donald Marshall, PP2036 Elizabeth
Richardson, PP2049 Myra G Rodger, PP2050 Avril Thomson, PP2061 Gayle Marshall,
PP2063 Lorna Reid, PP2067 David S M Hamilton, PP2077 Sally Couch, PP2084 E
Hutchison, PP2087 Hazel Johnson, PP2094 James Hutchison, PP2100 Eskbank Amenity
Society, PP2103 Colin Johnson, PP2112 Karen Miller, PP2119 Patrick Mark, PP2130
Robert Scott, PP2133 Chris Boyle, PP2139 K Palmer, PP2146 Patricia Barclay, PP2156
Elizabeth Anderson, PP2163 Janette Evans, PP2164 A F Wardrope, PP2172 Ann O'Brian,
PP2179 Gail Reid, PP2186 Zoe Campbell, PP2189 Marshall Scott, PP2195 Kenneth A
Hyslop, PP2205 Jan Krwawicz, PP2213 Marjorie Krwawicz, PP2224 Simon Evans,
PP2229 Carolyn Millar, PP2233 Anne Murray, PP2241 Charles A Millar, PP2249 Isobel
Ritchie, PP2255 Lewis Jones, PP2261 Karen Durrant, PP2268 John Blair, PP2274 Ross
Craig, PP2280 Caroline Sneddon, PP2286 James Telfer, PP2292 Lynn MacLeod, PP2298
Kenneth McLean, PP2308 Joy Moore, PP2324 Jim Moir, PP2334 Alan Mercer, PP2342
Julia Peden, PP2351 Moira Jones, PP2356 Matthew McCreath, PP2364 W R Cunningham,
PP2368 A H Cunningham, PP2376 Zow-Htet, PP2384 Rae Watson, PP2390 Christina
Watson, PP2408 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2750 Sara Cormack)

Make specific policy commitments to reduce road traffic in Midlothian, include figures for
reducing traffic compared with net increase in traffic from development, and include plan for
Penicuik Rail. (PP616 Sarah Barron)

Transport Appraisal

Requests that further analysis is done and if appropriate additional interventions are
identified to address the impact of the new development, particular with regard to the
junction between the A701 and the A720. (PP83 City of Edinburgh Council)

Requests that further analysis is done and if appropriate additional interventions are
identified to address the impact of the new development. (PP84 City of Edinburgh Council)

Seeks more comprehensive transport study into the effects of the MLDP. (PP114 Tony
Gray)
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Suggests Midlothian Council carries out further analysis on traffic impacts and, if
appropriate, identifies additional mitigation measures. (PP502 City of Edinburgh Council)

An updated and comprehensive Transport Appraisal including a forecast of future traffic
impact is necessary. (PP546 Ruari Cormack; PP564 Sara Cormack; PP650 Bonnyrigg &
Lasswade Community Council)

Incorporate cross-boundary study findings into the MLDP. (PP918 SEStran)

An updated and comprehensive Transport Appraisal including a forecast of future traffic
impact is necessary. (PP1160 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council)

An updated and comprehensive Transport Appraisal including a forecast of future traffic
Impact is necessary. Reprioritise pedestrian/cyclist needs and improve road safety.
(PP2732 Edward Angus)

An updated and comprehensive Transport Appraisal including a forecast of future traffic
Impact is necessary. (PP2844 Aileen E Angus)

A701 Relief Road

Seeks removal of the A701 relief road from the plan and clarification over other transport
schemes in the plan. (PP25 Midlothian Green Party)

Seeks removal of proposed A701 Relief Road from the proposed plan. (PP168 Kate
Holbrook; PP190 Constance Newbould; PP478 Duncan McAuslan; PP537 Mirabelle
Maslin; PP577 Helen M Mitchell; PP936 Julian Holbrook)

Seeks 10 year delay before in the A701 relief road to allow for assessment of impact of
recent developments on the area. (PP38 Ailsa Carlisle)

Objects to proposed A701 relief road, would prefer more investment in A701, A702 and
A703. (PP180 Constance Newbould)

Suggests junction upgrades as alternatives to A701 Relief Road and bypass to south of
Penicuik to give alternative travel route. (PP344 Buchanan)

Seeks removal of the proposed A701 Relief Road from the plan, particularly references in
policy TRANZ2. (PP1064 Damhead and District Community Council)

Delete the proposed A701 Relief Road. (PP2410, PP2773-Eskbank Amenity Society)

Assumed deletion of A701 Relief Road proposal and all development allocate that would
help fund its delivery. (PP2739 Helen Armstrong)

Seeks the development of the alternative route identified in appendix 2 of the attached
statement. (PP2784 Pentland Studios Ltd)

Promotes a change to the route of the A701 Relief Road that Taylor Wimpey and Hallam
Land Management consider will bring more value to site Hs16, and thereby assist with
the delivery of the relief road. Request the Local Development Plan provides recognition
that the delivery of a first phase of development on site Hs16, unaffected by the
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safeguarded route of the A701 Relief Road, is not prevented from coming forward in
advance of delivery of the new road. Request reference is made in the plan to this point.
Promotes a change to the route of the A701 Relief Road that the objector considers will
bring more value to site Hs16, and thereby assist with the delivery of the relief road.
Requests the site boundary of site Hs16 be revisited as per the submission made by Taylor
Wimpey and Hallam Land Management. Highlight that Taylor Wimpey and Hallam Land
Management control a further 5 ha. of land on the north eastern edge of the part of Hs16
safeguarded for longer term development. Considers this area compliments site Hs16 and
gives greater flexibility for master planning of the area and the route of the A701 Relief
Road. Consider this extra 5 ha well located in terms of public transport and facilities in the
A701 Corridor. (PP2818-Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Hallam Land Management Ltd)

TRANZ2

The Council should commit to delivery of projects in TRANZ2 early in plan-period, with costs
recouped as developments come forward, to avoid delay in delivery of the plan. (PP146
Gladman Developments)

Policy TRANZ2 should better reflect the need to move towards sustainable transport.
(PP256 Midlothian Matters)

The council should provide specification/details of the A7 Urbanisation prior to the
examination. (PP310 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Seeks removal of Newton Farm link road and Redheugh Station from policy TRAN2
(PP380 Scottish Government)

Seeks clearer information regarding the transport proposals in policy TRANZ2.

Considers that the solution lies in re-evaluating the relationships between new housing,
shopping and employment areas, with a focus on reducing demand for road transport. Until
Transport options appraisal and Supplementary Guidance are available, there should be a
suspension of MLDP process and a memorandum on allocation of additional housing sites.
(PP699 Lasswade District Civic Society)

The Orbital Bus Rapid Transit proposals should be identified on proposals map (specifically
Maps 1 and 6). (PP918 SEStran)

Seeks clearer information regarding the transport proposals in policy TRAN2. (PP1467
Anne Dale; PP1483 Anne Holland; PP1571 Andrew Thomson; PP1581 Beth Thomson;
PP1588 Andrew Barker; PP1606 Rachel Davies; PP2308 Joy Moore)

Seeks clearer information regarding the transport proposals in policy TRAN2. (PP2798
Shiela Barker; PP2889 Allan Piper)

Suggests adding the following transport intervention to the cycling/walking requirements
identified in TRANZ2 - "Infrastructure improvements to complement A720 Sheriffhall junction
grade separation”. (PP2864 Scottish Natural Heritage)

The interventions identified in policy TRANZ2 should be highlighted on a diagram in the plan.
(PP174 Scottish Borders Council)

157




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

TRAN3

Seek removal of reference to grade separation of Sheriffhall roundabout from policy
TRANS3. (PP381 Scottish Government)

Seeks removal of reference to Sheriffhall grade separation in policy TRAN3. (PP390
Scottish Government)

Cycling

Considers that existing routes will become congested and new bicycle routes need to be
identified. (PP105 David Wardrop-White)

Would recommended clear and active wording that stresses segregated cycle routes that
are integrated to allow for a strong cycling infrastructure. (PP422 Alison Bowden)

Seeks safer access to attractions in northern Lothians by bike. (PP441 Lel Eory)

Reprioritise pedestrian/cyclist needs and improve road safety. (PP546 Ruari Cormack
PP564 Sara Cormack; PP650 Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community Council)

Promotes further cycling between Midlothian and Edinburgh, and references extension of
cycle paths to the Bush Estate. (PP2826 Peter Clark)

Reprioritise pedestrian/cyclist needs and improve road safety. (PP2844 Aileen E Angus)

There should be a stronger emphasis on creating "segregated” cycling lanes, especially on
busy roads. (PP453 Paul de Roo)

Increase focus on cycling within towns. (PP913 Ross Laird)
Other

Seeks removal of reference to Newton Farm link road from policy IMP2. (PP382 Scottish
Government)

Seeks removal of reference to Newton Farm link road from the settlement statements.
(PP383 Scottish Government)

Seeks removal of reference to Redheugh Station from the settlement statements. (PP385
Scottish Government)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

The Council acknowledges that the scale of growth required by the Strategic Development
Plan for South East Scotland (SDP) will put unacceptable pressure on an already
congested road network (in parts) if an alternative to car based travel is not found and
implemented. The Proposed Plan seeks to promote a balanced and sustainable approach
to transport and travel which delivers genuine travel choices and encourages people to
choose alternatives to the car.
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In the A7/A68 Borders Rail Corridor the reintroduction of the railway has reconnected rail
travel for Midlothian residents and through stations located at Shawfair, Eskbank,
Newtongrange and Gorebridge the line is central to developing a sustainable transport
network. The proposed A7 Urbanisation scheme will reduce speed limits and create a
safer environment for walking and cycling as well as introducing bus stops enhancing
access to public transport services. This will have the overall effect of reducing car traffic in
this corridor.

In the A701Corridor the proposed A701 relief road and A702 link will have the dual benefit
of releasing existing road space to be dedicated to active travel measures and enhanced
public transport provision and the creation of a new main access to The Bush to support
the continued growth of the bioscience sector.

The Proposed Plan also acknowledges the importance of, and urgent requirement for,
investment in physical transport infrastructure at a strategic and local level. It supports,
amongst other things, the grade separation of Sheriffhall roundabout, the extension of the
bus based Park & Ride site at Shawfair, new sites at Lothianburn and north of the A68
(Newton Farm) and the development of the Orbital Bus Route along the City bypass.

The Council recognises the importance of, and ability to deliver transport infrastructure as
early as possible in the plan period and therefore is investigating financial options to enable
this such as additional borrowing and also a prospective City Deal bid.

The Council considers the transport policies and requirements in policies TRAN 1, 2 and 3
are consistent with the SDP and the proposed interventions are supported by a transport
appraisal prepared in line with Transport Scotland’s guidance. The Proposed Plan also
provides advance warning of the potential for additional transport requirements arising from
the ongoing Transport Scotland led cross boundary transport study.

Strateqy — Policy TRAN1

In respect of the representation from Scottish Government the Council acknowledges the
error in respect of referencing SDP2 instead of SDP1. The Council therefore considers
that for clarity there is merit in changing this part of the plan and is content for the
Reporter(s) to come to a conclusion in respect of this representation. (PP379 Scottish
Government)

The Council would agree that the scale of planned growth is significant and this will have a
notable impact on the transport network as well as travel choices. However, it disagrees
that proposed changes to the transport infrastructure are in some way limited or that there
is no policy commitment to reduce road traffic in Midlothian. Policy TRAN1 reflects some of
the Council’s transport objectives from its current transport strategy and clearly indicates
the Council’s intent to promote sustainable travel and prioritise walking, cycling and public
transport initiatives over provision for car based travel. These objectives are reinforced
through the Council’'s own Travel Plan. The reintroduction of Borders Rail is a significant
factor in creating a sustainable transport network in Midlothian as referenced in policy
TRANL1. The Proposed Plan has set out a development strategy that aims to attract
investment and development to locations associated with or at the new stations, particularly
at Shawfair.

Nearly half the interventions listed in policy TRANZ relate to non car travel and includes the
Orbital Bus proposal (a dedicated public transport route along the A720 City Bypass and
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including associated park and ride sites at most of the key junctions). The Council
considers that the interventions identified in the Proposed Plan are necessary and
appropriate to address the capacity and congestion issues arising from the proposed
development sites. It does not agree with the suggestion that the interventions are very
limited. The A701 Relief road and A702 link is identified as a roads proposal in Policy
TRAN2 but its delivery will release the existing stretch of the A701 (between the Straiton
Junction and the junction of the A701 and A703) to be reprioritised to promote sustainable
travel, one of the specified criteria in policy TRAN1. This has always been an aspiration of
the Council in this road corridor but due to limited road space it has not been possible to
accommodate all modes of transport together. The relief road will provide the opportunity
to achieve these objectives, manage congestion, achieve improved journey times and
avoid further deterioration of air quality in the corridor. The planned interventions are
necessary to support continued growth, especially in the A701 corridor, will help relieve
congestion and deliver new investment in active travel and public transport initiatives.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP592 John Oldham, PP616 Sarah Barron, PP678
Margaret Hodge, PP911 Jacqueline Marsh, PP937 Julian Holbrook, PP1635 Dawn
Robertson, PP1643 Derek Robertson, PP1651 Stewart Y Marshall, PP1659 Elsie Marshall,
PP1670 Joan Faithfull, PP1673 Stuart Davis, PP1687 John Owen, PP1688 Emma Moir,
PP1699 M A Faithfull, PP1711 S M Croall, PP1712 Marie Owen, PP1725 David Miller,
PP1729 R | Pryor, PP1739 Wilma Porteous, PP1746 Margaret Miller, PP1753 Susan E
Wright, PP1759 G Palmer, PP1762 Wilma Sweeney, PP1774 Susan Falconer, PP1777 R
A Pryor, PP1784 Stuart Barnes, PP1793 Michael Boyd, PP1802 Gudrun Reid, PP1805
Dianne Kennedy, PP1813 George Sweeney, PP1819 David A Porteous, PP1825 Colin
Miller, PP1831 Gavin Boyd, PP1837 Kirsty Barnes, PP1843 Vivienne Boyd, PP1849 John
F Davidson, PP1855 Eric Smith, PP1861 Annabel Smith, PP1867 Mary M Young, PP1873
James Young, PP1879 John T Cogle, PP1885 Janette D Barnes, PP1891 Jenny Davidson,
PP1897 Pamela Thomson, PP1903 Kevin Davidson, PP1909 Hugh Gillespie, PP1915
Jennifer Gillespie, PP1921 John Barton, PP1929 Mary Clapperton, PP1935 John Scaife,
PP1942 Linda Scaife, PP1949 George Gray, PP1954 Kenneth Purves, PP1959 Nan Gray,
PP1967 Colin Richardson, PP1978 Edith May Barton, PP1983 David Binnie, PP1993 Alex
McLean, PP1998 George Mackay, PP2008 Karen Langham, PP2009 E Purves, PP2018
Marjory McLean, PP2026 George Barnes, PP2034 Donald Marshall, PP2036 Elizabeth
Richardson, PP2049 Myra G Rodger, PP2050 Avril Thomson, PP2061 Gayle Marshall,
PP2063 Lorna Reid, PP2067 David S M Hamilton, PP2077 Sally Couch, PP2084 E
Hutchison, PP2087 Hazel Johnson, PP2094 James Hutchison, PP2100 Eskbank Amenity
Society, PP2103 Colin Johnson, PP2112 Karen Miller, PP2119 Patrick Mark, PP2130
Robert Scott, PP2133 Chris Boyle, PP2139 K Palmer, PP2146 Patricia Barclay, PP2156
Elizabeth Anderson, PP2163 Janette Evans, PP2164 A F Wardrope, PP2172 Ann O'Brian,
PP2179 Gail Reid, PP2186 Zoe Campbell, PP2189 Marshall Scott, PP2195 Kenneth A
Hyslop, PP2205 Jan Krwawicz, PP2213 Marjorie Krwawicz, PP2224 Simon Evans,
PP2229 Carolyn Millar, PP2233 Anne Murray, PP2241 Charles A Millar, PP2249 Isobel
Ritchie, PP2255 Lewis Jones, PP2261 Karen Durrant, PP2268 John Blair, PP2274 Ross
Craig, PP2280 Caroline Sneddon, PP2286 James Telfer, PP2292 Lynn MacLeod, PP2298
Kenneth McLean, PP2308 Joy Moore, PP2324 Jim Moir, PP2334 Alan Mercer, PP2342
Julia Peden, PP2351 Moira Jones, PP2356 Matthew McCreath, PP2364 W R Cunningham,
PP2368 A H Cunningham, PP2376 Zow-Htet, PP2384 Rae Watson, PP2390 Christina
Watson, PP2408 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2750 Sara Cormack)

Policy TRANL1 is clear that major travel generating proposals require to be accompanied by
a Transport Assessment and Travel Plan to demonstrate how the objectives of the policy
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will be delivered. These documents include reference to details, the nature of which is
more appropriately addressed at the planning application stage. At this stage there is the
opportunity to inspect these and other documents and to submit comments or objections as
appropriate.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP1513 Tynewater Community Council)

Transport Appraisals of local development plans are required by paragraph 274 of Scottish
Planning Policy (SPP). They should be carried out in line with Transport Scotland’s
guidance — Development Planning and Management Transport Appraisal Guidance
(DPMTAG) and should be undertaken at a scale and level of detail that is proportionate to
the nature of the issues and proposals being considered.

Early transport modelling of committed and windfall developments in Midlothian
(Midlothian Local Plan sites only) indicated congestion issues on many parts of the road
network (CD127, Appendix 2), especially those parts close to the A720 City bypass and
particularly in the A701 corridor. The MVA modelling report flagged the potential of a new
A701 alignment to help relieve current junctions on the A701 and congestion (CD150,
appendix 2, pl1, paragraph 4.24). Modelling the proposed sites therefore, would inevitably
exacerbate these problems. Following discussion and agreement with Transport Scotland
it was considered proportionate for the Council to undertake a transport appraisal without
further modelling of the proposed allocations. The Council considers that its approach is
consistent with SPP and that it has adequately addressed the issue of cumulative impact
through the transport options appraisal (CD121 — 126).

The Council acknowledges that the current configuration of the A701/A720 junction may
have to be amended if the proposed relief road is supported through Examination. The
current cross boundary transport study, led by Transport Scotland, is looking at the impact
of planned growth on the strategic road network and its junctions. While the study has yet
to report, early indications are that the Straiton junction will be identified as a “hot spot” and
require physical interventions to address traffic flows through the junction and onto the
A720 City bypass. The Council is also part of a prospective Edinburgh City Deal bid which
amongst other things is looking at physical transport projects to unlock constraints and
accelerate growth across the City Region. If successful it could provide the confidence that
the relief road and Straiton junction could be delivered during the plan period. The Council
is considering further detailed survey work on the proposed relief road to confirm the exact
line of the route and to inform subsequent design work. Given the level of detail that
reconfiguration of the trunk road junction will require the Council considers that progressing
design details may best be done in conjunction with Transport Scotland and would most
likely require a STAG appraisal (Strategic Transport Appraisal Guidance).

As the transport appraisal of the Proposed Plan included aspects of the strategic road
network, Transport Scotland was also advised and consulted at each stage report and on
the final combined report, in line with SPP. Transport Scotland is satisfied that it complies
with DPMTAG guidance. The Council notes that Transport Scotland have not objected to
the proposed relief road.

Paragraph 4.5.8 of the Proposed Plan refers to the above mentioned ongoing cross
boundary transport study and clearly states that the outcomes may require additional
interventions to be addressed at the Local Development Level across SESplan. The
outcomes are yet to be published. If further requirements are identified then the Council

161




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

considers that they would be better included in the Action Programme and not the plan.

The Council’'s Transport Strategy is currently under review. The Council considers that
while the base date information will have changed and certain actions and/or targets may
have been achieved or superseded, the objectives remain valid. The transport objectives
were included in the transport appraisal of the plan to help assess the five transport
scenarios (CD121, paragraph 1.4.2, page 5). The issues and requirements in the
Proposed Plan emanate principally from the initial transport modelling conducted at the
Main Issues Report Stage (CD150).

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP25 Midlothian Green Party, PP83, PP84, PP502
City of Edinburgh Council, PP114 Tony Gray, PP918 SEStran, PP546 Ruari Cormack;
PP564 Sara Cormack; PP616 Sarah Barron; PP650, Bonnyrigg and Lasswade Community
Council; PP2732 Edward Angus; PP2791 Sarah Barron; PP2844 Aileen E Angus)

Support

The Council acknowledges the comments in support of Policy TRAN1. (PP2863 Scottish
Natural Heritage)

A701 Relief Road

Recognition of the need to ease congestion and to provide a road transport link to best
serve the development potential of the western part of Midlothian extends as far back as
the 1990s. Planning consent for road improvements to the A701 (made in 1998) was
granted by Scottish Ministers in February 2000. The proposal was subsequently
incorporated into the Midlothian Local Plan 2003 (CD055) and carried forward in the
current Local Plan (CD054). Construction of part of that scheme, Gowkley Moss
roundabout, took place in 2002 but no other significant work has been undertaken since.

At the Main Issues Report stage the Council acknowledged that the remainder of the
consented road scheme may not be implemented and that a new road was required to
cater for scale of proposed housing and economic growth in the A701 corridor, particularly
at The Bush (CDO043, paragraphs 3.32 — 3.34).

Early transport modelling of committed and windfall developments in Midlothian (Midlothian
Local Plan sites only) indicated congestion issues on many parts of the road network
especially those parts close to the A720 City bypass and particularly in the A701 corridor.
The MVA modelling report found quite serious congestion issues along the A701 and its
junctions (CD127, appendix 2) and estimated that by 2024 there would be over capacity
issues along the route. Modelling the proposed sites therefore, would inevitably exacerbate
these problems. The report identified that the potential of a new “whole route” solution
would probably be appropriate. Wardell Armstrong Consultants were appointed to identify
potential options for a new route, identify constraints and estimate costs for both single and
dual carriageway solutions (CD150 and CD155, 2013 addendum). The lines shown in the
Proposed Plan represent the two best fit options which attempt to minimise impact on
environmental designations, prime agricultural land and green belt as well as sensitive
woodlands and Old Pentland Cemetery. The routes also seek to avoid, as much as
possible, difficult ground conditions and property. The Council acknowledges the
comments about the visual impact of the road and considers that these are matters that will
be addressed at the detailed design stage. Two representations have been received
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suggesting alternative alignments relating to site Hs16 and the proposed film studio site,
however, the Council is satisfied that the two routes represent the best options and that
these should remain as the basis for the detailed design stage.

Following discussion and agreement with Transport Scotland it was considered
proportionate for the Council to undertake a transport appraisal without further modelling of
the proposed allocations. The appraisal was conducted in line with Transport Scotland’s
Development Planning and Management Transport Appraisal Guidance. It undertook a
review of previous transport work, defined the environmental and planning objectives and
indicators to be included in the appraisal, defined a reference case, undertook SEStran
Regional Model Analysis and identified potential mitigation options for the agreed scenarios
(CD120 - 126). The final report concluded that although the route options scored better in
respect of the transport objectives than the environmental objectives, the negative impacts
were ones that could potentially be mitigated as part of the design and delivery process. In
November 2015 the Council took the decision to abandon the original A701 safeguard in
favour of the Proposed Plan solution (CD0O0S).

The original A701 consent did not include any provision for onward access to the A702.
The Council considers that this link is vital for the continued investment and development in
the bioscience sector at The Bush which is already struggling to cope with the volume of
traffic accessing the area from the A702. The Council consider that the two elements are
essential if the development strategy for this corridor is to be realised. Together the two
roads will link the A702, A703, A701 and A720. Allied to that is a new primary access to
the Bush and dedicated space for active travel and enhanced public transport provision on
the existing A701, something that is not achievable if the proposal is not supported.

The Council appreciates that new road building is not strictly in line with the principles set
out in SPP of prioritising sustainable transport but SPP (paragraph 272) does acknowledge
that development plans should take account of the capacity of the existing transport
network. In the case of the A701 it is clear from the transport modelling that these
objectives are not achievable without significant intervention and in its opinion the proposed
road represents the most practical solution. The existing road will be reserved for active
travel and public transport provision. Provision for local access to residential areas and
commercial properties along the existing route will be factored in to any proposals. The
new route will provide the main north/south route of travel. The Council considers that the
nature of the link will not only assist with congestion issues on the A701 but will also help to
spread the distribution of traffic accessing the A720. Without it the development strategy
cannot be delivered and there is a requirement that the Proposed Plan is consistent with
SDP1.

The Council considers that the A701 relief road and A702 link are an essential part of the
corridor development strategy without which the new strategic housing and economic
development requirements, future investment at The Bush and the delivery of active travel
initiatives and enhanced public transport provision, will be severely compromised.

The Council therefore request that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP25 Midlothian Green Party, PP38 Ailsa Carlisle,
PP168 Kate Holbrook, PP180, PP190 Constance Newbould, PP344 Buchanan, PP478
Duncan McAuslan, PP505 University of Edinburgh, PP537 Mirabelle Maslin, PP577 Helen
M Mitchell, PP616 Sarah Barron, PP936 Julian Holbrook, PP1064 Damhead and District
Community Council, PP2410, PP2773 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2739 Helen
Armstrong, PP2784 Pentland Studios Ltd, PP2818 Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd and Hallam
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Land Management Ltd)
Support

The Council notes the support for the proposed A701 relief road and A702 link. (PP505
University of Edinburgh)

TRANZ2

The Council considers that the access proposals for site Hs1 are consistent with the
Strategic Development Plan (SDP) for South East Scotland and paragraph 278 of Scottish
Planning Policy.

The principle of a road link from the A68/A720 City bypass was first identified in and
supported through the Shawfair Local Plan in 2003 and subsequently carried forward as a
safeguarded commitment in the Midlothian Local Plan in 2008 (CD054, paragraph 3.4.17,
policy TRAN4). The link was to facilitate access to the proposed Shawfair Town Centre,
with rail station and car park and committed business land allocations in the vicinity, but
would not function as a through route.

Paragraph 120 of the SDP states that “LDPs should make provision for the priority strategic
interventions detailed in figure 2 (strategic infrastructure) and the accompanying Action
Programme”. Policy 9-Infrastructure reinforces this statement. The road link is identified as
a specific intervention in the SDP Action Programme (CD140, action 41, page 13 and
action 78, page 25). The link is also related to other strategic transport interventions
including the potential of a new park and ride site north of A68/A720 junction in Midlothian
(action 38) and the delivery of the Orbital Bus Route (action 33). These two interventions
are also listed in figure 2 of the SDP in support of policy 9. Given the status of the link in
the current development plan the Council was satisfied that the principle had been
established and that the focus of negotiations with Transport Scotland would be on
delivery. The Action programme lists the developer and Transport Scotland as lead
partners therefore the onus in the first instance is on these parties to discuss and agree the
details of how this link will be provided.

The intervention has been considered in the past and remains part of the approved
development plan requirements for this area and is consistent with the SDP. The transport
appraisal of the proposed plan (CD121) identified the link as a potential solution and
assessed it against the Council’s transport and planning objectives. It was included in the
final report as one of a number of appropriate transport interventions to be taken forward as
part of the development strategy of the proposed plan. Its delivery will support and assist
the implementation of Shawfair which represents a major housing land release in the South
East of Edinburgh and will promote accelerated economic growth. In this respect the
Council considers that it is consistent with paragraph 278 of SPP.

The ongoing cross boundary transport study is due to report shortly. It will identify key
transport hot spots along the City bypass and potential solutions. In tandem a SESplan
cross boundary working group is considering guidance on, and an appropriate mechanism
to identify and collect developer contributions towards implementing these solutions. The
Council is also aware of the proposed City Deal for Edinburgh and South East Scotland
and its progress to a negotiation stage. Amongst other things the proposal will include a
series of infrastructure projects aimed at removing constraints to development and
accelerating economic growth. The City bypass and its junctions are being actively
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considered in this context, in consultation with Transport Scotland.

The potential for a station at Redheugh was first considered by the Council in the current
local plan (CD054) prior to the current SPP and prior to the publication of Transport
Scotland’s DPMTAG guidance and in advance of construction starting on Borders Rail.
The feasibility of a station in this location was confirmed by the Council’s consultants, Scott
Wilson, and subsequently incorporated into the current local plan as part of the master plan
considerations for the site and has been carried forward into the Proposed Plan as a
committed development. The requirement is reiterated in the settlement statement for
Gorebridge if this remains practical/deliverable. The Council acknowledges the current
policy position but given that the site could deliver around 1, 300 new homes and that all
allocations in this corridor from the current plan were predicated on the reintroduction of
Borders Rail, then the Council considers that this option has been previously assessed and
accepted through the development plan process and retains merit as a sustainable
transport option (subject to more detailed considerations of operational aspects on the
existing service). Further appraisal could be undertaken independently as part of the
planning application process.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation. (PP380, PP382, PP383, PP385 Scottish Government)

The Council notes the comments regarding the Dalkeith Tramline. The scheme is a
transport commitment of SDP1 and is identified in the SDP Action Programme (CD140,
action 84, page 26). As the Proposed Plan must be consistent with SDP1 it has been
included in policy TRANZ2 as a potential transport intervention. However, the route has yet
to be confirmed and until then the Council considers this is an appropriate level of policy
support for this project.

Paragraph 277 of SPP (SPP link) supports safeguarding disused railway lines with a
reasonable prospect of being reused as rail, tram, bus rapid transit or active travel routes in
development plans. The Millerhill — Loanhead rail safeguard referred to (PP25 Midlothian
Green party) is a disused rail line and the Council has identified this section to be
developed as part of the Midlothian Green Network incorporating national cycle route 196.
The Council considers the proposal to be wholly appropriate to include in the Proposed
plan.

Road safety underlies many of the road proposals in the Proposed Plan. Reducing speed
limits and road management measures will assist in making roads safer for pedestrians
and cyclists. The Council notes the comments made about segregated cycle routes but
considers that on much of the road network there is insufficient road capacity to achieve
this. However, through the development of the Midlothian Green Network it considers that
more dedicated cycling and walking routes or active travel routes can be delivered. These
will contribute to the development of a sustainable transport network identified in policy
TRANL.

The Council considers the level of detail regarding the transport interventions identified in
TRANZ2 and IMP2 is appropriate for the plan. The purpose of Supplementary Guidance
(SG) is to provide further information and more detail on how the policy requirements in the
plan will be achieved. Detailed design requirements and cost information are matters best
suited to SG and not the plan. At the time of writing the plan it is not always possible to
have everything designed and costed. Some of the interventions are the responsibility of
third party agencies and therefore beyond the control of the Council. In terms of the A7
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urbanisation scheme the Council does have a fully designed scheme which will be included
in the forthcoming review of supplementary guidance but until that is published the Council
is willing to share information on the scheme with developers. In respect of the A701 relief
road and A702 link, the Council has a feasibility study with provisional route options and
indicative costs. The Council is considering commissioning detailed survey work to inform
the selection of final route and bring forward a detailed design. In addition, as mentioned
above the Council is involved in a prospective City Deal bid which would include road
infrastructure works. In any event the Council acknowledges the need to front fund some
of these interventions and in respect of the A701 has also considered the option of
additional borrowing and developer contributions to ensure delivery.

The local transport requirements identified in policy TRANZ reflect the physical
interventions identified through scenario 2 of the Transport Appraisal (CD121). This
provides options to provide capacity relief to the road network at specific junctions and in
turn provide road based congestion relief across the network to help meet demand in line
with the requirements of the Proposed Plan sites. This will in turn assist with through traffic
issues in some settlements.

The Council considers that there is a balance between road based and other transport
schemes identified in TRAN2. The A7 urbanisation scheme will reduce vehicle speed
limits, provide dedicated road space to cyclists and pedestrians and will provide bus stops.
In all, the project will seek to introduce access to more travel choices and promote more
sustainable travel. Equally the A701 relief road will free up existing road space which will
allow active travel measures and public transport enhancements to be implemented with
similar outcomes.

Borders Rail gives Midlothian residents and businesses access to rail travel for the first
time in decades. The Council notes the comments made about connecting the stations to
other public transport networks. In response, all the station sites are linked to and are
accessible on foot, by bicycle, are close to bus stops and have car parking provision.

The Council notes the comments about highlighting the TRANZ2 interventions on a map but
considers that the key projects already are and those that aren’t easily identified by a
descriptive list.

With the exception of Sheriffhall roundabout all the bypass crossings in Midlothian are
grade separated. These junctions are the responsibility of Transport Scotland and therefore
not controlled by the Council. When proposals for grade separation are prepared there will
be an opportunity to inspect and comment on the design at the planning application stage.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP25 Midlothian Green Party, PP105 David Wardrop-
White, PP146 Gladman Developments, PP174 Scottish Borders Council, PP310 Grange
Estates (Newbattle) Ltd, PP380 Scottish Government, PP256 Midlothian Matters, PP699
Lasswade District Civic Society; PP1467 Anne Dale; PP1483 Anne Holland; PP1571
Andrew Thomson; PP1581 Beth Thomson; PP1588 Andrew Barker; PP1606 Rachel
Davies; PP2308 Joy Moore; PP2798 Shiela Barker; PP2889 Allan Piper, PP925 Melville
Golf Centre, PP1516 Tynewater Community Council, PP2791 Sarah Barron, PP2864
Scottish natural Heritage).
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TRAN3

Paragraph 275 of SPP clearly states that development plans should identify any new
transport infrastructure or public transport services including trunk road infrastructure. The
current Strategic Development Plan for South East Scotland supports upgrading Sheriffhall
roundabout (and other junctions on the A720) under policy 9, figure 2 (SDP) and identifies
the grade separation of the junction as a key intervention in the accompanying Action
Programme (CD140, action 34). The proposal to grade separate Sheriffhall was first
introduced in the Midlothian Local Plan 2003 and the Shawfair Local Plan 2003. It was
subsequently carried forward into the current Midlothian Local Plan 2008. The local
development plan is required to be consistent with the strategic plan therefore the proposal
Is included in the Proposed Plan and Action Programme.

In terms of the impact of the LDP strategy on the A720 and wider transport network, the
Proposed Plan makes reference to this in paragraph 4.5.8 in respect of the cross boundary
transport study which is designed to consider this very question. The Council considers
that the lack of grade separation at Sheriffhall is actually a constraint to development and
growth and is working against the delivery of the proposed development strategy. The
Council is part of a prospective City Deal bid. If successful the deal will support physical
infrastructure projects to unlock constraints to development and accelerate growth
throughout the City Region. The bypass and its junctions are key to this objective.

The Council considers that it is appropriate and reasonable to include this intervention in
the Proposed Plan and the Council considers that it is consistent with SPP and SDP1.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of this representation (PP381, PP390 Scottish Government).

Cycling

The Council notes the comments made in respect of cycling provision. TRANZ2 includes
provision for cycling infrastructure improvements to complement Borders Rail and table 5.2
and figure 5.2 indicate the development of the Midlothian Green Network which will include
segregated active travel routes (walking and cycling). Policy TRAN1 also promotes
sustainable transport requiring demonstration of how major travel generating development
will reduce the need to travel by car. In terms of the layout and design of new development
policy DEV6 seeks the integration of cycle routes into the proposal. Policy IMP1 also
seeks the provision of cycling access and cycling facilities in all new development. The
Council considers that it has made appropriate provision for cycling in the Proposed Plan.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP422 Alison Bowden, PP441 Lel Eory, PP453 Paul
de Roo, PP913 Ross Laird, PP2826 Peter Clark)

Other

In respect of the Penicuik Rail study the Council considered that there was no locus in
SDP1 to progress the project and that there were significant uncertainties in respect of
infrastructure and funding considerations that may make it inappropriate to include in the
plan at this time.

The plan advocates support for development in the vicinity of the station sites and, through
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the Borders Rail Partnership, are actively investigating possible uses or redevelopment
potential for the two buildings at Newtongrange and Gorebridge stations. The Council does
not consider it necessary to safeguard the station sites.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Proposed Plan
in respect of these representations. (PP616 Sarah Barron, PP1503 Tynewater Community
Council)

Reporter’s conclusions:

Support

1. The examination is restricted to matters raised in unresolved representations to the
proposed local development plan. Therefore, the expressions of support from Scottish
Natural Heritage in relation to proposed policy TRAN 1 (sustainable travel) are noted but do
not require any further consideration.

Cross-boundary transport study

2. Action 97 of the 2015 Strategic Development Plan for Edinburgh and South East
Scotland (SESplan) Action Programme requires the development of “a project to explore
cumulative and cross border impacts and mechanisms for funding infrastructure
enhancements”. The council agrees with the Scottish Government that the reference to the
cross-boundary transport study in the proposed plan at paragraph 4.5.8 incorrectly refers to
the forthcoming strategic development plan (SESplan2) instead of the current SESplan.
Therefore, a modification to correct this error is justified.

3. As indicated by the council, the outcomes of the cross-boundary transport study can be
incorporated into the action programme which accompanies the local development plan.
Any interventions requiring developer contributions could be controlled through proposed
policies IMP 1 (new development) and IMP 2 (essential infrastructure required to enable
new development to take place) if necessary and justified.

Strategy and policy TRAN 1 (sustainable travel)

4. A principal aim of SESplan (approved in 2013) is to “integrate land use and sustainable
modes of transport, reduce the need to travel and cut carbon emissions by steering new
development to the most sustainable locations” — key principles which underpin its spatial
strategy. The strategic plan also states that “meeting the identified level of housing need
and economic growth aspirations will have implications for the transport network”; and that
“the network is already heavily constrained and some stretches and junctions will come
under further pressure even without further development”. To combat this, and to reduce
reliance on private car use, the strategic plan directs significant travel generating
development to areas that are well served by public transport and are accessible by foot
and cycle (paragraphs 118 and 119).

5. Consistent with SESplan, the proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan provides a
vision which supports, where possible, the delivery of “new housing close to good
community facilities, shops and employment opportunities, with efficient high quality public
transport connections” (paragraph 1.2.1). To implement this vision, the proposed plan sets
objectives which underpin the policies and proposals of the plan including:
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e Directing new development to locations which minimise the need to travel,
particularly by private car.

e Securing active and sustainable transport options for existing communities and
future growth areas, and promote opportunities for walking, cycling and public
transport.

e Seeking the early implementation of strategic transport projects, and ensure that
efficient use is made of existing and new infrastructure.

6. Figures 2.1 (Midlothian Strategy for Development, page 11) and 4.1 (Economic
Clusters, page 21) of the proposed plan show that the majority of growth is directed to
strategic development areas identified in SESplan. Development is promoted along and
nearby primary routes including the A701, A701 relief road, and A702 around the
Midlothian Gateway (Straiton), The Bush and Bilston to the south-west of Edinburgh; the
A6094 around Bonnyrigg, Lasswade and Rosewell to the south of Edinburgh; the Borders
Rail Corridor (with stations at Gorebridge, Newtongrange, Newbattle, and Shawfair) and
the A7 also south of Edinburgh; and pockets of development at the northern end of the A68
and the City By-pass (A720) in the South-East Wedge (Shawfair). Consequently,
development is not proposed, as suggested in representations, in less sustainable, isolated
and poorly accessible locations.

7. As directed in paragraph 4.5.4, the proposed plan promotes a sustainable approach to
transport to encourage reduced private car use and active travel. Proposed plan policy
TRAN 1 (sustainable travel) requires all “major travel-generating uses” to be “well located
in relation to existing or proposed public transport services, are accessible by safe and
direct routes for pedestrians and cyclists and accord the Council’'s Transport Strategy”.
Travel plans and traffic impact assessments are also required through this policy. A wider
active travel network is also supported by policy TRAN 1.

8. In addition, proposed policy DEV 6 (layout and design of development) requires all
developments to integrate with pedestrian/cycle routes; create links to desired destinations;
provide safe (overlooked) environments for walking and cycling; encourage integrated bus
routes; and provide cycle parking. Furthermore, policies IMP 1 (new development) and
IMP 2 (essential infrastructure required to enable new development to take place) also
require provision (or contributions) towards a suite of measures/infrastructure to reduce
reliance on private car use and encourage active travel.

9. Proposed policy TRAN 2 (transport network interventions) also lists transport proposals
which would encourage use of public transport and active travel including three new or
expanded park and ride facilities; six public transport interventions including expanded bus
and tram infrastructure; and improvements to the walking/cycling infrastructure to
complement the Borders Rail services. Other interventions include junction improvements
which could ease congestion, road safety measures, and reprioritisation of the A701 for
sustainable travel.

10. In consideration of the above, | find that the development strategy of the proposed
Midlothian Local Development Plan is consistent with the growth strategy of SESplan and
its aims (as required by section 16(6) of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland)

Act 1997 (as amended)).

11. Further road usage is anticipated by SESplan and the proposed local development
plan as a consequence of growth. However, the provisions of the proposed plan are
reasonable and appropriate in providing means to reduce reliance on private car use and
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encourage the use of more sustainable (public and active) transport modes in all proposals
(not just major travel generating developments) to limit the impact of growth. I find that no
modification to the transport section of the proposed plan is required in relation to the scale
of planned growth or in relation to congestion.

12. | further find that the provisions of the proposed plan inherently encourage the
reduction in private car use without the need for a specific policy commitment to be
inserted. | also consider that specifying targets to reduce road use and/or climate change
emissions would be difficult to monitor and enforce through the local development plan.
This matter could be explored by the council through its revised Transport Strategy.
Indeed, | note from the ‘Midlothian LDP Transport Options Appraisal’ that there are
objectives (with targets) to increase the use of public and active transport; reduce traffic
flows and road accidents; and reduce the levels of nitrogen oxide and damaging particulate
matter within Dalkeith Town Centre.

13. The policies and proposals of SESplan and the proposed local development plan (as
well as their respective action programmes) support the integration of public transport
services and the integration, where possible, of new development with existing services
and amenities. The action programmes also prioritise the implementation of transport
infrastructure. Consequently, | find that the proposed plan does not encourage private car
use; and that there is no need to modify the proposed plan to ensure integration of
services.

Transport appraisal

14. Scottish Planning Policy (at paragraph 274) expects planning authorities to “appraise
the impact of the spatial strategy and its reasonable alternatives on the transport network,
in line with Transport Scotland’s DPMTAG [development planning and management
transport appraisal guidance]. This should include consideration of previously allocated
sites, transport opportunities and constraints, current capacity and committed
improvements to the transport network. Planning authorities should ensure that a transport
appraisal is undertaken at a scale and level of detail proportionate to the nature of the
issues and proposals being considered, including funding requirements. Appraisals should
be carried out in time to inform the spatial strategy and the strategic environmental
assessment. Where there are potential issues for the strategic transport network, the
appraisal should be discussed with Transport Scotland at the earliest opportunity”.

15. The development strategy for the proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan has
not been prepared in isolation but is required, through legislation, to be consistent with the
provisions of SESplan. Consequently, the allocation of land for housing and employment in
Midlothian, plus the associated need to find land for services and amenities to support
population growth, follow from the SESplan requirements which, as described in my
conclusions on Issue 3 (requirement for new development) and Issue 33 (economic sites),
are detailed in relation to the location of growth within strategic development areas.
Therefore, while several representations refer to the need to assess cumulative and cross-
boundary transport impacts, | consider that in preparing a local development plan within a
strategic development area it would not be unreasonable for cumulative or cross-boundary
assessments to be undertaken at the regional level which could inform local outcomes. In
support of this view, | note that on-going work has progressed in relation to a
cross-boundary transport study commissioned by the strategic development plan authority.

16. The DPMTAG contains a flow diagram to illustrate the “Integration of Transport
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Appraisal within the preparation of LDPs in SDP areas”. This diagram states that when
undertaking a transport appraisal cumulative impact is only necessary “if required”. There
is no indication that Transport Scotland required a cumulative transport appraisal from
Midlothian in preparation of its local development plan at any stage. In addition, there is no
unresolved representation to the examination from the national body suggesting that
cumulative or cross-boundary appraisal should have been carried out by the council to
inform the production of the local development plan.

17. MVA Consultancy (now SYSTRA limited) carried out a Midlothian base line report in
December 2010. This contained transport modelling work which assessed the capacity of
the current road network to gain an understanding of the likely impact of committed
development requirements set out in the existing Midlothian Local Plan 2008 and SESplan.

18. This was followed by further modelling work conducted by SYSTRA in 2013 using the
SEStran Regional Model to produce a 2024 forecast scenario to form a basis to assess the
new allocations to be contained in the proposed local development plan. | note that this
scenario used “data from all the other SESplan local authorities” in its assessment and, as |
understand, applied a situation where estimated growth throughout the SESplan area was
calculated to 2024 but with only committed and windfall development for Midlothian
included (not the new SESplan development requirements). This meant that the impacts
arising from new allocations could be assessed separately. The main findings indicated
that (without new allocations) the road network and associated junctions would be
congested at key locations, particularly around the A720 city by-pass.

19. Further assessment was published on 15 October 2014 by SYSTRA using the
SEStran Regional Model but running a scenario focussing predominately on the land in the
Midlothian area, with key consideration given to both the committed developments and the
additional development allocations required by SESplan. The analysis informed where
possible mitigation measures would likely be required on the main corridors and in
proximity to major developments including land around the A7, A701, A702, and A720. |
note that all housing and employment sites (including proposed site Ec3 - West Straiton)
were included in this analysis.

20. The ‘Midlothian LDP Transport Option Appraisal’ was published on 23 October 2014
by SYSTRA. Its purpose is to “objectively and consistently measure the potential for
transport options to mitigate the impacts of the Midlothian Local Development Plan”. It
assessed five scenarios for mitigation: new access for site Hs1 (Newton Farm); local
junction capacity relief; public transport and services improvements (including the A7
urbanisation scheme); A701 relief road and link road; and A720 Edinburgh city by-pass
relief) against 10 objectives with key performance indicators. Based on the outcome of this
analysis Midlothian Council chose to pursue mitigation for all but the A720 city

by-pass relief (as that measure is largely dependent on Transport Scotland to deliver).

21. Although there was no requirement to conduct cumulative or cross-boundary
assessment, | find that the council has carried out extensive transport analysis which has
included assumptions about growth across the SESplan area and the impact of growth in
Midlothian. The council has taken a proportionate approach to transport appraisal and
assessed, and sought to implement through the proposed plan, mitigation measures which
would help to reduce congestion. Consequently, | do not agree that further transport
analysis is required to inform the production of the local development plan.

22. The council acknowledges that the Midlothian Local Transport Strategy 2007-2014
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which helped to inform the production of the proposed local development plan is now out-
of-date. However, | agree with the council that its policy objectives remain valid at this
time; primarily the objective of promoting modal shift to active and sustainable forms of
transportation which is likely to be continued in its forthcoming revision. Consequently, |
find that an updated local transport strategy is not required to inform the development
strategy of the proposed local development plan.

A701 relief road

Support

23. | note that the University of Edinburgh supports investment in road infrastructure and
the proposed A701 relief road.

The development plan position

24. Planning permission for road improvements to the A701 were approved in 2000 and
incorporated into the Midlothian Local Plan 2003 and the currently adopted Midlothian
Local Plan 2008. Indeed, the adopted local plan shows the safeguarded route of a road
scheme from a roundabout in the south along land to the west of the Pentland Park
residential caravan park and north across the site now promoted as site Ec3 in the
proposed plan (West Straiton). Therefore, the principle of a road in this vicinity is well
established.

25. In addition, SESplan figure 2 (strategic infrastructure) identifies “improvements to the
A701” as required for existing and future developments.

Transport appraisal

26. The main issues report (2013), which preceded the proposed local development plan,
identified that the route shown in the 2008 local plan would likely no longer be feasible due
to economic considerations, difficult engineering solutions, and ground conditions.
However, in order to promote the prospects of continued growth at The Bush, and support
new SESplan requirements in the A701 corridor strategic development area, a new road
was identified as being required to accommodate growth. The report illustrates two
potential routes for the A701 relief road to “allow the relative merits of each to be
considered and to compare these alternatives against a ‘do-nothing’ option”. The 2014
Transport Option Appraisal suggests that the outcome of the main issues report
consultation was political and wider public support for the relief road with significant local
opposition.

27. In addition, transport analysis conducted (as described in the section above) identified
impacts along A720 junctions and particularly that of the A701 with the A720. To address
impacts one of the mitigation scenarios assessed in the Transport Options Appraisal
included the A701 relief road and link road as “this corridor is forecast to become
increasingly congested as committed developments and the Midlothian Local Development
Plan land-use allocations are built out”. The assessment considered that there would be
moderate benefits in relation to the transport network; encouraging investment into the
area; enhancing connections in Midlothian; and reducing social exclusion by improving
accessibility. A minor benefit was predicted in relation to improved integration between all
modes of transport. No or negligible benefits or negative impacts were predicted in relation
to widening travel choices; protection of human health; accidents and crime; and traffic
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growth. Moderate costs or negative impacts were predicted in terms of impact on the
natural and built environment (particularly in relation to severance of green space and loss
of green belt).

28. In relation to environmental impact, the appraisal for the A701 relief road considered
that there would be minor or moderate costs/impacts in relation to noise and vibration;
carbon dioxide emissions; particulate matter and nitrogen oxide; water quality, drainage
and flooding; biodiversity and habitats; landscape; visual amenity; agriculture and soils; and
cultural heritage. Impact on geology and safety was predicted to be negligible. Mitigation
Is suggested for some of the predicted impacts while others are to be balanced against the
overall situation in relation to wider benefits to the transport network.

29. Moderate benefits were also predicted in terms of transport economic efficiency
(including time savings; operating costs; reliability improvements) and economic activity
and location impacts (in terms of improvement to network performance for private and
public vehicles across west Midlothian). Minor benefits in relation to community
accessibility and public transport reliability were also predicted.

30. The Transport Option Appraisal concluded that in terms of feasibility the A701 relief
road would require significant investment where a range of economic, social and
environmental effects would need to be carefully weighed. Ultimately, the council has
decided to pursue the A701 relief road and A702 link as a mitigation measure to support
the growth required in the A701 corridor strategic development area as directed by
SESplan. Following the above conclusions, | find that there is sufficient justification for the
A701 relief road to be supported in the proposed plan.

Consideration of alternatives

31. The council has investigated a “do nothing” approach through its transport
assessments. In effect, growth along the A701 corridor of both housing and employment
would result in greater congestion along the corridor and wider transport network,
particularly around key junctions including those with the A720. This may result in limiting
the progress of growth and investment in west Midlothian to the detriment of fulfilling the
SESplan requirements.

32. Alternative routes for the A701 relief road and A702 link road have been investigated
by the council with both potential routes shown on the proposed local development plan’s
proposals maps. Future detailed investigation is to be undertaken to understand the
design, costs and feasibility of routes. In addition, any major road building project would
require environmental impact assessment which would require assessment of “alternatives”
at the outset.

33. Based on the above, | find that alternatives to the A701 relief road have been, and will
be, investigated.

Potential impacts

34. In relation to the potential impact of the A701 relief road | support the view presented in
the Transport Option Appraisal that the project requires a careful balancing of the social,
environmental and economic impacts. There are predicted impacts (as highlighted in
paragraph 27 to 29 above). However, | consider that there is sufficient provision within the
development plan to adequately address impacts at the design and planning application
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stage (which would include environmental assessment). Therefore, concerns regarding
ground conditions; archaeology; human health (air pollution); visual amenity and views to
the Pentland Hills; impact on wildlife and habitats; impact on the landscape and rural
character would all be addressed with mitigation required where necessary.

35. There would be a loss of green belt and prime agricultural land associated with
development of the road project. However, | consider that this loss is justified by the
benefits of development and the requirement to provide the relief road in order to aid the
delivery of housing and employment land along the A701 corridor (as well as provide
opportunities to improve accessibility and improve the existing A701).

36. | appreciate that the route of the relief road is in proximity to local residents and would
be within the wider community of Damhead. | also note that the Damhead and District
Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 states that “there is almost universal community
consensus that these proposals would be hugely detrimental to the local area”. Careful
design and mitigation are therefore paramount to ensuring the protection of amenity and
quality of life for existing residents. Again, | consider that the provisions of the
development plan would allow these matters to be addressed.

37. | further note that provision of the relief road would create a new green belt boundary
and provide a green space (countryside) to the west between the relief road and the A701
which may be more attractive to development. Indeed, planning permission has been
sought on the majority of this land for a film studio. This land may be more attractive to
development but | find that re-designation from green belt to countryside/prime agricultural
land is appropriate based on the fact that a new robust green belt boundary would be
formed by the A701 relief road.

38. Development of the relief road may draw travellers away from shops (using a more
direct route). However, there is limited evidence to suggest that development of the relief
road would have a detrimental impact on local shopping provision. | also note that the
potential routes of the relief road would direct vehicles away from the existing park and ride
facilities at Straiton. However, there is provision within site Ec3 (West Straiton) to re-site
the park and ride facilities which may allow easier access from the relief road and
encourage public transport use.

Route alignment — Pentland Studios Limited

39. Scottish Ministers’ issued a notice of intention on 3 April 2017 as they were minded to
grant planning permission in principle for “a mixed use development compromising film and
TV studio including backlot complex; mixed employment uses retail/office/commercial,
hotel; gas and heat power plant/energy centre; film studio and student accommodation;
studio tour building; earth station antenna and associated infrastructure” (planning
application reference 15/00364/PPP; appeal reference PPA-290-2032).

40. Ministers attached a condition to the consent which “would prevent the proposed
development from commencing until an appropriate location for the A701 relief road has
been approved in writing by the planning authority and safeguarded. This would ensure
that the mixed use film studio proposal would not prejudice the aspirations for a relief road
in the local development plan”. The condition (number 13) requires that no development
commence until a reserved area map has been submitted and approved by the planning
authority which thereafter no development shall be permitted on.
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41. The promoter of the film studio (Pentland Studios Limited) suggests in an unresolved
representation to the proposed plan that the A701 relief road should be moved as it would
impact on the viability of the mixed use film studio proposals. An alternative route to the
west of Cameron Wood was suggested. This suggestion was proposed prior to the issue
of the notice of intention by Scottish Ministers’ requiring a reserved area to be identified
and protected from development. Since then, PSL Land Limited (formerly Pentland
Studios Limited) has indicated in writing that it supports the continued representation of the
relief road in the proposed plan and would not endorse a buffered corridor being shown
instead.

42. Although the council suggest that the two potential routes for the A701 relief road (as
shown on the proposals maps) are the “best fit” in relation to feasibility studies undertaken,
the final route is yet to be confirmed (as expressed in paragraph 8.3.4 of the proposed
plan). Therefore, there may be justification for movement of the relief road route as more
detailed studies are undertaken. However, | find that the requirements of condition 13
would be suitable to protect delivery of the relief road; and that no revision to the routes
shown in the proposed plan are required.

Route alignment — Site Hs16 (Bilston)

43. Taylor Wimpey and Hallam Land Management suggest an amendment to the A701
relief road boundary to enable further housing around site Hs16 and, consequently,
additional contributions towards the delivery of the relief road. This matter is addressed in
Issue 28 (A701 corridor strategic development area) at paragraphs 36 and 37 where
expansion of site Hs16 is not endorsed. No change to the relief road boundary is required
on this basis.

Financing

44. In terms of financing the A701 relief road project, | am satisfied that the council has
investigated various methods of delivery including front-funding from borrowing and/or
investment through the Edinburgh City Deal for infrastructure. Consequently, the council
has acknowledged through further written submissions that delivery of the relief road may
not be reliant on developer funding. However, developer contributions towards the relief
road would be required from certain related developments to aid delivery of the project (and
pay back borrowings if required). As explained in Issue 7 (site Ec3 and A701 relief road) to
ensure that the impact of development on the existing transport network is minimised it
may be necessary for some development to be restricted until such time as the relief road
is completed.

Policy TRAN 2 (transport network interventions)

Dalkeith Tramline

45. Tramline 3 is illustrated on figure 2 (strategic infrastructure) within SESplan as a line
from Edinburgh City Centre to Newcraighall and Dalkeith. The route is similarly shown on
figure 3 in SESplan which depicts the strategy for the regional core. The route is promoted
to help “achieve the appropriate level of accessibility by sustainable travel modes”. The
proposed local development plan safeguards the route through policy TRAN 2 (transport
network interventions). | find that as SESplan actively promotes the tramline it is
reasonable for the route to continue to be safeguarded in the proposed plan.
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Millerhill-Loanhead rail safeguard

46. Scottish Planning Policy (2014) states that “disused railway lines with a reasonable
prospect of being reused as rail, tram, bus rapid transit or active travel routes should be
safeguarded in development plans”. The council highlights that it plans for the disused
railway line between Millerhill and Loanhead to form part of the Midlothian green network
and national cycle route 196. On this basis, | find that there is reasonable justification to
maintain its safeguard in the proposed plan.

A7 urbanisation detail

47. The matter relating to the level of detail with regard to the A7 urbanisation scheme is
addressed at paragraphs 15 to 17 in Issue 26 (site specific delivery) of this report.

Segregated and new cycling provision

48. The matter relating to segregated and new cycling provision is dealt with under the
heading “cycling” below.

Design, costing and consultation of transport projects

49. Proposed policy TRAN 2 (transport network interventions) requires the “early
implementation of the transport interventions arising in connection with the development
strategy”. Facilitation of the delivery of the transport interventions is also supported by the
council’s proposed action programme to accompany the proposed plan.

50. Policy TRAN 2 also supports the production of supplementary guidance (which would
be consulted on) to direct developer contributions in relation to transport interventions. |
note that some of the interventions are the responsibility of third parties (not the council).
However, the supplementary guidance, together with other appraisal information, could
provide a suitable basis to disclose known design and costing details of transport
interventions.

51. I note that the council has a fully costed design for the A7 urbanisation scheme and
has feasibility studies in relation to the A701 relief road and A702 link. The council has
acknowledged in further written submissions that the City Deal for Edinburgh and the
surrounding area could allow for the funding, or partial funding, of key transport
interventions. The council also notes the need to front-fund some interventions and
investigate borrowing to facilitate delivery where necessary.

52. On the basis of the above, | find that there are reasonable provisions in the proposed
plan to encourage the delivery of transport interventions to support the development
strategy without any need for modifications to the plan.

Spatial depiction of transport interventions

53. The majority of the transport network interventions listed in proposed local
development plan policy TRAN 2 are derived from SESplan’s strategic infrastructure
provisions shown spatially in figure 2 of that plan. The transport interventions described in
the proposed local development plan are also shown on the proposals maps and
settlement maps. On this basis, | consider that there is sufficient reference to transport
network interventions without the need to show these on the strategy map of the proposed
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plan as suggested by Scottish Borders Council.
Newton Farm link road

54. Scottish Planning Policy states at paragraph 278 that “while new junctions on trunk
roads are not normally acceptable, the case for a new junction will be considered where the
planning authority considers that significant economic growth or regeneration benefits can
be demonstrated. New junctions will only be considered if they are designed in accordance
with DMRB [Design Manual for Roads and Bridges] and where there would be no adverse
impact on road safety or operational performance”.

55. As noted by the council, the Newton Farm link road (associated with proposed
housing site Hs1 — Newton Farm in the local development plan) was first identified in the
Shawfair Local Plan (2003) and carried forward as a safeguard commitment in the currently
adopted Midlothian Local Plan (2008). Paragraph 3.4.17 of the Midlothian Local Plan
states that “policy TRAN4 (safeguarding for transportation schemes) also safeguards land
for the provision of a future link road from the A720 City Bypass (connecting with the A68
Dalkeith Bypass) to the B6415 at Millerhill although no funding source is identified. This
link road is to facilitate access to the proposed Shawfair town centre, with rail station and
car park, and committed business land allocations in the vicinity, but would not function as
a through route”.

56. In addition, SESplan requires local development plans to “make provision for the
priority strategic interventions detailed in Figure 2 (Strategic Infrastructure) and in the
accompanying Action Programme”. SESplan policy 9 (infrastructure) also requires local
development plans to “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”. As identified by the council, two of the strategic
infrastructure requirements set out in figure 2 are related to a potential junction from the
A68: the orbital bus route and the A68 Park and Ride (which paragraph 45 of SESplan
suggests could be located to the north of the A68/A720 junction). These interventions are
also promoted in the SESplan action programme (actions 24 and 29).

57. The proposed local development plan allocates land for some 480 houses on site Hs1
with safeguarding for further housing to the south-west. The development considerations
suggest that a link should be provided between the A68/A720 junction and the B6415/0Id
Craighall Road. | find that there is support for a junction at the A68/A720 arising from the
orbital bus route and park and ride interventions. | also find that allocation of this site would
make a substantial contribution to the SESplan housing requirement and expansion of
Shawfair. Matters concerning final road design, road safety and operational performance
could be addressed at the design/application stage. Consequently, | agree with the council
that there would likely be economic advantages to promoting the site and access from the
A68 in accordance with the provisions of Scottish Planning Policy paragraph 278.
Therefore, | find that the promoted junction intervention should continue to be referred to in
the proposed plan.

Redheugh Station

58. I note that the currently adopted Midlothian Local Plan (2008) states at paragraph
3.4.10 that “consideration may be given in the longer term to the potential for a rail halt to
be located at the proposed new community at Redheugh/Prestonholm though, in the short
term, the new community will enjoy good access to Newtongrange Station”. In addition, in
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reference to development at Redheugh paragraph 76 of SESplan states that “the new
community is located on the Borders Railway, with potential in the longer term for a new
station”. Furthermore, the SESplan action programme (2015) identifies the delivery of
Redheugh rail station (action 60) as having policy support. However, it also notes that
“agreement has not been reached with Transport Scotland”.

59. Based on the fact that the Redheugh community is expanding, and that there is policy
support for the rail station, | agree with the council that reference to it within policy TRAN 2
(and the settlement statements) is reasonable and appropriate. However, as Transport
Scotland remains cautious about committing to its realisation, and due to the proximity of
Newtongrange Station (with potential impacts such as timetabling), | find that references to
the station should be amended to refer to its “potential” delivery.

Sustainable transport options and reducing carbon dioxide emissions

60. The proposed plan is not overly focused on improvements to roads. My findings in
paragraphs 3 to 12 above suggest that the proposed local development plan encourages
active and sustainable transport. Ensuring access to active and sustainable transport
networks would likely encourage less reliance on private motor vehicles and help to move
towards a low carbon economy (as promoted by Scottish Planning Policy). No changes to
proposed plan are required on this basis.

Interpretation of policy TRAN 2

61. Parties consider that proposed policy TRAN 2 should provide clearer information with
respect to the transport interventions proposed. As stated in Scottish Government

Circular 6/2013 on development planning — Scottish Ministers want development plans to
be succinct. | consider that it would be overtly detailed to include the exact details of each
transport intervention within the proposed plan. As indicated by the council, the
interventions arise from a transport appraisal and from strategic infrastructure requirements
referred to in SESplan. Further detail with respect to their design and costing should be
forthcoming through supplementary guidance (see paragraph 49 to 53 above) and within
other publications including the local transport strategy. On this basis, I find that the policy
Is reasonably clear without need for modification.

62. A transport appraisal has been undertaken to support the proposed local development
plan; and supplementary guidance can only be approved following publication of the
development plan for which it relates (and, therefore, cannot be adopted prior to the
adoption of the local development plan). Consequently, | find no justification to suggest
suspension of the proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan on the basis of a lack of
transport appraisal or published supplementary guidance.

Orbital bus route A720

63. | agree with the council that illustration of proposals and interventions on the
proposals maps is useful where they have a specific land use impact. However, some
interventions, like the orbital bus route around the A720, are not easily illustrated. SESplan
identifies the orbital bus route in figure 3 (regional core) which shows a continuous line
from the Al to Edinburgh Airport. In the context of proposed Midlothian Local Development
Plan only a few of the maps include the A720 city by-pass as it lies primarily outside the
authority area. | consider that SESplan illustrates the route successfully as a whole.
Therefore, it is not necessary for the proposed plan to show only parts of this wider
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strategic transport intervention. No change to the proposed plan is required to show the
orbital bus route.

Integration with the Borders Railway

64. As stated by the council, the stations serving the Borders Railway all have cycle
parking and are integrated, where possible, with existing bus, cycle and pedestrian
networks. Car parking at stations also allows for park and ride reducing the need to travel
by private motor vehicle. In addition, the proposed plan would require any development
nearby to a rail station to integrate with the local networks and thereby encourage use of
the railway. | find that no changes are required to the proposed plan in relation to further
transport integration with the Borders Railway.

Traffic impacts in Lasswade and along the A7

65. | note that the transport interventions include reference to an urbanisation scheme
along the A7 which should support the move towards active and suitable forms of transport
and help to reduce congestion along this route. The suite of transport interventions listed in
proposed policy TRAN 2 do not include specific projects for Lasswade but would likely
improve the overall road network to aid the relief of congestion in settlements across
Midlothian. No change to the plan is required on this matter.

Safe crossing of the A720

66. Scottish Natural Heritage suggest that a further intervention should be included in
policy TRAN 2 to allow safe crossing for pedestrians and cyclists over the A720 city
by-pass but with particular emphasis on the Sheriffhall roundabout. From my site
inspections | noted that there are opportunities for pedestrians and cyclists to cross the
A720 at various overpasses but also on dedicated routes including the Loanhead railway
path. However, as indicated by the council any incorporation of a dedicated
pedestrian/cycle crossing at Sheriffhall roundabout could be addressed in its grade
separation redesign. No change to the proposed plan is required to allow this to occur.

Policy TRAN 3 (strateqic transport network)

Sheriffhall Roundabout

67. The previously adopted Midlothian Local Plan 2003 identified (under the section
entitled “road safeguarding”) that the A720 “Sheriffhall roundabout grade separation is
included in the Structure Plan list of schemes to be safeguarded”; and proposal TRAN4
(Trunk Roads) of that local plan supported the early implementation of this project.
Similarly, the currently adopted Midlothian Local Plan (2008) contains support for the early
implementation of the project.

68. In addition, the strategic infrastructure figure within the currently approved SESplan
states that “figure 2 identifies key strategic improvements to transport and other
infrastructure which are required for existing and future development”. The key strategic
improvements include the “Sheriffhall junction upgrade” within the regional core, and
“upgrading of Sheriffhall roundabout and other junctions on A720” in the Midlothian/Borders
area. Paragraph 74 of SESplan states that key infrastructure projects in the Midlothian/
Borders include the “grade separation of Sheriffhall Roundabout and improvement to other
junctions on the A720 City Bypass”. In addition, paragraph 120 of SESplan (in reference to

179




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

transportation policies) states that local development plans “should make provision for the
priority strategic interventions detailed in Figure 2 (Strategic Infrastructure) and in the
accompanying Action Programme”. And, action 25 of the SESplan Action Programme
(September 2015) requires delivery of “grade separation of Sheriffhall Roundabout and the
upgrading of other junctions on the A720 city bypass including bus priority measures”.

69. As written, policy TRAN 3 of the proposed local development plan reads as a
statement of support for the early implementation of the grade separation of the Sheriffhall
Junction. Policy TRAN 2 provides additional support for this project and identifies that
developer contributions may be sought to help with early implementation. Paragraph 4.5.9
of the proposed plan also states that the council will maintain a dialogue with Transport
Scotland in relation to any intervention.

70. Transport Scotland suggests that insufficient work has been undertaken to understand
the impact of development in Midlothian on the Sheriffhall roundabout; and suggests that
greater certainty regarding funding and delivery of the grade separation project is required
to support policy TRAN 3.

71. However, | find that policy TRAN 3 is not a “policy” as such but simply a statement of
support for the early implementation of a project which has historic and current
development plan support. SESplan is definitive at paragraph 120 where it directs local
development plans to prioritise strategic infrastructure. Therefore, | find it appropriate and
reasonable for the proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan to continue to endorse the
early implementation of this project. No change to policy TRAN 3 is required.

Cycling

72. |1 conclude in paragraph 14 of Issue 1 (vision, aims and objectives) that active travel
and encouraging cycling is an integral part of the proposed plan. Proposed policies TRAN
1 (sustainable travel); TRAN 2 (transport network interventions); DEV 6 (layout and design
of new development); ENV 2 (Midlothian green network); and IMP 1 (new development)
would all support the provision of cycling routes within developments and integration with
the wider cycle network.

73. In addition, proposals would not solely be considered in relation to the provisions of
the local development plan but would also be determined with reference to the Midlothian
Local Transport Strategy; Midlothian Core Path Plan; and statutory supplementary
guidance on the Midlothian green network. All of these documents would promote cycling
across Midlothian.

74. In consideration of the above, | find that the proposed plan provides reasonable policy
provision to encourage and integrate cycling as part of the development process. Provision
of integrated cycle facilities would likely help to reduce reliance on the private motor
vehicle. The provision of extended cycle routes and increased safety/segregation of routes
is a matter which could be explored through the planning application process and through
the preparation of development briefs and masterplans including that for The Bush (as
mentioned in representations). The proposed plan would not impede the provision of
expanded routes which could be identified and supported through the other documents
mentioned in paragraph 73 above. No change to the proposed plan is required on this
matter.
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Other matters

Penicuik Railway

75. As indicated by the council there is no provision for a railway line to Penicuik in
SESplan and, in any case, there are significant uncertainties in relation to infrastructure
provision and financing of the line. Consequently, | find that a potential route for the line
should not be safeguarded in the proposed plan.

Borders Railway

76. The railway stations along the Borders Railway are now operational. Consequently, |
agree with the council that the sites and land surrounding the stations do not need to be
safeguarded in the proposed plan. | note that the council is investigating redevelopment
opportunities on land beside stations. There is sufficient provision in the proposed plan to
ensure appropriate development is supported on land adjacent to stations.

Edinburgh Royal Infirmary access

77. Mr Laird considers that more priority should be given to the provision of bus
connections from west Midlothian to the Edinburgh Royal Infirmary. While the proposed
local development plan encourages bus provision in new development it has little influence
over the promotion of new routes or the increased frequency of services. This is a matter
for transport providers in collaboration with the council as transport authority. No change to
the plan is required to priorities bus provision to the Edinburgh Royal Infirmary.

Reporter’'s recommendations:

Modify the proposed local development plan by:
1. Replacing the second sentence of paragraph 4.5.8 on page 28 with:

“This is considering the longer term impacts on the strategic transport network of potential
future growth as part of the SESplan spatial strategy.”

2. Replacing the transport intervention “Redheugh Station” within policy TRAN 2
(transport network interventions) on page 28 with “Potential rail station at Redheugh”.

3. Replacing the first transport requirement in Table 8.18 ‘Gorebridge Implementation
Requirements’ on page 117 with:

“Borders Rail, including Gorebridge station and related car park and/or potential new
Redheugh station and related car park”.

181




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Issue 7

Site Ec3 and A701 Relief Road

Development plan

Strategy for Sustainable Growth — Strategic
Employment Locations.
Promoting Economic Growth — Transport

Reporter:

reference: Network/Town Centres and retailing. Alasdair Edwards
Protecting Our Heritage — Protecting the Green
Belt.

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

number):

907760 PP13 Almondvale (Livingston) Ltd

907760 PP15 Almondvale (Livingston) Ltd

778339 PP27 Midlothian Green Party

782016 PP82 City of Edinburgh Council

907634 PP113 Pentland Studios Ltd

909742 PP167 Kate Holbrook

909735 PP255 Midlothian Matters

909865 PP272 Midlothian Environmental Action

909865 PP283 Midlothian Environmental Action

909579 PP401 Straiton Park Ltd

909579 PP404 Straiton Park Ltd

909579 PP410 Straiton Park Ltd

909893 PP433 Damhead and District Community Council

909893 PP435 Damhead and District Community Council

909826 PP440 Duncan McAuslan

909826 PP450 Duncan McAuslan

909826 PP476 Duncan McAuslan

909826 PP467 Duncan McAuslan

782016 PP501 City of Edinburgh Council

907142 PP536 Mirabelle Maslin

909865 PP551 Midlothian Environmental Action

909865 PP552 Midlothian Environmental Action

778171 PP893 Jacqueline Marsh

921601 PP922 Ross Laird

907142 PP1054 Mirabelle Maslin

921439 PP1202 James Telfer

921439 PP1203 James Telfer

922121 PP1393 C Daniels

817544 PP1630 M Begbie

908626 PP2705 Ailsa Carlisle

922114 PP2708 Andrew Pritchard

966437 PP2851 Mrs Telfer

966437 PP2852 J Telfer

817544 PP2854 M Begbie

754735 PP2879 Scottish Natural Heritage

Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue

relates:

Section 2.3 Employment Land, Policy STRATS.

Section 4.5, Policy TRANZ2.
Section 4.6, Policy TCR2.
Section 5.1, Policy ENV1
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Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Representations seeking removal of site Ec3

Objects to site Ec3. Considers the proposal for a "Midlothian Gateway" are poorly defined,
given its location it is unlikely to attract tourists, does not believe that another retail park
will make the area any more attractive and is more likely to result in what is in effect a
motorway service station. (PP27 Midlothian Green Party)

Objects to the proposed A701 relief road and the West Straiton allocation (Ec3). Considers
that these proposals run counter to section 3E of the Planning Acts, Scottish Planning
Policy, Strategic Development Plan policies 1B and 8; a number of Proposed Midlothian
Local Development Plan policies; the Scottish Soil Framework and Scotland's Land Use
Strategy. In addition to this, the proposals are opposed on grounds of: destruction of local
community at Damhead; loss of Green Belt; loss of good quality agricultural land; loss of
biodiversity/habitats; impact on landscape character/visual amenity; effect on water quality,
drainage and flood defence; increase in traffic with resulting increase in carbon
emissions/pollution; coalescence with Edinburgh; not mentioned in National Planning
Framework; contrary to EU, UK and Scottish air quality strategies; Does not take account
of Damhead Community Council Neighbourhood Plan; lack of comprehensive transport
study and no low-carbon alternative. (PP272, PP283, PP551 Midlothian Environmental
Action)

Objects to the development pressures in Damhead. It is not a focal point on the map but
considers it is suffering heavy development which is to the detriment of the Damhead
community. (PP467 Duncan McAuslan)

Considers that Straiton should not be developed any further, and that to do so would be
contrary to aims of promoting town centres, and contrary to SDP. Considers that
development at Straiton has been piecemeal with no integrated overview, and that this will
not be remedied by building on other side of A701. (PP536 Mirabelle Maslin)

Opposes the proposed allocation of Ec3 West Straiton. Considers there is no need for this
allocation, and that it would increase traffic/pollution in the area, and use precious Green
Belt land. Alternative use for bing suggested, as leisure/wildlife area. (PP893 Jacqueline
Marsh)

Objects to development proposals (West Straiton Ec3) on the following grounds: pedestrian
access across the A701 to West Straiton is poor, even with the A701 Relief Roads
proposals; and ground conditions at West Straiton are unsuitable for development. (PP922
Ross Laird)

Objects to the proposed West Straiton site (Ec3). Considers that Straiton Retail Park
should not be extended any further as it has contributed to the deterioration of town centres
such as Penicuik, Loanhead and Dalkeith; adverse effect on the Green Belt; development
of Straiton has been piecemeal with no integrated overview and further expansion will not
change this; considers that existing roads have not been properly maintained and that
weeds and Giant Hogweed have been allowed to overgrow. (PP1054 Mirabelle Maslin)

Objects to the proposed West Straiton site (Ec3). Considers that encouraging development
in this area would result in loss of Green Belt and prime agricultural land; site is likely to be
affected by historic coal mining resulting in ground instability, potential gas leakage and
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water contamination; would result in land uses and scale of development contrary to Green
Belt (cites SPP); impact of electricity pylons not considered; effect on client's land must be
considered or would be considered maladministration; effect on health/wellbeing of nearby
residents, animals and the environment; lack of accessibility. Considers there is a lack of
available evidence that there are not alternative sites to Ec3 that would not involve
significant erosion of the Green Belt. (PP1202 James Telfer; PP1630 M Begbie; PP2851 J
Telfer)

Objects to the proposed economic site at West Straiton (Ec3). Considers that these will
contribute to coalescence, resulting in loss of identity; concern expressed regarding strain
these will put on infrastructure; considers that existing economic developments have
cheapened the area, adding light pollution, noise and traffic, undermining the idea of the
‘Midlothian Gateway', particularly as these may obstruct views of the Pentlands; raises
concerns about loss of wildlife, particularly in light of climate change and loss of habitats.
(PP1393 C Daniels)

Objects to site Ec3 West Straiton on the following grounds: Impact on Amenity. Considers
development of these sites will significantly reduce the aesthetic and environmental value
of the area in an unsustainable way; Loss of Settlement Character and Identity. Considers
the approach taken in Midlothian settlements is contrary to the Proposed Plan's strategy;
Settlement Coalescence. Objection to the merging of settlements into an Edinburgh
conurbation to the detriment of residents and the whole area; Local Infrastructure and
Services. Considers huge strain will be put on local services; Economy: Considers rapid
unsustainable development will be much to the detriment of the area's economic potential;
Transport. Considers huge strain will be put on transport; Considers development can only
occur with complete disregard for the designations affecting sites in Midlothian; and
Outraged that the nature of greenspaces in Midlothian and Edinburgh will be damaged by
development and that a precedent will be set for further development. (PP2708 Andrew
Pritchard)

Seeks maodifications to Ec3 (either to boundary or nature of development)

Objects to the principle of developing proposed site West Straiton (Ec3) for retalil.
Considers that the site is greenfield and Green Belt; that retail is not the same as an
‘employment’ allocation; dependence on the A701 relief road; ground stability and
contamination issues need to be satisfied. (PP13 Almondvale (Livingston) Ltd)

Objects to the inclusion of Ec3 as part of Straiton Commercial Centre, which is a long
established commercial centre within the retail hierarchy. (PP15 Almondvale (Livingston)
Ltd)

CEC has significant concerns about expansion of Straiton retail park. States that not clear
what the final size of the expansion will be or what the balance of uses will be, but
considers it likely that the retail park will double in size. Considers that it is not clear to
what extent Midlothian will be able to limit the amount of new retail development on site
once principle established, and that there is a risk that land allocated for alternative uses in
the masterplan may be subsequently used for retail development. CEC does not agree
that the western expansion of Straiton is the best solution for meeting future needs of
Midlothian shoppers or wider area. Considers that there is no requirement for such a
strategic expansion the approved SDP, nor is there sufficient justification set out in the
retail study given its peripheral location relative to future growth in spending/population in
Midlothian, its high dependence on trade drawn from outwith Midlothian and the fact that
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local authority boundaries do not influence where people shop. Considers that retail study
makes clear that the expanded park will mainly be catering for additional retail comparison
shopping demand in the A7/A68 corridor and acknowledges the limited east-west public
transport links between the Straiton and A7/A68 corridor. Focus of retail strategy appears
to be on stemming leakage of comparison goods spending from Midlothian - however,
there is no requirement in SDP to minimise leakage from local authority areas. Measures
to reduce leakage could lead to longer and less sustainable shopping patterns and could
disadvantage those sections of community without access to a car. Considers that the
study uses optimistic assumptions to quantify future spending, which creates significant risk
that new development will rely on diversion of trade, adversely affecting vitality and viability
of existing centres. Considers that 4.7% per capita growth of comparison goods is not
justified and refers to more recent Experian forecasts (Experian Retail Planner Briefing
Note 11, October 2013 predicts annual average growth of 2.9% between 2012-25. (PP82
City of Edinburgh Council)

Objects to the omission of the land around Damhead/Pentland Road as indicated on the
attached supporting statement and which is the subject of a planning application
(15/00364/PPP) for the development of a film studio and associated uses. Welcomes the
fact that the majority of the land is now designated as countryside and not Greenbelt and
that the Council has allocated site Ec3 but suggests only the latter change is reflective of
the land uses proposed as part of this submission and the planning application. Does not
agree with the requirement that the realigned road must be built before development of Ec3
and considers this approach would prohibit development and risks creating planning blight
as there is no secured funding to deliver. Equally if it is to be built by developers then it will
require enabling development to ensure delivery therefore it would not be viable to
construct the road in advance of any development coming forward within the plan's lifetime.
(PP113 Pentland Studios Ltd)

States that within the Damhead area, Straiton Bing is not only of local significance for
biodiversity, as it contains one of the largest areas of semi-natural woodland in this part of
Midlothian but it is also of regional importance. Considers the allocation of site Ec3 is
contrary to Policy ENV14. Considers Straiton Bing is important for the nationally important
species that it supports (e.g. badgers, bats, buzzards) and that it is a locally important
greenspace of value to the local community for recreation. States a survey of the
biodiversity value of this area was done in 1996 and found the area to be of high
biodiversity value. States the native woodland that has developed since the site was
abandoned is now of significant regional importance, and should be protected. (PP167
Kate Holbrook)

Objects to the exclusion of land at West Straiton for employment uses referring to proposal
STRATS and appendix 3B. A full supporting statement detailing this representation has
been submitted by Straiton park Ltd as part of representations to the A701 Corridor
Strategic Development Area (PP401 Straiton Park Ltd)

Supports the identification of a cinema as a potential use within site Ec3 at West Straiton
but objects that no specific site has been identified. (PP404 Straiton Park Ltd)

Objects to the non-identification of proposed West Straiton site (Ec3) for housing
development in addition to other uses (seeks approximately 16 Ha of site for housing, or
450 units). Considers that residential at this site would: enable the Council to meet the
aspiration of developing the A701 improvement, retail and economic alone would not
generate the necessary funds required to construct the road; would allow development of

185




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

‘community gateway' providing a full range of uses; allocated site does not cover all of
Straiton Park Ltd's land holding and should be amended to reflect this; considers that
housing development should be allowed by the LDP immediately rather than as a long term
opportunity in order to finance road; site is effective in relation to PAN 2/2010. With regard
to other uses on site: 3 Ha employment proposed - considers that there is a only a 6 year
supply across SDP period which can be met by bringing forward sites currently constrained
or identifying new locations; refers to recent losses to economic supply in Midlothian to
non-economic uses and no immediately available sites in vicinity; 3 Ha retail proposed -
would cement Straiton as strategic development location in SDP context by increasing
range/choice of facilities in vicinity; 4 Ha tourism; 3 Ha open space; 4 Ha other uses - scale
of development lends itself to range of renewable energy opportunities. Considers that on
the basis of annual completions to date and the figures in HLA 2014, there is a 1,286 unit
shortfall; does not consider that the LDP sites should be considered as these will not come
forward prior to plan adoption. Considers that HLA 2014 optimistic on phasing at a number
of sites, reducing supply by further 159. (PP410 Straiton Park Ltd)

Expresses concern about Straiton retail proposals. Key issues are:

- uncertainty to what extent the 60ha area known as 'Midlothian Gateway" will
be disaggregated into retail, hotel, office and commercial use

- it may prove difficult to restrict the amount of the site that is used for retail use and
that development could have significant impact on Edinburgh City Centre and town
centres.

- the retail study does not set out clear and robust case for expansion

- Straiton has a peripheral location relative to future growth of population and
spending and has a high dependence on trade from outwith Midlothian

- the study uses optimistic assumptions to quantify future spending, and

- the study makes too much emphasis on local government boundaries.

- Excessive provision could impact adversely on vitality and viability of existing
centres in Midlothian and Edinburgh.

- the site is not sustainable as Midlothian has limited east-west public transport
services, leading to additional car travel.

Suggests that Midlothian identifies more appropriate proposals closer to the centres of new
demand. Refers, in committee report, to potential mitigation costs (in respect of

transport) arising from proposals at Straiton. Appendix 1 [also basis of PP82] considers
these themes further: CEC has significant concerns about expansion of Straiton retail park.

- Itis not clear what the final size of the expansion will be or what the balance of uses
will be, but considers it likely that the retail park will double in size.

- Considers that it is not clear to what extent Midlothian will be able to limit the amount
of new retail development on site once principle established, and that there is a risk
that land allocated for alternative uses in the masterplan may be subsequently used
for retail development.

- CEC does not agree that the western expansion of Straiton is the best solution for
meeting future needs of Midlothian shoppers or wider area.

- Considers that there is no requirement for such a strategic expansion the
approved SDP, nor is there sufficient justification set out in the retail study given its
peripheral location relative to future growth in spending/population in Midlothian, its
high dependence on trade drawn from outwith Midlothian and the fact that local
authority boundaries do not influence where people shop.

- Considers that retail study makes clear that the expanded park will mainly be
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catering for additional retail comparison shopping demand in the A7/A68 corridor
and acknowledges the limited east-west public transport links between the Straiton
and A7/A68 corridor.

- Focus of retail strategy appears to be on stemming leakage of comparison goods
spending from Midlothian - however, there is no requirement in SDP to minimise
leakage from local authority areas. Measures to reduce leakage could lead to
longer and less sustainable shopping patterns and could disadvantage those
sections of community without access to a car.

- Considers that the study uses optimistic assumptions to quantify future spending,
which creates significant risk that new development will rely on diversion of trade,
adversely affecting vitality and viability of existing centres.

- Considers that 4.7% per capita growth of comparison goods is not justified and
refers to more recent Experian forecasts (Experian Retail Planner Briefing Note 11,
October 2013 predicts annual average growth of 2.9% between 2012-25. (PP501
City of Edinburgh Council)

Seeks inclusion of requirement for an area framework for Ec3: West Straiton in the
Settlement Statement section of the plan. Considers that a co-ordinated development
framework in light of West Straiton and A701 realignment proposals is needed in order to
safeguard resources in this corridor. (PP2879 Scottish Natural Heritage)

Seeks removal of proposed A701 relief road

Considers the proposed A701 Relief Road contradicts Proposed Plan policies ENV4 Prime
Agricultural Land, ENV5 Peat and Carbon rich Soils and DEV1 Community Identity and
Coalescence as well as the Damhead Community Plan. (PP255 Midlothian Matters)

Objects to proposed A701 improvement. Considers that the proposal is contrary to SPP
requirement to contribute towards sustainable development, which is not mentioned in the
MLDP, suggesting it has not been taken into account; contrary to SPP section on
placemaking, with particular reference to 'Easy to Move Around and Beyond', given that
A701 proposal will prioritise all road vehicles over people and ignore sustainable/active
travel options; proposal goes against Damhead & District Community Plan and is therefore
contrary to paragraph 12 of SPP, which requires integration between LDP and community
plans; considers proposal to run contrary to 4 planning outcomes in SPP; proposal is
considered contrary to the Aims of SDP and Policy 8. (PP272, PP283, PP551, PP552
Midlothian Environmental Action)

Objects to the proposed A701 Relief Road. Considers that the Council is culpable in
preventing the delivery of the consented scheme as they approved the Asda store at
Straiton, traffic increase is result of committed and proposed land allocations in the plan,
identification of route creates artificial boundary that will increase pressure for development
on land along the A701, land is prime agricultural land and Green Belt. Considers that
proposal runs contrary to objectives of the Transport Options Appraisal (TOA) produced by
Systra, in particular: to protect health of population - considers that road will likely increase
road usage with knock-on effect of greater air pollution; mitigate effect of transport system
on built/natural environment - Damhead area is characterised by small holding and new
routes would carve through these areas, resulting in impact on livelihoods of rural
businesses, loss of prime agricultural land, increased flooding due to surface run-off and
impact on areas of archaeological value; to reduce number of casualties - road likely to
increase traffic volumes resulting in more car use and subsequent increase in accidents
(highlights Transport Appraisal Appendix), local topography indicates that roundabout
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joining A702 with A703 would create a blind end behind a small rise; to stabilise traffic
growth in line with national targets and secure more reliable journey times - road likely to
increase traffic; objective to secure reliable journey times focused on car journeys is
contrary to SPP and PAN75, lack of evidence that road will increase public transport use
(cites Appendix); widen travel choices and make travel by more sustainable modes more
attractive/improve integration between all modes of transport - considers that existing
scheme would have been more cost effective with less environmental impact, as would the
creation of dedicated/segregated cycle route in countryside around area proposed;
proposal would bypass Straiton Park & Ride (Appendix cited); to enhance connections
between areas in Midlothian and beyond - Midlothian already served by good transport
links sufficient to provide for needs of population (existing & projected), Bush has recently
had improved road network with signal controlled junction on A703, congestion issues on
junctions on the Bypass are due to their current design which TOA does not look at for
comparative purposes. No apparent attempt to consider improving junction capacities on
Bypass to deal with congestion/delay times, projected changes in peak time traffic is not
considered sufficient to justify proposal. Reduce social exclusion by improving accessibility
to jobs/ education/ services - considers that given road will increase traffic, that this will only
benefit a particular sector of society. (PP433, PP435 Damhead and District Community
Council)

Objects to proposed A701 realignment. While seeing the need for development, does not
see the need to develop prime agricultural land and green belt for this proposal. Believes

that the A701 realignment would cut the community of Damhead in two resulting in loss of
sense of place and that it is not in the interests of the people living there. (PP440 Duncan
McAuslan)

Objects to proposed A701 realignment. Considers that this proposal runs contrary to the
Aims and Objectives of the plan, in particular objectives favouring development of
brownfield over greenfield, avoiding the loss of community (due to the impact on Damhead)
and protecting and enhancing the rural environment. Believes that the Council is being
dishonest in putting forward this proposal while stating these aims. (PP450 Duncan
McAuslan)

Objects to proposed A701 Relief Road. Considers that the land is Green Belt and prime
agricultural land; suggests that this shows inconsistency in Council's approach of ignoring
own policies. (PP476 Duncan McAuslan)

Objects to the proposed A701 improvement. Considers that it is not in the National
Planning Framework; it is located in the Green Belt and will consume 5% of grade 2
agricultural land in Damhead; contrary to EU Clean Air Policy, UK & Scotland’s Low
Emission Strategy and Climate Change Declaration; no other transport options were
considered such as public transport priority on existing road; questions whether funding
from development at West Straiton is necessary given that traffic demand will be generated
by this development; road opens up large area of Green Belt for development; no
confidence that road will prevent further development beyond. (PP2705 Ailsa Carlisle)

Objects to removal of land at Old Pentland from Green Belt

Wishes land at Old Pentland retained as Green Belt. Considers that removal would
encourage development, and lead to loss of prime agricultural land in productive use.
Considers removal not justified, and that Council has unjustifiably relied upon route of
realigned A701 to support removal. States that client’s status as landholder is relevant and
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that client has no intention of surrendering rights to land. Objects to allocation of Ec3 on
basis of loss of prime agricultural land, ground conditions, drainage impact on neighbouring
land, ecology impact on site and neighbouring land, electricity lines, visual impact and harm
to character and openness of the area. Considers that failure to consider impact of Ec3 on
clients interests at this stage may amount to maladministration. Also considers that it
conflicts with the community neighbourhood plan. Considers that site is poorly linked to
sustainable transport and there are problems with roads in respect of congestion and
safety. Considers that the loss of green belt is unjustified, that it is contrary to aims of
SPP21[sic], that employment opportunities created ought not to outweigh national policy
context; that it has not been demonstrated that there are no alternative sites avoiding the
green belt; that the allocation is not sustainable development, and that it does not meet
aims and objectives of the plan. States that removal of green belt and allocation of Ec3 is
linked to route of A701 re-alignment, and that it would be inappropriate to allocate while
uncertainty over route remains. (PP1203 James Telfer, PP2852 J Telfer, PP2854 M
Begbie)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Obijects to allocation of site Ec3

Seeks removal of proposed West Straiton site (Ec3).Objects to the principle of developing
proposed site West Straiton (Ec3) for retail. (PP13, PP15 Almondvale (Livingston) Ltd)

"If the Council is to support tourist development in this area, it is clear that it should focus
on provision of appropriate accommodation for outdoor pursuits on the Pentland Hills rather
than the creation of what would in effect be a motorway service station.”. (PP27 Midlothian
Green Party)

Seeks removal of proposed A701 relief road and West Straiton allocation (Ec3) from the
proposed plan. (PP272, PP283, PP551 Midlothian Environmental Action)

Ec3 should be deleted from plan and no further expansion to take place at Straiton. (PP536
Mirabelle Maslin)

Develop existing brownfield sites - also inferred that allocation of Ec3 should be deleted,
and consideration given to alternative use as wildlife/leisure area. (PP893 Jacqueline
Marsh)

Seeks removal of proposed site at West Straiton (Ec3) from the plan. (PP1393 C Daniels)
Seeks removal of Ec3 and retention as green belt. (PP1202, PP103 James Telfer,
PP2851,PP2852 J Telfer, PP1630, PP2854 M Begbie, PP1054 Mirabelle Maslin; PP2708
Andrew Pritchard)

Seeks maodifications to Ec3 (either to boundary or nature of development)

Requsts site Ec3 is modified to exclude Straiton Bing. Considers Straiton Bing should be
afforded protection as a site of regional and local nature conservation importance, as well
as of potential recreational value to the local community. Further states it is also a key
node in the Central Scotland Green Network. (PP167 Kate Holbrook)

Seeks change of boundary to proposed site West Straiton (Ec3) to include own
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landholdings and provision in the plan made for more residential development (16 Ha or
450 units) to be brought forward earlier than currently suggested, and for A701 to be
delivered in phases, not necessarily in advance of Ec3 development. (PP410 Straiton Park
Ltd)

CEC requests that more appropriate additional retail development closer to the additional
demand is provided, capable of being served by sustainable transport modes. Should the
site be retained, CEC requests that the LDP more clearly identifies the distribution and
extent of the various uses on the site including a cap on the amount of retail floorspace,
similar to the site briefs in the Edinburgh 2nd proposed LDP. (PP501 City of Edinburgh
Council)

CEC requests that more appropriate additional retail development closer to the additional
demand is provided, capable of being served by sustainable transport modes. Should the
site be retained, CEC requests that the LDP more clearly identifies the distribution and
extent of the various uses on the site including a cap on the amount of retail floorspace,
similar to the site briefs in the Edinburgh 2nd proposed LDP. (PP82 City of Edinburgh
Council)

Seeks the inclusion of the land referred to in the submission as a site for a film studio and
associated uses and for the guidance in the eighth sentence of paragraph 8.3.4 to be
amended to state that consented development proposals should contribute to the proposed
realignment of the A701. (PP113 Pentland Studios Ltd)

The plan should identify a site for the proposed cinema and suggests it should be located
at the site identified in the supporting statement. (PP404 Straiton Park Ltd)

Enhanced connections and further facilities are required at Loanhead/Straiton for
expansion to properly proceed in this area. (PP922 Ross Laird)

Seeks inclusion of requirement for an area framework for Ec3: West Straiton in the
Settlement Statement section of the plan. (PP2879 Scottish Natural Heritage)

Objects to proposed A701 relief road

Seeks removal of proposed A701 relief road and West Straiton allocation (Ec3) from the
proposed plan. (PP272, PP283, PP551 Midlothian Environmental Action)

Seeks removal of A701 improvement from the plan. (PP552 Midlothian Environmental
Action)

Seeks removal of the proposed A701 Relief Road from the plan, particularly references in
policy TRANZ2. (PP433, PP435 Damhead and District Community Council)

Seeks removal of A701 realignment and implementation of Damhead Community Council's
plan. (PP440 Duncan McAuslan)

Seeks removal of proposed A701 realignment. (PP450 Duncan McAuslan)

Seeks removal of A701 Relief Road from the plan as well a more transparency and
honesty in Council's dealings. (PP476 Duncan McAuslan)
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Improve A701 without relying on developer contributions and invest in Penicuik Railway to
connect with Borders Rail. Prioritise Public transport and cycling on existing A701. (PP2705
Ailsa Carlisle)

Apppears to oppose A701 relief road (PP255 Midlothian Matters)

Objects to removal of land at Old Pentland from Green Belt

Objects to removal of land at Old Pentland from Green Belt
(PP1203 James Telfer, PP2852 J Telfer, PP2854 M Begbie)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

The representations received in respect of the proposed A701 relief road have been
considered in this schedule 4 as site specific representations to the new road along with
representations to site Ec3. Further details on the policy position surrounding the road and
other transport matters are addressed in Issue 6 — Improving transport Connectivity.

The transport modelling undertaken at the Main Issues Report stage found quite serious
congestion issues along the A701 and its junctions (CD127, appendix 2) and estimated that
by 2024 there would be over capacity issues at junctions and that a “whole route” solution
is probably appropriate. Following a Transport Appraisal of the Proposed Plan the route
was identified as one of a package of necessary and appropriate interventions to enable
implementation of the development strategy. The justification for a realignment of the A701
has been around since the original realignment proposals were approved in 2000. At the
Main Issues Report stage the Council acknowledged that the remainder of the consented
road scheme may not be implemented and that a new road was required to cater for scale
of proposed housing and economic growth in the A701 corridor, particularly at The Bush
(CDO043, paragraphs 3.32 — 3.34). In addition the original relief road plans did not include
onward access to the A702. The Council considers that this link is vital for the continued
investment and development in the bioscience sector at The Bush which is already
struggling to cope with the volume of traffic accessing the area from the A702. The Council
consider that the two elements are essential if the development strategy for this corridor is
to be realised. Together the two roads will link the A702, A703, A701 and A720. Allied to
that is a new primary access to the Bush and dedicated space for active travel and
enhanced public transport provision on the existing A701, something that is not achievable
if the proposal is not supported. The Council recently took the decision to abandon the
consented plans in favour of the Proposed Plan solution (CD0O08).

The road is the key to unlocking development in the corridor — as such all new allocations
in the A701 corridor are required to contribute to it.

The LDP proposes to allocate a 60ha site at West Straiton for a mixed-use development to
form a Midlothian Gateway(subject to the proposed relief road being approved). This site
has significant legacy environmental problems from past limestome mining and waste
tipping. It presents a unattractive entrance to Midlothian. To avoid the problems
associated with haphazard and piecemeal development, which detract from the amenity
and function of the established Straiton retail area to the east, the Council requires this
area to be masterplanned, establishing the development layout, access arrangements,
landscaping and mix of uses.
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This site will help to meet the strategic objectives of the plan, by creating a quality and
sustainable business location, and will provide new jobs and help to reduce out-commuting.
Currently more than 50% of Midlothian workers work outside Midlothian (CD038), and the
provision of additional job opportunities closer to where people live is an objective of the
Council.

The Council recognises the problems likely to be faced in developing this area, and has
deliberately allowed for a wide range of uses, including retail, commercial leisure office and
business use, and possibly housing. By retaining flexibility in respect of uses (all of which
are compatible with a high amenity site), the Council hopes to facilitate a development
solution which brings this difficult site into productive use. The A701 relief road will define
the site to the west and the current A701 will be prioritised for cycling, walking and public
transport and made less of an obstacle between the two parts of Straiton.

Representations seeking removal of site Ec3

The Council does not agree that it is acting in a manner contrary to section 3E of the Town
and Country Planning (Scotland) Act, 1997. The Principal Policy on sustainability
contained in Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) 2014 is guidance under section 3E of the Act.
The central purpose of the Scottish Government, expressed in the policy, is to increase
sustainable economic growth (paragraph 24). The allocation’s sustainability or otherwise is
a matter that the Reporters will have to come to a judgement on based on cumulative
assessment of the factors discussed below. However, the Council considers that a site with
a high component of brownfield land, sitting astride a main public transport corridor through
Midlothian (with an active bus based park and ride already on the site) demonstrates a high
degree of sustainability.

In respect of conformity with the Edinburgh and South East Scotland Strategic
Development Plan 2013 (SESplan) policies 1B and 8:

- the allocation does not impinge on any of the designations listed in the first two
criteria of policy 1B.

- Inrespect of the third criterion, the Council considers that bringing this area into
productive use will help to overcome legacy environmental problems and improve
the overall amenity of this gateway location. The master plan process will establish,
amongst other things, the development layout, design principles and mix of uses to
ensure that development in this location enhances the quality of the built
environment.

- The Council considers that there is nothing in the allocation that is contrary to the
last two criteria, or the other policies of the plan, and the masterplan process will
help to achieve these objectives.

- Inrespect of Policy 8 the Council considers that the site is well served by existing
public transport, and there is potential to enhance this further through improved
priority for buses on the existing A701. The commercial response of bus operators
to growth across the corridor may enhance services (which may be augmented
further by developer contributions).

In respect of conformity with the policies of the Proposed Midlothian Local Development
Plan:

- the purpose of these policies is to assess planning applications:
- the allocation is a strategy matter, and
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- the Council has carried out a separate development sites assessment process
looking at relevant environmental factors.

The two potential route options identified in the Proposed Plan have been assessed as part
of a feasibility study (CD150, appendix 3 and CD155 addendum report 2013). The options
represent the best fit solution to minimise impact on designated and sensitive areas
including settlements and properties. The Council acknowledges that parts of the most
westerly route does come close to some properties on the edge of Damhead but considers
that the alignment (along with any design/mitigation measures) will limit the impact of the
road to an acceptable level. Local access arrangements will be factored into the design
solution to ensure that Damhead residents are not disadvantaged. The allocation excludes
the Straiton Park residential homes site and cottages. The development considerations in
the MLDP Settlement Statement make express provision for preserving the amenity of
these sites. The Council does not accept that the proposal (Ec3) will destroy the Damhead
community as suggested.

The Council accepts that there will be a loss of prime agricultural land. While it is preferable
not to use such land, this is permitted under Scottish Planning Policy where development is
required as part of the settlement strategy (paragraph 80). The Council is concerned that a
release restricted solely to the brownfield elements of Ec3 would not be deliverable and
would fail to deliver the wider benefits of the proposal. A project of the scale of Ec3 and the
A701 re-alignment will require to be screened for Environmental Impact Assessment, and if
required the EIA process is likely to consider the impact on soils further, including
mitigation. One approach may be to remove and store valuable topsoils for productive use
or as the basis for environmental enhancements elsewhere.

Straiton Bing has seen some natural colonisation by wildlife, however the bing has no
formal designation therefore the Council has not assessed it comprehensively to catalogue
species present on site. It has not been designated a regionally and/or locally important
conservation site, but Policy ENV14 allows for further sites to be designated during the
lifetime of the plan and Policy ENV15 would apply if a species identified under European or
UK Law was identified. The Damhead Neighbourhood Plan’s (CD013) support for retaining
the bing and potentially taking it into community ownership is noted. Midlothian Council
owns the bing, and in determining its future will have regard for safety, community views,
costs of removal, the nature of the material and potential future uses, and alternative uses
for the site. The Council has not resolved the future status of the bing, and this is a matter
to be addressed further by the masterplan and the EIA process for any further planning
application (which will consider biodiversity amongst other matters).

The Council considers that the construction of the A701 relief road and the provision of
significant landscaping as identified in the settlement statement (including a 30m wide
mounded landscape framework along the site’s western boundary and a 10m wide area of
hedgerow/tree planting where the site adjoins the existing A701) will form a defensible long
term Green Belt boundary, and reflect the intent of SPP and SDP Policy 12. In addition the
west side of the current A701 is already partly built up therefore the Council considers that
Ec3 can be implemented without damaging the landscape setting, identity and character of
Edinburgh or neighbouring settlements.

SEPA has not objected to the site on water environment or water quality grounds. The
masterplan and any subsequent EIA process would have to consider the drainage options
for the site, which would involve sustainable drainage systems so that run-off in the
developed state is no higher than in undeveloped condition. The drainage plan would also
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consider the level of treatment required for the waters to be acceptable in the receiving
watercourses. No evidence has been presented of any factors in respect of flooding and
water environment that could render the site unsuitable for development.

The Council has carried out a Transport Options Appraisal (TOA) (CD121) which identifies
a package of interventions. The TOA concludes that these proposed interventions strongly
support the development strategy. The A701 relief road forms part of the package to
accommodate growth in the corridor. Traffic related air quality problems are usually the
result of static traffic in built up areas, and this area is not an Air Quality Management Area:
the Council considers that its package will offset congestion and associated air quality
problems. Matters relating to the A701 are considered in greater detail in the A701 sub-
topic below.

The SDP establishes a network of centres in Table 1. SDP Policy 3 requires LDPs to
support and promote the network of centres. Other town centres and commercial centres
are to be identified within LDPs. A sequential approach to the selection of locations is
required. The MLDP Proposed Plan contains a network of centres (table 4.1) defining the
roles of Midlothian’s only commercial centre (Straiton retail hub, which encompasses Ec3).
The definition places Straiton’s role within a network of centres where priority is given to the
regional centre and town centres. Policy TCR2 establishes a sequential approach which
prioritises town centres. The Policy also contains provisions to protect the viability and
vitality of other centres and to require sustainable transport provision in connection with
new retail provision at Straiton. Retail policy matters are considered further in Issue 8
Schedule 4. Developments since the RDPC 2012 study ‘The Future of Retailing in
Midlothian’ (which forms the core of the technical note) are considered below under the
heading Consideration of developments in retail trends since Retail and Town Centre
Technical Note. The Council considers that its retail policies are in conformity with the SDP,
and this will provide the adequate framework to assess any application in site Ec3
containing a retail element. The site is also subject to a masterplanning exercise, which
will (amongst other things) consider the mix of uses on the site.

As Issue 8 Town Centres & Retail Schedule 4 outlines, there has been strong retail sales
growth since the end of the recession and high population growth is expected in the plan
period. The Retail and Town Centres Technical Note contains further detail on expected
trends (CDO087). The Council considers in this context that there is a role for retail
expansion at Straiton retail hub. Policy TCR 2 requires priority to be given to other
established retail locations. Straiton is more likely to compete with other out-of-town
locations rather than local town centres, and to attract retail formats that cannot be readily
accommodated in town centres.

The Council agrees that development at the existing Straiton retail park has been
piecemeal and has lacked an integrated overview. The retail park has developed through
multiple applications, the original retail use being granted on appeal by the Secretary of
State for Scotland in the 1980s. The lack of masterplanning gives the retail park a
somewhat incoherent appearance, and contributes to functional problems such as poor
pedestrian connections across the site. The Council’s approach to Ec3 is to allocate the
area as one site and require that it be masterplanned as a coherent entity. This will avoid a
repeat of the challenges that have emerged with the Straiton retail park.

The Vacant and Derelict Land Survey (CD095) does not indicate much brownfield land that
would be suitable for economic development and/or meet the sustainable development
assessment criteria. However the Council has consented a number of redevelopment or
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extension applications on established industrial estates including Bilston Glen at Loanhead.

The Council has sought to identify a selection of economic sites that it considers can best
attract investment and adapt to changing market requirements. It has deallocated some
long standing sites with little or no likely prospect of development over the plan period and
amalgamated these into larger areas, well placed to good transport connections and public
transport at Shawfair Park, Salter’'s Park and land at Ashgrove. Similarly site Ec3 is
proposed as a mixed use development and will be promoted as a “Midlothian Gateway”
site/location. However, it is wholly dependent on the delivery of the A701 relief road. The
Council considers that it will support and assist future development at Straiton Retail Park
as the population from new house building grows and demands for additional retail
provision arises. Changes to Government policy in respect of non-conforming uses in the
green belt resulted in land at The Bush being removed from the green belt. The area forms
part of the Edinburgh Science Triangle and is allocated for Bioscience uses (principally
earth and animal biosciences). It is a key sector in the Government’s Economic strategy
reflecting the recent designation of Enterprise Area status at the Biocampus. The SDP
requirements include additional land to be allocated at The Bush to support the future
development of the sector.

The Proposed Plan must be consistent with the SDP and while the Council acknowledges
that the economic allocations are on green field or green belt locations it considers that the
plan provides a balanced approach. Given the scale of development the MLDP is required
to accommodate, the limited availability of appropriate brownfield sites and the proximity of
the main settlements in Midlothian to the City bypass, it is considered that allocating green
field, agricultural land and/or green belt land for new development is unavoidable.
However, allied with existing industrial estates, the Council considers that site Ec3 is of a
scale and nature that will attract investment and it is in an accessible and sustainable
location.

With regard to site Ec3 not being likely to attract tourists, it is clear from Table 8.25 in the
Loanhead Straiton Settlement Statement (page 129) that hotels are only one of many uses
that the plan permits. Permitting a hotel at Ec3 is considered as being in line with the
principles of policy VIS2 to allow hotels at key gateway locations near the A720, though it
will be a matter for the developer to consider what configuration of uses will be achievable
and marketable.

While the existing A701 road is not pedestrian friendly, it is considered that this is due to its
current role as a main through-route to Edinburgh. The A701 Relief Road seeks to alleviate
pressure on the existing A701 so that it might be better used for local traffic and access.
The masterplanning of site Ec3 will provide an opportunity to make the existing A701 more
pedestrian friendly, particularly through criterion D of TRC2, which requires the
development to improve environmental quality and accessibility by public transport, walking
and cycling.

The Loanhead/Straiton Settlement Statement in the plan is quite clear that ground stability
and contamination issues need to be resolved (Table 8.25, page 129), which states:

‘The site has ground stability and contaminated land issues which will need to be
addressed and may result in parts of the site not being suitable for development. Those
areas unsuitable for built development can contribute through open space and
landscaping.’
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The Council therefore considers that these matters have been addressed through in the
drafting of the plan and further details will have to be investigated by developers seeking
develop site Ec3.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations. (PP27 Midlothian Green
Party, PP272, PP283, PP551 Midlothian Environmental Action, PP467 Duncan McAuslan,
PP536 Mirabelle Maslin, PP893 Jacqueline Marsh, PP922 Ross Laird, PP1202 James
Telfer, PP1393 C Daniels, PP2851 J Telfer, PP1630 M Begbie).

Representations seeking modifications to Ec3 (either to boundary or nature of
development)

The A701 relief road (if approved) will form the western boundary of the Ec3 site. The
scale of development in the A701 corridor requires construction of this road to avoid
unacceptable congestion in the locality. As there are few existing natural features forming a
boundary to the east the Council wishes to consider the road and site Ec3 in unison so that
the best fit in the landscape is achieved. The Wardell Armstrong feasibility study (CD150
appendix 3 and CD155 addendum report) identified two possible options for the relief road.
These represent the best fit in terms of minimising impact on designated sites and sensitive
locations such as Pentland Cemetery. The Council also does not wish the optimum road
line to be jeopardised by an inappropriate allocation across it (planning application
15/00364/PPP - Pentland Film Studio). For these reasons the Council considers it very
important that development at Ec3 only come forward once the road is delivered and the
boundary formed.

The Council is committed to implementing the A701 relief road, and the Council does not
agree that the allocation at Ec3 should await selection of the final design solution. This
would effectively require the allocation to be postponed until the next LDP review, and
deprive the road of a funding source. The extent of site Ec3 is identified on the proposals
map on the basis of the more easterly, less expansive roadline, but the Council will define
the final boundary on the basis of the exact road alignment following detailed survey work
(paragraph 8.3.4

Site Ec3 is a high profile, well connected site with good potential for economic
development. The uses on the site could include retail, commercial leisure, hotel, offices,
and possibly housing. The masterplan will establish the mix of uses on the site. The retail
policies in the Proposed MLDP prioritise and protect town centres, including Edinburgh City
Centre. Any significant retail element proposed at Ec3 will have to be supported by a
Retail Impact Assessment. The Council would expect to look at the latest market
intelligence and developer interests and scope out potential impacts of the retail elements
in any proposal in preparing the masterplan (which will be in advance of an RIA
accompanying a future planning application). Given the significant ground condition
problems, and the need for further market research and assessment as part of the
masterplanning process, the Council does not consider it appropriate to sub-allocate the
site for different uses at this stage.

The representor’s (PP410) proposed site boundary lies outside the indicative A701 relief
roadlines (CD150 and CD155 addendum report 2013 indicates the disparity). The
roadlines shown in the LDP have been selected to provide a 50mph capable route which
avoids residential buildings and other features of value. There has also been a strong
focus on the deliverability of the new road and the design avoids areas of poor ground

196




PROPOSED MIDLOTHIAN LOCAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

conditions and areas that would require significant amounts of engineering to achieve
acceptable gradients. The Council does not support altering the roadlines further simply to
accommodate a larger development site.

The Council considers that retail use is just one of several land uses that can make a
significant contribution to local job generation and opportunity. As the Council considers
that there is potential to expand the retail offer at Straiton the Council does not accept the
suggestion that Ec3 should be solely designated as general economic (class 4 and 5) uses.

In respect of the representation expressing concern at the potential scale of retalil
development on this site:
- any prospective application containing retail floorspace will be subject to the LDP’s
Town Centres and Retailing policies.

The MLDP Proposed Plan contains a network of centres (table 4.1) defining the role of
Midlothian’s only commercial centre (Straiton retail hub, which encompasses Ec3). The
SDP requires LDPs to identify town centres and commercial centres, clearly defining their
roles (Policy 3, criterion a). The LDP does this. The SDP requires LDPs to support and
protect the network of centres shown in Table 1 of the SDP (Policy 3, criterion b). The LDP
does this through criterion B and C of policy TCR2. The SDP requires a sequential
approach in respect of the selection of locations for retail and commercial leisure (Policy 3,
criterion c). Any exceptions identified through LDPs should be fully justified. Policy TCR2
criterion A establishes the priority of Edinburgh City Centre in sequential terms. The
sequential test does not prioritise the other strategic town centres (Kirkcaldy, Glenrothes,
Dunfermline and Livingston) as these have such a limited trading relationship with
Midlothian, as revealed by the rigorous analysis in CD087.

Policy TCR2 reinforces the sequential approach which prioritises town centres, and provide
a basis for preventing development that would affect the vitality and viability of town
centres. The Council considers that its retail policies are in conformity with the SDP, and
will provide the necessary framework to assess any application in site Ec3 containing a
retail element.

The potential for Midlothian to support increased floorspace is set out in CD087, and recent
trends are addressed further below.

Midlothian Council considers that it is appropriate to meet the needs of its expanding
communities through provision of an expanded range of retail facilities. It is also important
to encourage the provision of more local jobs. Itis one of the LDP’s economic objectives to
‘Support Midlothian’s growing economy by creating quality and sustainable business
locations’ and to ‘Identify new economic and commercial opportunities to provide local jobs
and help reduce out-commuting’. This will also help to meet the aspirations of Midlothian’s
communities for better facilities. It is known for example (through the Council’'s community
planning function) that there is a desire on the part of young people for a cinema in
Midlothian

In considering future demand for retailing the following factors are relevant:
- the population in the catchment area,
- the amount of spending per head,
- the existing retail stock and
- the amount of revenue it needs to trade successfully, and allowance for trade
leaking to other areas and the internet.
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On the basis of increased population and per capita comparison spending growth there
appears to be scope to accommodate additional retail capacity in Midlothian (CD087
Retailing and Town Centres Technical Note).

In respect of the representation made about over reliance on reducing leakage to justify
allocation of site Ec3, the Retailing and Town Centres Technical Note (CD087) indicates a
potential for between 25,000 and 34,000 square metres of additional floorspace (depending
on whether mainstream comparison or bulky goods operators.) This is based on a low
spending growth scenario and with an unchanged leakage rate of 61.7%. An unchanged
leakage rate would result in sharply increased spending in Edinburgh from Midlothian
residents as overall spending increases (driven by increased population and per capita
spending). Itis plausible however that an increased range and choice of stores to meet
Midlothian demands, will also have the effect of reducing the leakage rate.

It is generally understood by practitioners of retail impact assessments that ‘like competes
with like’ (paragraph 6.107, Town Centre and Retailing Methodologies — Final Report,
Scottish Government, 2007, CD108). On this basis, Edinburgh City Centre, with its large
range of high order retailers and other cultural attractions appears less susceptible than
commercial centres which provide a similar retail offer to Straiton. Fort Kinnaird, a large
commercial centre within the City of Edinburgh administrative area is the main comparison
shopping destination of Midlothian residents, (taking a larger share than Straiton (2" or
Edinburgh City Centre (3" (see table 36 of the RTC TN (CD087)).

Fort Kinnaird has no direct public transport link to any Midlothian settlement, despite recent
expansion. Borders Rail does now stop at Newcraighall but the links to the retail areas are
not pedestrian friendly. This leads to a reliance on car travel to the centre for Midlothian
residents, which is not considered to be a sustainable or inclusive situation, and the
journeys place additional traffic on the local strategic road network, particularly the A720
Edinburgh City Bypass. By comparison the Council considers that there is the potential to
significantly enhance public transport and active travel links from Straiton to settlements
across Midlothian (and potentially beyond) through the masterplanning process and the
design of new development. This would provide Midlothian residents with a more
accessible large commercial centre.

While it is accepted that east-west routes within Midlothian are not ideal for large volumes
of traffic, the wider accessibility of site Ec3 is considered to be very good. Bus services to
locations throughout Edinburgh are available on a frequent basis. Given the scale of the
proposed development, it is considered that there are possibilities for future enhancement
of services between east and west Midlothian. Furthermore, policy TRANZ2 continues to
support the Orbital Bus Route from previous plans which would connect to the site.

The internal road layout of site Ec3 will be very important so that buses can pass through
the site with minimal interference from car traffic. This will be a key requirement of the
masterplanning process. To help address accessibility issues at the existing retail park the
Council has already arranged for the high frequency number 37 route (operated by Lothian
Buses between Edinburgh City Centre and Penicuik) to be diverted through the existing
retail park, with new bus stops and publicity material provided. Growth at Ec3 and across
the county will help to sustain further enhancements in bus services on a commercial basis.
Development at Ec3 featuring a large element of residential development and little
retailing/commercial development would require a different service pattern from a
predominately commercial development which would be unlikely to adequately address the
issue of improving accessibility to a larger commercial centre for Midlothian residents.
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The Council is aware that Straiton Park also draws trade from outwith Midlothian. The site
Is host to two operators that are the only ones of their kind in South East Scotland (lkea
and Costco). Both of these are classic examples of the type of retail operator that are hard
to accommodate in a traditional town centre; on the basis of ‘like competes with like’ they
will have limited impact on the regional or other town centres.

The Council is not seeking to accommodate all of its retail growth at Straiton. Dalkeith
Town Centre is the other main focus for accommodating significant retail growth. The
Council also considers that there is a case for additional primarily convenience based
shopping in the southern A7 corridor, which may be in the form of a town centre for
Redheugh new community (h50 and Hs7).

Consideration of developments in retail trends since Retail and Town Centre Technical
Note

The Retailing and Town Centres Technical Note is useful background information and has
helped to inform the MIR and the Proposed Plan, although as time goes on the data
underpinning it becomes dated. Impact assessments for any proposed new retalil
development will have to use the latest available intelligence. The paragraphs below
consider the latest information about retail trends.

Expenditure per head of population

Recent retail trends at UK level have indicated strong growth since the end of the last
recession and the extended period of minimal growth which followed it. The Office of
National Statistics publication ‘Retail Sales in Great Britain’ provides a long term time-
series of retail sales. The most recent edition (May 2016, CD085) finds the volume of retall
sales (quantity bought excluding inflation/deflation) increased by 6.0% between May 2015
and April 2016. Figure 5 (of CD085) and the accompanying commentary in the bulletin
indicates consistent growth in the volume of retail sales after Spring 2013. The volume
measure takes out the effect of changes in prices, taking into account the Consumer Price
Index. Average growth was 1.0% in 2013, 4.0% in 2014, 4.6% in 2015 and 4.2% so far in
2016.

It is evident from Table 2 (sector summary) that the comparison shopping sectors are
performing better than convenience, with department stores (a sector which is most
associated with the city centre) performing best after internet shopping. The last recession
was unusual in that comparison goods were relatively unaffected but spending on staples
(i.e. convenience goods) fell — this process has continued beyond the recession due to the
rise of the discounters. It is however comparison spending that is relevant to consideration
of impacts on Edinburgh City Centre.

The RDPC study ‘Retailing in Midlothian 2012’ used Pitney Bowes Business Insight data
from November 2011 (based on Oxford Economics forecasts of 4.7% per annum per capita
comparison spending growth to 2021). In view of the uncertainties of the recession and
internet market penetration at the time, an alternative scenario based on unprecedentedly
low 3.0% growth per annum was modelled. On this basis comparison spending rises from
£262 million in 2012 to £400 million in 2021 (rather than £465 million with the 4.7% growth
rate) when coupled with anticipated population growth. The Pitney Bowes retail
expenditure guide for 2015/16 (CD065) contains Oxford Economics forecasts of per capita
comparison spending growth of 3.7% from 2014 to 2026. The best available evidence from
actual data and latest forecasts is that the ultra-low comparison growth rate scenario will
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not be realised. In respect of Experian forecasts, quoted by CEC it should be noted that the
latest Experian forecasts have been revised up to 3.3% comparison growth per annum
(Experian briefing note 12.1 CD152, quoted in Dundee retail study)

Allowing for special forms of trading (including internet)

The ultimate share taken by internet shopping is uncertain. Online shopping is more
developed in the UK than in continental Europe or North America, so there is not a more
advanced economy trajectory to follow. The situation is further confused as some retailers
service internet shoppers from conventional stores and credit the spending to that store,
while others use warehouses or ‘dark stores’. More retailers may pursue the ‘multi-channel
retailing model’ where the store becomes essentially a showroom, and the final purchase
may just as likely take place online as in a store. CD106 contains more information on the
multi-channel retailing concept. This may lead to reductions in apparent spending in
particular locations, but continuing footfall, viability and vitality as consumers continue to
frequent retail outlets as more of a leisure activity.

The Pitney Bowes retail expenditure guide for 2015/16 (table 3.4) contains a projection of
non-store comparison retail sales rising to 22.8% over the life of the plan, and trending
towards 25%. In 2012, special forms of trading accounted for 8% of expenditure, in
Midlothian. Should it increase to a 25% market share, the remaining expenditure in
conventional stores will still be higher than now, even under the most pessimistic of
scenarios.

Population

The population of Midlothian and the wider south east Scotland region is growing. National
Records for Scotland (NRS) trend based population projections estimate that the
population of the SESplan area will increase by 11% between 2012 and 2027 (1,247,680 to
1,385,210) and 18% between 2012 and 2037 (1,247,680 to 1,467,170) (CD074). The City
Centre will benefit from this, as it contains an agglomeration of higher order and specialist
retailers at the top of the retail hierarchy.

The 2012 based sub-national projections (CD002) indicate growth in Midlothian of 11%
between 2012 and 2027 (84,240 to 93,309) and 18% between 2012 and 2037 (84,240 to
99,090). The subsequent NRS mid-year estimate for mid 2015, (published in 2016)
indicates that the population of Midlothian reached 87,390, a 4% increase in 3 years,
suggesting that the projected increase is being exceeded. It is important to remember that
the NRS projections are trend based, and they draw heavily on reported changes in GP
registration in the intercensal period to project forward population. The NRS projections
contain background notes ‘Uses and limitations of population projections’ which considers
these matters in greater detail (CD062).

Land-use planning decisions can lead to significant variances from trend. In the case of
Midlothian, the development plans adopted in 2003 (Midlothian Local Plan and Shawfair
Local Plan) allocated large amounts of land for housing, further augmented by the
Midlothian Local Plan 2008. Long standing drainage constraints prevented this from being
exploited immediately, and it was not until 2007/08 that the housebuilding rate began to
show a marked increase. Each GRO/NRS biennial population projection since 2006 has
increased the growth rate for Midlothian as the effect of this increased housebuilding feeds
into the figures.
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When collating evidence for the Main Issues Report the Council prepared alternative
population projections based on the agreed housing programming in the housing land
audit, and also incorporating factors such as the decline in average household sizes and
best evidence on future institutional populations.

The Council has now updated these projections using the latest house completion data and
programming from the last agreed housing land audit (2014) (CD147). The Council
projects that the population has increased from 83,187 at the time of the Census (2011) to
88,055 now (2016) and will increase to 99,920 by 2024. The population projection used in
the RTC TN estimated that the population would reach 96,441 by 2021. The previous
population projection prepared in 2012 did not go beyond 2021 as the Council did not feel
confident projecting housing completions too far into the future.

CDO012 provides an interesting comparison between 2008, 2010, and 2012 GRO/NRS
population projections, actual population from the 2011 census and subsequent mid year
estimates and 2012 and revised 2016 Midlothian Council land use planning based
projections. It is evident that the increase in population projected in the RTC TN is being
borne out, and that further increases can be expected in the life of the plan. The revised
projection may be on the cautious side due to a number of factors discussed in the
population projection commentary note (CD073).

Performance of existing town centres

Edinburgh City Centre plays an important role in meeting the needs of Midlothian
consumers. Table 36 of the RDPC study ‘Retailing in Midlothian 2012’ (contained within
the Retailing and Town Centres Technical Note, CD087) indicates the destination of
expenditure by Midlothian residents on comparison shopping — Edinburgh City Centre took
£39.48million pounds of the £261.67 million total comparison spend. This is the 3 largest
destination for Midlothian comparison expenditure. The most popular destination is Fort
Kinnaird Retail Park.

Midlothian Council notes that Edinburgh City Centre appears to be performing strongly in
terms of retail investment and other indicators. The St James Centre redevelopment is
now committed (incorporating 79,000 square metres of retail floorspace) and the south St
Andrew Square development (15,000 square metres) is nearing completion. Other long
standing gap sites such as the Morrison Street goods yard (Haymarket) and New Street
bus garage (Caltongate) are under construction and contain significant retail and
commercial leisure elements.

Edinburgh City Centre benefits from a Business Improvement District partnership, to take
forward projects. Published reports on footfall suggest that the city has recovered strongly
from recession and tram work induced declines (for example Essential Edinburgh report on
Christmas marketing campaign, 5.2.16, CD028). From the retail survey, incorporated in
the Retail Technical Note (CD087), it is known that the other Strategic Town Centres
identified in the SDP play little role in supplying Midlothian consumers, which reflects their
distance from Midlothian and the difficulty in travelling there.

The larger Midlothian town centres (Bonnyrigg, Dalkeith, and Penicuik) have been the
subject of town centre health checks, (CD109) and appear to be providing a good quality
environment for shopping and other activities. In Bonnyrigg there is slight undertrading,
although the expansion of the town should act to rectify this. -Dalkeith is the main town
centre in Midlothian, the other town centres performing more localised roles. The historic
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buildings in the town have recently been much improved following a Council led
Townscape Heritage Initiative. The 2012 RTC TN indicated overtrading in convenience
shopping and slight undertrading in comparison shopping — the stock overall is overtrading.
Since then a new Morrison’s store has been built in the town centre, acting as something of
an anchor store, the population has increased, parking has been re-prioritised from
commuters to shoppers and the above mentioned THI initiative has been implemented.
The proposed Dalkeith town centre regeneration will address postwar buildings in Jarnac
and Eskdail Court. The Council has also submitted a CARS/THI bid for Penicuik. Further
initiatives may come forward under the auspices of the BID scheme. In Penicuik, the 2012
RTC TN indicated undertrading in convenience shopping and slight overertrading in
comparison shopping — the stock overall is overtrading.

Summary of Ec3 retail matters

The Council considers that it has justified the possibility of allowing retailing (amongst a mix
of other uses) on site Ec3, and this is in accordance with the SDP. Any application will be
subject to policy TCR2. The Council has carried out detailed analysis of retail spending
and considered likely trends resulting from the implementation of the development strategy
(CDO087). The Council considers that this analysis remains valid on the basis of the latest
information.

In respect of the developer submission seeking an express allocation for 450 units (and
defined areas for other uses), with implicit boundary changes and uncoupling from the
need to complete the A701 relief road, the Council considers that it is premature to assign
numbers of units to this site, principally because it feels it has allocated more than sufficient
housing land over the plan period and that additional numbers would more likely be for
consideration as part of an LDP2 process, but also because it risks predetermining the
outcome of the masterplan process and the receptiveness of the market to invest. The
representor’s land holding and suggested site boundary only covers the northern part of the
allocation and goes beyond it to the north west. The Council wishes its site to be planned
as one entity, and does not support the part allocation of it for selected uses in advance of
the masterplanning process.

The development considerations text in the MLDP settlement statement recognises the
potential for some housing on this site. However, the Council considers that it has
allocated enough housing land in MLDP to meet the SDP additional housing allowances,
and expects that the provisions of Policies STRAT1, STRAT2 and STRAT3 will deliver the
overall housing land requirement. Matters relating to the strategic need and the adequacy
of the Council’s allocation are handled in the Schedule 4 for Issue 3: Requirement for New
Development - Housing Strategy.

The Council accepts that housing may be one of the uses to generate the necessary
development value to remediate long term environmental problems at the site. A controlled
element of housing may also add vibrancy to the area and avoid creating the sterile
environments that can develop in areas that are solely for retail, commercial or business
use. However, the Council is also mindful of the plan’s economic objectives. The site has
an excellent location by the A720 City of Edinburgh bypass and the Council considers it
would be a waste of the site’s economic potential if it were to be developed predominantly
for housing. The masterplan process will provide an opportunity to look at constraints and
opportunities across the site, and consider the contribution different uses can make to
remediating site conditions.
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As mentioned above, site Ec3 is allocated for a range of mixed uses. However, should
housing be a component of the site, the plan is clear in policy IMP2 and table 8.27 of the
settlement statements that developer contributions towards meeting additional demand in
education are required.

The promoters of a national film studio have objected to the omission of their proposal from
the plan. The proposal was the subject of an application, submitted days before publication
of the Proposed Plan. No prior submission was received as part of the public engagement
programme at the Main Issues Report stage. The application was appealed on non-
determination grounds and is currently before Scottish Ministers to determine. No indication
has been forthcoming as to when the outcome will be published. The Council considers
that there are significant outstanding issues with the proposal, not least of which is that it
blocks the alignment of the proposed relief road. Notwithstanding the impact on the
proposed relief road the Council does not consider there is sufficient justification to allocate
a development of this nature and such scale in this location.

The development of a cinema would be an acceptable use in principle on the site but the
Council considers that such a proposal would be subject to market interest and not
necessarily something the Council would specifically identify in the plan.

The Council considers that there is currently insufficient information regarding the
environmental value of Straiton bing, and that it would be more appropriate to consider this
further through the masterplanning process. A planning application for a large site such as
Ec3 is also be subject to EIA, which will allow further scrutiny of relevant matters.

Summary of matters relevant to representations seeking modifications to Ec3

In respect of specifically allocating land for housing at this site, the Council considers that it
has already allocated a generous supply of housing land within the plan area. There may
be merit in an element of housing to improve the vitality of the development, and to assist
in making it commercially viable, but this is a decision which will more appropriately be
taken during the masterplanning process. MLDP contains adequate reference to the range
of uses that will be considered for the site.

The masterplan will look at the whole of site Ec3, and should not be restricted to particular
parcels of land ownership. The development of the site will be considered in conjunction
with the optimum road line for the A701 relief road.

In respect of retailing at this site, a key role of the planning system, expressed in Scottish
Planning Policy is to encourage sustainable economic growth. Where the market can
sustain additional retail facilities, it seems appropriate to facilitate this, firstly looking at town
centre locations and then at other locations which are or can be made accessible by means
other than the private car. The Council considers that its plan sets out the role of Straiton
as a large commercial centre with the potential for improved accessibility, which will
function alongside the prioritisation and protection of town centres, in accordance with the
SDP.

Applications will require to be supported by RIAs drawing on the best available evidence at
the time. The Council considers that it would not be advisable to prejudge an RIA and the
future masterplanning exercise for the site by setting quantities of retail floorspace in the
plan at this stage. The assumptions of the earlier RTC TN in terms of rising spending and
population appear to be justified by the evidence of the last 4 years.
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The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations (PP13, PP15 Almondvale
(Livingston) Ltd, PP82, PP501 City of Edinburgh Council, PP113 Pentland Studios Ltd,
PP167 Kate Holbrook, PP401, PP404, PP410-Straiton Park Ltd, PP2879 Scottish Natural
Heritage).

Objects to proposed A701 relief road

With regard to representations stating that proposal is contrary to SPP requirements of
sustainability, placemaking and neighbourhood planning: the Council considers the road to
be a necessary piece of infrastructure to accommodate increased development in the
corridor. These demands stem from a Strategic Development Plan which has itself has
been subject to environmental assessment. The proposal facilitates priority for buses,
cyclists and pedestrians on the current A701. Through the detailed design process the
Council expects to retain core paths plan connections. The opposition to the proposal in
the Damhead Neighbourhood Plan is noted (CD013). While the SPP states that effective
integration between Local Development Plans and Neighbourhood Plans is crucial, it does
not require LDPs to conform with neighbourhood plans: such a requirement would be a
major change to the planning system and Scottish Ministers would have to change the
relationship of LDPs to SDPs and national policy. The approved Strategic Development
Plan for South East Scotland 2013 (SESplan) sets an overall housing land requirement and
requires additional land to be allocated for housing and economic development. In meeting
these needs the Council considers that this transport proposal is necessary and that this
takes precedence over the policy set out in the Neighbourhood Plan.

The need for additional capacity and an improved alignment goes back to the 1990s and
permission was granted for a route in 2000 (safeguarded in the subsequent Local Plan).
The Council has now abandoned the protected alignment of the A701 as shown in the
Midlothian Local Plan 2008, (Cabinet Report of 3" November 2015 refers, CD008). The
protected route was potentially blighting the expansion prospects of adjacent businesses,
and given other identified problems with its deliverability (economic factors, ground
conditions and difficult engineering solutions) it was decided to expedite its abandonment
rather than wait for adoption of the Proposed Local Development Plan to replace it.

A Transport Options Appraisal (TOA) relating to the development strategy of the Plan
identified a package of transport network interventions. The appraisal was prepared in
conjunction with Transport Scotland in accordance with their Development Planning and
Management Transport Appraisal Guidance (DPMTAG), and is provided as CD120. The
Transport Options Appraisal found that “The A701 relief road will create additional capacity
along this corridor, helping meet demand requirements of development outlined in the LDP.
Primarily improvements are anticipated for private vehicles, however road-based public
transport will also benefit in terms of reliability in journey times and routing options’
(Scenario 4, Objective 1, page 25).

Two variations for a new road line have been prepared and will be safeguarded through the
LDP until the final design solution (which may mix elements of both) is built. The alignment
has been designed to provide a 50mph capable route while avoiding residential and other
buildings, Cameron Wood and Old Pentland Cemetery. There has also been a strong
focus on the deliverability of the new road and the design avoids areas of poor ground
conditions or that would require significant amounts of engineering to achieve acceptable
gradients. Further detailed design work is required to define the exact line of the new road.
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The Council is part of a prospective City Deal bid. If successful the deal will, amongst other
things, support physical infrastructure projects to unlock constraints to development and
accelerate growth.

The proposed A701 relief road also includes an onward link from the junction with the A703
to the A702. This is principally designed to provide a new access to The Bush to support
future bioscience research and development facilities there. The link, in combination with
the relief road, will also improve traffic flows, journey time and wider links to the local and
strategic road network. The Council is aware of general capacity issues with the road
network and considers that the proposed A701 relief road and A702 link will assist in
reducing and managing this congestion.

In respect of representations indicating that the road is not supported by the Transport
Options Appraisal (TOA): the TOA (CD121) appraised the A701 Relief Road intervention
against ten transport planning objectives, as well as environment, safety, economy,
accessibility/social inclusion, integration and feasibility/affordability and public acceptability
factors. It found the intervention had a moderate negative impact on one transport planning
objective (in respect of impact on built and natural environment). Moderate negative
impacts were also found in respect of a number of environmental attributes, specifically
water quality, drainage and flood defence, biodiversity and habitats, landscape, visual
amenity, agriculture and soils.

Where the early stage of scheme specification could not rule out potential issues, negative
impacts were recorded (paragraph 4.3.4 of the TOA refers CD121). These negative
impacts could potentially be mitigated as part of the design and construction process. For
example the moderate negative impact recorded under water quality, drainage and flood
defence may be addressed by sustainable drainage features so that the run-off is
attenuated and treated to a level which is acceptable in terms of flood risk and water quality
in the receiving waters. The road will be subject to project specific Environmental Impact
Assessment. The TOA concludes that the package of measures (including the A701 relief
road) will support the delivery of the MLDP and its objectives.

The Council accepts that committed and proposed allocations will increase traffic — the
A701 realignment is a response to this. The area between the relief road and the current
A701 not allocated for development remains protected by LDP policies — this is handled in
more detail under the sub topic ‘Objects to removal of land at Old Pentland from Green
Belt’. The Green Belt and other protective policies apply to the area to the west of the relief
road.

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations. (PP255 Midlothian Matters,
PP272, PP283, PP551, PP552 Midlothian Environmental Action, PP433, PP435 Damhead
and District Community Council, PP440, PP450, PP476 Duncan McAuslan, PP2705 Ailsa
Carlisle).

Objects to removal of land at Old Pentland from Green Belt

The Midlothian Local Development Plan Proposed Plan (MLDP) 2014 removes the Green
Belt designation from the Old Pentland area, bounded by site Ec3 to the north, site Hs16 to
the south, the existing settlement boundaries to the east and the proposed A701
realignment to the west. The adjoining new site allocations and the adjacent non-
conforming use at The Bush will also have the Green Belt designation removed. The
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guestion of Green Belt boundaries is considered in the Green Belt Technical Note (CD030)
and also the Green Belt Schedule 4 — Issue 12. The Development in the Countryside
policy (RD1) and Prime Agricultural Land policy (ENV4) will continue to apply to this area.

A planning application was submitted in this area for development including a film studio,
hotel, power plant and other employment land (15/00364/PPP). An appeal has been
lodged with Scottish Ministers on grounds of non-determination (reference PPA-290-2032).
As part of the appeal process the Council has prepared a Report of Handling (CD078).
Had the application proceeded to be determined by Midlothian Council the application
would have been recommended for refusal.

Scottish Planning Policy (2014) paragraph 51 considers the spatial form of green belts.
They should give consideration to clearly identifiable visual boundary markers based on
landscape features including, amongst others, main roads. The Edinburgh and South East
Scotland Strategic Development Plan 2013 (SESplan) requires local plans to define Green
Belt boundaries to meet specified purposes.

The Council considers that the area at Old Damhead will no longer serve the purposes of
green belt if the A701 re-alignment proposal is adopted, and that the new boundary is more
consistent with SPP 2014. The Council considers that its Local Development Plan is an
integrated package and that it is reasonable to make decisions about one aspect (Green
Belt) in the context of another (A701 re-alignment).

The Council therefore requests that the Reporter(s) make no change to the Midlothian
Local Development Plan in respect of these representations (PP1203 James Telfer,
PP2852 J Telfer, PP2854 M Begbie).

Reporter’s conclusions:

Preamble

1. My conclusions on site Ec3 (West Straiton) refer to unresolved matters concerning this
site and the related A701 relief road as mentioned in Issue 6 (improving transport
connectivity) and Issue 8 (town centres and retailing) of this report. | also address the
suggested inclusion of land for film and TV studios, and associated uses, at Pentland
Road.

2. | have addressed the unresolved matters raised in representations in my conclusions
but, for efficiency, have used different headings to those used in the council’s summary and
response above.

Spatial context

3. West Straiton (site Ec3) is a 60 hectare site allocated in the proposed Midlothian Local
Development Plan for mixed-use including retail; hotel; office; commercial leisure and
potentially housing. The site is also identified on the proposed plan’s proposals map 6
(Loanhead, Straiton & Bilston) as a “location of new retail and commercial leisure facilities”
as controlled through proposed policy TCR 2 (location of new retail and commercial leisure
facilities). Site Ec3 would form part of the Straiton Commercial Hub (commercial centre) in
relation to the network of retail centres and sequential approach in terms of the location of
retail and commercial leisure development.
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4. The boundaries of the site include the A701 and housing to the east (with Straiton
Retail Park across the A701 further east); farmland to the north (with the A720 Edinburgh
City by-pass beyond); and further farmland to the west and south. The indicative routes of
the A701 relief road are located on the north-western and western boundary of the site and
beyond. Primarily scrubland, the site also includes a few houses along Pentland Road to
the south; a waste-transfer station and tarmac operations (also to the south); Kentucky
Fried Chicken and Burger King outlets to the east along the A701 boundary; and the
Straiton Park and Ride facility in the north-east (accessed from the A701). The site
includes areas described on signage as “dangerous” either due to past uses or steep
slopes.

5. The development considerations for site Ec3, as set out in the proposed plan, require a
masterplan to guide development of the site. This would enable control over the design
and layout of development. It would also provide an opportunity to direct the amount and
type of retail floorspace; commercial leisure development; accommodation and housing
that may be accepted on the site.

Range of uses promoted

6. As identified in paragraph 3, site Ec3 is promoted in the proposed plan for a range of
uses but without specific reference to the amount of land/floorspace that would be
acceptable.

7. Straiton Park Limited seeks the identification of a specific site for a cinema and
commercial leisure uses on site Ec3 and the allocation of:

Residential (16 hectares providing 450 houses).

Retail/Commercial (3 hectares).

Employment (3 hectares).

Tourism (4 hectares for a 100 bed hotel).

Open space (3 hectares providing a multi-use sports facility).

Other uses (4 hectares including park and ride, roads and landscaping).

8. The development considerations refer to “housing” as a potential use in the longer term
on the site but provide no indication of an acceptable number of housing units. | agree with
Straiton Park Limited that there is no need to suggest that housing may be provided “in the
longer term” as the requirement to masterplan the site could successfully integrate
residential elements which were designed to provide high-quality spaces and minimise any
conflict with other uses or nearby roads. However, as indicated in Issue 3 (requirement for
new development), there is no need for additional housing land to be allocated at this time
to meet the SESplan housing requirement. Any housing coming forward on site Ec3 would
be additional over and above the current requirement. Consequently, | find that no specific
reference to housing numbers or area should be provided in the proposed plan. Thisis a
matter which could be pursued through the preparation of the masterplan; subsequent
planning application stage(s); and in the review of the local development plan (if necessary)
in the future.

9. In addition, I find that the specific location of the cinema and commercial leisure uses
could be adequately shown in the forthcoming masterplan for the site without any need for
it to be illustrated in the proposed plan.

10. Similarly, although | acknowledge concerns from parties (principally the City of
Edinburgh Council) regarding a lack of specification in terms of total floorspace or area
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considered acceptable for particular uses, | find that it would be reasonable for the
forthcoming masterplan to prescribe these totals which could be informed by any required
retail impact assessment or other technical assessments which may be needed. The
proposed plan provides a useful indication of what may be acceptable on the mixed-use
site and the masterplan and subsequent planning application process would be able to
control the final layout and control the uses on the site.

11. Proposed local development plan policy VIS 2 (tourist accommodation) would support
development of hotels at key gateway locations. | agree with the council that site Ec3 is
well placed in relation to the transport network and visitor attractions and would likely
attract tourists. Similarly, the site is strategically placed to attract investment as an
employment location to support local jobs in the area.

12. For these reasons, | find that the references to site Ec3 within the proposed plan (with
the exception of housing in the longer term) are reasonable and appropriate as stated.

Further expansion of site Ec3

13. Straiton Park Limited also suggest expansion of site Ec3 to land within their control to
the west of the current site boundary. | note that this land is located between the two
potential A701 relief road routes shown on the proposals map. Unless the more westerly
route was selected for the relief road then expansion further west would not be possible.
As the final detail and route of the relief road has still to be determined I find that it would
not be appropriate to expand site Ec3 as suggested at present. Again, this matter could be
pursued through the preparation of the masterplan or at the application stage if justified.

Shopping and justification for commercial centre expansion

14. Scottish Planning Policy (2014) suggests that plans adopt a town centre first approach
and should identify a network of centres and explain how they complement one another. It
also suggests that emerging or new centres within land releases should be shown within
the network (paragraph 61). At paragraph 63, Scottish Planning Policy directs that “plans
should identify commercial centres and those centres which have a more specific focus on
retailing and/or leisure uses”.

15. The strategic development plan for Edinburgh and South East Scotland (SESplan)
provides primary support for Edinburgh City Centre as the focus of employment, services
and civic activity. Strategic town centres in Livingston, Kirkcaldy, Dunfermline and
Glenrothes are next in the network hierarchy in terms of importance. Other town centres
and then commercial centres follow. While SESplan supports the hierarchy when
prioritising the location of retail and commercial leisure development it allows exception
where justified by rigorous analysis.

16. | have provided conclusions on the retail network in Midlothian in Issue 8 (retailing and
town centres) where | find that the proposed plan incorporates a town centre first approach.
However, concentrating on Straiton Commercial Hub, | find that the provisions of proposed
policy TCR 2 (location of new retail and commercial leisure facilities) would ensure that any
retail or commercial leisure uses promoted at site Ec3 would have to assess alternative
sites in Edinburgh City Centre and Dalkeith Town Centre (depending on the assumed
catchment of the activity proposed); meet criteria in relation to deficiency in provision; and
assess the impact on viability and vitality of other centres. Therefore, | find that there
would be adequate policy provision to ensure that new development proposals at Straiton
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(including at site Ec3) were sufficiently assessed in relation to the retail hierarchy.

17. Midlothian Council commissioned RDPC Limited to undertake research into retailing
patterns in the council area as an input to preparation of the proposed plan. This resulted
in the publication of the Midlothian Council Retail Study 2012. The study was supported by
the subsequent main issues report and its accompanying technical note on retailing and
town centres in 2013. These documents, and the council’s response above, suggest the
following:

e The population of Midlothian is set to grow significantly with new investment and
housing development.

e Currently 50% of Midlothian workers work outside of Midlothian.

e Based on a low spending growth scenario, an estimated surplus of comparison
expenditure by 2021 in Midlothian of between £71 million and £118 million equating
to between 26,000 and 39,000 square metres (gross) of additional ‘mainstream’
floorspace or between 34,000 and 52,000 square metres (gross) if developed in
‘bulky goods’.

e Growth in the sector, even at an average rate of growth lower than during any
similar period since the 1970s, will provide scope for a very substantial increase in
comparison floorspace.

e The estimated comparison surplus is equivalent to a shopping centre the size of the
Gyle Centre or an area larger than the Pentland Retail Park.

e There is a high level of expenditure ‘leakage’ from the Midlothian economy to other
commercial centres around Edinburgh (Newcraighall, Fort Kinnaird, Ocean Terminal
and so on) equivalent to 62% for comparison goods. Even if all additional
floorspace was built in Midlothian the leakage would only reduce to 52%.

¢ Investment preferences and retailers’ locational preferences are of great importance
and Straiton holds a strong influence. Straiton is the only location in Midlothian with
the obvious success and critical mass of comparison floorspace which lends itself to
attracting further investment.

e Edinburgh City Centre is performing well as the regional centre with recent
redevelopment/expansion of St James Centre and St Andrews Square.

e Dalkeith, Bonnyrigg and Penicuik Town Centres have been subject to health checks
and appear to be providing good quality environments for shopping and other
activities.

18. Itis reasonable for the council to plan to meet the needs of its growing population and
aim to provide retailing, commercial leisure and other uses in relatively accessible
locations, particularly in relation to provision of local jobs and services. By doing so there is
an opportunity to reduce the need to travel, and/or reduce the distance travelled, by private
vehicle and encourage more active and sustainable transport use. In relation to this
matter, | note that several of the current commercial centres in Edinburgh (Fort Kinnaird for
example as the most popular destination for Midlothian residents) are not directly
accessible by public transport for many Midlothian residents meaning a reliance on private
vehicle travel. | agree with the council that the expansion of the commercial centre at
Straiton (which has good accessibility by public transport and is actively being promoted for
improvement by the council) could help to relieve reliance on the car.

19. 1 accept that Straiton may draw some residents from outwith Midlothian, particularly as
there are flagship stores which are not available in other locations (IKEA and Costco). |
note that SESplan does not require authorities to “stem” any retail expenditure leakage.
And, | further note that there are some sites still to be occupied at the original Straiton site.
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20. However, | consider that the council has provided robust justification in relation to the
expansion of Straiton commercial centre to include site Ec3. There is sufficient demand for
retail expansion and there is potential for investment at Straiton. | further consider it likely
that expansion of the commercial centre would not be of adverse detriment to other centres
but, in any case, there is sufficient policy provision within the proposed plan to ensure that
Impacts on other centres are adequately investigated and assessed. | find that the site
should not be removed from the network of retail centres and should remain as part of the
Straiton Commercial Hub.

Potential impacts

21. The council highlights that the “physical appearance of built development to the west
of the A701, coupled with a legacy of difficult ground conditions and deposited material,
makes for an uninspiring entrance to Midlothian along this corridor”. | agree that parts of
the site are neglected and would benefit from investment. As indicated by the council, the
approval of Straiton in the 1980s did not include a masterplan resulting in what is described
as a “piecemeal” development. However, development of site Ec3 would be guided by a
masterplan with high design standards. This could enable the creation of a high-quality
place as a distinctive “gateway” to or from Midlothian.

22. The A720 city by-pass is raised on an embankment above site Ec3. Therefore, from
many viewpoints the expansion of development onto site Ec3 would not appear visually
connected to Edinburgh. In addition, the requirement for landscaping, and the location of
the A701 relief road to the north of the site, would further reduce any physical coalescence
with the city.

23. The site is located adjacent to existing houses at Straiton and includes houses along
Old Pentland Road. The development considerations require the masterplan to make
provision for the protection of amenity. Proposed local development plan policy DEV 2
(protection of amenity within the built-up area) would ensure that the amenity of all local
households was protected from development. The masterplan would also control the
design, together with the provisions of proposed plan policy DEV 6 (layout and design of
new development), which would ensure integration of development with the surrounding
land-uses. Based on these provisions, although | recognise the strength of feeling, | do not
agree with representations made that the local community would be “destroyed”.

24. The development considerations require an investigation of ground conditions and
contaminated land. Any risk of gas leakage could also be investigated at the planning
application stage through the requirements set out in proposed plan policy ENV 16 (vacant,
derelict and contaminated land). Parts of the site may be unsuitable for built development
due to legacy uses. However, these areas could form landscaping and open space
enhancing the visual amenity and biodiversity value of the area.

25. The council highlight that the Scottish Environment Protection Agency has raised no
concerns with regard to flooding, drainage or contamination of water for site Ec3. In any
event, | find that the provisions of proposed plan policies ENV 9 (flooding), ENV 10 (water
environment), DEV 5 (sustainability in new development); and IMP 3 (water and drainage)
would ensure that these matters were thoroughly addressed ahead of development of the
site.

26. The council acknowledge that Straiton Bing has been colonised by wildlife. The site
has no formal designation. However, | agree with the council that it could be designed, if
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justified, as an important nature conservation site during the lifetime of the plan. In which
case proposed policy ENV 14 (regionally and locally important nature conservation site)
would apply to protect the value of the site. In addition, trees on the site would be
protected through proposed policy ENV 11 (woodland, trees and hedges). Similarly, any
protected species found to be on the site would be protected through the provisions of
proposed policy ENV 15 (species and habitat protection and enhancement). Further
investigation of wildlife and habitat would likely be required at the planning application
stage. Conditions on any future planning permission could ensure the control of any giant
hogweed on the site (as identified in representations).

27. Despite concerns raised in representations, | do not consider that development of site
Ec3 would necessarily result in an increase in car use and increase in carbon dioxide
emissions. As identified in the section above, one aim of the expansion of Straiton
commercial centre is to reduce the need to travel to locations outside of Midlothian by
private car and encourage more active and sustainable travel. This approach may result in
more vehicles travelling less distance but would overall help to reduce reliance on private
car journeys. The potential impact on air quality could be investigated, if required, through
proposed policy ENV 17 (air quality).

28. Interms of landscape impact and views to the Pentland Hills, the masterplan for the
site is required to provide substantial landscaping to reinforce the green network in the
area. The masterplan would also guide building the layout, building design and heights
across the site to help minimise any impact on the landscape and surrounding area.
Proposed policy ENV 7 (landscape character) would also be applied to ensure that local
landscape character/identity was respected.

29. As stated by the council, Scottish Planning Policy suggests that the loss of prime
agricultural land can be justified as a component of the settlement strategy (paragraph 80).
The allocation of site Ec3 is justified in relation to retail demand; promoting economic
opportunities; reducing the need to travel by unsustainable means; providing a distinctive
“gateway” to Midlothian improving the appearance of the area. It forms a component of the
settlement strategy. Investigation at the planning application stage (which may include
environmental impact assessment) could identify any important soils which could be stored
and used elsewhere if necessary.

30. 1 note from the council’s response that there is a lack of brownfield opportunities to
site new retail and employment uses in Midlothian. The loss of the green belt is justified as
the route of the A701 relief road would provide a new robust green belt boundary which
would fulfil a function in controlling further settlement growth.

31. The location of any electricity pylons (and other utilities) across the site would be
considered as part of the master-planning and final design of the site. The presence of
pylons would not unduly restrict development of the site.

32. Pedestrian access is currently restricted across the A701. However, improvements to
the A701, in tandem with the delivery of the A701 relief road and master-planning exercise
for site Ec3, would provide opportunities to develop a better pedestrian environment.

33. I note that there is farming activity along Pentland Road. Any potential impact on
animal welfare could be suitably addressed at the application stage (or in any consultation
on the masterplan for the site).
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34. Concerns regarding human health would be considered through any environmental
Impact assessment required for the development of the site.

Damhead and District Neighbourhood Plan

35. The Damhead and District Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2030 identifies many actions
and aspirations for the community. Site Ec3 is shown as being outwith the Damhead and
District boundary on page 15 but the site abuts the boundary. In this context, the
neighbourhood plan includes references to maintaining the rural character and a “green
gateway” to Midlothian. Woodland, hedges and green spaces are important features of the
area. Path networks should be maintained and new connections are encouraged to
promote accessibility. Road safety is also of major concern to the community. | consider
that the neighbourhood plan should be considered as part of the master-planning and
design process for site Ec3 to ensure that the actions/aspirations are promoted where
possible. A modification to the development considerations is therefore necessary.

Section 3E

36. Section 3E of the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 (as amended)
requires that planning authorities should exercise their development plan functions with the
objective of contributing to sustainable development. Scottish Planning Policy (2014)
confirms that its principal policies provide guidance in relation to this requirement. The
principal policies include:
e A presumption in favour of development that contributes to sustainable
development.
e Taking every opportunity to create high quality places by taking a design-led
approach.
e Directing the right development to the right place.
e Supporting development that is designed to a high-quality demonstrating the six
gualities of successful place (distinctive; safe and pleasant; welcoming; adaptable;
resource efficient; and easy to move around and beyond).

37. The benefits and impacts of proposals should be weighed in decision-making; and the
weight given to particular matters can differ depending on context and interpretation. In the
context of site Ec3 there are a number of environmental, social and economic
considerations which must be balanced. The council has determined, and | agree, that the
benefits of development (together with suitable mitigation through the masterplan and
subsequent planning permission/environmental impact assessment processes) would likely
outweigh any negative impacts. The controls over development of the site would ensure
that development was directed to the right place and that the final design and layout was to
a high-quality providing a distinct “gateway” location. | do not consider that the council has
failed to apply the provisions of section 3E in carrying out its development plan function in
relation to site Ec3.

Specific SESplan provisions

38. | agree with the council that allocation of site Ec3 would not be at odds with the
provisions of SESplan policy 1B (the spatial strategy: development principles). The policy
applies to local development plans as a whole and not to specific policies, allocations or
designations. However, | agree with the council that if the criteria in policy 1B were applied
at a site-specific level then site Ec3 would:

e Likely have no significant adverse impacts on the integrity of international, national
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and local designations and classifications.

e Likely have no significant adverse impacts on the integrity or international and
natural built or cultural heritage sites.

¢ Have regard to improving the quality of life in local communities by conserving and
enhancing the natural and built environment to create more healthy and attractive
places to live through the master-planning process and provisions of the
development plan.

¢ Include mitigation, adaption, high-quality design, energy efficiency and use of
sustainable materials (secured through the masterplan and provisions of the
development plan).

39. SESplan policy 8 (transportation) requires local development plans to apply eight
criteria in relation to supporting and promoting the development of a sustainable transport
network. Again, | agree with the council that site Ec3 would be well served by public
transport and would, through the masterplan, integrate with existing networks. The delivery
of the A701 relief road, and improvements to the A701 corridor, would also help to ease
congestion on the transport network. | consider that the allocation of site Ec3 is not at odds
with the requirements of policy 8.

Wider area framework

40. Scottish Natural Heritage request that site Ec3 is considered in relation to other
allocations in the A701 corridor including housing sites Hs16 (Seafield Road, Bilston), Hs17
(Pentland Plants, by Bilston) and the Hs16 future housing safeguard. The sites are not all
contiguous but are located along the same transport corridor. There will be inter-
relationships between the sites and | agree with Scottish Natural Heritage that master-
planning of the sites should not be carried out in isolation. However, | find that the
proposed plan proposals maps; settlement statements; and policy provision provide a
reasonable development strategy to allow development to be considered as a whole and
for resources to be sufficiently protected, where necessary. The role of the council in
preparing masterplans through policy IMP 1 (new developments) would also ensure
oversight of development in the A701 corridor. No modification to the proposed plan is
needed to require a wider area framework.

Pentland Studios

41. Pentland Studios Limited suggests that land around Damhead/Pentland Road, subject
to a planning application, should be included in the proposed plan. Since this unresolved
representation was made to the proposed Midlothian Local Development Plan the
application for planning permission in principle has been subject to an appeal process and
determination by Scottish Ministers’ (Scottish Government Planning and Environmental
Appeals Division reference PPA-290-2032).

42. Scottish Ministers’ issued a notice of intention on 3 April 2017 indicating that planning
permission in principle for a film and TV studio (and other uses) at land to the north and
south of Damhead/Pentland Road was “minded to grant” subject to the conclusion of a
planning obligation (a financial contribution to the A701 relief road and other specified road
improvements) and imposition of conditions.

43. | sought further written submissions from interested parties in relation to how to
spatially express the intention of Scottish Ministers’ in the proposed local development
plan. Responses from parties differed in terms of whether to refer to the application or not.
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44. The council agreed that the proposal should be referenced in the proposed plan but
argued that as the application had come through the development management process it
should be considered to be “windfall” and not be explicitly shown on the proposals maps in
the proposed plan. However, the extent of the application site could be shown on an inset
map within the economic development section of the proposed plan with reference to
integration with site Ec3 in the settlement statement section.

45. PSL Land Limited (formerly Pentland Studios Limited) agreed with the council that an
inset map could be inserted. However, it argued that the application site should be shown
on the proposals maps (and settlement statement map for the area) as distinct from site
Ec3 (of which the northern part overlaps) and included within the settlement boundary. It
further argued that any requirement for a masterplan linked to site Ec3 would not be
necessary.

46. Straiton Park Limited advised that site Ec3 be redrawn and extended to cover the film
and TV application site on the proposals maps and settlement statement map for the area.

47. Damhead and District Community Council submitted that it would be highly unlikely for
the planning obligation to be signed prior to the examination of the proposed plan
concluding. Consequently, there would be no guarantee that a final decision notice
permitted development on the application site would be issued prior to the adoption of the
local development plan. As a result, the plan should only reference the Scottish Ministers’
“minded to grant” position. In addition, including the site as a proposal and/or within the
settlement boundary would release designated land with no guarantee of delivery.

48. Midlothian Environmental Action supports the view of the community council and
believe that no changes to the current designations in the area should be permitted.

49. Taylor Wimpey and Hallam Land Management made reference to its interest in site
Hs16 (Seafield Road, Bilston) and interaction with the A701 relief road dealt with in Issue 6
(improving transport connectivity).

50. All parties agree that some reference to the current decision of Scottish Ministers’
should be made in the proposed plan. The differences relate to spatial presentation and
integration with site Ec3. | have carefully considered this matter and conclude the
following:

e The intention of Scottish Ministers’ should be referenced in proposed plan (to
identify the most up-to-date planning position in relation to the site).

e The southern part of the application site is not identified on the proposed plan’s
proposals maps or settlement statement map for Loanhead, Straiton & Bilston as
being within the settlement boundary. Instead, the land is mainly identified as
countryside and prime agricultural land with some green belt and the routes of the
A701 relief road on the north-western boundary. The application for film and TV
studios (and other uses) is unique and the intention to grant planning permission in
principle has been made based on the application submissions and arguments
presented for that specific set of uses and circumstances. If the settlement
boundary was amended to include the southern part of the application site then this
could, potentially, allow a range of uses to be considered acceptable on the land that
would otherwise be dismissed. Consequently, until such time as the proposals for
the studios and associated uses/infrastructure are fully developed, | find that the
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southern part of the application site should remain outwith the settlement boundary.

¢ | find that it would be reasonable and appropriate to show the extent of the
application site on the proposals map and settlement statement mapping. However,
| agree with the community council that until such time as the planning obligation is
signed there is a degree of uncertainty regarding whether planning permission in
principle will be issued. Furthermore, there are conditions of permission which
would require to be fulfilled before development could commence on the site
(including with respect to the alignment of the A701 relief road). | also note from
representations made on behalf of the tenant farmer who manages the southern part
of the application site that there are tenancy matters which may influence delivery of
the proposal. Consequently, | find that the application site should be identified on
the proposals map for Loanhead, Straiton & Bilston (map 6) and the settlement
statement map for Loanhead/Straiton but as a transparent layer where the existing
designations/allocations would continue to apply until such time as the application
site was fully developed. This approach is consistent with other sites in the
proposed plan including sites e34 and Ec5 (Oatsie, Roslin) which are allocated for
employment but remain green belt until such time as they are fully developed.

e As there would be reference to the application site on the proposals map and
settlement statement map | find that there would be no need to include an inset map
of the site within the economic section of the proposed plan.

e With the application site being shown on the proposals map | consider that it would
be appropriate for it to be labelled and referred to within the settlement statement for
Loanhead/Straiton as a mixed-use site (Mx1). The development considerations for
the site should simply refer to factual matters as set out in the Scottish Ministers’
notice of intention and refer to the relationship of the settlement boundary and land-
uses until such time as the site was fully developed.

e In relation to the text of the proposed plan, | consider that there should be explicit
reference to the Scottish Minister’s notice of intention within the settlement
statement for Loanhead/Straiton through the insertion of a new paragraph. | agree
with PSL Land Limited that there should be no requirement for an integrated
masterplan for the film and TV studio proposals and site Ec3 as they are in separate
control and are promoted independently. However, | find that as they do overlap
and neighbour reference should be made to integration of access, layout and
landscaping between site Ec3 and the film and TV studio site.

A701 relief road

51. The suggestions to delete the A701 relief road is addressed in Issue 6 (improved
transport connectivity).

52. Pentland Studios Limited seeks to remove references in the proposed plan that
suggest that the A701 relief road “must be constructed before development of site Ec3 can
proceed” as this may cause planning blight and reduce the likelihood of financing towards
the relief road.

53. I refer to financing of the A701 relief road at paragraph 44 in Issue 6 of this report
where | identify that the council has investigated means of front-funding delivery of the
relief road without necessarily requiring funding upfront from development.
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54. | note that the final alignment of the relief road is to be determined and has a close
relationship with the boundary of site Ec3. Consequently, the council considers that the
final route should be determined to allow a “best fit” with the landscape. However, | also
note that the notice of intention for the film and TV studio (which includes site Ec3 but also
shares a boundary with the potential routes of the A701 relief road) contains a condition
preventing development commencing before a “reserved area map” showing the reserved
A701 relief road is approved; and, thereafter, that no development would be permitted on
the land identified on the reserved area map. Significantly, the condition does not require
the construction of the relief road in advance of development of the film and TV studios
(and other uses).

55. 1 appreciate that the council is seeking landscape integration between the A701 relief
road and site Ec3 to provide an attractive and defensible boundary. However, the council
has provided a robust support for the retention of site Ec3 (as demonstrated throughout this
Issue). | do not agree that landscaping interfacing is a reasonable reason to place a
significant restriction on allowing development to proceed on site Ec3. Such a restriction
could limit investment and promotion of the site and would prevent the “Midlothian
Gateway” commencing in advance of the relief road. | further consider that, although a
landscaping scheme would be identified through the masterplan for site Ec3,
implementation of landscaping could form part of the A701 relief road proposals separately.

56. | find that on considering the above conclusions the reference to requiring the relief
road prior to construction on site Ec3 should be removed from the proposed plan. Should
the council consider that restriction on development on this site is justified then the option
of a suspensive condition at the planning application stage(s) for development on site Ec3
would be available.

Removal of Old Pentland from the green belt

57. The removal of the green belt designation from Old Pentland is addressed in
paragraph 37 of Issue 6 (improved transport connectivity).

Reporter’s recommendations:

Modify the proposed local development plan by:
1. Replacing the sixth sentence in paragraph 8.3.4 on page 126 with:
“Uses could include retail, hotel, office, commercial leisure, and housing”.

2. Replacing the third sentence in the development considerations for site Ec3 (West
Straiton) in Table 8.25 ‘Loanhead/Straiton Employment Allocations’ on page 129 with:

“Acceptable uses could include retail, hotel, office, commercial leisure, and housing”.

3. Inserting a new final sentence in the first paragraph in the development considerations
for site Ec3 (West Straiton) in Table 8.25 ‘Loanhead/Straiton Employment Allocations’ on
page 129 as follows:

“The masterplan should take into account the Damhead and District Neighbourhood
Plan 2015-2030 including respect for the character of the wider area; providing
opportunities to link to existing cycle/pedestrian routes; and protecting/enhancing
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woodland, hedgerows and green spaces.”
4. Replacing the eighth sentence in paragraph 8.3.4 on page 126 with:

“The development of the ‘Gateway’ is related to the realigned route for the A701, between
the A720 Straiton Junction and the A703. The extent of Ec3 will be defined...”.

5. Deleting the following sentence in the development considerations for site Ec3 (West
Straiton) in Table 8.25 ‘Loanhead/Straiton Employment Allocations’ on page 129:

“This road must be constructed before development of site Ec3 can proceed (refer to
paragraph 8.3.4 — 8.3.6 above).”.

6. Amending the Loanhead/Straiton Settlement Statement map on page 132 to include a
transparent blue wash over the area of land promoted for development by Pentland Studios
Limited (representee 907634, representation PP2784) as shown in the diagram below.

.Loanhead/Straiton_ ' o

7. Amending proposals map 6 for Loanhead, Straiton & Bilston to include a transparent
blue wash over the area of land promoted for development by Pentland Studios Limited
(representee 907634, representation PP2784) and label the site “Mx1” as shown in the
diagram below. And, amending the proposals maps key accordingly.

- —
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8. Inserting a new Table on page 130 entitled ‘Table 8.27 Loanhead/Straiton Mixed Use
Site’ as follows:

Site Ref Site Name Indicative Capacity | Expected
Contribution up to
2024

Mx1 Pentland Studios 36 ha N/A

Development Considerations

In April 2017 Scottish Ministers’ issued a notice of intention indicating that they were
“minded to grant” planning permission in principle for “a mixed use development
comprising film and TV studio including backlot complex; mixed employment uses
retail/office/commercial; hotel; gas and heat power plant/energy centre; film school and
student accommodation; studio tour building; earth station antenna and associated
infrastructure including car parking, SUDS features and landscaping on land to the north
& south of Pentland/Damhead Road, Straiton”.

The 36 hectare site comprises two parts on either side of Pentland Road. The southern
site (approximately 23 hectares) is promoted for a film and television studio including a
studio tour site, backlot areas, a hotel, an energy centre, a film school campus with
student accommodation, a data centre, and an earth station antenna. The northern site
includes land (approximately 13 hectares) wholly within allocation Ec3 (West Straiton)
where it is proposed to locate employment land and backlots.

Planning permission in principle is subject to a planning obligation to finance road
improvements and a series of conditions which include restrictions on development over
a reserved area of the A701 relief road and the development of any retail or commercial
leisure development. Until such time as the planning obligation is completed/registered,
and conditions are fulfilled, there remains uncertainty over development of the site. The
intention of Scottish Ministers is unique to the development proposed and therefore the
principle of allowing any other development of the site would not necessarily be
supported. Consequently, the designations of Green Belt/Countryside/Prime
Agricultural Land on the southern site will remain until that part of the site is fully
developed.

Development of the site will require investigation of ground stability and contamination;
archaeological investigation; tree and hedgerow protection; and a robust landscaping
scheme to integrate with landscaping required for site Ec3.

9. Making consequential changes by amending the table numbers to account for the
insertion of Table 8.27.

10. Inserting a new paragraph 8.3.5 on page 127 as follows:

“8.3.5 Proposals for a film and TV studio and associated uses to the north and south of
Pentland Road are “minded to grant” by Scottish Ministers’. The land incorporating mixed-
use development promoted is shown on the proposals map and settlement statement map
as site Mx1. The site includes part of Ec3 and, consequently, proposals across the site
should relate to site Ec3 particularly in relation to access, layout and landscaping. Unitil
such time as the southern site is fully developed it shall remain outwith the settlement
boundary and remain as green belt/countryside/prime agricultural land.”
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11. Making consequential changes by amending the paragraph numbering to account for
the insertion of paragraph 8.3.5.
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Issue 8

Town Centres & Retail

Development plan
reference:

Promoting Economic Growth — Town Centres
and Retailing.

Reporter:
Alasdair Edwards

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

number):

907760 PP14 Almondvale (Livingston) Ltd
778339 PP26 Midlothian Green Party
909735 PP257 Midlothian Matters

909735 PP259 Midlothian Matters

909734 PP280 Katherine Reid

778604 PP311 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd
908990 PP378 Scottish Government

909846 PP430 Eskbank & Newbattle Community Council
909894 PP448 Alison Bowden

909895 PP456 Paul de Roo

779467 PP472 John Sharp

754718 PP489 Newtongrange Community Council
780552 PP530 Walter Stone

907142 PP540 Mirabelle Maslin

907142 PP541 Mirabelle Maslin

779397 PP651 Bonnyrigg & Lasswade Community Council
921821 PP677 Margaret Hodge

766577 PP933 Julian Holbrook

907142 PP1058 Mirabelle Maslin

922155 PP1114 Rowan Nemitz

778056 PP1425 SEPA

778056 PP1426 SEPA

778551 PP1520 Tynewater Community Council
922094 PP1522 Geoffrey Alderson

922108 PP1555 Patricia Dimarco

779441 PP1623 Jon Grounsell

922145 PP2406 Eskbank Amenity Society
921372 PP2427 David Miller

921374 PP2429 Wilma Porteous

921376 PP2431 Margaret Miller

921378 PP2433 Wilma Sweeney

921380 PP2435 Stuart Barnes

921382 PP2437 Gavin Boyd

921386 PP2439 Kirsty Barnes

921387 PP2441 Vivienne Boyd

921390 PP2443 John F Davidson

921392 PP2445 Eric Smith

921395 PP2447 Annabel Smith

921397 PP2449 Mary M Young

921399 PP2451 James Young

921401 PP2453 John T Cogle

921402 PP2455 Janette D Barnes

921403 PP2457 Jenny Davidson
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921404
921406
921408
921410
776516
776560
778810
909049
921259
921414
921417
921423
921425
921430
921431
921434
921436
921437
921439
921443
921444
921337
921342
921686
921694
921697
921698
921732
921742
929852
921727
921630
921636
921640
921644
921651
921659
921663
921669
921675
921679
921682
921685
921599
921616
921622
921971
921740
921753
921768
921974
921975

PP2459
PP2461
PP2463
PP2465
PP2467
PP2469
PP2471
PP2473
PP2475
PP2477
PP2479
PP2481
PP2483
PP2485
PP2487
PP2489
PP2491
PP2493
PP2495
PP2497
PP2499
PP2501
PP2503
PP2505
PP2507
PP2509
PP2511
PP2513
PP2515
PP2517
PP2519
PP2521
PP2523
PP2525
PP2527
PP2529
PP2531
PP2533
PP2535
PP2537
PP2539
PP2541
PP2543
PP2545
PP2547
PP2549
PP2551
PP2553
PP2555
PP2557
PP2559
PP2561

Pamela Thomson
Kevin Davidson
Hugh Gillespie
Jennifer Gillespie
George Barnes
James Hutchison
John Barton
Ross Craig
Caroline Sneddon
Edith May Barton
Alex McLean
Marjory McLean
Myra G Rodger
David S M Hamilton
Sally Couch

E Hutchison
Karen Miller
Robert Scott
James Telfer
Kenneth McLean
Lynn MacLeod
Dawn Robertson
Derek Robertson
Stewart Y Marshall
Elsie Marshall
Stuart Davis
John Owen
Susan Falconer
Gudrun Reid
Marie Owen

G Palmer

Joan Faithfull
Emma Moir

M A Faithfull

S M Croall

R | Pryor

Susan E. Wright
R A Pryor
Michael Boyd
Dianne Kennedy
George Sweeney
David A. Porteous
Colin Miller

Julia Peden

Alan Mercer

Jim Moir
Zow-Htet

A H Cunningham
W R Cunningham
Matthew McCreath
Rae Watson
Christina Watson
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921976 PP2563
921919 PP2565
921920 PP2567
921929 PP2569
921960 PP2571
921970 PP2573
909886 PP2575
921918 PP2577
921925 PP2579
921962 PP2581
921965 PP2583
921968 PP2585
922025 PP2587
782000 PP2589
782003 PP2591
783974 PP2593
921900 PP2595
921905 PP2597
921908 PP2599
921826 PP2601
921828 PP2603
921830 PP2605
921910 PP2607
921914 PP2609
921915 PP2611
921917 PP2613
921999 PP2615
921658 PP2617
921794 PP2619
921896 PP2621
922005 PP2623
922006 PP2625
921709 PP2627
921722 PP2629
921832 PP2631
921835 PP2633
921888 PP2635
921889 PP2637
921893 PP2639
922020 PP2641
922075 PP2643
909730 PP2749
754767 PP2768
778604 PP2780
778171 PP2813

Moira Jones
George Gray

Nan Gray

David Binnie
George Mackay
Gayle Marshall

Ms Mary Clapperton
John Scaife

Colin Richardson
Karen Langham
Elizabeth Richardson
Avril Thomson
Linda Scaife
Kenneth Purves

E Purves

Donald Marshall
Marshall Scott
Carolyn Millar
Charles A Millar
Lorna Reid

Hazel Johnson

A F Wardrope
Isobel Ritchie
Lewis Jones

Karlyn Durrant
John Blair

Colin Johnson
Patrick Mark
Patricia Barclay
Kenneth A Hyslop
Jan Krwawicz
Marjorie Krwawicz
Chris Boyle

K Palmer

Elizabeth Anderson
Janette Evans

Ann O'Brian

Gail Reid

Zoe Campbell
Simon Evans

Anne Murray

Sara Cormack
Eskbank Amenity Society
Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd
Jacqueline Marsh

Provision of the
development plan
to which the issue
relates:

Section 4.6, Paragraphs 4.6.1 — 4.6.6, table 4.1 and policies TCR1
and TCR2.
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Planning authority’s summary of the representation(s):

Representations seeking deletion of site Ec3

Objects to incorporation of Ec3 into Straiton Commercial Hub, and to any further
development at existing Straiton Commercial Centre. Notes large scale consented
developments in existing area still to be developed, and considers that these should be
built out before any further growth is permitted. Given lack of demand, considers that there
Is no case for additional floorspace. Considers that the Ec3 site should not be accorded the
same status as the established Straiton Commercial Centre in policy TCR2, and that there
is no requirement in the Strategic Development Plan to identify more land for such
development. States that site is Green Belt and countryside and that there is no argument
presented within the Local Development Plan to remove it from these designations. (PP14
Almondvale (Livingston) Ltd)

Considers that High Streets are suffering at expense of out of town centres, believes

that plan proposals with regard to Straiton will exacerbate this trend leading to wealth being
sucked out of the County. Considers Straiton proposals are driven by developers’ desire to
attract customers from outside Midlothian, and this is contrary to the sustainability aims of
the Midlothian Local Development Plan since it encourages car travel and takes demand
out of town centre facilities in Edinburgh that are highly accessible by sustainable modes of
transport. Midlothian Local Development Plan proposal’s to further expand Straiton Retail
Park is at odds with the plan’s aspirations for sustainability. Encouraging expansion at
Straiton will suck demand away from existing Midlothian town centre shops, encourage car
use and lead to consumer spending by Midlothian residents being transferred out of the
county and the country in the shape of the profits of multinational chains and high rents
paid to property development companies based outside Midlothian and in many cases
outside UK tax jurisdiction. Considers that there is a high level of vacancy at Straiton Park.
Considers that arguments with regard to A701 are circular (i.e. development promoted to
pay for road, but the A701 road is being promoted to support further development at
Straiton. Considers that Straiton proposal does not meet the principles set out in the
penultimate sentence of paragraph 99 of the Strategic Development Plan Namely “Unless
an exception is identified through a Local Development Plan and justified by rigorous
analysis, priority should be given to town centre then edge of centre locations, then
established commercial centres and finally out of centre locations.”. (PP26 Midlothian
Green Party)

Considers that expansion of Straiton as a retail hub would run counter to efforts to promote
job creation and local identity - jobs created would be difficult to access and be low waged.
(PP257 Midlothian Matters)

Concerned that High Streets suffering from pressure from out of town malls and parks, and
therefore proposals to expand Straiton are a cause for concern. Considers that its
expansion is likely to encourage car use and exacerbate decline of existing town centre
shops, neither of which is desirable outcome. (PP430 Eskbank & Newbattle Community
Council)

8.3.11 Opposes cinema/commercial leisure development Straiton as having detrimental
effect on town centres. Considers that Straiton Retail Area should not be extended as this
would be contrary to the Strategic Development Plan and would damage town centres and
that other uses, such as housing, should not be permitted as the site is cut off from
facilities, has low amenity from traffic noise, and has value as an open area/importance to
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views to Pentlands. The Ec3 site if deleted for development could include a nature
reserve. (PP540, PP541 Mirabelle Maslin)

Seeks commitment to introduction of a town centre first policy in TCR1

Notes that while policy TCR1 generally fits with a town centre first approach, states that
Scottish Planning Policy requires this to be reflected in policy not just supporting text.
(PP378 Scottish Government)

Representation seeking change to hierarchy of priorities in Policy TCR2

Considers the TCR polices positive but contradicted by expectation that retail opportunities
will be concentrated in Straiton. Considers that the policy should be differentiated to
encourage small shops/bars within local communities, without the suggestion that
opportunities should be located in Straiton first. (PP259 Midlothian Matters)

Considers that town centres are heart of communities, and that town centre locations in
TCR should be priority, with TCR2 locations only considered where TCR1 development not
possible. (PP456 Paul de Roo)

Considers that local centres should not be last in shopping hierarchy and should be given
greater priority to reduce social inequality. (PP1058 Mirabelle Maslin)

Representations seeking stronger policy to direct new development to existing town
centres

Concerned that expansion of Straiton will increase car journeys and damage Midlothian's
existing town centres which are already struggling. (PP933 Julian Holbrook; PP1114
Rowan Nemitz)

Concerned that technical note prepared at MIR stage is only concerned with retailing and
does not give information or direction to town centres other than as retail destinations.
Concerned that there is a policy vacuum and considers it significant that no reasonable
alternative for this policy provided at MIR stage. Concerned that growth of out of town
centres is causing decline of town centres. Concerned that development of hotels on
periphery of towns is detrimental to town centres and development of wider tourist
economy is an opportunity missed. Concerned about visual impact and quality of existing
Straiton retail area - considers that it has overwhelmed the existing Straiton village and
notes that it has led to demolition of stone buildings - considers that it needs physical
enhancement but that development on other side of road will not provide this. Notes lack
of spatial concept for the new Gateway site. Concerned that road traffic/environmental
impacts of retail park should be considered further. (PP1623 Jon Grounsell)

Considers that existing town centres are being downgraded by Midlothian Council's
continuing promotion of out of town shopping. Considers that the Straiton Retail Park, in
terms of the Scottish Planning Policy sequential test, does not even meet the lowest
category (out of centre locations that are or can be made accessible by a variety of
transport modes). Considers that allocation of site West Straiton Ec3 is contrary to Scottish
Planning Policy, and SESplan Strategic Development Plan. Expresses concern that West
Straiton Ec3 proposal will be an intrusion into Green Belt, considers that there is no need
for additional retail development, and that expanded retail offer would be of more benefit to
residents in east of Midlothian which would also help reduce car journeys. Makes reference
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to representation of City Edinburgh Council in respect of conformity of Ec3 allocation and
expansion of Straiton Retail Park with Scottish Planning Policy and Strategic Development
Plan. States that others (including Scottish Natural Heritage and SEPA) have objected to
the Ec3 Straiton allocation in respect of it being insufficient to deliver sustainable growth,
having significant adverse visual impacts within context of countryside, Green Belt and
proximity to the Pentland Hills Regional Park; and the potential for area to be considered in
more detail in respect of habitat/recreation value and potential. Considers that robust
policies should be put in place to direct new development to existing town centres.
(PP2406, PP2768 Eskbank Amenity Society)

Considers that existing town centres are being degraded by Midlothian Council’s continuing
promotion of out of town shopping and wishes robust policies to be put in place to direct
new development to existing town centres. (PP2427 David Miller, PP2429 Wilma Porteous,
PP2431 Margaret Miller, PP2433 Wilma Sweeney, PP2435 Stuart Barnes, PP2437 Gavin
Boyd, PP2439 Kirsty Barnes, PP2441 Vivienne Boyd, PP2443 John F Davidson, PP2445
Eric Smith, PP2447 Annabel Smith, PP2449 Mary M Young, PP2451 James Young,
PP2453 John T Cogle, PP2455 Janette D Barnes, PP2457 Jenny Davidson, PP2459
Pamela Thomson, PP2461 Kevin Davidson, PP2463 Hugh Gillespie, PP2465 Jennifer
Gillespie, PP2467 George Barnes, PP2469 James Hutchison, PP2471 John Barton,
PP2473 Ross Craig, PP2475 Caroline Sneddon, PP2477 Edith May Barton, PP2479 Alex
McLean, PP2481 Marjory McLean, PP2483 Myra G Rodger, PP2485 David S M Hamilton,
PP2487 Sally Couch, PP2489 E Hutchison, PP2491 Karen Miller, PP2493 Robert Scott,
PP2495 James Telfer, PP2497 Kenneth McLean, PP2499 Lynn MacLeod, PP2501 Dawn
Robertson, PP2503 Derek Robertson, PP2505 Stewart Y Marshall, PP2507 Elsie Marshall,
PP2509 Stuart Davis, PP2511 John Owen, PP2513 Susan Falconer, PP2515 Gudrun
Reid, PP2517 Marie Owen, PP2519 G Palmer, PP2521 Joan Faithfull, PP2523 Emma
Moir, PP2525 M A Faithfull, PP2527 S M Croall, PP2529 R | Pryor, PP2531 Susan E
Wright, PP2533 R A Pryor, PP2535 Michael Boyd, PP2537 Dianne Kennedy, PP2539
George Sweeney, PP2541 David A Porteous, PP2543 Colin Miller, PP2545 Julia Peden,
PP2547 Alan Mercer, PP2549 Jim Moir, PP2551 Zow-Htet, PP2553 A H Cunningham,
PP2555 W R Cunningham, PP2557 Matthew McCreath, P2559 Rae Watson, PP2561
Christina Watson, PP2563 Moira Jones, PP2565 George Gray, PP2567 Nan Gray, PP2569
David Binnie, PP2571 George Mackay, PP2573 Gayle Marshall, PP2575 Mary Clapperton,
PP2577 John Scaife, PP2579 Colin Richardson, PP2581 Karen Langham, PP2583
Elizabeth Richardson, PP2585 Avril Thomson, PP2587 Linda Scaife, PP2589 Kenneth
Purves, PP2591 E Purves, PP2593 Donald Marshall, PP2595 Marshall Scott, PP2597
Carolyn Millar, PP2599 Charles A Millar, PP2601 Lorna Reid, PP2603 Hazel Johnson,
PP2605 A F Wardrope, PP2607 Isobel Ritchie, PP2609 Lewis Jones, PP2611 Karlyn
Durrant, PP2613 John Blair, PP2615 Colin Johnson, PP2617 Patrick Mark, PP2619
Patricia Barclay, PP2621 Kenneth A Hyslop, PP2623 Jan Krwawicz, PP2625 Marjorie
Krwawicz, PP2627 Chris Boyle, PP2629 K Palmer, PP2631 Elizabeth Anderson, PP2633
Janette Evans, PP2635 Ann O'Brian, PP2637 Gail Reid, PP2639 Zoe Campbell, PP2641
Simon Evans, PP2643 Anne Murray, PP2749 Sara Cormack, PP2813 Jacqueline Marsh,
PP677 Margaret Hodge, PP933 Julian Holbrook, PP1114 Rowan Nemitz)

Representation seeking change in respect of new retailing opportunity in southern A7
corridor

Wishes a wider area indicated as suitable for retailing in the Midlothian Local Development
Plan based on map submitted, that this should be confirmed as not absolute or fixed

and considers that Council should remove reference to a possible Redheugh town

centre. Suggests that there is a case for new superstore on part of committed site P (site
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h35), and considers that this should be supported as part of a revised brief. (PP311 Grange
Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Other matters

Seeks stronger emphasis on high quality retail in town centres, limiting takeaway food
outlets and requirement for developers to provide new retail facilities at the outset of new
development rather than the end (or not at all).

Considers the section on town centres is weak, and notes weaknesses in town centre
attractions, amenities, and design - particularly in Bonnyrigg. Considers that there should
be a stronger emphasis on higher quality retailing in town centres, limiting takeaway food
stores. (PP280 Katherine Reid)

Supports change in policy wording to enable Council to support and prioritise
developments that create real community shopping areas within new developments

Considers that too many of the new developments lack community identity, are disjointed,
and require travel by private car. (PP448 Alison Bowden)

Planning permission should not be given to development that will take business from local
towns and villages

Considers that rise of Straiton has led to decline of towns/villages, and that original purpose
of Straiton to host businesses not suited to town centres has been lost. (PP472 John
Sharp)

Within new housing areas, support small convenience stores in preference to larger stores

While supporting need to limit size of new superstore, consider that small convenience
stores are a more appropriate way forward, as these would be more convenient to
householders, limit the need to travel, and be less of a threat to existing town centres.
(PP489 Newtongrange Community Council)

To support new development, new estates will need appropriately sized units such as
corner shops, not medium sized units that remain undeveloped due to poor integration.
(PP651 Bonnyrigg & Lasswade Community Council)

Seeking to ensure that new retail development in Borders Rail/A7/A68 corridor has least
impact on Newtongrange

Considers that Redheugh will need retail provision but concerned that it would be too close
to Newtongrange centre. Concerned at practice of allowing out of town developments
often in traffic congested areas. (PP530 Walter Stone)

Considers that policy TCR2 should be much more supportive of existing small scale retail
facilities

States that the number and variety of retail business has declined significantly in the
Tynewater area, and notes that Pathhead is only identified as a 'local centre'. (PP1520
Tynewater Community Council)
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Seeks suspension of Midlothian Local Development Plan

Concerned that retail parks will encroach yet further into the countryside. Refers to lack of
availability of supplementary guidance and Transport Options Appraisal reports. (PP1522
Geoffrey Alderson)

Representor considers town centres would benefit from high quality independent retailers
rather than chain stores found in out of town centres

Considers that Dalkeith and town centres would benefit from good quality individual shops
rather than predominance of chain stores found in out of town shopping centres. (PP1555
Patricia Dimarco)

Indications of support

Supports commitment to town centres through TCR1, as a means to reduce need to travel
and CO2 emissions. (PP1425 SEPA)

Supports policies TCR2, on grounds that support for town centres and sequential approach
will help limit car journeys and consequent pollution and greenhouse gas emissions.
(PP1426 SEPA)

Supports the requirement identified in the Proposed Plan for a new food store to serve
Newtongrange/Gorebridge/Redheugh area. This requirement is identified on page 31 of the
Proposed Plan, Table 4.1 Network of Centres. (PP2780 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Modifications sought by those submitting representations:

Representations seeking deletion of site Ec3

Seeks removal of Ec3 allocation from Straiton Commercial Hub and from network of
centres. (PP14 Almondvale (Livingston) Ltd)

Seeks removal of Straiton expansion, and mandating local shop provision in new housing
developments, and providing economic/planning incentives for independent/local and
community-controlled retail businesses to locate and remain in the existing town high
streets, reduce the demand for travel for accessing retail facilities, and promotion of
community vegetable production and distribution. (PP26-Midlothian Green Party)

Objects to any expansion of Straiton. (PP257 Midlothian Matters)

Wishes reference made to Scottish Government publication: Community and Enterprise in
Scotland's Town Centres as guidance which will inform town centre policy. Also inference
from text, though not an expressly sought modification, that expansion of Straiton should
not be supported in the Midlothian Local Development Plan. (PP430 Eskbank & Newbattle
Community Council)

No extension of Straiton retail area, deletion of Ec3, and consideration of other uses such
as nature reserve to enhance sites role as gateway to Midlothian. Remove support for
commercial leisure/cinema at Straiton and support cinemas in existing town centres.
(PP540, PP541 Mirabelle Maslin)
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Seeks commitment to introduction of a town centre first policy in TCR1

Seeks a commitment to a town centre first policy should be included in policy TCR1, and
that this could indicate that a flexible approach will be applied to ensure that facilities are
located where they are easily accessible to the communities that they are intended to
serve. (PP378 Scottish Government)

Representation seeking change to hierarchy of priorities in Policy TCR2

Considers policy TCR2 policy priority should be town centre, local centre, out of town
centres. (PP259 Midlothian Matters)

Wishes text relating to role of centres altered so that references to Ec3 and expansion of
Straiton are removed. Wishes policy TR2 altered to increase status of local centres in
hierarchy of priorities, and to remove floorspace limit on local centres, and wishes
reference to new local centres removed. Considers that reference in criterion A to Dalkeith
Town Centre should be expanded to cover all town centres, and wishes references to
Straiton Commercial Hub (Ec3) removed. (PP1058 Mirabelle Maslin)

Representations seeking stronger policy to direct new development to existing town
centres

Seeks robust policies to direct new development to existing town centres. PP933 Julian
Holbrook, PP1623 Jon Grounsell, PP2406 Eskbank Amenity Society, PP2427 David Miller,
PP2429 Wilma Porteous, PP2431 Margaret Miller, PP2433 Wilma Sweeney, PP2435
Stuart Barnes, PP2437 Gavin Boyd, PP2439 Kirsty Barnes, PP2441 Vivienne Boyd,
PP2443 John F Davidson, PP2445 Eric Smith, PP2447 Annabel Smith, PP2449 Mary M
Young, PP2451 James Young, PP2453 John T Cogle, PP2455 Janette D Barnes, PP2457
Jenny Davidson, PP2459 Pamela Thomson, PP2461 Kevin Davidson, PP2463 Hugh
Gillespie, PP2465 Jennifer Gillespie, PP2467 George Barnes, PP2469 James Hutchison,
PP2471 John Barton, PP2473 Ross Craig, PP2475 Caroline Sneddon, PP2477 Edith May
Barton, PP2479 Alex McLean, PP2481 Marjory McLean, PP2483 Myra G Rodger, PP2485
David S M Hamilton, PP2487 Sally Couch, PP2489 E Hutchison, PP2491 Karen Miller,
PP2493 Robert Scott, PP2495 James Telfer, PP2497 Kenneth McLean, PP2499 Lynn
MacLeod, PP2501 Dawn Robertson, PP2503 Derek Robertson, PP2505 Stewart Y
Marshall, PP2507 Elsie Marshall, PP2509 Stuart Davis, PP2511 John Owen, PP2513
Susan Falconer, PP2515 Gudrun Reid, PP2517 Marie Owen, PP2519 G Palmer, PP2521
Joan Faithfull, PP2523 Emma Moir, PP2525 M A Faithfull, PP2527 S M Croall, PP2529 R |
Pryor, PP2531 Susan E Wright, PP2533 R A Pryor, PP2535 Michael Boyd, PP2537 Dianne
Kennedy, PP2539 George Sweeney, PP2541 David A Porteous, PP2543 Colin Miller,
PP2545 Julia Peden, PP2547 Alan Mercer, PP2549 Jim Moir, PP2551 Zow-Htet, PP2553
A H Cunningham, PP2555 W R Cunningham, PP2557 Matthew McCreath, PP2559 Rae
Watson, PP2561 Christina Watson, PP2563 Moira Jones, PP2565 George Gray, PP2567
Nan Gray, PP2569 David Binnie, PP2571 George Mackay, PP2573 Gayle Marshall,
PP2575 Mary Clapperton, PP2577 John Scaife, PP2579 Colin Richardson, PP2581 Karen
Langham, PP2583 Elizabeth Richardson, PP2585 Avril Thomson, PP2587 Linda Scaife,
PP2589 Kenneth Purves, PP2591 E Purves, PP2593 Donald Marshall, PP2595 Marshall
Scott, PP2597 Carolyn Millar, PP2599 Charles A Millar, PP2601 Lorna Reid, PP2603
Hazel Johnson, PP2605 A F Wardrope, PP2607 Isobel Ritchie, PP2609 Lewis Jones,
PP2611 Karlyn Durrant, PP2613 John Blair, PP2615 Colin Johnson, PP2617 Patrick Mark,
PP2619 Patricia Barclay, PP2621 Kenneth A Hyslop, PP2623 Jan Krwawicz, PP2625
Marjorie Krwawicz, PP2627 Chris Boyle, PP2629 K Palmer, PP2631 Elizabeth Anderson,
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PP2633 Janette Evans, PP2635 Ann O'Brian, PP2637 Gail Reid, PP2639 Zoe Campbell,
PP2641 Simon Evans, PP2643 Anne Murray, PP2749 Sara Cormack, PP2768 Eskbank
Amenity Society, PP2813 Jacqueline Marsh, PP1114 Rowan Nemitz, PP677 Margaret
Hodge)

Representation seeking change in respect of new retailing opportunity in southern A7
corridor

Wishes a wider area indicated as suitable for retailing in the Midlothian Local Development
Plan based on a map contained in the submission that is not absolute or fixed. Requests
the Council remove reference to a possible Redheugh town centre. States that there is a
case for new superstore on part of committed site P (site h35), and considers that

this should be supported as part of a revised brief for the site. (PP311 Grange Estates
(Newbattle) Ltd)

Other matters

Seeks stronger emphasis on high quality retail in town centres, limiting takeaway food
outlets and requirement for developers to provide new retail facilities at the outset of new
development rather than the end (or not at all)

Seeks stronger emphasis on higher quality retailing in town centres, limiting takeaway food
stores, and requirement for developers to provide new retail facilities at the outset of new
development rather than the end (or not at all). (PP280 Katherine Reid)

Supports change in policy wording to enable Council to support and prioritise
developments that create real community shopping areas within new developments

Supports change in policy wording to enable Council to support and prioritise
developments that create real community shopping areas rather than large off site
shopping developments that fragment community identity. (PP448 Alison Bowden)

Planning permission should not be given to development that will take business from local
towns and villages

Planning permission should not be given to development that will take business from local
towns and villages. (PP472 John Sharp)

Within new housing areas, support small convenience stores in preference to larger stores

Within new housing areas, support small convenience stores in preference to larger stores.
(PP489 Newtongrange Community Council)

Considers that policy TCR2 should be much more supportive of existing small scale retail
facilities

Considers that policy TCR2 should be much more supportive of existing small scale retail
facilities which are typically less than 150 sgm in scale. (PP1520 Tynewater Community
Council)
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Seeks suspension of Midlothian Local Development Plan

Seeks suspension of Midlothian Local Development Plan. (PP1522 Geoffrey Alderson)

Indications of support

SEPA support policies TCR 1 and TCR 2. (PP1425, PP1426 SEPA)

No Modification Specified

No modification specified. (PP530 Walter Stone, PP651 Bonnrigg & Lasswade Community
Council, PP1555 Patricia Dimarco, PP2780 Grange Estates (Newbattle) Ltd)

Summary of responses (including reasons) by planning authority:

Context

The increase in Midlothian’s population that will result from implementation of the Proposed
Plan’s development strategy (likely to be +20% between 2011 and 2024 with more to follow
as further sites are built out) presents a significant growth opportunity from which
Midlothian’s town and commercial centres can benefit.

The Midlothian Local Development Plan Proposed Plan seeks to address this growth in a
planned way, by setting out a network of centres, and identifying opportunities for growth.
The plan supports appropriate development in town centres that increases vitality and
footfall. The plan recognises Straiton’s potential attractiveness to retail investors and
allows for the expansion of this area as part of mixed use allocation (Ec3). The plan also
makes provision for expanded local centres, including at locations of new housing growth,
and new convenience focussed provision in the Borders Rail corridor.

Representations seeking deletion of site Ec3

In respect of the representation seeking an alternative nature reserve use at this site (PP
541): Straiton Bing has seen some natural colonisation by wildlife. It has not been
designated a regionally and locally important conservation site. The Council has not
resolved the future status of the bing, and this is a matter to be addressed further by the
masterplan and the EIA process for any further planning application (which will consider
biodiversity amongst other matters).

The Ec3 allocation is currently Green Belt and will be de-designated if the Proposed Plan is
adopted in its current form. The construction of the A701 relief road will require to be
accompanied by the provision of significant landscaping as mandated in the settlement
statement (including a 30m wide mounded landscape framework along the sites western
boundary), which may form part of the green network, The Council considers that this will
form a better long term Green Belt boundary and reflect the intent of Scottish Planning
Policy and Strategic Development Plan policy 12 (CD111). A 10m wide area of hedgerow/
tree planting is required where the site adjoins the existing A701. The west side of the
current A701 is already partly built up, or in some cases degraded by previous activities:
the Council considers that Ec3 can be implemented without damaging the landscape
setting, identity and character of neighbouring settlements, the Pentland Hills or Edinburgh.

The Council considers that it is inappropriate to prejudge the masterplan process by
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allocating specified land for particular uses within the site. The site has an excellent
situation by the City of Edinburgh bypass and the Council considers it would be a waste of
the site’s potential if it were to be developed predominantly for housing. The masterplan
process will provide an opportunity to look at constraints and opportunities across the site,
and consider the contribution different uses can make to remediating site conditions.

In respect of the representation expressing concern at the potential scale of retalil
development on this site: any prospective application containing retail floorspace will be
subject to the Midlothian Local Development Plan’s Town Centres and Retailing policies.
The plan requires Retail Impact Assessments for developments of more than 2500 square
metres gross floor area outwith town centres, and these may also be sought for smaller
proposals (MLDP paragraph 4.6.5 refers). Policy TCR2 contains a sequential test for
development at Straiton. Other criteria of the policy protect the vitality and viability of
centres within the catchment of proposed development, require development to address a
guantitative or qualitative deficiency within the catchment, and require development to be
accompanied by measures to improve the environmental quality of the commercial hub and
its accessibility by public transport/active travel.

In respect of the representation PP14 which states that site Ec3 should not be accorded
the same status as the established Straiton Commercial Centre in policy TCR2, and that
there is no remit for doing this in the Strategic Development Plan (Strategic Development
Plan for South East Scotland) establishes a network of centres (Table 1) and describes
their roles. Table 1 identifies the role of Edinburgh City Centre as regional centre for the
whole city region, and four strategic town centres which are of a different scale, performing
a range of functions at a sub-regional level.

The Strategic Development Plan states that it is the role of Local Development Plans to
identify other town centres and commercial centres (Policy 3, criterion a). The LDP does
this. The SDP requires LDPs to support and protect the network of centres shown in Table
1 of the SDP (Policy 3, criterion b). The LDP does this through criterion B and C of policy
TCR2. The SDP requires a sequential approach in respect of the selection of locations for
retail and commercial leisure (Policy 3, criterion c). Any exceptions identified through LDPs
should be fully justified. Policy TCR2 criterion A establishes the priority of Edinburgh City
Centre in sequential terms. The sequential test does not prioritise the other strategic town
centres (Kirkcaldy, Glenrothes, Dunfermline and Livingston) as these have such a limited
trading relationship with Midlothian, as revealed by the rigorous analysis in CD087.

The Council considers that it is reasonable to allow for the potential of retailing on the Ec3
site, in view of the expanded population and demand that is a consequence of the
development strategy. The Council has carried out rigorous analysis on retail patterns and
likely future retail trends (set out in the Town Centres and Retail Technical Note, CD087),
and this Schedule 4 considers the latest available evidence of change in population and
per capita spending. It will be the role of the town centre and retailing policies, in particular
TCR 2 to ensure that no harm is done to other centres. Policy TCR 2 reinforces the
sequential approach which prioritises town centres. The Council considers that its retail
policies are in conformity with the Strategic Development Plan, and will provide the
necessary framework to assess any application in site Ec3 containing a retail element.

Midlothian Council considers that it is appropriate to meet the needs of its expanding
communities through provision of an expanded range of retail facilities. It is also important
to encourage the provision of more local jobs. Among the Midlothian Local Development
Plan’s Strategic Objectives are to ‘Support Midlothian’s growing economy by creating
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guality and sustainable business locations’ and to ‘Identify new economic and commercial
opportunities to provide local jobs and help reduce out-commuting’. This will also help to
meet the aspirations of Midlothian’s communities for better facilities, it is known for example
(through the Council’s community planning function) that there is a desire on the part of
young people for better cinema facilities in Midlothian.

Site Ec3 is a high profile, well connected site with good potential for economic
development. The overarching retail policies will provide protection for town centres,
including Edinburgh City Centre. Any significant retail element in the development will
require to be accompanied by a Retail Impact Assessment (as set out in paragraph 4.6.5 of
the Proposed Plan). The uses on the site could include retail, commercial leisure, hotel,
office and business uses, and possibly housing. The masterplan will establish the mix of
uses on the site; in preparing the masterplan the Council would expect to look at the latest
market intelligence and developer interests and scope out potential impacts of the retail
elements in any proposal in advance of a Retail Impact Assessment (RIA) accompanying a
future planning application. Given the significant ground condition problems the Council
does not consider it appropriate to sub-allocate the site for different uses at this stage. The
Council wishes to plan it as one entity, to avoid the problems of piecemeal development
seen at the existing Straiton area. This will also provide the best opportunity to incorporate
provision for active travel and public transport.

In considering future demand for retailing, the following factors are relevant: the population
in the catchment area, the amount of spending per head, the existing retail stock and the
amount of revenue it needs to trade successfully, and allowance for trade leaking to other
areas and the internet. On the basis of increased population and per capita comparison
spending growth there appears to be scope to accommodate additional retail capacity in
Midlothian. This is identified in the Retailing and Town Centres Technical Note (CD087).

The Retailing and Town Centres Technical Note (RTC TN) is useful background
information and helped to inform the Main Issues Report (CD043) and the Proposed Plan.
Although as time goes on it becomes less relevant and RIAs will have to use the latest
available intelligence (the paragraphs below consider the latest information about retail
trends). The RTC TN indicates a potential for between 25,000 and 34,000 square metres
of additional floorspace (gross floor area) (depending on whether mainstream comparison
or bulky goods operators) based on a low spending growth scenario and with an
unchanged leakage rate of 61.7%. In coming to this figure the RTC TN took into account
committed unbuilt retail stock. An unchanged leakage rate would result in sharply
increased spending in Edinburgh from Midlothian residents as overall spending increases
(driven by increased population and per capita spending).

It is plausible however that an increased range and choice of stores to meet Midlothian
demands, will also have the effect of reducing the leakage rate. It is generally understood
by practitioners of retail impact assessments that ‘like competes with like’ (paragraph
6.107, Town Centre and Retailing Methodologies — Final Report, Scottish Government,
2007, CD108). On this basis, Edinburgh City Centre, with its large range of high order
retailers and other cultural attractions appears less susceptible than other commercial
centres which provide a similar retail offer to Straiton. Another commercial centre, Fort
Kinnaird, in the City of Edinburgh area is the main comparison shopping destination of
Midlothian residents (taking a larger share of Midlothian custom than Straiton (2"%) or
Edinburgh City Centre (3") — table 36 of the RTC TN (CD087) refers.

Midlothian’s most popular comparison shopping destination (Fort Kinnaird) has no direct
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bus link to any Midlothian settlement, despite recent expansion. City of Edinburgh Council
is the relevant planning authority, and the administrative boundaries may be something of
an obstacle to providing greater connectivity. It can now be reached by Borders Rail which
stops at Newcraighall station, although from here most of the site is beyond the acceptable
400m threshold and the general environment for walking between the station and the retalil
park is not very pedestrian friendly. Midlothian considers that it is in a good position to
enhance public transport and active travel links from Straiton through the masterplan and
subsequent handling of a future planning application. The internal road layout will be very
important so that buses can pass through the site with minimal interference from
congestion. The Council has already arranged through developer contributions for the high
frequency number 37 route to be diverted through the existing retail park, with bus stops
and publicity material provided. This was achieved from contributions made in respect of
the earlier relatively smaller scale extensions at the site. Growth at Ec3 and across the
county will help to sustain further enhancements on a commercial basis, perhaps
underpinned by developer contributions over the start up phase. The Midlothian Local
Development Plan also supports the A720 Orbital Bus Route; while the final route (policy
TRAN 2 refers) for this is not fixed it is likely to pass through Straiton, providing an
interchange point with the A701 corridor services, and making this location a significant
public transport node. The Council would have to take a judgement on the appropriate level
of public transport provision. Development at Ec3 featuring a large element of residential
development and little retailing or other employment generating uses might require a
different service pattern from a wholly commercial development.

In terms of impacts, the Town Centre and Retailing Methodologies Report (CD108) also
noted the prevailing view among retail impact practitioners that the strength of competition
will increase with shorter travel distances. This has been likened to gravitational attraction.
A retail facility in Midlothian therefore appears less likely to impact on the City Centre than
expansion at commercial centres within the city. This ‘gravity’ effect helps explain the
limited role of Livingston or the other Strategic Town Centres in meeting Midlothian
shopping demands.

The role of the Strategic Town Centres in meeting Midlothian’s shopping demands can be
gauged from table 36 of the Retailing and Town Centre